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July 29, 2008 
 
 
Jason Cohn, Esq. 
Tommasino & Tommasino 
Attorneys at Law 
Two Center Plaza 
Boston, MA 02108 
 
RE:  Report Review Comments, Martin Avenue, Salem NH  
 
Dear Mr. Cohn: 
 
Shaw Environmental, Inc. (Shaw) has received and reviewed the Level 1 Site Investigation Report dated 
April 24, 2008 prepared by Enpro Services, Inc. for the above referenced site. 
 
The purpose of the review was to gain an understanding of the conditions surrounding the release of oil that 
occurred when Haffner Oil Service overfilled a 275 gallon above ground gallon fuel oil storage tank (AST) 
and the subsequent response actions.  The review focused on whether the site is adequately characterized and 
remediated.   
 
Shaw understands that a remedial action has been underway at the site and that to date; the work involved 
the excavation and removal of soil on both the exterior and interior of the dwelling. The excavation and 
removal activities were completed in phases however the report provides no rationale for the manner in 
which the work progressed.  Based on Shaw's site reconnaissance and discussions with Michael Demers, the 
work progressed based on comments regarding detection of odors and staining and other concerns raised by 
the occupants. 
 
A review of the report revealed that a number of soil and groundwater samples have been collected at the 
site.  Although the report presents the results of the many soil samples collected from both inside and outside 
the basement, there was no description of the reason that the work was completed in phases, the rationale for 
the collection of confirmatory samples from the excavated areas and no rationale or discussion for the 
assessment program that demonstrates that the site is adequately characterized.   
 
The remainder of this letter will address specific comments on the report on a section by section basis. 
 
Section 2 
 
This section should provide additional details regarding the impacted area both on the exterior and the 
interior of the dwelling.  A figure that depicted the area where free phase oil or soil staining was noted on the 
exterior of the dwelling and a similar figure of the inside of the dwelling should be prepared and presented.  
This figure can serve as the basis for discussion on the adequacy of the assessment. 
 
Section 3 
 
In summary this section provides redundant paragraphs that state that soil excavation was completed on a 
specific date or dates and that sample location are presented in an Appendix and data is presented in a Table.  
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This description is inadequate for the reader to determine what activities were completed and where at the 
site the work was completed.  In addition, Shaw believes that additional language regarding the extent of the 
excavation both vertically and horizontally, the results of field screening, the identifying name of each 
sample collected and reference to a specific figure should be noted.  
 
As an example, the first paragraph that describes the work on February 12, 2007 states that remedial effort 
consisted of soil removal in the area between the garage and the house and the first Figure, Figure A appears 
to depict activities conducted adjacent to the former AST inside the basement area. 
 
As an additional example, the third paragraph for work conducted between May 9 and 14, 2007 states that 
additional removal actions were completed in areas where subsurface investigations were completed.  These 
assessment activities should be described along with the sample names and direction to a figure where the 
reader can find the sample location and review the results.    
 
The examples represented above identify two areas for clarification.  Shaw believes that Enpro should 
review all of the paragraphs in this section as the same comments apply throughout this section. 
 
Section 6 
 
This section presents the results of Enpro’s assessment program that has been completed at the property.  
The comments on this section are similar to the comments of Section 3.  The number and kind of samples 
collected are not discussed and there is no rationale presented for the location of soil borings and 
groundwater monitoring wells.  There is no specific reference to figures that depicts the work that is 
described in the various sections of the text.   
 
Additionally, in Section 6.0 the first statement states that the purpose of the assessment was to determine the 
nature and extent of contamination at the property.  Although this is the stated purpose, there is no text or 
figure that depicts or describes the extent of contamination.  
 
The remainder of this letter will provide specific comments on each of the two media evaluated in the report. 
 
Soil 
 
Based on the review of the figures and table, there appear to be numerous soil samples that have been 
collected within the basement area.  The text does not provide sufficient detail for the reader to know which 
samples were collected to confirm excavation activities and which were specifically collected to assess site 
conditions.  In addition there is no rationale presented that describes the various phases of the assessment 
and what was found at each step.   
 
Without this detail, the reader is left with no clear understanding of quality of soil inside and outside of the 
release area and the extent of contamination.  As such, one can not ascertain whether the completed response 
actions in the interior have resulted in a complete remedy or the assessment completely delineates the extent 
of contamination. 
 
Groundwater 
 
A review of the figures and the report revealed that there is a sufficient number of groundwater monitoring 
wells proximate to the release area.  These wells are apparently installed down gradient of or within the 
release area and should provide a conservative evaluation of the groundwater conditions at the site.   



 
 
Page 3  July 29, 2008 
 
 
 
 
There is however only one groundwater monitoring well installed down gradient of the release area.  In 
addition, only one direction of groundwater flow diagram has been prepared; yet groundwater has been 
gauged several times.  Shaw believes that the report should depict the groundwater flow for each event to 
determine whether there is variability in the direction.   The presentation of groundwater contours rather than 
a single direction of groundwater flow arrow would be useful.  
 
In addition, Shaw understands that there are only two groundwater monitoring wells that revealed a 
concentration of naphthalene above NHES groundwater quality standards.  These wells are located 
proximate to each other and in the northwest corner of the dwelling.  Based on the present direction of 
groundwater flow, the well 1 / 2-5 may not be down gradient of these wells. 
 
Although the presented tables identify a number of collected samples, many of which report non detectable 
concentrations of contaminants of concern, there is no clear description that gives the reviewer confidence 
that the information is representative of site conditions. 
 
Enpro Meeting 
 
In an effort to resolve comments Shaw met with Mr. Tom Wigglesworth and Geoff Brown of Enpro on June 
2, 2008.  The meeting focused on Shaw comments on the Enpro report as presented above.  At the meeting 
Enpro provided Shaw with the enclosed additional information such as soil screening values and a summary 
of daily activities at the site.  Although the discussions were and information provided are useful, the chief 
issue regarding whether the site was adequately characterized was not resolved. 
 
Shaw requested that Enpro submit a document that includes a conceptual site model of the release 
mechanisms for the oil that was released at the site and justify that the assessment verified the model and 
was successful at determining the extent of the release.  Shaw mentioned for example, that there were at least 
two release mechanisms at the site.  The first was the release to the basement floor and the second a surface 
release through the AST vent pipe.  The conceptual site model for the basement release should describe the 
pathways by which the oil migrated to subsurface in distinctly separate and non contiguous areas within the 
basement.  The model would also allow for a determination to be made relative to whether the exterior soil 
borings especially in the alcove area in the vicinity of the vent pipe were advanced to at least a depth below 
the bottom of the excavated areas of oil impacted soil beneath the basement floor slab. 
 
Shaw further believes that the remedial activities and assessment were conducted largely in response to 
comments regarding potentially impacted areas from the homeowner, Mr. Demers.  Since the completed 
work was biased, Shaw suggested that Enpro conduct a grid sampling in the basement area that completes 
the assessment to the north of the bulkhead and to the east of samples 12/5-8 and 11/27-3.  The grid would 
focus only on the areas that have not been assessed to date at a reasonable spacing however include at least 
one sample from an area that has been assessed to verify.  Shaw believes that this would involve a total of 5 
to 7 samples.  
 
Shaw also requested that Enpro present the groundwater contours on a figure for each of the groundwater 
sampling and gauging events so that seasonal fluctuations in flow directions can be observed. 
 
Subsequent to the meeting and the receipt of NHDES comments on the Enpro report, Mr. Wigglesworth 
provided a response that indicated Enpro would only respond to NHDES comments and would not provide 
the additional information as suggested and requested at the June 2, 2008 meeting.  
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The Enpro report concludes that “the response actions undertaken at the site have been successful in the 
mitigation of gross environmental impacts to soil and groundwater at the site”.  The goal, however; of an 
environmental remediation project is not to eliminate gross impacts but to restore a site to a level of no 
significant risk. A complete assessment is necessary as the basis to prepare a meaningful human health and 
ecological risk assessment.  Shaw believes that the requested information would clearly demonstrate whether 
the site is adequately characterized, allow for the preparation of a site specific risk assessment to determine 
whether the Demers family remains at risk, and whether additional response actions would be required. 
Shaw believes that the incremental cost of obtaining the requested information would be minimal relative to 
the total expended to date.  Please feel free to contact me directly with questions or comments at 617-589-
5419. 
 
Sincerely, 
   
Sincerely, 
Shaw Environmental, Inc. 

 
 
Cosmo Gallinaro, LSP 
Project Manager 
 
 
Enclosed  Enpro Information from Meeting  
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