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May 20, 2016 
        
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation Sent via email to: 
410 Willoughby Ave, Ste. 303    bruce.wanstall@alaska.gov 
Juneau, Alaska, 99811-1800 
 
ATTN:  Bruce Wanstall 
 
 
RE: Gustavus Dray 1st Quarter 2016 Groundwater Sampling 
  
Mr. Wanstall: 
 
This letter report summarizes the field activities performed on March 30, 2016 at the 
Gustavus Dray Filling Station in Gustavus, Alaska. The purpose of this effort is to 
perform the first quarter 2016 Groundwater Monitoring at the six monitoring wells 
installed on the property. 
 
Background 
 
Site Location and Description 
 
The Gustavus Dray (the Site) consists of a single parcel of land covering an area of 
4.76 acres with an address of 1 State Dock Road, which is used as a filling station, 
mechanic shop, and petroleum museum.  The parcel is owned by Gustavus Dray 
Company Inc., which in turn is owned by Ed Cahill, Richard and Linda Levitt.  The 
property is located at the “Four Corners” area of Gustavus at the intersection of State 
Dock Road and Gustavus Road.   
 
The Site is located less than 0.5 miles from the Salmon River, which lies to the 
northwest.  Surface water can also be present in the drainage ditches that surround 
the Site.  Previous Site Investigations have shown gasoline and diesel contamination 
present at the Site due to leaky fuel system fittings at various portions of the system 
plumbing from the fuel storage tanks to the dispensers. During installation of 
groundwater monitoring wells, NORTECH personnel encountered groundwater at 7.5 
feet below ground surface (bgs) at the Site. Regionally, groundwater flows in the 
direction of Icy Strait.   
 
Sunnyside Market is located on a land parcel adjoining the Site to the south.  The 
market is located at 3 State Dock Road and serves the community of Gustavus as an 
organic market.  Sunnyside Market also sells prepared coffee and food, and is served 
by a domestic water well.  
 
Site Climate 

Historically, average temperatures in Gustavus range from a low of 18.5 °F in January 
to a high of 63.7 °F in July, average yearly precipitation is 54.76 inches and average 
yearly snowfall is 71.6 inches.  The wettest months are September through November, 
with average monthly precipitation of 6.98, 8.55, and 6.27 inches respectively 
(Western Regional Climate Center). 
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Site Geology 
 
Quaternary glacial events shaped the geology of the site.  Surface sediments grade from glacial 
silt and sand at the beach, through sand across most of Gustavus, to sandy gravel at the 
Glacier Bay National Park boundary.  Wells and other construction projects indicate that a 
riverine sequence is evident.  Surface gravels and sands give way to silt, then mud and shell 
remnants.  This is typical of river delta deposits over tidal mudflats. The Gustavus Dray Site is 
situated at 46 feet above sea level and is topographically flat. 
 
Site soils are of recent glacial and fluvial depositional origin.  The soil is comprised of well sorted 
medium to fine grained sand and silts.  Glacial silts over three hundred feet thick lie under the 
silty sands. 
 
Site Groundwater and Surface Water 
 
Groundwater well information for Gustavus suggests that groundwater can be found in a shallow 
“perched” layer at about six to 20 feet bgs, and is underlain by a silty glacial till layer reported to 
depths greater than 300 feet.  Groundwater has generally been found at depths ranging from 4.2 
to 10 feet bgs throughout the Site, fluctuating seasonally.  Regional groundwater flow direction is 
generally to the south towards Icy Strait with localized deflections to the southwest draining 
towards the Salmon River.   
 
Field Activities 
 
NORTECH Staff Professional Dumitru Radu mobilized to the site to conduct Quarterly 
Groundwater Monitoring activities on March 30, 2016.  Five of the six groundwater monitoring 
wells are flush mount and accessed through the protective cap.  Monitoring well MW-5 is an above 
ground mount protected by a steel casing.  Upon opening each well, the water level was measured 
in order to calculate volume within the well.  Table 1 below lists water levels and calculated purge 
volumes.  Purge water was collected into a five gallon bucket with the use of a peristaltic pump.  
The flow rate of the pump was adjusted to be in equilibrium with the recharge rate of the well, 
thereby not creating drawdown.  The tubing was placed 2”-3” below water surface during purging 
and sampling.  Table 1 includes well and purge information for all groundwater monitoring wells.   
 

Table 1: Water levels and calculated well volumes 

   MW‐1  MW‐2  MW‐3  MW‐4  MW‐5  MW‐6 

Depth of Well (feet)  15.29  10.29  10.48  10.29  12.60  10.38 

Depth to water (feet)  7.68  5.71  7.20  4.20  8.67  5.19 

Water Column (feet)  7.61  4.58  3.28  6.09  3.93  5.19 

Well Volume (gallons)  1.24  0.75  0.53  0.99  0.64  0.85 

Purge Volume (gallons)  5.5  4.5  5.0  4.0  4.5  4.5 

 
After purging a minimum of three well volumes, the pump was stopped and tubing pulled up. 
Water within the tubing before entering the pump head was allowed to drain into 40 mL vials for 
GRO/BTEX analysis.  Once all the vials were filled, the tubing was placed back down the well, 
connected to the pump and sampled for DRO.  Six samples and a duplicate were collected in 
accordance with laboratory protocol, and submitted under chain of custody to SGS Anchorage for 
the following analysis: 
 

 GRO by AK 101 
 DRO by AK 102 
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 BTEX by EPA 8021B 
 
After purging, water from the five gallon buckets was poured into a 55 gallon, resalable plastic 
drum.  The plastic storage drum was left at the Site and will be properly disposed of once full. 
 
During the Site work to perform the quarterly monitoring well sampling work, Mr. Radu noticed 
that a hole had been dug under the fuel lines, within 15 feet of the storage tanks. Gasoline was 
dripping out of one of the steel lines and into a five gallon plastic bucket placed there to catch the 
dripping fuel.  No explanation was given as to how long this had been in effect. 

Contaminants of Concern and Pertinent Cleanup Levels  
 
The contaminants of concern for this site was limited to Gasoline Range Organics (GRO), 
Diesel Range Organics (DRO) and BTEX, based on laboratory analysis of samples collected 
after monitoring wells were installed at the Site in August 2015.  Table 2 contains ADEC Method 
Two cleanup levels for all contaminates of concern at the Site. 

Table 2: ADEC Cleanup Levels 
Contaminant of Concern Groundwater (mg/L) 

Gasoline Range Organics (GRO) 2.2 
Diesel Range Organics (DRO) 1.5 

Benzene 0.005 
Toluene 1.0 

Ethylbenzene 0.7 
Xylenes (total) 10 

 
Water samples are collected with the use of a peristaltic pump and into laboratory certified clean 
sample jars, preserved if necessary, and then placed into a cooler with ice and a temperature 
blank for transportation under chain-of-custody to an ADEC approved laboratory.  After 
collection, samples are assigned a unique identification number.  A minimum of one duplicate 
sample is collected for each ten samples submitted to the laboratory. 
 
Laboratory Analysis and Discussion 
 
Seven samples, including one duplicate (six monitoring well samples and a duplicate) were 
collected and submitted to SGS Anchorage under appropriate chain of custody procedures. 
The sampling was conducted in accordance with the ADEC May 2010 Draft Field Sampling 
Guidance (FSG) and September 2009 Site Characterization Work Plan and Reporting 
Guidance for Investigation of Contaminated Sites.  
 
Laboratory results for MW-1 and MW-3 show levels of DRO, GRO, and Benzene concentrations 
exceeding the ADEC cleanup criteria.  MW-1 is located on the west side of the fueling island, 
just off the concrete pad, and MW-3 is west of the fuel storage area.  MW-6 results exceed the 
ADEC cleanup criteria for GRO and Benzene and had detectable concentrations for DRO, 
toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes.  This well is located on the southwestern corner of the 
property, near State Dock Road.  Table 3 includes groundwater monitoring well results of 
detected analytes only.  The full water sampling laboratory results are in Attachment B.  
Tabulated results of the three groundwater sampling events are found in Attachment D.   
 
The 2016 first quarter groundwater monitoring results show MW-1 and MW-3 continue to be 
above ADEC cleanup criteria for DRO, GRO, and Benzene.  Toluene continues to be above 
ADEC cleanup criteria for MW-3 and is now above the criteria for MW-1.  MW-6, located near 
the southwestern corner of the property along State Dock Road, exceeds ADEC 



 Quarterly Sampling Report 
         Gustavus Dray  

May 16 

  
Page 4C:\Users\Jginter\Desktop\Dray\Q1 GW  Report_V2.Docx 

cleanup criteria for DRO, GRO, Benzene, and Toluene.  MW-2, located off the southwest corner 
of the fuel storage area, had detectable concentrations of DRO, GRO, and Benzene.   
 
 

Table 3:  
Gustavus Dray 2016 First Quarter Groundwater Monitoring Laboratory Results 

Sample ID  ADEC  MW‐1  MW‐2 MW‐3 MW‐4 MW‐5  MW‐6 MW‐31*

Sample Collection Date     3/30/16  3/30/16 3/30/16 3/30/16 3/30/16  3/30/16 3/30/16

Analyte  mg/L  mg/L  mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L  mg/L mg/L

Petroleum Fractions 

DRO  1.5  1.76  0.573 2.37 0.283U 0.283U  0.837 2.21

GRO  2.2  13.2  0.042 11 0.0500U 0.0500U  2.31 11.7

RRO  1.1  0.240U  0.369J 0.323J 0.160J 0.192J  0.314J 0.464J

VOCs 

Benzene  0.005  0.105  0.00085 0.750 0.00025U 0.00025U  0.0155 0.834

Ethylbenzene  0.7  0.368  0.00056J 0.195 0.0005U 0.0005U  0.1800 0.219

o‐Xylene     0.501  0.00043J 0.2820 0.0005U 0.0005U  0.4530 0.308

P & M Xylene     1.26  0.00153J 0.7280 0.0010U 0.0010U  0.2960 0.783

Total Xylenes  10.0  1.761  0.0020J 1.0100 0.0015U 0.0015U  0.7490 1.091

Toluene  1.00  3.47  0.00071 J 2.94 0.0005U 0.0005U  0.0666 2.79

          
Notes:  # U Analyte not detected at the listed limit of quantitation (LOQ)   

 # J  Analyte is an estimation below the limit of quantitation (LOQ)   
 BOLD  Analyte detected in concentration above the ADEC Cleanup level   
 Shade Analyte detected in concentration below the ADEC Cleanup level   
 MW‐31*  Duplicate pair to MW-3      

 
 
Using groundwater depth readings, in conjunction with survey data, groundwater flow is 
generally moving west towards the Salmon River (see Attachment A, Figure 3).  Given the 
results for MW-1 and MW-6 from this past event, it is likely that contaminants are not confined 
within the site property boundaries.  Fine to medium silty flowing sands are found across the 
site, and are conducive to groundwater movement.  MW-2 had detectable concentrations of 
GRO, RRO, Benzene, and Xylenes and DRO above the ADEC cleanup level during the October 
sampling event.  For the August 2015 and March 2016 events, detectable concentrations were 
reported but did not exceed cleanup criteria.  MW-4, located on the east side of the fuel storage 
area, shows a similar pattern of fluctuating concentrations.  These results, in conjunction with 
shallow groundwater and conducive soil conditions, indicate that groundwater movement can be 
influenced by recent rainfall events.  A summary of the three monitoring events are found in 
Attachment D, Table 4.   
 
Data quality objectives for the project are to produce data of adequate quality for comparison to 
18 AAC 75 cleanup levels.  The primary tool used to assess the quality of the data was the 
ADEC Laboratory Data Review Checklist (LDRC).  A LDRC was completed for the laboratory 
work order and is included in Attachment C.   
 
The duplicate pair of MW-3 and MW-31 have detectable analytical results for each analyte 
except RRO.  The relative percent difference (RPD) of the results were calculated to be below 
criteria set forth by ADEC for duplicate pair RPD (30% for water).  RPD percentages range from 
5.24% difference for toluene to 11.50% difference for ethylbenzene.  DRO and GRO were 
6.99% and 6.17% respectively.  All results are deemed valid for the purpose of this 
investigation. 
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Blank Spikes, Matrix Spikes, and Laboratory Control Samples performed by the laboratory are 
within recovery and RPD criteria.  Surrogate recoveries for all samples are within range.  
Therefore, the data produced can still be used as a basis for the further evaluation of site 
conditions. 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
NORTECH provides the following conclusions based on the data collected during this quarterly 
sampling event. 
 

 GRO, DRO, Benzene, and Toluene levels continued to exceed ADEC cleanup levels at 
MW-1 and MW-3 

 MW-6, located along State Dock Road at the southwest corner of the property, has GRO 
and Benzene concentrations above ADEC cleanup levels 

 DRO is present in detectable quantities but below cleanup limits 
 Groundwater flow data suggests groundwater is moving in a generally west direction 

towards the Salmon River  
 MW-5, on the northeast side of the property, lies upgradient of the impacted areas and 

continues to have non-detected concentrations for the contaminants of concern 
 An active line leak is occurring, we recommend the Gustavus Dray address this problem 

immediately 
 
Based on the conclusions and sample results, NORTECH recommends that remedial action 
occur as soon as practical.  Fueling operations currently in use shall be terminated and storage 
tanks drained to stop further contamination.  An alternative fuel storage and delivery system can 
be put in place to allow continued use of the station.  When comparing all three sampling events 
to date, groundwater movement is potentially spreading the contaminants off site.  NORTECH 
has developed a Corrective Action Plan for the site that details remediation of the source area 
(i.e, excavation and landfarming), followed by remediation of impacted soils and groundwater. 
This plan should be implemented as soon as possible. 
 
We trust this information is adequate for your needs at the present time.  If you have any 
questions or require further clarification please contact us at your earliest convenience. 
 
Sincerely, 
NORTECH        
 

       
Jason Ginter, PMP,  
Principal, Juneau Technical Manager 
 
Attachments:    Attachment A – Site Figures 
 Attachment B – Laboratory Report 
 Attachment C – Laboratory Review Data Checklist 
 Attachment D – Table 4: Groundwater Results from Each Sampling Event 
   Attachment E – Site photos  



SUSTAINABLE ENVIRONMENT, ENERGY, 
HEALTH & SAFETY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

 

C:\Users\Dradu\Desktop\Project Related Files\15-1089 Gustavus Dray\Attachment A.Docx 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A 
SITE FIGURES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











 
 

May 2016 

  

 C:\Users\Dradu\Desktop\Project Related Files\15-1089 Gustavus Dray\Attachment A.Docx 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
LABORATORY REPORT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1 of 41

SGS North America Inc.
Environmental Services – Alaska Division
Project Manager

Justin Nelson 
2016.04.15 
16:41:50 -08'00'



2 of 41



3 of 41



4 of 41



5 of 41



6 of 41



7 of 41



8 of 41



9 of 41



10 of 41



11 of 41



12 of 41



13 of 41



14 of 41



15 of 41



16 of 41



17 of 41



18 of 41



19 of 41



20 of 41



21 of 41



22 of 41



23 of 41



24 of 41



25 of 41



26 of 41



27 of 41



28 of 41



29 of 41



30 of 41



31 of 41



32 of 41



33 of 41



34 of 41



35 of 41



36 of 41



37 of 41



38 of 41



✔
✔
✔

✔

✔
✔
✔
✔

✔
✔
✔

✔

✔
✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

39 of 41



40 of 41



41 of 41



 
 

May 2016 

  

 C:\Users\Dradu\Desktop\Project Related Files\15-1089 Gustavus Dray\Attachment A.Docx 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT C 
LABORATORY DATA REVIEW CHECKLIST 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Page 1 of 7Version 2.7 01/10

Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed by: Dumitru Radu

Title: Environmental Scientist Date: May 6, 2016

CS Report Name: 610 Douglas Rd, Hoonah Report Date: Apr 15, 2016

Consultant Firm: NORTECH

Laboratory Name: SGS Alaska Laboratory Report Number: 1161456

ADEC File Number: 150738015 ADEC RecKey Number:

1. Laboratory

a. Did an ADEC CS approved laboratory receive and perform all of the submitted sample analyses?

       Comments:Yes No NA (Please explain.)

b. If the samples were transferred to another "network" laboratory or sub-contracted to an alternate 
    laboratory, was the laboratory performing the analyses ADEC CS approved?

       Comments:

samples were not transferred to another laboratory.

NA (Please explain)Yes No

2. Chain of Custody (COC)

a. COC information completed, signed, and dated (including released/received by)?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

b. Correct analyses requested?
       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation

a. Sample/cooler temperature documented and within range at receipt (4° ± 2° C)? 

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No
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b. Sample preservation acceptable - acidified waters, Methanol preserved VOC soil (GRO, BTEX, 
    Volatile Chlorinated Solvents, etc.)?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

c. Sample condition documented - broken, leaking (Methanol), zero headspace (VOC vials)?

       Comments:

No issues

NA (Please explain)Yes No

d. If there were any discrepancies, were they documented? - For example, incorrect sample containers/
preservation, sample temperature outside of acceptance range, insufficient or missing samples, etc.?

       Comments:

No issues

NA (Please explain)Yes No

e. Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain)

       Comments:

Data quality or usability not affected

a. Present and understandable?

4. Case Narrative

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

b. Discrepancies, errors or QC failures identified by the lab?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

c. Were all corrective actions documented?
       Comments:

No corrective actions required

NA (Please explain)Yes No

d. What is the effect on data quality/usability according to the case narrative?
       Comments:

Data quality/usability not affected.
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a. Correct analyses performed/reported as requested on COC?

5. Samples Results

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

b. All applicable holding times met?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?

       Comments:

water samples only

NA (Please explain)Yes No

       Comments:

d. Are the reported PQLs less than the Cleanup Level or the minimum required detection level for the     
project?

NA (Please explain)Yes No

e. Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain)
       Comments:

No

a. Method Blank
6. QC Samples

i. One method blank reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?

               Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

ii. All method blank results less than PQL?
       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

iii. If above PQL, what samples are affected?       Comments:
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iv. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?
       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

v. Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain)       Comments:

data quality or usability not affected.

i. Organics - One LCS/LCSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples? (LCS/LCSD required 
per AK methods, LCS required per SW846)

       Comments:

b. Laboratory Control Sample/Duplicate (LCS/LCSD)

Yes No NA (Please explain)

ii. Metals/Inorganics - One LCS and one sample duplicate reported per matrix, analysis and 20  
samples?

       Comments:

Analysis not requested

NA (Please explain)Yes No

iii. Accuracy - All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits? And 
project specified DQOs, if applicable. (AK Petroleum methods: AK101 60%-120%, AK102 
75%-125%, AK103 60%-120%; all other analyses see the laboratory QC pages)

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

iv. Precision - All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits? And project specified DQOs, if applicable. RPD reported from LCS/LCSD, MS/DMSD, and 
or sample/sample duplicate. (AK Petroleum methods 20%; all other analyses see the laboratory QC 
pages)

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected?
       Comments:



Page 5 of 7Version 2.7 01/10

vi. Do the affected samples(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

vii. Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain)       Comments:

data quality/usability not affected

c. Surrogates - Organics Only

i. Are surrogate recoveries reported for organic analyses - field, QC and laboratory samples?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

ii. Accuracy - All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits? And 
project specified DQOs, if applicable. (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R; all other analyses see 
the laboratory report pages)

       Comments:NA (Please explain)NoYes

iii. Do the sample results with failed surrogate recoveries have data flags? If so, are the data flags 
clearly defined?

       Comments:

No failed recoveries.

NA (Please explain)Yes No

iv. Data quality or usability affected? (Use the comment box to explain.).
         Comments:

Data quality/usability not affected

d. Trip Blank - Volatile analyses only (GRO, BTEX, Volatile Chlorinated Solvents, etc.): Water and 
Soil

i. One trip blank reported per matrix, analysis and for each cooler containing volatile samples? 
(If not, enter explanation below.)

       Comments:Yes No NA (Please explain.)

ii. Is the cooler used to transport the trip blank and VOA samples clearly indicated on the COC? 
    (If not, a comment explaining why must be entered below)

       Comments:

only one cooler used for sample shipment

Yes No NA (Please explain.)
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iii. All results less than PQL?

       Comments:Yes No NA (Please explain.)

       Comments:

iv. If above PQL, what samples are affected?

v.  Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain.) 

       Comments:

Data quality/usability not affected.

e. Field Duplicate
i. One field duplicate submitted per matrix, analysis and 10 project samples?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)NoYes

ii. Submitted blind to lab?

       Comments:Yes No NA (Please explain.)

iii. Precision - All relative percent differences (RPD) less than specified DQOs?  
     (Recommended: 30% water, 50% soil)  
  
    RPD (%) = Absolute Value of: (R1- R2)  x 100             
                             ((R1+ R2)/2)  
  Where R1 = Sample Concentration                       
   R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

iv. Data quality or usability affected? (Use the comment box to explain why or why not.)
       Comments:

Data quality/usability not affected.

Yes No NA (Please explain)
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       Comments:

f. Decontamination or Equipment Blank (if applicable)

i. All results less than PQL?

       Comments:NA  (Please  explain)NoYes

NA (Please explain)Yes No

ii. If above PQL, what samples are affected?
       Comments:

iii. Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain.)
       Comments:

a. Defined and appropriate?

7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.)

       Comments:Yes No NA  (Please explain)

Reset Form
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ATTACHMENT D 
TABLE 4 – WATER SAMPLE RESULTS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Sample ID ADEC

Sample Collection Date 8/25/15 10/14/15 3/30/16 8/25/15 10/14/15 3/30/16 8/25/15 10/14/15 3/30/16 8/25/15 10/14/15 3/30/16 8/25/15 10/14/15 3/30/16 8/25/15 10/14/15 3/30/16

Analyte mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L

DRO 1.5 2.58 0.9160 1.76 0.691 1.55 0.573 0.556 U 2.23 2.37 0.577 U 0.288U 0.283U 0.577 U 0.288U 0.283U 0.556 U 0.188J 0.8370

GRO 2.2 10.9 3.74 13.2 0.196 0.1380 0.042 7.42 20.4 11.0 0.100 U 0.0722J 0.0500U 0.100 U 0.0500U 0.0500U 0.100 U 0.1260 2.31

RRO 1.1 0.463 U 0.6670 0.240U 0.463 U 0.8350 0.369J 0.463 U 0.7840 0.323J 0.481 U 0.5880 0.160J 0.481 U 0.381J 0.192J 0.463 U 0.6360 0.314J

Benzene 0.005 0.0559 0.14 0.105 0.00268 0.0023 0.00085 1.38 2.05 0.750 0.0005 U 0.0027 0.00025U 0.0005 U 0.00043J 0.00025U 0.00315 0.0196 0.0155

Ethylbenzene 0.7 0.186 0.0238 0.368 0.0034 0.00079J 0.00056J 0.116 0.3590 0.195 0.001 U 0.0013 0.0005U 0.001 U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.001 U 0.00057J 0.1800

o‐Xylene 0.0639 0.501 0.00067J 0.00043J 0.6180 0.2820 0.0027 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0107 0.4530

P & M Xylene 0.1700 1.26 0.0037 0.00153J 1.3200 0.7280 0.0052 0.0010U 0.00037J 0.0010U 0.0082J 0.2960

Total Xylenes 10.0 1.74 0.2339 1.761 0.03049 0.0044 0.0020J 0.3 1.9380 1.0100 0.003 U 0.0079 0.0015U 0.003 U 0.0009J 0.0015U 0.00896 0.0189 0.7490

Toluene 1.00 0.852 0.1230 3.47 0.00711 0.00069J 0.00071 J 2.43 5.05 2.94 0.001 U 0.0096 0.0005U 0.001 U 0.00097J 0.0005U 0.00119 0.0024 0.0666

Table 4

Groundwater Results From Each Sampling Event

Petroleum Fractions

VOCs

MW‐1 MW‐2 MW‐3 MW‐5 MW‐6MW‐4
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Gustavus Dray 
Gustavus, AK 

May 2016 

 
Photo 1: View of the hand dug excavation on the north side of the fuel storage area. 
 
 

 
Photo 2: A five gallon bucket is placed under the leaking pipe(s) to capture fuel. 
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