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PROCEEDINGS
THE COURT: Good morning, ladies and
gentlemen; good morning, counsel.
I think we were back at redirect
examination.

Press on.
MR. KEATING: Yes, sir.

JOHN GUSWA, RESUMED
CONTINUATION OF REDIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. KEATING

Q

Good morning, Dr. Guswa.

A

Good morning.

Q

On Friday you were asked by Mr. Schlichtmann about

whether areas to the northeast and to the west were possible
sources of contamination to Wells G and H in 1985. Do you
recall that?
A

Yes.

Q

The question you were asked was this: "Is it possible

that this could happen that, in fact, the contamination from
Wells G and H could have come from an area to the northeast
of Wells G and H and from the west, contamination could have
gotten into the aquifer from those places and got deep into
the aquifer in the medium and deep layers and pulled over
to Wells G and H and no contamination came from the river,
and is it possible that that could happen to explain the
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contamination at Wells G and H; is that at least possible?"
And you said, "The contamination we see at
G and H now?"
And the question was, "Yes."
And your answer was, "That is possible."
The Court then said to you, "In your
opinion, if the explanation that Mr. Schlichtmann has
presented to you is in your opinion a probable explanation
of the result that you see?"
And you said, "And the question was phrased
to the north and to the east with no particular specific
locations, is that correct?"
Mr. Schlichtmann said, "Yes."
The Court said, "Northeast and west."
And you said, "Yes, that is a probable
source."
Now, what did you mean by your answer to
those questions concerning contamination in Wells G and H

in 1985?
A

Okay. I think it is clear if we look at the chemical

data within the Aberjona River Valley, we see that north,
east, and west of Wells G and H we see chemicals in the
groundwater. Wells G and H were pumped in 1985. They are
going to pull water that is flowing past them. The logical
place for that water to have come from is north, east, and
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west, those are the areas that are hydraulically upgradient
of Wells G and H.
Q

Let me direct your attention, Dr. Guswa, to 1979. Was

this area a probable source of contamination to Wells G and
H in 1979?
A

Yes.

Q

Was there any other probable source of contamination to

Wells G and H in 1979, which was not in your opinion a
probable source in 1985?
A

Yes. The river was probably a direct source of

chemicals to Wells G and H prior to 1979 for the following
reason: That the river is in hydraulic connection with the
aquifer and prior to May of 1979 Wells G and H had been
pumping for 14 months continuously , and as I have testified
earlier, it takes two to four months for river water to get
to Wells G and H under the pumping conditions we saw in 1985,
but clearly 14 months is a lot longer than two to four months
so that is a probable direct source of chemicals to the wells
in 1979.
Q

And as of 1985, the river would not be a direct source

of contamination because the wells had not pumped long
enough in 1985-'86 pump test?
A

That's right. Directly contributing to the chemicals

we see coming out of Wells G and H in 1985, the river was
not a direct source. However, I also think that the effects
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of pumping in 1979 could have induced chemicals to get into
the groundwater system at that time and still those chemicals
would be contributing to the pervasive level of contamination
in the Aberjona River in 1985 that we see because the
groundwater moves much slower than the surface water.
Q

Now, you were asked were these questions that I just

quoted to you about possible and probable sources of
contamination to Wells G and H in 1985. I want to direct
your attention to actual sources of contamination in 1979
when those wells were turned off. Was Cryovac, in your
opinion, an actual source of contamination to wells G and
H prior to May of 1979?
A

No, it was not.

Q

And will you tell the jury briefly why you conclude that

Cryovac was not an actual source of contamination to Wells G
and H prior to May of 1979 when those wells were shut off?
A

Yes. I've done what I think is an exhaustive analysis

of travel time from the Cryovac plant to the center of the
Aberjona River Valley and location of Wells G and H, and
under no condition can I calculate arrival of chemical from
Cryovac to G and H even if they had been put in the ground
system as early as 1960, the day the plant opened. It is
not feasible in my opinion.
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Q

To have them arrive anywhere near wells G and H

by May of 1979?
A

Correct.

Q

Thank you, Dr. Guswa.
I have no further questions, your Honor.

