
From: Hutton, Richard H
To: Bernie Kueper; Gus Olmos; Helton, Kelsey; John Herbert (jrherbert1863@yahoo.com); John M. Kondziolka;

Kestle, Rusty; Kulakowski, Zoe; Manu Sharma; Meghna Swamy; Miller.Scott@epamail.epa.gov;
Osteen.Bill@epamail.epa.gov; Robin Hallbourg; Stanley Feenstra; Taylor, Mark; wayne_reiber@cabot-corp.com

Subject: GRU Comments to Cabot FFS Interim Report
Date: Wednesday, January 20, 2016 5:30:59 PM
Attachments: Cabot Focussed Feasibiity Study - Comments-Final-v2.pdf

Rusty,
Please see attached GRU’s comments to the Cabot FFS Interim Report
 
Thanks You
 
Rick Hutton, P.E.
Supervising Engineer
W/WW Division
Gainesville Regional Utilities
(352) 393-1218
 

mailto:HUTTONRH@gru.com
mailto:bkueper@cogeco.ca
mailto:Gus@alachuacounty.us
mailto:Kelsey.Helton@dep.state.fl.us
mailto:jrherbert1863@yahoo.com
mailto:jkondziolka@gradientcorp.com
mailto:Kestle.Rusty@epa.gov
mailto:Zoe.Kulakowski@dep.state.fl.us
mailto:MSHARMA@gradientcorp.com
mailto:MSwamy@gradientcorp.com
mailto:Miller.Scott@epamail.epa.gov
mailto:Osteen.Bill@epamail.epa.gov
mailto:Robin@alachuacounty.us
mailto:dnapl@sympatico.ca
mailto:Mark.Taylor@WestonSolutions.com
mailto:wayne_reiber@cabot-corp.com



	
  


	
   1	
  


Cabot Focused Feasibility Study 
GRU Comments 
January 20, 2015 


 
 
This document provides GRU’s comments regarding the Focused 
Feasibility Study for the Cabot portion of the Cabot Carbon/Koppers 
Superfund Site. On December 10, 2015 GRU transmitted the following 
Comments #1 through #18 to Cabot’s November 20, 2015 Technical 
Memorandum: Interim Report on Remedial Investigation Results and 
Focused Feasibility Study.  We would like to provide updates to these 
comments in light of our December 15, 2015 meeting. The December 10 
comments are reproduced below,  with updates presented in italics. 
Cabot has addressed many of our comments on presentation of analytical 
data on maps and contouring of those data. Comments #19 through #23 
are new. 
 
Contaminant Action Levels and Points of Compliance 


1. Will EPA/DEP accept Cabot’s proposed revision of action levels for 
phenol and 3-, 4-methyl phenol from the existing GCTLs and values 
in the 2011 Koppers ROD from 10 µg/L and 3.5 µg/L, respectively, 
to Cabot’s suggested values of 1,920 µg/L and 640 µg/L? 


 
This is of critical concern for GRU because organoleptic effects on 
drinking water of any phenolics that might reach the Murphree 
Wellfield via the Floridan Aquifer will occur at much lower levels (i.e. 
single digit µg/L or less) than the proposed health-based levels. 
GRU strongly recommends retaining the more conservative action 
levels. 


 
2. Cabot has suggested that Well Cluster HG-36S/D be established as 


the Point of Compliance (Temporary Point of Compliance?) for 
Cabot groundwater. No VOCs or SVOCs were detected in either 
HG-36S or HG-36D. GRU believes it would be more appropriate to 
establish well cluster HG-37, or new well installation located to the 
west near WS-18 or WS-23, as the temporary Point of Compliance. 
In well HG-37S the only reported COCs were benzene (0.8 ug/L  J), 
and 2,4 dimethylphenol (3 ug/L  J).  Notably higher concentrations 
were detected in the Upper Hawthorn from samples at WS-18 and 
WS-23. Phenol and 3-,4-methyl phenol were 210 ug/L and 250 
ug/L, respectively at the base of the Upper Hawthorn in WS-23.  
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In well HG-37D seven COCs were detected: benzene (16 ug/L), 
ethylbenzene (1.1 ug/L), m&p xylenes (1.6 ug/L), o-xylene (0.63  J), 
toluene (1.4 ug/L), total xylenes (2.2 ug/L), and 2,4 dimethylphenol 
(91 ug/L).  


 
3. GRU believes it is appropriate to specify different temporary points 


of compliance for different aquifer zones. For example, if EPA 
believed it was warranted, HG-37S could be a temporary point of 
compliance for the Upper Hawthorn while another well could be the 
point of compliance for the Lower Hawthorn. 


 
Data Presentation/Interpretation 


4. Present GCTLs for phenol and 3, 4-methyl phenol are exceeded at 
base of the UHG at WS-30 in the 66’-68’ interval (phenol 62 µg/L 
vs. GCTL of 10 µg/L)(160 µg/L vs. GCTL of 3.5 µg/L). This is the 
northeastern-most sample location at the former BMW dealership. 
These data need to be shown on Figures 3 and 4. Cabot added these 
data to the updated plume maps transmitted January 14, 2016. 


 
5. Contours defining the plume “footprints” for phenol and 3 ,4-methyl 


phenol use the GCTLs proposed by Cabot as a lower limit for 
contouring – as a result, the plume geometry is not shown for that 
part of the plume where concentrations are lower than Cabot’s 
proposed cleanup goals. The footprints would be considerably 
larger if contoured at values as low as the existing GCTLs – in fact 
the existing GCTL is exceeded in every groundwater sample but 
one on the northern half of the site at the Mid-Upper Hawthorn 
horizon (Figure 4). That sample is from HG-36S. Plume maps should 
always be contoured at least as low as the existing cleanup goal. 
Cabot addressed this comment in the revised plume maps transmitted on 
January 14, 2016. All future maps showing dissolved COC plumes should 
be contoured at values at least as low as the relevant GCTL that has been 
accepted by FDEP and EPA. 


 
6. It is not clear what data were plotted in Figures 3-12, the most 


recent samples, the highest values in 2013, or some other data set. 
Cabot clarified that multiple datasets, not always using the most recent 
data, were used to generate the maps. Cabot has revised the maps to 
display the most recent data at each location. 
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7. The actual DL values should be plotted on the maps inside of ND, 


because the DL values can vary by a factor of >100x between 
different locations (see annotated figures provided by GRU). This 
would allow more realistic contouring of the plume, see naphthalene 
in the surficial aquifer for example. Cabot added numerical values for 
detection limits and revised the contouring to reflect the DLs.  


 
8. Dashed contours should be extended to include areas where DLs 


are higher than the contour values to be plotted and to include 
isolated “hot spots” as 3, 4 methylphenol (surficial aquifer).  
 


9. Table 4 appears to be missing data from the Surficial Aquifer from 
2015 (p. 1 of 11, and 4 of 11). 
 


10. Data for LHG groundwater should be plotted on the Base-UHG 
maps (being differentiated from the UHG data) so the reader can 
easily identify plume trends above and below the Middle Hawthorn 
Group confining unit (see GRU’s annotated maps). The plume in the 
LHG is higher concentration than that in the UHG at some locations.  


 
11. Not all parties agree that all, or most, of the constituents in HG-29D 


arise from leakage along the boring. Regardless, HG-29D should be 
shown and data posted, but could be flagged with an appropriate 
qualifier. Cabot did not address this comment. GRU continues to believe 
the HG-29D data should be shown and could be flagged/qualified. 


 
Remedial Alternative 


12. The barrier wall alternatives will not provide vertical containment of 
contaminant migration. Therefore monitoring must be robust in the 
LHG and sufficient to allow detection of contaminants moving 
vertically from the UHG into the LHG or laterally within the LHG. The 
footprint of Cabot-related constituents in the LHG appears smaller 
than the footprint in the UHG but there are fewer monitoring 
locations in the LHG. There is clear evidence of migration laterally 
through the LHG from Koppers over distances of hundreds of feet, 
and comparable migration might occur from Cabot. 


 
There is also evidence of migration to the FLA from Koppers, by 
DNAPL creosote at least, and perhaps dissolved constituents. 
Given the size of the combined footprint of Koppers/Cabot 
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constituents in the LHG, monitoring must also be sufficient and 
robust in the FLA downgradient of this footprint. See also GRU’s 
Comment #22 regarding additional FAS monitoring. 


 
13. GRU believes that Cabot should re-consider remedial actions to 


reduce the very high dissolved COC concentrations that Cabot 
proposes to leave onsite within the slurry wall. It should be 
understood that the COCs at the Cabot site are fundamentally 
different from those at the Koppers Site. Cabot COCs are at least 
10-fold more soluble than those at the Koppers Site. DNAPL has 
not been observed during drilling at Cabot so the source of the 
groundwater plume is much different between the two sites.  
 
Extracting and treating the most highly contaminated groundwater 
within the slurry wall enclosure could, within a relatively short period 
of time, remove a large mass of contaminants (see chart attached). 
For example, groundwater extraction at 5 gpm could recover 1,000 
lbs. to 3,000 lbs. of phenolics for the concentrations observed in 
HG-30S, HG-29S, and HG-28S. That could substantially reduce 
dissolved contaminant concentrations within the slurry wall that 
could otherwise continue to move downward into the LHG. 
Rebound of COC concentrations would likely be much less a 
problem at Cabot because of the very high solubility and lack of 
adsorption to soil. 


 
 
Modeling 


14. Is it possible to relate the sigma values required in the REMCHLOR 
model to account for dispersion to values for dispersivity that would 
be used in a conventional advection-dispersion model? 


 
15. Single concentration values for 3-, 4-methyl phenol in wells HG-29S 


(35,000 µg/L) and HG-28S (50,000 µg/L) were used for calibration, 
although values in these wells varied substantially during 2013-
2015, i.e. 13,000 µg/L to 75,000 µg/L for HG-29S, and <20,000 µg/L 
to 71,000 µg/L for HG-28S. This entire zone from HG-29S to HG-
28S might represent the “source zone” for migration downgradient. 
Efforts to match the apparent peak at HG-28S are probably not 
warranted.
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16. The linear scales used in Figure A.2 and A.5 through A.11 do not 


illustrate the concentrations that would be of concern, i.e. 640 µg/L 
and less, as the plume approaches HG-36S. GRU suggests that a 
log scale would be easier to interpret at the lower concentrations. 


 
17. Why were the data from WS-23, and WS-24 not used to “calibrate” 


the model? Those values could have supplemented the data from 
HG-37D and WS-18. It appears that the HG-36 cluster may be east 
or west of the centerline of the plume – depending on the 
constituent map being observed.  


 
18. Various values for biodegradation half-life were assigned in the 


different simulations. Has Cabot evaluated monitoring data to 
assess whether degradation of the various constituents is actually 
occurring? For example, do ratios of various compounds vary with 
distance downgradient as they degrade at different rates? GRU 
would expect that to be the case but we have not observed that 
during our cursory review of the data. 
 


19. During the December 15 meeting FDEP expressed the opinion that Cabot 
must document that the dissolved plume is stable or shrinking. GRU agrees 
with FDEP’s position and believes it is necessary to determine the 
process(es) that contribute to plume stability. Because biodegradation is 
likely to be a component of the remedial strategy proposed for the Cabot 
Site, GRU believes Cabot should document that degradation is occurring in 
this dissolved plume and if it would be feasible to enhance the rate of 
natural degradation. Cabot should determine if there are biodegradation or 
other indicator compounds that can be monitored in order to provide 
additional lines of evidence to support the degradation rates and/or 
process. 	
  
 


20. GRU believes that containment of contamination in the surficial aquifer 
and the Upper Hawthorn Group at the Cabot lagoon source area is a 
reasonable component of a remedial alternative – with the following 
understandings/caveats: 


a. Groundwater extraction from within the containment will be 
required to assure an inward hydraulic gradient (lower hydraulic 
head inside the wall relative to head outside the wall) so horizontal 
leakage through the barrier will always be from the outside of the 
wall into the containment area. Water can enter a containment area 
by leakage through the vertical barrier wall and by infiltration 
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through the impermeable cap. This pumping will be required until 
COC concentrations inside the wall reach GCTLs. 


b. Treatment/mass reduction of groundwater containing high-
concentrations of COCs inside the wall will be required. That 
pumping will reduce the long-term threat - over multiple decades - 
of highly contaminated groundwater flowing across the Middle 
Hawthorn Clay.  


c. Substantial downward gradient, from the Upper Hawthorn Group to 
the Lower Hawthorn Group exists at the former lagoon source area 
and cannot be reversed by pumping inside the barrier wall. 


d. Treatment of the dissolved plume downgradient of the barrier wall 
will be required. 


e. Cabot should commit to evaluating and, if appropriate, 
implementing future technologies that may be able to treat the highly 
contaminated source area (reduce contaminant mass) within the 
barrier wall. 
 


21.  Cabot must conduct appropriate modeling of groundwater flow in the 
surficial aquifer, and the Upper and Lower Hawthorn Group. The model 
should take into account the upgradient barriers to flow that will be caused 
by the Cabot barrier wall and the much larger Koppers barrier wall. The 
model should also account for vertical flow through the Upper, Middle, and 
Lower Hawthorn Clays. Understanding flow fields downgradient of the 
slurry wall will be important in remediating and monitoring the dissolved 
plume outside the containment wall. 
 


Additional Characterization/Monitoring 
22. The location for CFW-1 was selected to be in an area of low COC 


concentrations within the Hawthorn Group with the understanding that the 
direction of groundwater flow within the Upper Floridan Aquifer was 
essentially to the north. Contaminants detected in groundwater samples 
collected from CFW-1 exhibit a strong Koppers fingerprint – and that 
indicates an eastward component of groundwater flow in the Upper 
Floridan Aquifer at that location. If there is an eastward component of flow 
near the lagoons, then CFW-1 is not downgradient of that potential source. 
GRU believes that an Upper Floridan well is required downgradient of the 
former Cabot Lagoons. We believe that this is particularly important in 
light of the apparent eastern flow component and the fact that a substantial 
contaminant mass will remain that has the potential to migrate downward 
into the LHG and Floridan Aquifer. (The barrier wall cannot address the 
potential for downward migration). 
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23. GRU believes that investigation is needed in the parking lot south of the 


Winn Dixie store and east of the north-south section of the shopping center 
(now housing Harbor Freight among other businesses). The reason is that 
two banks of retorts, a building labeled “Barreling Shed/Tank Car 
Cleaning”, a vehicle maintenance/refueling facility, and a cooling pond 
were located in that area. The west side of barreling shed is identified on 
other figures as a maintenance shop. A historical site plan identifies a 
“garage”, three USTs (4,000 gallon gasoline and diesel) and a grease rack  
at the vehicle maintenance facility. We have included several figures from 
the Letter from David Kanter, August 3, 2012 (Attachment B) that illustrate 
the location of existing and historical buildings that show the extent of 
operations at the Cabot facility in the 1930s through the 1960s. We 
propose, at a minimum, the drilling of soil borings (direct push) at the 
following four locations illustrated in the map of current and historical 
buildings: 


a. Location of USTs southeast of the retorts 
b. East-Northeast of the original “Former” retorts. 
c. Within the cooling pond footprint. This location should also be 


downgradient of the “Former” and the “Newer” retorts. 
d. Within the footprint of the Barreling Shed/Tank Car Cleaning 


building. 
Soil samples should be collected from the surficial aquifer and 
groundwater samples should be collected from the surficial aquifer and the 
Upper Hawthorn. All samples should be analyzed for the full suite of Cabot 
COCs.  
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Proposed locations for direct push groundwater samples from Surficial and Upper 
Hawthorn.  
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Cabot 1949 aerial photo. Note infrastructure labels.
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Cabot 1965 aerial photo. Note infrastructure labels. 
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Late 1930s oblique aerial photo. Note “Former” retort, cooling pond, and buildings 
among the trees (southeast of the retorts) where USTs were apparently located.  
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Oblique aerial photo, early 1960s. Note extensive retorting facilities on the  
southern portion of the facility.
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