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Scott,
 
Thank you again for meeting with us on Novemeber 23, 2009 to discuss the Draft Feasibility Study for
the Koppers Gainesville site.  In light of our discussion at that meeting, attached are additional follow-up
comments from Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU) and Alachua County Environmental Protection
Department (ACEPD) on the Draft FS and on the Floridan IRM.  Per our conference call yesterday, we
continue to support moving forward with the proposed IRM.  However, we have comments on the
overall Floridan IRM approach and additional actions we feel are needed.
 
Rick Hutton, P.E.
Supervising Utility Engineer
Strategic Planning
Gainesville Regional Utilities
(352) 393-1218
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December 16, 2009 


Additional Comments from Alachua County and GRU Regarding the Draft 
Feasibility Study for the Koppers Superfund site, Gainesville Florida 


Follow-up from November 23, 2009 meeting 
 


1. Floridan Hydraulic Containment – Clarification of GRU and ACEPD 
Position 


In our November 23, 2009 meeting EPA indicated that it was your 
understanding that GRU and ACEPD are proposing Floridan containment 
wells along the site perimeter that would capture the entire area of the Upper 
Floridan Aquifer (UFA) below the site.  As we discussed in the meeting, we 
have done preliminary modeling runs locating containment wells along the 
northern site boundary (to capture the entire site), or on-site nearer the 
source areas for focused capture (for source containment).  We share your 
concern that location of containment wells to capture the entire site may pull 
contamination to areas of the site that are not presently contaminated.  At this 
time the approach we favor is to implement the Floridan IRM that is currently 
being proposed, and to then undertake implementation of  focused capture in 
the interior of the site to capture contamination entering the UFA near the 
North Lagoon and Drip Track. 
 
The reasons why we continue to feel that focused capture in the interior of the 
site is necessary are: 
a. The actual area of the plume, and whether or not the plume is continuing 


to spread are not known; 
b. Contamination could potentially spread off-site via preferential pathways 


not detected by monitoring wells; and 
c. Focused containment near the primary source areas would likely reduce 


the long-term pumping requirements near the perimeter of the site. 
  
At the present time we know groundwater exceeding GCTLs is crossing the 
site perimeter near FW-22B to the northwest, and near FW-16B to the east.  
However, the area over which Koppers-derived compounds are detected in 
the UFA is much larger, including FW-3 and FW-24B to the west, FW-23B to 
the north, and FW-18B, FW-19B, and at several wells located within the site.  
We do not know the full extent of contamination in the UFA or in the overlying 
Lower Hawthorn Group sediments, and do not know if it is continuing to 
spread or not.  Even an extensive UFA monitoring network does not eliminate 
the possibility of off-site migration via preferential pathways not intercepted by 
a monitoring well.   
 
Although we will likely never know specific locations where contamination 
enters the UFA, the high levels of UFA contamination near the north lagoon 
and drip track indicate that major entry points exist in that region of the site.  
The low rate (approximately 4 gpm) pumping at FW-6 and FW-21B (which we 
will refer to as Floridan IRM-1) was intended only to capture leakage down 







 
these well-bores, which EPA and FDEP (as well as GRU and ACEPD) do not 
believe is a significant contaminant source to the UFA.  This rate will not 
capture the contamination in the center of the site.  Pumping wells near the 
source areas should be set to produce a capture zone(s) large enough to 
contain the areas where contamination is likely entering the Floridan.   Such 
source zone containment would provide the most effective capture and 
minimize the tendency to pull contamination into areas where it does not 
occur presently.  Effective source zone containment should ultimately reduce 
or eliminate the amount of pumping required at the periphery of the site.  
Also, and most importantly, it would minimize the possibility of contamination 
leaving the site through preferential pathways that are not monitored by the 
present UFA monitoring-well network. 
   
2. Floridan Aquifer IRM – Additional Comments 
As stated above, we concur that focused hydraulic containment to capture 
Floridan contamination at the northwest site perimeter (Floridan IRM-2) 
should be implemented as an initial action.  As described above, we believe 
more pumping will be necessary to fully address the Floridan contamination.  
However, we understand that it is EPA’s intent to implement hydraulic 
containment in a stepwise fashion, with the proposed Floridan Interim 
Remedial Measures (Floridan IRM-1 and IRM-2) being implemented first, and 
adjustments to that approach being made as needed.  It is our understanding 
that EPA has approved the proposed Floridan IRM-2 as described in the 
November 4, 2009 GeoTrans report: Upper Floridan Aquifer Well Installation 
Workplan: Investigation of Northwestern Area of Koppers Inc. Site, 
Gainesville, Florida. 
 
In light of our November 23, 2009 meeting we would like to make the 
following additional comments regarding the proposed Floridan IRM: 
 
a. Extraction well FW31-BE needs to be adequately sized to capture a 


potential plume spanning the distance from FW-24B to FW-23B. 
b. Capture of contamination leaving the site at FW-16B should be 


included in the Floridan IRM. 
c. Floridan monitoring wells are needed downgradient of FW-16B and 


at the northeast corner of the site.   
 
These are described further below:  
 
a. Sizing of Northwest Extraction Well (FW-31BE) 
The dimensions of the plume being intercepted by FW-22B are not known.  
FW-23B and FW-24B show lower, but still detectable levels of site related 
constituents.  The proposed new wells (FW-27B, FW-28B and FW-30B) 
should help to better define the plume dimensions.  However, to be 
conservative at this time FW-31BE should be designed to have sufficient 
extraction capacity to contain a plume extending between FW-24B and FW-







 
23B.  The extraction system design should allow the pumping rate to be 
adjusted based on water level and constituent monitoring of the new and 
existing monitoring wells.  Per GeoTrans’ December 14, 2009 response to 
GRU comments on the proposed Floridan IRM we understand that the 
GeoTrans estimates that a flow of up to 95 gpm can be obtained from this 
well.  Monitoring water levels in the surrounding wells during pumping will 
provide the best indication of the actual capture zone, and should be used to 
adjust actual pumping rates and/or install additional wells if needed. 
 
b. Contamination leaving the site at FW-16B needs to be captured 
The pumping at FW-31BE will not affect contamination leaving the site in the 
region of FW-16B.  It is our understanding that EPA and FDEP share our 
belief that the low rate pumping at FW-6 and FW-21B will not prevent further 
off-site migration at FW-16B.  The pumping rates at FW-6 and FW-21B are 
too small to capture anything other than potential contamination that might be 
coming down the well casings – a migration pathway considered to be 
significant by Beazer alone.  (Note that FW-16B contains contaminants not 
present in FW-21B).  Therefore, nothing is being done to address the 
contamination leaving the site at FW-16B.  
 
The proposed Floridan IRM-2 should include an extraction well(s) to capture 
contamination in the region of FW-16B.   
 
c. Floridan monitoring wells downgradient of FW-16B and at the 


Northeast corner of the site. 
In our October 20, 2009 conference call (including Beazer, EPA, FDEP, GRU 
and ACEPD), EPA and FDEP indicated support of installing at least one 
monitoring well downgradient of FW-16B, however, no such well is included in 
the current draft Floridan IRM. 
 
In that conference call a Floridan well at the northeast corner of the site was 
discussed, but was ultimately not supported. In reviewing Lower Hawthorn 
group (LHG) analytical data from that area (see Figure attached) 
concentrations of Naphthalene and 2,4-DMP were as high as 21 ug/L and 
2,300 µg/L respectively - offsite. This area is about 1,200 feet from the 
“source zones” depicted by Beazer at the former north lagoon or drip track.  
Lateral migration through the LHG over such a distance might be possible but 
it is worth noting that the surficial aquifer in this area was contaminated by 
naphthalene and 2,4-DMP in the 1980s (see Figure 4-9, GRU Review & 
Recommendations Report, February 2006).   It is possible that DNAPL may 
have penetrated into the LHG in this northeast area of the site.  Based on 
this, we are concerned that this could provide a potential area of entry for 
contamination to the Floridan.  Therefore, we feel an additional upper Floridan 
Aquifer multi-port (Westbay-type) well in this region is warranted.  
 
3. Additional Remedial Alternative for Evaluation in FS 







 
In our previously submitted written comments to the Draft FS, we requested 
two additional alternatives be evaluated which we called “OnR-5C*” and 
“OnR-5D*”.  In light of our November 23 meeting we request one more 
additional alternative described below (This alternative is the same as OnR-
5D* except that ISS/S would be used in both the surficial and the upper 
hawthorn): 
 
Alternative OnR-5E  
(a) Surficial Aquifer 


a. Slurry Wall with interior hydraulic containment 
b. ISS/S  
 


(b) Upper Hawthorn 
a. Slurry Wall 
b. ISS/S 


 
(c) Lower Hawthorn 


a. ISBS or Chemox 
 
(d) Upper Floridan 


a. Hydraulic containment 
b. Additional monitoring wells 


 
We have two primary reasons for adding this alternative: 


1. More robust solidification of Upper Hawthorn; and 
2. Concern that drilling through the Upper Hawthorn source areas to treat 


the lower hawthorn could cause dragdown or leakage.  This effect 
would be minimized or eliminated if the upper hawthorn source areas 
were solidified.   






