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GRU Comments to HG Investigation WP 

Dated July 16, 2012 

By: John Herbert July 30, 2012

Section 2.1	Electrical Resistivity Survey

1. I am skeptical that ER will be able to identify DNAPL in the surficial or the Upper Hawthorn. Changes to bulk resistivity will likely be overwhelmed by natural variability in sediments. The physics of ER is that it will take a very large accumulation of DNAPL to show up in the middle and lower section of the UHG. Where has Cabot had success using ER for this purpose? 

2. We looked at the Aestus, LLC website and it provided little information regarding using ER for DNAPL characterization. What specific method is Aestus planning to use? Induced polarization?

3. I agree that ER should be able to identify lithologic changes.

4. The WP states that “If data from the first couple of transects are not found to be useful, the ER survey will be abandoned…”  We believe that ER transects should be able to identify the UHG Clay (depth and thickness).

Section 2.2	Soil Sampling

5. If DNAPL is encountered in the Surficial, move over some distance (10 ft?) and try again.

6. We prefer the dual tube drilling method to reduce the potential for false-positive detections of contaminants.

7. “Soil samples from the 3 to 4 most potentially contaminated soil cores will be selected from each boring and submitted for laboratory analysis….” This requires that the geologist collect soil samples during drilling and select those to be submitted for analysis once the boring reaches total depth. Otherwise sample collection/handling protocols would be violated and the data would be of little use. Also, we assume that some of the soil samples would be collected from the UHG even if all of the most-contaminated soils were in the Surficial.

Section 2.3	Groundwater Sampling

8. WP states the “The groundwater sample intervals at each boring location will be selected so as to intercept the most likely contaminated and/or most conductive horizons, as determined from the geological characterization, PID/FID screening results, and visual observations of the soil boring.” The WP goes on to state that one of two groundwater collection methods will be used; simultaneous soil and groundwater sampling (collecting the soil and groundwater samples as the boring is being advanced) or separate soil and groundwater sampling (collecting the groundwater sample from an adjacent boring after the soil boring is completed).  The method described to select the groundwater sample depth can not be used with the simultaneous soil/groundwater collection method because the data will not exist when the decision is made.

9. The WP states that groundwater samples will be collected after field parameters stabilize – however, the HG may not yield enough water in a direct push well to measure field parameters.

10. We agree with the concept of collecting groundwater samples at multiple depths within the UGH.

11. How does Cabot intend to grout borings from the bottom up? We are concerned about the potential for hole collapse.

Section 3	Plume Delineation

12. We agree with the intent to collect 3-4 groundwater samples from the top, middle, and bottom of the UGH.

13. The WP states that “the methods for groundwater sapling during this work task will be the same as described for the source characterization program.” See our comments #8 and #9. 

14. Regarding grouting the borings after sample collection; see our comment #11.

Section 4	Remedial Technology Evaluation – Bench Scale Testing

15. Dr. Neil Thomson (University of Waterloo) is unable to participate in this conference call; however, he offers the following comments:

a. The WP lacks details such as: the specific oxidants that will be evaluated, the concentrations will be used, and precisely how the samples will be prepared and the bench tests performed.

b. Will the analyses be conducted in-house or using an outside laboratory. What experience does the lab have conducting such tests on similar contaminants and matrices?

16. We believe strongly that Dr. Thomson should be invited to coordinate with those writing the work plan, and those who will be conducting the Technology Evaluation – Bench Scale Testing to design the work elements described in Section 4.

Section 5	Follow-up Steps

17. Good selection of additional steps. We believe that Floridan wells and additional HG wells will be required. 

18. What is the likely schedule? We are especially interested in the schedule for monitor well installation.

Comment from our May 3 response not addressed in this revised Work Plan

19. Detection limits of arsenic and organics must be lower than those achieved in the previous characterization effort.
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