
I- -B - U-004-306.8 C 

3285 

RESPONSES TO OHIO EPA COMMENTS ON THE 
OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2) WORK PLANS FOR 
TRENCHING IN THE SOLID WASTE 

05-01 -92 a 
DOE-FN/EPA 
50 
RESPONSE 



. >: . .  . , . .  " .  3285 

RESPONSES TO 
OHIO EPA COMMENTS 

I ON THE I OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2) 

I WORK PLANS FOR TRENCHING IN THE I SOLID WASTE LANDFILL, AND 

I SOUTH FIELD AREA 2 

MAY 1992 

1 



328, 
OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2) 

WORK PLAN ADDENDUM FOR EXCAVATION OF TRENCHES 
IN THE SOLID WASTE LANDFILL 

RESPONSES TO OHIO EFA COMMENTS ON THE 

' 

1 b COMMENT Ohio EPA Comment #1 - Section 2.0, Page 1: Please 
attach logs for the five borings referenced in this section 
of the work plan. Also, be more specific regarding the 
sample recovery problems encountered with three of 
these borings (i.e. what may have caused the non- 
recovery?). 

S 

RESPONSE: The logs for borings 1718 through 1722 are attached with this 
response (Attachment I). The sample recovery problems for 
the referenced three borings can be attributed to the sampling 
apparatus and the heterogeneous nature of the landfill 
material. The apparatus used to obtain samples was a split 
spoon sampler. 

A split-spoon sampler consists of heavy-wall tubing, usually 18 
or 24" long, threaded on both ends and then split in half 
longitudinally. It is designed so that the two halves mate 
together and the unit can be secured as a tube when special 
couplings are placed over the threaded ends. One end of the 
split-spoon is then fitted with a tapered shoe and the other 
with a drivehead that will adapt to threaded pipe used to 
transmit the driving action. A sample is obtained by driving 
the split-spoon sampler into an augured hole, forcing soil into 
the tube. When the sampler is removed from the hole, the 
couplings at both ends are removed and the tube pulled apart 
to expose the soil sample. 

ACT1 ON : 

Sample recovery problems can occur if the sampler 
encounters a piece of solid material larger than the inside 
diameter of the tube. The large material does not enter the 
tube, and prevents the entry of some amount of soil below it. 
Continued penetration will typically move the obstruction 
aside, allowing soils at lower depths to be obtained. An area 
of non-recovery may result from this scenario. This type of 
situation is believed to have caused the non-recovery 
problems in borings 1719, 1721 and 1722. 

The boring logs have been included as an attachment to the 
comments. 
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2 b COMMENT Ohio EPA Comment #2 - Section 4.0, pg. 4, paragraph 2: 
While it is understood that any sampling conducted 
during this event will not be incorporated into the RI 
report, the collection of soil samples from areas of 
obvious contamination (i.e., staining, field instrument 
readings) should be included in the work plan. This 
information will then be available for use in the RD/RA 
phase. 

RESPONSE: Leachate and groundwater samples will be collected if 
encountered. This would adequately assist in further 
characterizing the leachability of the waste material, which is 
one of the primary objectives for the Remedial Investigation 
(RI). The soil sampling that has been conducted for the RI is 
considered adequate for characterization of the soils in the 
Solid Waste Landfill, and therefore, additional soil sampling 
was not considered for the trenching. The intent of 
excavating trenches in the landfill is to visually characterize the 
waste and other material deposited in the area. 

ACTION: 

3 b COMMENT: 

No action. 

Ohio EPA Comment #3 -- Section 4.0, pg. 4, paragraph 2: 
Define and discuss a SPA-3 probe and what it measures. 

RESPONSE: The Model SPA-3 is a rugged instrument manufactured by 
Eberline. The SPA-3 is a scintillation probe designed for high 
sensitivity detection of gamma radiation. It contains a 2-inch 
diameter, 2-inch long NalvI) crystal, a 2-inch, 10-stage 
photomultiplier tube, tube socket with a dynode resistor string, 
and a magnetic shield. The SPA-3 is connected to a 
multichannel analyzer. 

ACTION: 

4 b COMMENT: 

No action. 

Ohio EPA Comment #4 - Section 4.0, pg. 4, paragraph 2: 
Provide more specific information regarding 
determination of trench depth. Measurements should be 
taken at regular intervals along the length of the trench. 
Such detail needs to be incorporated into the text. 
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RESPONSE: 

. ACTION: 

5 b COMMENT: 

RESPONSE: 

ACTION: 

6 b COMMENT 

RESPONSE: 

ACTION: 

3285 
Page 4, paragraph 1 states that 'Trench 1 will be 
approximately 11 feet in depth, trench 2 will be approximately 
11.5 feet in depth, and trench 3 will be approximately 10 feet 
in depth. Page 4, paragraph 2 states that the depth of the 
trenches will be measured during excavation using suweying 
rods or a weighted tape. 

No action. 

Ohio EPA Comment #5 - Section 4.0, pg. 4, paragraph 3: 
a) Please address the issue of water collection in the 
trench more thoroughly. Will the water simply be left in 
the trench no matter what its source? What if the trench 
has "zones with high counts" as indicated by field 
instrument readings? Water collecting in the trenches 
may lead to the leaching of contaminants deeper into the 
soil. 
b) Efforts need be made to prevent rainwater from 
entering trenches. Procedures to prevent rainwater entry 
should be described in the text. 

Previous borings have detected little or no water. Care will be 
taken not to excavate the trenches below the clay liner. In 
addition, efforts will be made to conduct trenching activities 
during periods when no precipitation is expected. If 
precipitation is encountered while a trench is exposed, plastic 
tarps and wood sheets will be used to prevent rainwater from 
entering. The trenches will not be exposed for an extended 
period of time. 

No action. 

Ohio EPA Comment #6 - Section 4.0, pg. 4, paragraph 5: 
Please provide more detail in regards to backfilling the 
trench. Typically, excavation activities such as this lead 
to areas of higher permeability than was originally 
present. The trenches will likely be underfilled or 
overfilled. Compaction and potentially the addition of 
less permeable fill material needs to be discussed in this 
work plan. 

Efforts will be made to assure that the same amount of 
material that is excavated is returned to the trenches. If 
necessary, minor compaction will be performed to return the 
area to its original elevation and drainage. 

No action. 
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3285 RESPONSES ro OHIO EPA COMMENTS ON THE 

OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2) 
WORK PLAN ADDENDUM FOR EXCAVATION OF TRENCHES 

IN SOUTH FIELD AREA 2 

1 F COMMENT General Comment: The issue of water collecting in the 
trench is not addressed. Will any accumulated water 
simply be left in the trenches regardless of its source, 
zones of contamination, or possible leaching? Efforts 
need to be made to prevent rainwater from entering the 
trenches. Discuss these procedures in the text. 

RESPONSE: This plan does not propose leachate collection and analysis. 
Efforts will be made to conduct trenching activities during 
periods when no precipitation is expected. If precipitation is 
encountered while a trench is exposed, plastic tarps and 
wood sheets will be used to prevent rainwater from entering. 
The trenches will not be exposed for an extended period of 
time. Because this work plan is an excerpt from the October 
4, 1989 RI/FS Work Plan Addendum, previously approved by 
the U. S. EPA, no change to the actual text is proposed. 

ACTION: No action. 

2 F COMMENT Specific comment # 1 -- Section 5.1, page 5-1, paragraph 
2: Are details of the Characterization Investigation Study 
such as instruments used and the specific results 
obtained reported in another document? Either refer to 
this document or, if no such document exists, provide the 
information here. 

RESPONSE: Details and results of the Characterization Investigation Study 
pertaining to Operable Unit 2 are provided in the following CIS 
reports: Geophysical Survey (Weston 1987a), Chemical and 
Radiological Analysis of Waste Pits (Weston 1987b), 
Radiological Characterization of Surface Soils in Waste 
Storage Area (Weston 1987c) and the Geotechnical Evaluation 
of Material Properties of Waste Pit Materials (Weston 1988). 

ACTION: No action. 
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3 b COMMENT: Specific comment # 2 - Section 5.1, Figure 51: This 
figure provides insufficient detail. The boundaries of the 
southfield area as described in the text should be 
indicated on the figure as will as the suspect areas. If 
this cannot be accomplished with one figure, two figures 
should be included: one indicating the southfield 
boundaries, the other depicting the suspect areas. Is the 
drainage that constitutes the western boundary of the 
southfield represented by the incomplete lines to the left 
of the figure? If so, they should be labeled as such. 
The location of Borings 1046 and 1047 (referred to on 
page 5-2) should be included on the figure. If they are in 
the same location as monitoring wells 2046 and 2047, 
explain this in the text as well. Generally, all areas 
discussed in the document should be described in full 
detail both in the text and on the figures. 

RESPONSE: 

ACT1 ON: 

More detailed figures showing the South Field boundaries and 
the location of borings 1046 and 1047, and wells 2046 and 
2047 is enclosed for your information. These figures have 
been prepared for inclusion in the draft Remedial Investigation 
Report for Operable Unit 2. Figure 2-9 shows surface and 
subsurface soil sampling locations in the Inactive Flyash Pile 
Area, and Figure 2-18 shows subsurface soil sampling 
locations in the South Field Area (Attachment 11). As shown 
in the original figure 5-1, the South Field Area 2 is located in 
the vicinity of boring 1047, on the north side of the gravel 
road. 

Because this work plan is an excerpt from the October 4, 
1989 RI/FS Work Plan Addendum, previously approved by the 
U. S. EPA, no change to the actual text is proposed. 

Figures have been included as an attachment to these 
comments. 
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FIGURE 2-9. SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLE LOCATIONS 
IN THE INACTIVE FLY ASH DISPOSAL STUDY AREA 
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FIGURE 2-18. SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLE LOCATIONS IN THE SOUTHFIELD 




