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1.

INTRODUCTION

The Government of Canada and Province of Nova Scotia are committed to remediate the Sydney Tar
Ponds and Coke Ovens Sites, a project that is managed and implemented by the Sydney Tar Ponds
Agency (the Agency). The Agency, awarded AECOM and CBCL the bid for Design Engineer (DE) and
to implement Construction Oversight. The project’s goals are to reduce the health and ecological risks to
area residents and the environment from existing soil, sediment and water contamination as well as to
enhance the development potential of the land to drive economic investment in the Cape Breton Regional
Municipality (CBRM). The Environmental Protection Plans (EPP) and the Environmental Monitoring
Plan (EMP) are the documents that govern the environmental aspects of the remediation work. One (1) of
the EPP requirements is for the Design Engineer to provide a monthly summary of environmental
activities on Site, which this report fulfills.
Construction activities continued throughout October, 2010 on the Flow Diversion (TP6A), the
Solidification and Stabilization of the Tar Ponds (TP6B) and the Coke Oven Brook Connector and
Sediment Removal and Disposal (CO1).
The activities on these three (3) elements followed the protocols outlined in the EPP and EMP. In general,
the Contractors agree to monitor their activities for potential environmental impacts to determine whether
the mitigation measures developed for the activity are effective. The Contractors designate an
Environmental Monitor (EM) to ensure that work being carried out on Site is being performed in
compliance with the EPP and EMP; and, that sources of contaminants are identified before they impact
the receiving environment.
As set out by the EPP, the Contractors’ EMs are required to conduct environmental inspections every four
(4) hours during active construction: at TP6A by MB2-Beaver Marine Joint Venture’s (MBJV), at TP6B
by Nordly’s and at CO1 by McNally’s. The EM uses the Environmental Inspection Logs (EILs) as a
guide and as a log to record observations while inspecting the work activities and environmental
protection measures such as silt fences, oil absorbent booms, hazardous materials containment, etc. and in
addition, sampling sheets may be attached to the EIL’s if relevant. Field representatives from the DE
check the EILs to ensure that field observations match those recorded by the EM in the logs. In the event
that environmental protection measures are not being followed or are not effective, the EM directs the
Site Supervisor to take corrective action and notifies the Design Engineer’s Environmental Coordinator or
field representative. In the event that the EPP is not being adhered to and the issue is not resolved in the
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field, the DE may issue a Request for Action (RFA) or Non-Conformance Report (NCR) to the
Contractor requesting improvement.
This Monthly Summary Report covers the key areas addressed in the EILs throughout October, 2010 and
will report environmental concerns, if any, that developed from remediation activities at TP6A, TP6B and
CO1 including how those issues were resolved.
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2.

TP6A – FLOW DIVERSION

The TP6A element provides the flow diversion necessary to conduct Stabilization/Solidification (S/S)
work within the isolated sections of the North and South Tar Ponds. TP6A also includes the construction
of energy dissipation outlet structures that are utilized during dewatering of the Tar Ponds under TP6B, as
well as provisions for temporary bridges and water well decommissioning. As this element deals directly
with diverting bodies of water, namely Wash Brook, Coke Oven Brook and the Tar Ponds, the most
important environmental concerns relate to water. Surface water monitoring, sediment control structures
and aquatic life protection are of particular interest for this element. Silt curtains, oil absorbent booms and
fish screens are the most commonly deployed environmental control measures at TP6A.

2.1.

Summary of Construction Activities

During October, 2010 the TP6A Contractor operated pumps at Wash Brook and Coke Oven Brook
pumping structures as part of Phase I of the pump around, and monitored the discharge and control
structures at the Ferry Street dissipation structure. The Contractor completed work on Phase II of the
energy dissipation structure at the Narrows and began work for the Phase III cut off wall at Battery Point.
Environmental control measures were installed prior to commencement of intrusive work and monitored
daily.
Work completed by the TP6A Contractor on Phase II of the pump around structure at the Narrows during
October, 2010 consisted of trimming the steel sheet piles (SSPs) to open the structure to flow, fabricating
and installing catwalks on the north and south sides of the cell structure, installing scour mats on the east
and west banks at the Narrows for erosion control, removing unnecessary H-piles from around the cell
structure, and transporting equipment from the Narrows to Battery Point in preparation of Phase III
activities.
Work completed by the TP6A Contractor for Phase III at Battery Point during October, 2010 consisted
installing a silt curtain and oil boom around the work area, excavating armour stone in preparation of
lowering the Battery Point east berm, excavating material from the east berm in preparation for cut off
wall installation, and beginning the installation of the east berm SSP cut off wall. As of October 29, 2010
forty-nine (49) steel sheet pile pairs have been installed (See Photo 2-1).
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Photo 2-1: Battery Point East Berm Cut-off Wall with Silt Curtain and Oil Absorbent Boom in
Foreground
Other work completed by the TP6A Contractor during October, 2010 included installing new high level
water alarm units at Coke Oven Brook and Wash Brook, repairing fuel system supply pump issues,
installing a safety access ladder on the Wash Brook fish screen catwalk, and exposing a CBRM outfall on
the west road near the Narrows using an excavator for the purpose of relieving backed up storm water
(See Photo 2-2).

Photo 2-2: Exposed CBRM Outfall Located on West Road Located near the Narrows
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2.2.

Dewatering

As part of Phase I of the pump around, both Coke Oven Brook and Wash Brook are diverted around the
South Tar Pond and discharged at the Ferry Street dissipation structure. The pumps involved in this task
were operational every day of October, 2010.
During October, 2010 the water in the perimeter ditches at TP6A – from both rain and outfalls – was
decanted into the pumping inlet structures at Coke Oven Brook and Wash Brook. The ditch pumps at
Wash Brook are automated with the use of floats – as water levels fluctuate, the floats trigger the pump to
turn on or off accordingly. The ditch pump at Coke Oven Brook is operated manually at the TP6A
Contractors discretion. This water was decanted regularly throughout the month.
Sump pumps located at the south end of the Ferry Street dissipation structure were operated and
maintained daily during October, 2010. These pumps are used to prevent the backflow of water from the
Ferry Street dissipation structure into the South Tar Pond.
On September 27, 2010 a radiator fluid leak was identified on pump 81017 at the Wash Brook pump inlet
area. Upon notification the TP6A Contractor put absorbent pads in place under the radiator to absorb the
existing fluid and to catch any potential future leaks. The radiator fluid had pooled at the bottom of the
radiator and no fluid was released to the environment. The TP6A Contractor had a radiator service
contractor investigate the leak on September 29, 2010 and he determined that the radiator needs to be
replaced. The radiator on pump 81017 was replaced by a subcontractor on October 19, 2010.
The hose which connects the pump 81017 radiator to the pump 81017 engine appears to be leaking
radiator fluid. A small pool of radiator fluid has been collecting under this hose since the radiator was
replaced. The TP6A Contractor EM has stated that this leak will be investigated by a subcontractor on the
same date that he is on site to replace the Pump 81015 and Pump 81025 radiators, which is scheduled to
take place on November 3, 2010. The Contractor has been wiping up the small pools of radiator fluid
from the pump skid tank since the leak was brought to their attention. No radiator fluid has been released
to the environment.
Minor radiator coolant leaks were identified on Pump 81015 at Wash Brook and Pump 81025 at Coke
Oven Brook radiators in October, 2010. Absorbent pads were in place under both radiators to absorb the
existing fluid and to catch any potential future leaks. Neither of these radiator leaks resulted in a release to
the environment. Pump 81015 and 81025 radiators were first scheduled to be replaced on October 15,
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2010; but after a delay related to shipping the radiators are now scheduled to be repaired on November 3,
2010.
On the morning of October 6, 2010 the TP6A Contractor manually turned on their ditch pump which
discharges into the Coke Oven Brook pump inlet area. Shortly after turning the pump on the Contractor
turned the pump off due to concerns about the quality of water being pumped into the ditch from the
South Tar Pond by the TP6B Contractor. Although the water pumped did not have any noticeable effect
on the quality of water outside the silt curtains and oil absorbent boom at Ferry Street based on
monitoring, the TP6A Contractor has since decided to only turn on this ditch pump when the quality of
the water in the ditch appears acceptable in terms of turbidity and oil sheen. Over the course of October,
2010 the TP6B Contractor removed the two (2) South Tar Pond hoses which were discharging into the
ditch nearest the Coke Oven Brook pump inlet area.
A heavy rainfall event which took place overnight between October 27 and 28, 2010 caused the fish and
debris screens located at the Wash Brook pump inlet area to clog and subsequently flood the
southernmost section of the South Tar Pond (See Photo 2-3). The TP6A Contractor began pumping the
South Tar Pond flood water back into the Wash Brook pump inlet area immediately after the fish screens
were raised to relieve the flood waters. The turbidity of the South Tar Pond flood water became
increasingly worse over the course of the morning as the water level began to decrease. The TP6A
Contractor decided to utilize a filter bag with the hopes of lowering the turbidity level of the flood water,
which proved effective. The TP6A Contractor pumped the South Tar Pond flood water all day October
28, 2010 and overnight between October 28 and 29, 2010. The southernmost section of the South Tar
Pond was decanted by the morning of October 29, 2010; at which point the routine pumping of rain and
ground water from South Tar Pond became the responsibility of the TP6B Contractor again.
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Photo 2-3: Wash Brook Flood Water in the South Tar Pond

2.3.

Sediment Control Structures, Stabilization Areas, Silt Curtain and OilAbsorbent Booms

On October 8, 2010 the TP6A Contractor attempted to install a silt curtain and oil absorbent boom across
the south side of the east berm at Battery Point. A fish specialist from the Atlantic Coastal Action
Program (ACAP) was on site to monitor and advise the Contractor on the proper fish removal procedures.
It was then determined that the high winds that day were a safety concern for the labourers entering the
water. The installation of a silt curtain and oil boom across the south side of the east berm was then
rescheduled for October 12, 2010, at which time the ACAP fish specialist returned and the silt curtain
was installed in such a way as to devoid the work area of fish (See Photo 2-4). An oil absorbent boom
was also successfully installed surrounding the silt curtain.

Photo 2-4: Silt Curtain and Oil Absorbent Boom Installation South of Battery Point East Berm
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The newly installed silt curtain detached from the Battery Point east dolphin on October 18, 2010. The silt
curtain stayed relatively in place after it detached and the TP6A Contractor quickly welded the bracket
which had broken, allowing for the reattachment of the east berm silt curtain (See Photo 2-5).

Photo 2-5: Repairing Bracket on Battery Point East Berm Dolphin
Aside from the issue noted above, the two (2) silt curtains located north of the Narrows in the North Tar
Pond, the silt curtain surrounding the south side of the Battery Point east berm, and the two (2) silt
curtains north of the Ferry Street dissipation structure were in place and compliant with the TP6A EPP for
the month of October, 2010.
The TP6A Contractor did not need to repair or replace the oil absorbent booms located north of the Ferry
Street dissipation structure, north of the Narrows, or surrounding the south side of the Battery Point east
berm during October, 2010.

2.4.

Surface Water Monitoring

Surface water monitoring was conducted during October, 2010 using a Hanna HI 98703 portable
turbidimeter. Baseline turbidity data was determined to be 7.39 NTU by AECOM in pre-construction
tests and is used as a reference in determining acceptable limits (8 NTU above baseline) by the
Contractor.
Turbidity samples are taken by boat within the Tar Ponds every four (4) hours. At times, taking turbidity
samples in the Tar Ponds by boat is not possible due to low tides causing the boat to agitate bottom
sediments skewing turbidity results. Samples were taken just north of the northern most silt curtain at the
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Narrows. The EILs from October, 2010 report occasions where it was more appropriate to collect water
samples from the shoreline rather than from the boat due to environmental concerns, such as low tides,
health and safety concerns such as high winds, extremely high water flow and having only one (1)
Environmental Technician on Site. In these cases a thirteen (13) metre pole is used to collect samples far
from the water’s edge. Reasons for collecting from the shoreline were detailed in each occurrences
respective EIL.
On the morning of October 28, 2010 a relatively significant amount of rain fell over a short period of
time, resulting in high levels of turbidity at both Coke Oven Brook and Wash Brook (See Photo 2-6).
Surface water turbidity samples were collected at the upstream Brook locations, north of the silt curtains
in place north of the Ferry Street dissipation structure, north of the silt curtains in place at the Narrows,
south of the silt curtain in place at Battery Point, and in the flooded portion of the South Tar Pond
regularly throughout the day. The surface water turbidity samples collected at the downstream locations
were reported as having considerably lower levels of turbidity than those collected from the upstream
Coke Ovens and Wash Brook locations; thus indicating that the elevated turbidity levels were coming in
from off-site, and that the sedimentation control measures installed by the TP6A Contractor are effective
at control sediment loading.

Photo 2-6: Flood Conditions at Wash Pump Inlet Area
All other surface water turbidity samples collected north of the silt curtains in place north of the Ferry
Street dissipation structure, north of the silt curtains in place at the Narrows, and south of the silt curtain
in place at Battery Point met the criteria outlined by the TP6A EPP and were therefore deemed
acceptable.
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2.5.

Access Roads

During October, 2010 the Contractor deployed a water truck to spray water as a dust suppressant on their
secondary access roads. The water truck was used effectively on a daily basis. The Agency maintenance
Contractor performed dust suppression on all primary access roads used by the Contractor.

2.6.

Air Monitoring and Particulate Matter Control Measures

All-Tech, the Ambient Air Monitor, did not report high dust or high Volatile Organic Compound (VOC)
concentrations associated with TP6A activities in October, 2010. A water truck was used as a dust
suppressant on secondary roads throughout October, 2010.

2.7.

Noise Control Measures

Noise monitoring was conducted on a weekly basis in October, 2010 at three (3) perimeter locations for
two (2) hour averages to determine if the noise levels on site are under the EPP requirement of 65 Leq dBA.
The Quest 2900 was used to perform sound monitoring at the TP6A Site.
On October 6, 2010 one (1) of the three (3) noise monitoring periods resulted in an exceedance. The noise
data collected at the west fence near the Ferry Street dissipation structure yielded aLeq value of 67.0
dBA. This noise exceedance was likely due to site vehicle traffic and offsite train traffic as the sampling
location is near both a relatively busy site intersection and offsite train tracks.
No exceedances were reported for noise monitoring conducted on October 13 and 18, 2010.
On October 27, 2010, two (2) of the three (3) noise monitoring periods resulted in exceedances. The noise
data collected at the west fence near the Ferry Street dissipation structure yielded a Leq value of 69.6
dBA. This noise exceedance was likely due to site vehicle traffic and offsite train traffic as the sampling
location is near both a relatively busy site intersection and offsite train tracks. The noise data collected at
Battery Point yielded a Leq value of 72.1 dBA. This noise exceedance has been attributed to the use of a
vibratory hammer to drive SPPs into the Battery Point east berm.
There was no offsite noise complaints reported to the Contractor during the month of October 2010.

2.8.

Miscellaneous Environmental Monitoring Activities

No fish kills were observed at the Coke Oven and Wash Brook pump intake areas or the FSDS during
October, 2010.
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Fish screens were installed by the TP6A Contractor during July, 2010 in both Wash Brook and Coke
Oven Brook. These fish screens were installed to provide a more effective means of fish protection as
required by design specifications.
On October 4, 2010 the Contractor responded to NCR-TP6A-031 Fish Screens Repair and Fish Removal,
issued on September 21, 2010 after the fish screen and net were blown out of the Victoria Road culvert.
In their response, the Contractor stated that they performed electro-fishing of the Coke Oven Brook to
again deem it void of fish on September 23, 2010. They also reinforced the fish net and fish screen
structure with nylon strapping and rebar to prevent future blow outs on September 20, 2010. On October
20, the DE reissued the NCR under file name NCR-TP6A-031R1, simply stating that the response given
by the Contractor was unacceptable; that the repairs and fish removal process took far too long to initiate.
No response was issued by the Contractor before the end of the reporting period.
When heavy rainfall events occur the fish screens tend to become clogged with leaves, branches and other
small debris that moves downstream with the rapidly flowing Wash Brook water. In these cases the fish
screens are temporarily raised to prevent the backup of water in the pump around area and subsequent
flooding of the South Tar Pond. The fish screens in place at the Wash Brook pump around area were
raised to prevent flooding the South Tar Pond overnight between October 15 and 16, 2010 and were
lowered back down on the morning of October 18, 2010. The fish screens at Wash Brook were also raised
in the early morning of October 28, 2010 to prevent flooding the South Tar Pond. The fish screens were
lowered back into place approximately five (5) hours after they were raised and remained lowered for the
remainder of the month (See Photo 2-7). In both of these occurrences both of the fish nets located
upstream of the Wash Brook pump around area remained in place to provide fish protection.

Photo 2-7: Lowered Fish Screens and Three (3) Removed Debris Screens at Wash Brook
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A visual inspection of the Wash Brook pump inlet area was conducted by the DE and TP6A Contractor
EM on October 19, 2010 to determine if there were any fish present in the Wash Brook pump inlet area or
the Ferry Street dissipation structure. This inspection was conducted at the request of the Agency and no
fish or fish kills were identified. Polarized glasses were worn by both the DE and the Contractor’s EM to
try and help increase visibility in the shallow water.
On October 7, 2010 the TP6A Contractor finalized excavations at the Narrows. First, they excavated a
hole into the end dump material located south of the Narrows into which they were able to deposit
contaminated material without having it enter a watercourse. Next, they excavated material from the north
and south sides of Cell A at the Narrows was loaded the material onto rock trucks, and then dumped it
into the opening in the end dump area. At the start of this process one (1) of the rock trucks carrying
material spilled a small amount of contaminated material (<10L) onto the bridge located at the Narrows.
The TP6A Contractor EM stopped the rock truck driver immediately upon noticing the incident. The spill,
consisting mainly of water and a small amount of material, was promptly cleaned up by the TP6A
Contractor labourers. The excavator operator was instructed to reduce the amount of material he was
loading onto the trucks and the truck drivers were instructed to wait five (5) to ten (10) minutes before
transporting material across the bridge to ensure that no leaks were present. The material moving process
was monitored by both the TP6A Contractor EM and the DE for its duration. This was the only
environmental issue related to the transfer of material from the north and south sides of Cell A at the
Narrows to the east side end dumping area. There were two (2) silt curtains and an oil boom in place at
both the north and south sides of Cell A and surrounding the east side end dumping area during the entire
material transfer process. The TP6B Contractor applied odour reducing foam to the excavated areas and
the east side end dumping area upon completion of the material transfer at the request of the TP6A
Contractor.
One (1) of the small hydraulic fuel hoses on the vibratory hammer located at Battery Point broke and
leaked approximately two (2) liters of Chevron environmentally friendly biodegradable oil on October 20,
2010. Most of the oil which leaked was wiped off of the vibratory hammer itself. However, a small
quantity of this fluid leaked onto the armour stone located on the south side of the Battery Point east
berm. Absorbent pads were used to wipe up visible hydraulic fuel oil from the armour stone. This minor
hydraulic fluid spill took place within the oil absorbent boom surrounding the Battery Point east berm.
Three (3) of the scour mats located at Coke Oven Brook and two (2) of the scour mats located at Wash
Brook were noted as being damaged and/or out of place as a result of wear and tear on October 15, 2010.
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The scour mats located at the Coke Oven Brook pump inlet area were repositioned and put back in place
on October 20, 2010. The scour mats located at the Wash Brook pump inlet area were repositioned and
put back in place on October 21, 2010. The TP6A Contractor returned to the Wash Brook pump inlet area
on October 25, 2010 to apply quick dry cement to the small gaps between the newly repositioned scour
mats (See Photo 2-8).

Photo 2-8: Applying Quick Dry Cement to Gaps between Scour Mats at Wash Brook

2.9.

Summary of Environmental Monitoring Activities

The TP6A Contractor continued to operate the pumping stations at Wash Brook and Coke Oven Brook as
part of Phase I of the pump around of the South Tar Pond. TP6A Contractor construction activities for
October, 2010 included completing work on Cells A and B at the Narrows, relocating equipment from
Narrows to Battery Point, commencing installation of cut-off wall at Battery Point east berm, responding
to flood conditions at Wash Brook pump inlet area, repairing pump radiator leak issues, and re-adjusting
scour mats at Coke Oven Brook and Wash Brook. Common environmental concerns were raised
throughout the month including issues with heavy rainfall, silt curtain installation and maintenance, debris
screen damage and reinforcement, noise exceedances, and the maintenance of fish screens and nets.
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3.

TP6B – SOLIDIFICATION AND STABILIZATION (S/S)

The TP6B element involves the remediation of contaminated soils and sediments created by historical
steel and coking activities. Cement is brought on Site and mixed with the contaminated soils and
sediments in order to encapsulate them in concrete. When solidified in this manner, the solubility,
mobility and toxicity of the contaminants are significantly reduced. The main environmental concerns
during TP6B construction activities are dust, construction water management and odour management.

3.1.

Summary of Construction Activities

Construction activities during October, 2010 comprised of solidification/stabilization (S/S) operations,
cell depth determinations, water management, dust suppression, waste generation, odour suppression, 1
meter contour excavation, channel construction, hauling, dumping, dozing and rolling of previously
treated material excavated from the channel footprint, receiving pit construction, as well as the installation
of pressure relief wells in the channel.
Channel construction was the predominant construction activity during October, 2010. Approximately
15,000 m3 of material was excavated out of the main channel and Coke Oven Brook channel. An area for
impacted sediments was created over previously treated materials in the north east corner of the South Tar
Pond under Supplemental Instruction (SI)-TP6B-029 Berm Construction and Excavation NE Corner.
There were also ten (10) pressure relief wells installed at the south end of the South Tar Pond near Wash
Brook.
Test pads for restricted materials were constructed and approx 11,000 cu m of previously S/S’ed materials
have been spread out in lifts in the north east corner of the South Tar Pond.
One (1) S/S crew comprised of a foreman, labourers and an excavator operator were active until October
8, 2010. The crew solidified a total of 1,417.8 m3 of contaminated sediment and imported material. One
(1) rework cell was mixed.
The DE continued an aggressive odour mitigation program based on the Odour Management Plan issued
in June 2010. The project used a total of 12,578 liters of short term, 1,457 liters of long term foam, thirtyone (31) loads of Con Cover 180 and 6,660 liters of Bio Solve to suppress odours in October, 2010.
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3.2.

Dewatering

Water management concerns in the South Tar Pond for October, 2010 included dewatering channel
construction zones, groundwater coming from the municipal landfill, standing water in the south end, and
the Northeast Perimeter ditch, which runs north of the Coke Oven Brook pump around structure.
As discussed during a Water Management Meeting between the DE, TP6B Contractor and Agency on
September 29, 2010, the Contractor dug two settling sumps near Station 0+200 in the south end on
October 1, 2010. The sumps were constructed with one above the other to allow water to drain from the
high sump to low sump (Photo 3-1). The sumps worked as a settling area for turbid water being pumped
by the Contractor. After settling in the sumps, water would flow into the south end and continue towards
the Wash Brook pump around structure.

Photo 3-1: The Two Sumps in the South End
The Cones to the Right Mark Station 0+200 of the Main Channel
The south end sumps received water from two (2) sources throughout the month: water pumped from the
end of the southeast perimeter ditch, and from the 1 m contour excavation area on the west side.
Water accumulating in the south end was pumped into the Wash Brook pump around structure by a pump
discharging into an infiltration bag on the spillway. This pump was almost constantly on, being turned off
only when well pressure relief well drilling activities (see Section 3.9, Miscellaneous Monitoring
Activities) were disturbing the water around the pump intake, and periodically throughout the month
when water levels were exceptionally low.
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Excavation to the 1 m contour line along the east perimeter ditch south of Station 0+200 occurred from
October 15 to 20, 2010. As a result, groundwater coming from under the east access road filled the
excavated area between the east access road and the opposite edge of the east perimeter ditch. The water
mixed with the contaminated sediments inside the cavity and became black and turbid. As the water level
rose, the construction water began trickling into the bottom south end sump. On October 19, 2010, the
Contractor began pumping this water to the south where standing water was being pumped by the 3”
electric submersible pump over the Wash Brook Spillway. This action prompted the DE to issue NCRTP6B-016 Construction Water to the Contractor for non compliance with Section 3.2.4.2., General Water
Management (Addendum 003) of the TP6B-EPP. The Contractor did not submit a response before the
end of the reporting period.
The 1 m contour excavation area on the west side of the South Tar Pond was also used for dewatering
purposes in October, 2010. Pumps operating in the vicinity discharged into this area intermittently
throughout the month. The 1 m contour excavation area on the west side was in turn dewatered by a pump
during October, 2010 (Photo 3-2) to the top sump in the south end and then on October 28, 2010 the
discharge was moved to the Cut-off Wall at the opposite end of the pond.

Photo 3-2: The 1 m Contour Excavation Area on the West Side
Channel excavation areas had to be regularly dewatered throughout October, 2010. The Coke Oven Brook
channel was initially dewatered to the southeast perimeter ditch. On October 5, 2010 a sump was dug at
the base of the landfill where groundwater was leaking out and flowing into the Coke Oven Brook
channel. A pump was installed in the sump with the discharge placed in the northeast perimeter ditch.
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The DE paid close attention to the water discharging from these pumps into the northeast perimeter ditch.
Water quality was initially poor because the sediments in the sump were disturbed during construction
and had yet to settle. The DE had to discuss the issue several times with the Contractor’s EM , with the
DE emphasizing the TP6B Contractor’s responsibility in ensuring poor quality water is not pumped to the
northeast perimeter ditch and then into the Coke Oven Brook pump around structure. The southeast
perimeter ditch was subsequently pumped off to the sumps in the south end, and then to the 1 m contour
excavation area on the west side at the end of the month.
Main channel dewatering was undertaken throughout October, 2010 to dewater the Main Channel, with
all the water inevitably being discharged at the Cut-off wall.
Rains overwhelmed the TP6A pumps at Wash Brook on October 28, 2010 and breached the spillway,
flooding the south end. A pump on the spillway was turned on and dewatered the south end to Wash
Brook. The water level in the south end did not noticeably drop until the following morning, and pumping
continued on the October 29, 2010.

3.3.

Sediment & Erosion Controls and Oil Absorbent Booms

The TP6B Contractor monitored all oil absorbent materials, and sediment and erosion controls structures
throughout October, 2010. No environmental concerns arose during the month in regard to these
environmental controls.

3.4.

Surface Water Monitoring

Surface water monitoring was reduced to visual monitoring of pumped water after dewatering of the
South Tar Pond was complete. The visual monitoring guidelines are outlined in the TP6B EPP Section
3.2.4.2. Throughout October, 2010 numerous pumps were operating to facilitate construction activities
(see Section 3.2. Dewatering). Pump intakes and outlets were visually monitored by the Contractor’s EM
and by the DE and any concerns were communicated to the Contractor.

3.5.

Access Roads

An access road joining east and west sides of the South Tar Pond was constructed immediately south of
the Ferry Street dissipation structure at the beginning of the month. This road replaced another and was
established to support Main Channel construction activities. On October 22, 2010 the east access road
was restored where it had been excavated during 1 m contour excavations. These activities did not create
any sedimentation, erosion or other environmental management concerns.
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3.6.

Air Monitoring and Particulate Matter Control Measures

Air monitoring is conducted by All-Tech at the perimeter fence and measures particulate matter (PM) and
volatile organic carbon (VOC) with action levels of 155 µg/m3 and 0.66 parts per million (ppm),
respectively. The Contractor continued S/S activities with one (1) crew until October 8, 2010, and PM
levels did not exceed their action levels. However, All-Tech did report several higher than normal VOC
detections in relation to channel construction activities.
Higher than usual VOC levels reported by All-Tech at the end of September, 2010 put a stop to Coke
Oven Brook channel excavation activities until the following Monday, October 4, 2010. The high VOC
levels raised concern for worker and public health and safety. This incident led the DE to issue RFATP6B-018 Channel Construction Odour Generation on October 5, 2010. In the disciplinary report, the DE
outlined the steps the Contractor was to take in order to minimize odours generated from Coke Oven
Brook Channel construction. In short, the Contractor was to 1) install staffed BioSolve stations prior to
commencement of work; 2) minimize exposed sediments; 3) notify the DE prior to exposure of new
sediments 4) coordinate Channel excavation in phased manner which allows applications of odour
suppressing foams and ConCover; and 5) slow odour generating activities upon notification from the DE
of off-site impacts. Shortly thereafter, on October 6, 2010, unacceptable VOC levels were again generated
during Coke Oven Brook Channel excavations, which led the DE to issue NCR-TP6B-015 Channel
Construction Odour Generation on October 7, 2010. This report points out the steps outlined in the
previously issued report, and stated that the lack of adherence to DE guidance directly led to the excessive
odour generation. The DE tacked on another requirement; that one (1) staffed BioSolve station be
assigned to each piece of equipment until the Contractor could demonstrate control over odour
generation. In their response to the two (2) reports, the Contractor states that additional staffed BioSolve
stations were introduced to the area under excavation, and that they would continue with application of
BioSolve and ConCover 180. They responded to both the RFA and the NCR on October 25, 2010 and the
DE is reviewing the response.
Other notable VOC incidents reported by All-Tech included 0.3, 0.6 and 0.5 ppm readings during the
morning of October 21, 2010 (see Table 3-1). The likely cause for these relatively high VOC recordings
was the excavation activities around Station 0+540 – 0+560 of the Main Channel. The recordings did not
prompt any work stoppages and air monitoring activities did not raise any more concerns for the rest of
the month.
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Dusty road conditions were occasionally observed on the roads in front of the TP2 facility in October,
2010. Dusty road conditions were reported by the DE to either the Agency or the TP6B Contractor,
depending on the area of concern, and in response either the Maintenance Contractor or the TP6B
Contractor deployed a water truck to suppress dust.
Bio-Solve was consistently applied during invasive work activities throughout the month of October,
2010. In total, 6,660 liters of BioSolve was applied. Other anti-odour agents applied included short term
foam, long term foam and ConCover 180. The use of odour suppressing foam dropped dramatically
compared to September, while five (5) times the amount of ConCover 180 was used in October.

Photo 3-3: A BioSolve Stand is Set Up before Coke Oven Brook Channel Excavations Begin in the
Morning
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Table 3-1: TP6B Higher than Normal TVOC Readings during October, 2010
Date (2010)

Time TVOC 15 Minute Cause
Average

Monitoring Location

Concentration
(ppm(v))
October 21

October 21

0825 0.3

0820 0.6

Excavator and trucks
operating.

46º 8.70' N

Excavator and trucks
operating.

20m North of Intercolonial St.

60º 11.27' W

fixed station (N46°08.577’
W060°11.392)

October 21

0825 0.5

Excavator and trucks
operating.

20m North of Intercolonial St.
fixed station (N46°08.577’
W060°11.392)

3.7.

Product Storage, Fueling and Waste Disposal

Roll off bin 4001 located on the west side of the South Tar Pond was picked up by TP2 on October 5,
2010. It was roughly 90 per cent full of grossly decontaminated tires, timber, hoses and other construction
debris. Waste smaller than 200 mm collected from the TP2 decontamination facility was hauled onto the
South Tar Pond on October 5, 2010 as well. The waste material was dumped into a cell about to be mixed
on the east side along the 1 m contour line south of the landfill.

3.8.

Noise Control Measures

The Contractor’s EM completed noise monitoring four (4) times in October, 2010; each event was
comprised of three (3) two (2) hour readings, one (1) at the East Gate, another at the West Gate and the
last at Wash Brook. The 65Leq dBA action level was exceeded two (2) times out of twelve (12). The first
exceedance of 67.02Leq dBA occurred on October 14, 2010 at the West Gate. The Contractor’s EM
attributed the exceedance to off-site train activity and TP6A crane operations in the area. The second
exceedance of 66.06Leq dBA occurred on October 19, 2010 at Wash Brook. This exceedance was
attributed to well drillers operating in the vicinity of the monitoring station. The remaining ten (10) tests
had results that were less than 65 Leq dBA.
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3.9.

Miscellaneous Environmental Monitoring Activities

Armour stone decontamination in the northeast corner of the South Tar Pond finished on October 5, 2010.
Exclusion zone barriers contained the pools of decontamination water flowing from the work area, and in
their response to NCR-TP6B-014 Decon Water Run Off, issued last month; the Contractor stated the area
would be filled in with clay as per RFI-TP6B-51. The DE will ensure that the area is properly remediated
before it is capped.
Construction of a receiving pit in the northeast began on October 13, 2010 and was completed on October
15, 2010. The pit was created by taking a 0.6 m cut of treated materials in the northeast and using these
materials to build a berm. The berm formed a rectangular perimeter around the area cut to 0.6 m which
formed a receiving area. Impacted materials excavated from both the South Tar Pond as well as from
Coke Oven Brook channel excavations undertaken by the CO1 contractor were hauled and dumped into
this pit for future S/S treatment. Failed cells excavated from the channel footprint were also hauled and
dumped in the receiving pit. TP6B-SI-029 Berm Construction and Excavation NE Corner describe the
construction and dimensions of the receiving pit.
A test pit investigation was initiated on October 21, 2010 at the Channel footprint to investigate the
depths and composition of plastic silt materials found below the impacted sediments. This geotechnical
investigation followed all the protocols outlined in the EPP.
There were three (3) Nova Scotia Environment (NSE) inspections in October, 2010. The inspections
raised no environmental issues and recorded the day’s activities. Environmental monitoring and controls
will continue.

3.10.

Summary of Environmental Monitoring Activities

S/S activities continued in October, 2010 as did channel excavations and channel construction became the
principal construction activity in the South Tar Pond. The DE adjusted its environmental oversight
approach accordingly and continued to ensure environmental controls as outlined in the TP6B
Environmental Protection Plan were in place. Two (2) environmental NCRs and one (1) environmental
RFA were issued to the Contractor during October, 2010. Moving forward, the DE will continue to ensure
controls are in place, and close attention will be paid to odour control given the relatively high VOC
readings during channel excavation activities.
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4.

CO1 – COKE OVEN BROOK CONNECTOR

The CO1 element includes diverting Coke Oven Brook water, removing contaminated sediments and
reestablishing a clean channel. As intrusive work occurs near watercourses at CO1 sedimentation control
measures, dewatering, and surface water monitoring are important for this element. The most widely used
environmental control measures are silt fencing, silt curtains, fish screens and oil absorbent booms.

4.1.

Summary of Construction Activities

Reinstatement of Coke Oven Brook downstream of the rail bridge continued through October 2010 and
excavation and reinstatement of the Brook commenced downstream of Inglis Street. Clean materials were
hauled and stockpiled on Site, geotextile and HDPE liners, as well as clay, slag and stone were installed
into the Brook as part of reinstatement activities. As part of excavation activities, environmental controls
such as fish nets, silt curtains and berms were installed, impacted sediments and oversized materials were
excavated from the Brook and hauled to the TP6B pad in the northeast corner of the South Tar Pond, and
impacted oversized material was excavated and hauled to the materials handling pad. Non-impacted
sediments and oversized debris was temporarily stored on the clean handling pad located to the south of
Coke Oven Brook and eventually hauled to the Coke Ovens Site for longer-term storage. Construction
water was treated daily using filtration galleries and portable WTPs.

4.2.

Dewatering

Throughout October 2010 the Contractor pumped Coke Oven Brook from the suction pit at Victoria Road
culvert around the construction zone to discharge into the Coke Oven Brook inlet structure. As this water
is upstream water it does not undergo any treatment.
During the first week of October 2010, in preparation for excavation activities downstream of Inglis
Street, the water treatment system, including pumps, portable WTPs and hose, were transported to the
slag pads alongside Coke Oven Brook at the Tar Ponds site. The same system for water treatment was
deployed during October 2010 as has been since the start of the Contract. Construction water is pumped
to filtration bags for course filtration (40 micron filter) and then conveyed to the portable WTPs for finer
filtration (25 and 15 micron filters and carbon filters) and removal of petroleum product. After treatment,
the water is discharged onto scour protection before it travels downstream. The discharge point for treated
water became the Coke Oven Brook inlet structure, which also acts as scour protection.
On October 1, 2010 a pump around pipe was discharging water onto the interface of two (2) scour
protection mats which were not laying flush with one another creating a spray and a risk of erosion. The
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Contractor cut the pipe back so that the water discharged onto flat scour protection mats. No elevated
turbidity was observed due to the spraying water.
Effluent from the portable WTPs, discharged into the Coke Ovens inlet structure, caused erosion and
elevated turbidity on October 25, 2010. Again the discharged water was finding its way beneath the scour
protection mats, but after being repositioned to closer to the centre of the pit the erosion ceased.
Following heavy overnight rain the headwater dam breached on October 28, 2010 allowing water into the
remediated section of Coke Oven Brook (see Photo 4-1).

Photo 4-1: Breached Headwater Berm Due to Heavy Overnight Rainfall
The berm was breached for about half the work day. The flood water also breached the downstream limits
of the construction zone, entering Coke Oven Brook inlet structure. As in the past, NSE gave approval to
pump the excess construction water through filtration bags downstream without further treatment.
Turbidity monitoring was increased during this event and no exceedances recorded. All pump around
pumps were active during the rain event, but the pumps feeding the portable WTPs were taken offline, as
they were dangerous to have sitting near the high Brook waters.

4.3.

Sediment Control Structures, Stabilization Areas, Silt Curtain and OilAbsorbent Booms

Erosion control is required to be installed prior to intrusive work being performed near watercourses. Silt
fence was installed along Coke Oven Brook downstream of Inglis Street during September, 2010 and silt
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curtains had also been previously installed in the Brook. These controls were maintained and in place
prior installing slag pads and ramps, and prior to excavating the Brook.
Under SI-CO1-006 the CO1 Contractor was tasked with maintaining the environmental controls at all
four (4) of the end dump locations in the North Tar Pond. During the first week of October, 2010 the silt
curtains and oil absorbent booms surrounding the end dump locations needed adjustments as small oil
slicks were escaping. On October 4, 2010 an oil slick was emanating from the northernmost dump
location (see Photo 4-2).

Photo 4-2: Sheen Emanating from the Northernmost End Dump Location
Notice small amount of sheen escaping under the silt curtain to the south
In order to trap the slick an existing boom was repositioned so that it stretched across the Narrows, from
shoreline to shoreline. The following day two (2) booms were added to this area – one (1) that stretches
across the pond to the south of the dump and one (1) that wrapped around the pile to the south (see Photo
4-3). The silt curtains were also tightened to their anchors that day. On October 6, 2010 small adjustments
were also made to oil absorbent booms located at the dump piles.
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Photo 4-3: Labourers Adjusting Environmental Controls at the Northernmost End Dump Location
Notice new oil absorbent boom spanning the entire pond

4.4.

Surface Water Monitoring

Turbidity sampling was performed at CO1 throughout October 2010 in order to monitor the quality of
surface water. The upstream sample is always taken at Victoria Road culvert, while the midstream and
downstream samples change depending on the location of construction activities. During the majority of
the month no midstream sample was collected, as work was mostly conducted within the Brook. Of the
days where work was conducted alongside the Brook, the CBRM combined storm/sewer outfall was often
discharging raw sewage into the Channel. The concern over the health and safety of the personnel
responsible for collecting and analyzing this sample was observed, so the midstream was more often not
collected. As the Coke Oven Brook pump around was directed to the inlet structure during September
2010, this acted as the downstream sample location for the entire month.
Very turbid water (219NTU) flowed into the Victoria Road suction pit from off site on October 13, 2010.
It was observed that the water in the Ferry Street dissipation structure was also becoming more turbid, so
the Contractor performed additional testing to monitor the receiving environment north of the silt curtains
at Ferry Street (see Table 4.1). No turbidity exceedances were observed in the TP6A pumping structure or
at Ferry Street.
On October 15, 2010 highly turbid water entered the CO1 Site from upstream of Victoria Road culvert,
leading to a turbidity exceedance (see Table 4.1). Although no construction activities took place adjacent
to water courses, the Contractor’s EM performed turbidity testing throughout the day in order to record
the progress of the turbid water, the first of which failed testing criteria, and the second two (2) passed. As
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the water in the Ferry Street dissipation structure was not visibly increasing in turbidity, and the source of
the turbidity was not related to work activities, the Contractor’s EM did not perform additional turbidity
testing at Ferry Street.
As discussed above a turbidity exceedance was observed in the Coke Oven Brook inlet structure on
October 25, 2010 due to dewatering methods. During the previous week, the Contractor adjusted the
scour protection mats lining the suction pit and the WTP effluent hoses; these adjustments caused the
discharge water to get beneath the scour protection mats, causing erosion and elevated turbidity readings
in the TP6A suction pit (see Photo 4-4).

Photo 4-4: Turbid Water in Coke Oven Brook Inlet Structure due to Dewatering Activities
The hoses were again adjusted, this time in such a way as to discharge directly onto concrete. Hourly
turbidity testing was conducted throughout the day (see Table 4.1), and by 13:30 turbidity results dropped
to within acceptable limits. For each additional turbidity test the EM performed, a sample was also
collected from north of the silt curtains at Ferry Street in order to monitor the North Tar Pond, which is
the ultimate receiving environment for Coke Oven Brook. This sample is, like the TP6A testing,
compared to a background number of 7.39NTU, an average turbidity result calculated by AECOM in preconstruction testing. Each of the samples collected from north of Ferry Street passed the turbidity testing
criteria (8NTU above background of 7.39NTU)
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Table 4.1: Notable Turbidity Test Results
Upstream (NTU)
Date

Time

Downstream (NTU)

Qualifier (NTU)

*Victoria Road
Culvert

*TP6A Pumping Structure

* Ferry Street

10/13/2010

1130

219

109

14.0

10/15/2010

0750

24.4

50.0

N/A

10/25/2010

0945

2.1

64.2

9.5

10/25/2010

1045

1.9

51.7

10.1

10/25/2010

1130

1.6

32.2

8.7

10/25/2010

1230

1.7

26.2

8.9

10/25/2010

1330

2.0

8.8

7.4

4.5.

Access Roads

On-Site paved roads are cleaned of debris on a regular basis in order to minimize migration of clean and
contaminated materials onto public roadways. Roadways shared with the public, such as Cape Breton
Street are monitored for debris and cleaned when necessary. As October 2010 was a rather wet month in
Sydney, Nova Scotia no dust suppression was necessary on roadways.
The section of construction road connected the area of excavation downstream of Inglis Street with the
TP6B impacted material pad was cleaned daily during the week of excavation (October 18-22, 2010)
using a loader. Two (2) labourers were also present in order to grossly decontaminate trucks prior to
entering that section of the road.

4.6.

Air Monitoring and Particulate Matter Control Measures

No air exceedances were identified by ALL-TECH at CO1 during October 2010. No dust or particulate
matter was generated during regular construction activities; and therefore, control measures were not
warranted. On October 18, 2010 after excavating the banks of Coke Oven Brook downstream of Inglis
Street, ConCover 180 was used to cover the impacted, exposed face of excavation thereby controlling
control odours generated by VOCs in the sediment (see Photo 4-5).
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Photo 4-5: ConCover 180 Covers Impacted Sediments in Coke Oven Brook

4.7.

Product Storage, Fueling and Waste Disposal

On October 18, 2010 wet contaminated sediments spilled from a tandem box as it was being hauled to the
South Tar Pond pad for dumping. The spill occurred just as the truck was pulling away from Coke Oven
Brook, and was due to tailgate malfunction. The Contractor immediately cleaned up the spilled material,
and placed it back on the truck.
On October 28, 2010 less than one (1) liter of diesel fuel spilled while fueling pump number 609150,
located at the Victoria Road pumping structure. Fortunately the fuel intake was surrounded in oil
absorbent booms, which absorbed the entire amount of spilled product. Once all product was absorbed,
the boom was replaced. There was no release of the product to the receiving environment.

4.8.

Noise Control Measures

Noise monitoring was performed once weekly throughout October, 2010 at CO1. Noise monitoring was
conducted at three (3) perimeter locations for two (2) hour averages; the results of which were compared
against the EPP criteria of 65Leq (dBA). The Reed C-322 was used to perform sound monitoring at the
CO1 Site.
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As the Site is very narrow, the CO1 Contractor has little opportunity to simulate equidistance between
work activities and the receptors to the north and south. Due to the nature of the Site, noise exceedances
occurred twice in October, 2010. The first noise exceedance of 71.7Leq (dBA) was recorded on October
14, 2010 along the southern perimeter fence. This exceedance was attributed to excavators placing riprap
in the channel in the immediate vicinity of the noise monitoring station. A noise exceedance of 69.3Leq
(dBA) was recorded on October 25, 2010 along Inglis Street. This exceedance was attributed was
attributed to nearby excavation activities. There were no public noise complaints regarding work activities
submitted to the Agency or the Contractor during this period.

4.9.

Miscellaneous Environmental Monitoring Activities

An exclusion zone was set up for the excavation work in Coke Oven Brook downstream of Inglis Street
on October 19, 2010. In addition to personnel contamination reduction zone, the Contractor also set up a
truck tire wash area. Two (2) labourers performed gross decontamination of tandem trucks hauling
contaminated sediment onto the pad in the northeast corner of the South Tar Pond (see Photo 4-4). On
October 22, 2010 the Contractor added a baby barn to the personnel contamination reduction zone in
order to improve the effectiveness of the boot wash, and to house safety equipment like eye wash and fire
extinguishers.
On October 14, 2010 the Contractor starting disassembling the filtration gallery located adjacent to Inglis
Street. The filtration bags in the gallery were removed by labourers and placed into oil drums for removal
by AIC Sullivans. Filter bags from the portable WTPs are also disposed of in this fashion.
Non-impacted sediment was segregated from impacted sediments during this section of excavation. The
sediment was determined impacted or not based on colour and odour of the material. The non-impacted
material was stored temporarily on the holding pad located uphill and to the south of that section of Coke
Oven Brook, (see Photos 4-6 and 4-7). Impacted sediments were hauled to the pad constructed in the
southeast corner of the South Tar Pond. During October, 2010 the impacted sediments were hauled to the
Coke Ovens Site for longer-term storage. They were stockpiled in a manner that is not conducive to dust
generation.
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Photos 4-6 and 4-7: Non-Impacted Soil Excavated from Coke Oven Brook and Stockpiled

4.10.

Summary of Environmental Monitoring Activities

The Contractor continued excavation and reinstatement of the CO1 section of Coke Oven Brook during
October 2010. No environmental RFAs or NCRs were issued or responded to by the CO1 Contractor
during October 2010. Elevated turbidity, both from on- and off-site sources, was observed a number of
times throughout the month in the downstream pumping structure at TP6A.
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5.

CONCLUSION

McNally’s maintained the environmental control measures at CO1 during October 2010. These controls
included the maintenance of silt fencing, oil absorbent booms, silt curtains, fish nets and scour protection
mats. No RFAs or NCRs were issued during the course of the month. The EM has proven effective and
displayed diligence at documenting and finding resolution to environmental concerns.
During October 2010 Nordly’s managed the environmental control measures at TP6B. This included
spraying water and odour suppressing substances to the cement mixing areas and maintaining oil
absorbent booms, rock check dams, and silt fencing. Two (2) environmental NCRs and one (1)
environmental RFA were issued during the month.
MBJV maintained environmental control measures at TP6A during October, 2010. No non-compliance
reports were issued to MBJV during October, 2010. The EM on Site responds effectively to DE
environmental concerns.
Nordly’s, McNally’s and MBJV’s EMs performed routine inspections of the Sites using the EIL to ensure
that remedial work activities did not cause any environmental concerns. Ongoing environmental concerns
are addressed to the Contractors both verbally on site and through written Non-Compliance Reports or
Requests for Action. At CO1, TP6A and TP6B AECOM personnel sign and review the EIL’s on a daily
basis to ensure field conditions match the reporting by the EM.
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Table 5.1: Overview of Environmental Disciplinary Reports (RFAs, NCRs)
Report No.

Description

Issued

Cause

Action

Responded
To

Long Term Action

Closed Date

NCRTP6A-031

Fish Screens
Repair and Fish
Removal

Sept 22, 2010

Fish screen and fish
netting at Victoria
Road culvert
detached, allowing
potentially fishbearing water to pass
through the pumping
systems

Reinforce fish
screen/fish net
structure with
strapping and rebar.
Perform fish removal
in Coke Oven Brook

Oct 4, 2010

Reinforcement of fish
screen/fish net structure.

Reissued

NCRTP6A031R1

Fish Screens
Repair and Fish
Removal

Oct 20, 2010

Follow-up action to
NCR-TP6A-031 was
unacceptable. Repairs
and fish removal not
performed in timely
fashion.

Pending

Pending

Pending

Pending

NCRTP6B-014

Decon Water
Run Off

Sept 22, 2010

Waste water from
decontamination
procedures was
allowed to flow to
clean areas as
contractor had not
accounted for
construction water
management as part
of armour stone
decontamination

The southeast extent
of the work area was
bermed using slag to
prevent the water
from reaching the
clay. The remainder
of the water was
draining back to the
hole being dug and
pooling just below
this area. The pump
has remained off.

Sept 28,
2010

Better communication
between management and
pump operators.

Sept 30, 2010

Generating
unacceptable odour
levels in Coke Oven

1) Install staffed
BioSolve station. 2)
Limit exposed

Oct 29,
2010

RFATP6B-018

Channel
Construction
Odour

Oct 5, 2010

The area was stabilized
on September 28, 2010
and the sump back
backfilled with clay as
per RFI-TP6B-051

Continue with BioSolve
application

Oct 29, 2010
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/Generation

Brook Channel
excavation, and not
concerting enough
effort to abate

sediments. 3) Inform
DE of exposing new
sediments. 4) Progress
in phased approach to
enable application of
odour controls. 5)
Slow activities if
notified by DE of offsite impacts.

NCRTP6B-015

Channel
Construction
Odour
Generation

Oct 7, 2010

Generating
unacceptable odour
levels in Coke Oven
Brook Channel
excavation, and not
concerting enough
effort to abate. Also,
having been issued a
RFA and not acting
upon DE directives in
term of odour control.

1) Install staffed
BioSolve station. 2)
Limit exposed
sediments. 3) Inform
DE of exposing new
sediments. 4) Progress
in phased approach to
enable application of
odour controls. 5)
Slow activities if
notified by DE of offsite impacts.

Oct 29,
2010

Continue with BioSolve
application

Oct 29, 2010

NCRTP6B-016

Construction
Water

Oct 22, 2010

Contractor allowed
impacted construction
water to be released
from an active
excavation area onto a
clean area in the south
end of the South Tar
Pond.

Pending

Pending

Pending

Pending

RFA-CO1002

Pump Pad
without ESC

Aug 17, 2010

A pump pad was
constructed near the
rail bridge without
prior installation of
silt fence, or

Hay bales were
installed after work
was complete.

Sept 17,
2010

Crews were reminded of
the importance of
environmental controls.

Sept 29, 2010
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alternative erosion
and sediment control
measures

Table 5.2: Overview of Environmental Supplemental Instructions (SIs)
Report No.

Description

Issued

Objective

Procedure

Action Taken

SI-TP6B029

Berm Construction
and Excavation NE
Corner

Oct 13,
2010

Construct end dumping
location in the northeast
corner of the South Tar Pond,
in Declaration Area #1. To
provide extra space for
impacted materials from the
Coke Ovens site, as well as
sediments from the South Tar
Pond that need to be
relocated.

1) Excavate pit to 1.0m Geodetic, which requires
0.6m cut into clay and solidified materials. Roughly
2400 cubic meters of spoil will be generated by these
excavations. Pit dimension will be 50x80m.
Southwest corner of pit to match southwest corner of
Declaration Area #1.

1) Pit and berm
constructed from
Oct 13 -15, 2010.

2) Use spoils from excavation in (1) to construct
berm. The berm will be built to a height of 3.0m
Geodetic, or an average of 1.4 m above the fill, and
average 7.7m in thickness.

2) Materials end
dumped into pit
from Oct 15, 2010
to present.

3) Place previously solidified materials excavated
during this process in accordance with Spec Section
03 26 09, Placement of Excavated S/S Sediment
found in
Addendum #5 of Tender # STPA 2008S-23.
SI-TP6B030

North Material
Handling Pad
Construction

Oct 20,
2010

Construct a material handling
pad to the northeast of the
North Tar Pond

1) Construct lay-down area using a poly liner
minimum thickness 6mm and 1m overlap. Liner
placed in sections, starting down gradient and using
minimal number of seams.

SI Revised. Not
reissued before end
of reporting period.

2) Cover with 0.5m of sand and silt so as not to
compromise the integrity of the liner.
3) Berm to 0.75 m on the down gradient side to
prevent runoff. The berm shall be covered with same
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poly liner produce impermeable layer.
4) Construct pad so it slopes towards water collection
system. Treated collected water.
5) Monitor and maintain access roads during transport
of material. If a spill occurs and material is removed
then the Contractor will apply clean road material
as necessary.
6) Decommission the pad after Phase II is isolated.
Material on the pad to be relocated to the dewatered
pond and solidified. Liner will be grossly
decontaminated and transported to TP2 for cleaning
and disposal.
SI-CO1006

End Dumping
Sediment to Tar
Ponds

Aug 5,
2010

Direction on how to dispose
of sediments in the North Tar
Pond.

1) Install one oil absorbent boom and two silt curtains
surrounding each dump location prior to sediment
release. Maintain environmental controls.
2) Follow EPP procedures for environmental control
installation/maintenance, traffic/tandem/access road
maintenance, decon procedures,
3) Construct a push off/ landing area. Sediments
pushed and spread as low as possible.

1) Environmental
controls installed. A
total of 4 locations
were set up.
2) End dumping
procedures followed
during August and
September, 2010.

4) Manage odours – pushing sediment below water
level, apply odour reducing agents
5) Perform water quality monitoring adjacent to dump
sites
SI-CO1008

North Material
Handling Pad
Construction

Oct 15,
2010

Construct a material handling
pad to the northeast of the
North Tar Pond

1) Construct lay-down area using a poly liner
minimum thickness 6mm and 1m overlap. Liner
placed in sections, starting down gradient and using
minimal number of seams.
2) Cover with 0.5m of sand and silt so as not to
compromise the integrity of the liner.

None. Client chose
not to proceed with
CO1 Contractor.
Reissued to TP6B
Contractor.

3) Berm to 0.75 m on the down gradient side to
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prevent runoff. The berm shall be covered with same
poly liner produce impermeable layer.
4) Construct pad so it slopes towards water collection
system. Treated collected water.
5) Monitor and maintain access roads during transport
of material. If a spill occurs and material is removed
then the Contractor will apply clean road material
as necessary.
6) Decommission the pad after Phase II is isolated.
Material on the pad to be relocated to the dewatered
pond and solidified. Liner will be grossly
decontaminated and transported to TP2 for cleaning
and disposal.
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Environmental Inspection Log

Appendix A
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Remediation of the Sydney Tar Ponds and Coke Ovens Sites
Environmental Inspection Log (EIL)
Design Element:
Date: (D/M/Y):
Time (24 hrs):
Weather Conditions:
Daily Construction Activities:
EIL Completed by (printed name and signature):
EIL Reviewed by (DE name, signature, date, time):
DAILY CHECKLIST ITEM:

EM Name
DE Name

DESCRIPTION

EM Signature
DE Signature

ACCEPTABLE

NOT
ACCEPTABLE1

DD/MM/YYYY, 24:00
NOT
APPLICABLE

Comment #
(See P.2)

1. Sediment Control Structures:
Hay
Silt Fences
Dissipation Measures
Silt Curtains
Oil Absorbent Boom
Other:
2. Stabilization Areas
3. Noise Control Measures
4. Dust Control Measures
5. Air Emission Control Measures
6. Materials, Product & Equip. Storage
7. Fueling and Maintenance Area
8. Waste Disposal/Debris
9. Access Roads
10. Dewatering
Hoses
Connections
11. Decontamination Areas (ONCE DAILY)
Workers
Equipment/Vehicles
12. Barriers for Disposal, Storage &
Work Areas (ONCE DAILY)
13. Other Specific EM Activities:
Type:
Type:
Type:
14. Field Sampling:
Type:
1

Criteria for Acceptable and Not Acceptable for each checklist item is given on Pages 3 to 6.
Where a checklist item is not acceptable, comments must be provided below detailing: the nature of the concern; the extent of any environmental impacts;
the remediation measures undertaken; the requirement for any further remediation measures; if notification of a regulatory body was required, and if so, the
response; any recommendations for improvements/follow-up; and any other relevant information.
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Form No: 97918-QAF-070 R3
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Remediation of the Sydney Tar Ponds and Coke Ovens Sites
Environmental Inspection Log (EIL)
Design Element:
Date: (D/M/Y):

WEEKLY CHECKLIST ITEM:

DESCRIPTION

ACCEPTABLE

Time (24 hrs):
NOT
NOT
Comment #
ACCEPTABLE1 APPLICABLE

1. Above Ground Storage Tanks:
Tank
Pipe
Valve
Pump
Other Tank Equipment
2. Compressive Gas Storage

Data
Time:

Location

Surface Water Monitoring Results (NTU)
Notes/Observations

Time:

Location

Average

Sound Monitoring Results (dBA)
Notes/Observations

Comments/Observations
(Comment #, Comment, Date, Time, Initials) If additional space is required, please attach a separate page.

____________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________
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Criteria to determine if Mitigation Effectiveness is Acceptable or Non-acceptable
1. Sediment Control Structures:
a. Acceptable: If instantaneous turbidity readings are within 8 Nephelometric Turbidity Units
(NTU) above background (upstream sample location) if background concentrations are less than
80NTU. If background is greater than 80 NTU, and samples are within 10% of background
levels on downstream side of the structure, the structure is deemed to be functioning as intended.
During visual inspection, if the sediment control structures are intact, with no gaps, tears,
slumping or weathering of the materials and no noticeable impact in the receiving water
“downstream” of the sediment control structures.
b. Not Acceptable: If instantaneous turbidity readings are greater than 8NTU if background is less
than 80NTU, or if readings are greater than 10% of background levels on downstream side of the
structure, the structure is deemed to be not functioning as intended. During visual inspection, if
the sediment control structures are not intact, with gaps, tears, slumping or weathering of the
materials and noticeable impact in the receiving water “downstream” of the sediment control
structures.
2. Stabilization Areas:
a. Acceptable: During visual inspection, if there is no apparent sloughing banks or erosional
processes occurring in an area of disturbance created by the Project.
b. Not Acceptable: During visual inspection, if there is sloughing banks or erosional processes
occurring in an area of disturbance created by the Project.
3. Noise Control Measures:
a. Acceptable: If noise measurements (based on two hour averages) are within the following limits:
Leq,2hr < 65 dBA between 0700 to 1900 hours (Days)
Leq,2hr < 60 dBA between 1900 to 2300 hours (Evenings)
Leq,2hr < 55 dBA between 2300-0700 hours (Nights)
b. Not Acceptable: If noise measurements (based on two hour averages) are not within the above
limits.
4. Dust Control Measures:
a. Acceptable: During visual inspection, dust is controlled during grading, excavation and
construction activities. The exposed surfaces, stock piles or stored materials are covered with
water, foam or tarps, as required. The vehicles used for excavation or transportation of materials
are completely enclosed or with retractable load covers, the haul unit seals are in good working
order, hoses and connections on equipment are free of leaks or drips.
b. Not Acceptable: During visual inspection, dust is not controlled during grading, excavation and
construction activities. The exposed surfaces, stock piles or stored materials are not covered with
water, foam or tarps. The vehicles used for excavation or transportation of materials are not
completely enclosed or with retractable load covers, the haul unit seals are not in good working
order, hoses and connections on equipment have leaks or drips.
5. Air Emission Control Measures:
a. Acceptable: If measurement by AQMC at halfway between fenceline and source(s) is less than
or equal to: 2ppm averaged over 15 minutes; or with the exception of benzene and naphthalene, 5

exceedences to the 15 minute averaging period over the workday averaged over 10 hours; or
2.5ppm for benzene and naphthalene (as confirmed by Draeger –Tubes or olfactory means)
averaged over 1 hour.
b. Not Acceptable: If measurement by AQMC at halfway between fenceline and source(s) is greater
than: 2ppm averaged over 15 minutes; or with the exception of benzene and naphthalene, 5
exceedences to the 15 minute averaging period over the workday averaged over 10 hours; or
2.5ppm for benzene and naphthalene (as confirmed by Draeger –Tubes or olfactory means)
averaged over 1 hour.
6. Product Storage:
a. Acceptable: All potentially hazardous products are stored in a pre-designated, safe and secure
product storage area at the work site in accordance with provincial legislation; all products shall
be properly labeled according to WHMIS; any spilled products are contained and the area
cleaned.
b. Not Acceptable: Any potentially hazardous products are not stored in a pre-designated, safe and
secure product storage area at the work site in accordance with provincial legislation; or any
products are not properly labelled according to WHMIS; or any spilled products are not
contained; or the area has not been cleaned after a spill.
7. Fueling and Maintenance Area:
a. Acceptable: Area is clean, well organized. All potentially hazardous products are stored in a predesignated, safe and secure product storage area within the construction area, in accordance with
provincial legislation. All products are properly labeled according to Workplace Hazardous
Materials Information System (WHMIS). Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) are on site with
the relevant product.
b. Not Acceptable: Area is not clean, unorganized and any of the above noted safeguards are
missing.
8. Waste Disposal/Debris:
a. Acceptable: Project site is free from any waste/debris whether it be benign solid waste or
hazardous waste other than those waste stored in designated bins/areas.
b. Not Acceptable: Project site contains waste/debris whether it be benign solid waste or hazardous
waste, is not destined for immediate disposal and requires appropriate disposal.
9. Dewatering:
a. Acceptable: Fish have been removed prior to dewatering; fish screens are installed in pumps; and
the dewatered cells are maintained during construction.
b. Not Acceptable: Fish have not been removed prior to dewatering; fish screens are not installed; or
the dewatered cells are not maintained during construction.
10. Access Roads used by the Contractor(s)
a. Acceptable: Upon visual inspection, the access roads used by the Contractor(s) are dust
suppressed, free of debris or unnecessary materials with no spills. If applicable, silt fences appear
to be working and are being maintained along toe of slope (along banks) and drainage ditches
appear to be working to direct flow away from waterways.
b. Non Acceptable: Upon visual inspection, the access roads used by the Contractor(s) are not dust
suppressed, have debris or unnecessary materials with spills. If applicable, the silt fences appear

not to be working or to not be maintained along toe of slope (along banks), and drainage ditches
appear not to be working to direct flow away from waterways.
11. Other Environmental Monitoring:
Air Quality (Responsibility of the AQMC)
a. Acceptable: Monitoring instruments are regularly calibrated. Data is collected and recorded
hourly. During times periodically when there is a potential for increased emissions, real time
monitoring shows compliance with previously established limits as identified above in
numbers 5 and 6.
b. Not Acceptable: Monitoring instruments are not regularly calibrated. Data is not collected or
not recorded hourly. During times periodically when there is a potential for increased
emissions, real time monitoring shows exceedances of limits as shown in numbers 5 and 6.
Surface water
a. Acceptable: Monitoring instruments are regularly calibrated. Data is collected and recorded
hourly. During times periodically when there is a potential for increased sediment loading
(i.e. excavation), real time monitoring shows no exceedance of limits as described in Item 1.
b. Non Acceptable: Monitoring instruments are not regularly calibrated, or data is not collected
and recorded hourly. During times periodically when there is a potential for increased
sediment loading (i.e. excavation), real time monitoring shows exceedance of limits as
described in Item 1.
Groundwater
a. Acceptable: If a contaminant of concern in groundwater does not have an upward trend after
the fourth sample for three consecutive samples using the Mann-Kendall trend analysis; this
approach will use the entire available time series of data (within the numerical constraints of
the test).
b. Not Acceptable: When an upward trend after the fourth sample for three consecutive samples
using the Mann-Kendall trend analysis is identified; again, this approach will use the entire
available time series of data (within the numerical constraints of the test).
12. Field sampling:
a. Acceptable: Field sampling instruments are regularly calibrated. Field sampling Standard
Operating Procedures are followed. Chain of Custody forms are completed accurately and fully,
and submitted with samples for analysis. Health and Safety plans have been prepared and
reviewed prior to the start of daily field sampling work.
b. Not Acceptable: Field sampling instruments are not regularly calibrated. Field sampling Standard
Operating Procedures are not followed. Chain of Custody forms are not completed, not accurate,
or are not fully filled out. Chain of Custody forms are not submitted with samples for analysis.
Health and Safety plans have not been prepared and/or have not been reviewed prior to the start
of daily field sampling work.

