


Comments on R. M. Schahfer Power Station

EPA:

Clarify whether hazard potential rating is low or less than low. There is a discrepancy between
the report body, the first page of the checklist, and the third page of the checklist for the
Retention Pond.

State: None

Company: See attached letter and supporting documents dated August 11, 2010.
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August 11, 2010

Via E-mail and U.S. Mail

Mr. Stephen Hoffman

US Environmental Protection Agency (5304P)
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20460
hoffinan.stephen@epa.gov

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

Northern Indiana Public Service Company (“NIPSCO”) appreciates the opportunity to
submit these comments (“Comments”) to the Camp, Dresser, and McKee Inc (“CDM”)
draft “Assessment of Dam Safety of Coal Combustion Surface Impoundments - R.M.
Schahfer Generating Station” (the “Draft CDM Report™), which NIPSCO received via
email on July 12, 2010. To aid in its evaluation of the Draft CDM Report, NIPSCO
retained the services of Golder Associates, Inc., (“Golder”) a national leader in the field
of dam construction and safety. Golder was asked to evaluate important aspects of the
Draft CDM Report and to advise NIPSCO of its assessment and professional opinion via
a written report. A complete copy of the report ultimately prepared by Golder is attached
as Exhibit A (the “Golder Report”). Many of the comments presented below are based
upon findings of the Golder Report.

Among its significant conclusions, the Golder Report concludes that all of the R.M.
Schahfer Generating Station’s (the “RMSGS’s”) ponds and impoundments (“Units”)
assessed by CDM are in “fair” or “good” condition based upon criteria Golder believes to
be appropriate based upon its experience. The Golder Report also finds that none of the
conditions observed “indicated urgent attention was needed” at the time of Golder’s
inspections. Secondary studies and investigations are, however, suggested over time.

The remainder of Comments are presented in three parts. Part I offers NIPSCO’s general
comments to some of the more significant aspects of the Draft CDM Report. Part 1T
presents Unit-by-Unit comments and section-specific recommended edits concerning
certain factual misstatements within the Draft CDM Report. Finally, Part III states
NIPSCO’s specific recommendations for revisions to the Draft CDM Report.
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Also attached to these Comments as Exhibit D, pages 7 through the end, are additional
documents that may facilitate revision of the Draft CDM Report. NIPSCO asserts that
these additional documents are confidential business information and asks that the agency
treat them as such.! After CDM’s inspection and NIPSCO’s June 2010 document
production, NIPSCO continued to search its files for responsive information. During this
search, NIPSCO discovered additional construction quality assurance documentation that
should help demonstrate the suitability of the soil used in construction of the Units and
the effectiveness of the construction methods. The documentation includes Proctor Tests
and field compaction tests performed during the construction of the Retired Waste
Disposal Area and the Final Settling Basin. >

Part I: General Comments

1. Scope of CDM’s Assessment: It is NIPSCO’s understanding that the
focus of the Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA’s”) inspections and,
ultimately, its final report would concern only those surface impoundments and
management units which receive and are used for the storage and disposal of coal
combustion residuals (“CCR™). This understanding was based, in part, upon
EPA’s March 9, 2009, information request which called for information about the
following types of impoundments:

Surface impoundments or similar diked or bermed management
unit(s) designated as landfills which receive liquid-borne material
from a surface impoundment used for the storage or disposal of
residuals or by-products from the combustion of coal, including,
~but not limited to, fly ash, bottom ash, boiler slag, or flue gas
emission confrol residuals.

In its response to the March 9, 2009 mformation request, NIPSCO advised EPA
that the RMSGS had only four ash management units that met these criteria: the
Waste Disposal Area, the Material Storage Runoff Basin, the Metal Cleaning
Waste Basin, and the Yard Drain Stormwater Retention Pond. NIPSCO also has
two former (and now filled) Units that were formerly used for the disposal of
CCR residuals: the Dry Ash Storage Staging Area and the Retired Waste Disposal
Area. Although NIPSCO has other Units at the RMSGS, they function to retain

! NIPSCO is providing these subject to the same objections and reservations stated at Exhibit B of
NIPSCO’s letter to you dated June 14, 2010,

% The timing of the discovery of these additional documents did not allow Golder to ncorporate
them intto the Golder Report.
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water or leachate. One of the larger Units identified in the Draft CDM Report, the
Intake Settling Basin, never collects CCR of any kind. Other Units receive, at
most, only incidental and de minimus volumes of CCR.

NIPSCO learned orally, shortly prior to CDM’s April site inspection, that the
EPA and CDM intended to assess all Units at RMSGS, regardless of whether the
Units were intended to, or actually did, receive CCR. This position, however,
appears different than that taken by EPA with respect to other utilities. The EPA
report on Allegheny Energy’s Pleasants Power Station, for example, notes that the
consultant did not inspect two basins intended for the management of leachate and
stormwater. NIPSCO believes the Allegheny Energy report reflected the
appropriate and more limited assessment scope.

2. State Jurisdiction: The Draft CDM Report notes that “the IDNR requires
new and existing structures to be evaluated under standard design guidelines.”
(Draft CDM Report Section 3.3) That statement presents an oversimplification of
Indiana’s regulatory scheme in that it fails to recognize, for example, that the
Indiana statute and regulations regarding dam safety apply only to structures that
meet one or more of the following criteria:

* Drainage area above the dam of more than 1 square mile;

o Height in excess of 20 feet;
e Impoundment of more than one hundred acre-feet of water.

Indiana Code 14-27-7.5-1. Only four of the Units meet any of these minimum
criteria: (1) the Final Settling Basin, (2) the Intake Setting Basin, (3) the Recycle
Basin, and the (4) Waste Disposal Area.’ Indiana law also provides that the
IDNR is to establish a hazard classification for each dam meeting one of these
three criteria. Indiana Code 14-27-7.5-8. In late 2009, NIPSCO retained Golder
to work with the Indiana Department of Natural Resources (“IDNR”) to facilitate
the development of hazard potential classifications for the four Units potentially
subject to regulation under Indiana’s dam safety laws.

As EPA is aware, Indiana’s requirements for evaluating dams meeting one of the
above-stated criteria differ depending on the hazard potential classification
determined by the IDNR. Owners of high-hazard structures are required to have

3 None of the Units meet the criteria for regulation under federal dam safety laws.
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those facilities inspected every two years by a professional engineer.* Indiana
Code 14-27-7.5-9. Indiana law does not impose an inspection requirement for
low and significant hazard facilities.

3. Draft CDM Report Recommendations: It is our understanding, based
upon an April 2010 conversation between Greg Costakis of NIPSCO and Craig
Dufficy of EPA, that the EPA is not now seeking substantive comments to the
Draft CDM Report’s recommendations for future actions and that these
Comments thus need not substantively address the same. To affirm that
understanding, we reviewed materials posted on EPA’s website and noted that
other utilities submitted Response/Action Plans after the completion of the EPA’s
Final Reports for their facilities. ~Although NIPSCO is not substantively
addressing the Draft CDM Report’s recommendations for future activities within
these Comments, Part II of these Comments do offer recommended text
clarifications. NIPSCO hopes to later work with EPA to develop and implement
the appropriate response plan and has provided clarifying text suggestions with
Part IT below.

4. Prior and Ongoing Unit Inspections: The Draft CDM Report does not
provide a full or accurate description of NIPSCO’s inspection programs. Among
other deficiencies, the Draft CDM Report fails to mention a formal dam
inspection program that NIPSCO initiated in late 2009 and which was referenced
in NIPSCO’s response to EPA’s March 9, 2009 information request. That
inspection was performed by Golder to meet Indiana standards. By the time of
CDM’s site visit, Golder had already visually inspected and assessed the
structural integrity of all the RMSGS Units potentially regulated under Indiana’s
dam safety laws. After it became clear during the course of CDM’s site
inspection that it intended to assess the structural integrity of all Units, including
those which receive either no or only incidental volumes of CCR. (see Comument 2
above), Golder’s evaluation was expanded to include the additional Units.

While Golder’s written report regarding its structural integrity assessment was not
available at the time of CDM’s inspection, NIPSCO did notify EPA and CDM of
Golder’s continuing work. Golder’s structural integrity findings are, however,
apparent from the Golder Report.

* Such an inspection has been performed this year for each of the four Units potentially regulaied

under Indiana’s dam safety laws.
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In preparing the Golder Report, Golder followed the detailed standards and
procedures set forth in the Indiana-Dam Safety Inspection Checklist. The Draft
CDM Report faults NIPSCO for failing to create its own procedures for dam
inspections, but it is unclear to NIPSCO why CDM somehow views the
procedures painstakingly detailed in the Indiana guidance to be inadequate.

5. Construction and Design Documentation: The Draft CDM Report
purports to assess the structural integrity of the Units by using criteria modeled
from those developed by New Jersey. With those criferia in mind, the Draft
Report appears to collectively classify all of the Units as “poor” due to a
perceived “lack of documentation relative to the design and construction” of the
Units. (Draft CDM Report Section 4.2.) NIPSCO strongly disagrees with that
conclusion and suggests that sufficient documentation exists to reasonably assess
the Units. The Golder Report supports NIPSCO’s position.

The Draft CDM Report also states that “CDM was not provided with any
information regarding the structural adequacy and stability of the R.M.
Generating Station ash ponds” (Draft CDM Report Section 3.3.1). That staiement
is simply inaccurate. Substantial information regarding the structural integrity of
the Units was, in fact, made available to CDM. CDM seems to at least indirectly
acknowledge its receipt of structural information at Section 6 of the Draft CDM
Report by stating a list of forty-one “drawings that were provided by Northem
Indiana Public Service Company and were utilized during the preparation of this
report and the development of the recommendations presented”. CDM’s list,
however, fails to comprehensively delineate all the documents NIPSCO copied
and sent to CDM at its request. Moreover, CDM’s list fails to in any way
acknowledge the many other documents made available to CDM during its site
inspection and which may have been useful to CDM in assessing the condition of
the Units. In total, at CDM’s request, NIPSCO copied and delivered to CDM
over 2,400 pages of design documents. This included “as-built” drawings for the
Waste Disposal Area, soil information on the Intake Settling Basin and Retired
Waste Disposal Area and both drawings and specifications sealed by professional
engineers for all current and retired Units. As stated in the Golder Report, the
various certifications by registered Indiana professional engineers helps
demonstrate that the Units were designed and constructed to sound engineering
standards.

6. Unit Classifications: NIPSCO is concerned that the Draft CDM Report
creates a significantly inaccurate impression by attempting to assign a collective
single classification to nine different Units at RMSGS without considering critical
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differences in the condition, regulatory status, and purpose of each of the nine
Units. From an engineering perspective, the structural integrity of one Unit
certainly cannot, and should not, be determined based upon another Unit. Each
Unit should be assessed and classified independently.

The Golder Report assesses each Unit separately and disagrees in some instances
with CDM’s visual assessments. As Golder notes, the condition of all of the
Units is “fair” or better.” The condition of RMSGS’s largest Unit, the Final
Settling Basin, is deemed “good” by Golder. Golder also disagrees with CDM’s
assessment that RMSGS’s fourth largest Unit, the Intake Settling Basin, is a “high
hazard” facility. After performing detailed analyses using the Army Corps of
Engineers Hydrologic Engineering Center’s River Analysis System, Golder
opines that the Intake Setting Basin is a “low hazard” facility. (See Section 4.0 of
the Golder Report).

Part II: Unit and Section-Specific Comments:

To further assist the EPA in tracking NIPSCO’s comments, NIPSCO has prepared
(a) the below Unit-by-Unit listing of NIPSCO’s concerns statements offered in
the Draft CDM Report with respect to each of the Units and (b) the attached
Exhibit B and Exhibit C which present specific text corrections to certain sections
of the Draft CDM Report.

¢ Final Setting Basin (FSB): As discussed above, the Final Settling Basin
(FSB) is not a Unit designed for the management of CCR. At most, the
FSB has received only de minimus quantities of CCR. In addition, the
Golder Report notes that the condition of the FSB is “good.” The Draft
CDM Report, as written, appears to convey the erroneous conclusion that
the FSB is instead in “poor” condition. NIPSCO is particularly concerned
about inaccurate or imprecise information regarding the FSB because the
FSB appears to be considered to have a high hazard potential.

3 Importantly, the Golder Report notes that the definition of “fair” used by Golder is effectively
identical to that used by the Draft CDM Report.
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Intake Setting Basin (ISB): Like the FSB, the ISB is not a Unit designed
for the management of CCR. In fact, the structure never receives any
CCR.® Golder also performed a detailed hazard potential classification of
this Unit and concluded that its hazard potential classification is “low,”
and not “high,” as suggested in the Draft CDM Report.

Yard Drain Stormwater Retention Pond (inaccurately called the
“Retention Pond” in the Draft CDM Report): This Unit is too small to be
regulated by Indiana’s statute and regulations concerning dam safety. In
addition, the condition of this concrete-lined Unit was determuned by
Golder to be in “good” condition.

FGD Stormwater Runoff Pond (FGD Pond): As discussed above, the
FGD Pond is not a Unit designed for the management of CCR. The FGD
Pond receives only de minimus quantities of CCR by serving as a
stormwater catchment basin for flow from the closed sections of the
adjacent FGD/ash landfill. In addition the Unit is too small to be regulated
by Indiana’s statute and regulations concerning dam safety.

Retired Waste Disposal Area: This former, and now filled, Unit is no
longer an impoundment or pond and accordingly, is not subject to
regulation under dam safety laws. Moreover, even if it this former Unit
was somehow deemed to an impoundment or pond, it would likely be far
too small to be regulated under Indiana’s statute and regulations

concerning dam safety.

"Material Storage Runoff Basin: This Unit is too small to be regulated

under Indiana’s statute and regulations concerning dam safety.

Metal Cleaning Waste Basin: This Unit is too small to be regulated under
Indiana’s statute and regulations concerning dam safety.

6 The discharge from the FSB (permitied as Qutfall 001 in the RMSGS’s NPDES permit) can be

recycled to the ISB for use in facility cooling water processes. This capability was developed in response
to seasonal low levels in the Kankakee River but has not been used for several years.
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¢ Recycle Basin: The Recycle Basin is not a Unit designed for the
management of CCR. The Unit receives only de minimus quantities of
CCR by receiving clarified overflow from the Waste Disposal Area, into
which the facility’s bottom ash, boiler slag and economizer ash from a
single unit are sluiced.

Part I11: NIPSCO Reqguests and Recommendations:

NIPSCO requests that the EPA make the following amendments to the Draft CDM
Report:

¢ Assess each of the Units separately, considering Golder’s visual
assessments as well as those of CDM. Acknowledge particularly Golder’s
conclusions that the ISB is a “low-hazard” Unit, that the condition of the
FSB is “good,” and that the condition of all of the Units 15 “good” to
“fair.” The Draft CDM Report should further note that Golder did not
believe that the condition of any of the Units was poor.

o Limit the discussion to those Units at RMSGS which are designed to
handle CCR: the Waste Disposal Area, the Material Storage Runoff Basin,
the Metal Cleaning Waste Basin, and the Yard Drain Stormwater
Retention Pond. At a minimum, remove the ISB from the Draft CDM
Report because it does not receive even de minimus quantities of CCR.

o Present a more thorough and accurate description of Indiana dam safety
law and state that NIPSCO is reportedly working with the IDNR to
accomplish any activities required by Indiana law. Note that only four of
the Units analyzed, the FSB, the ISB, the Recycle Basin, and the Waste
Disposal Area (only one of which, the Waste Disposal Area, is even
designed to receive CCR) are large enough to be potentially regulated
under Indiana’s laws concerning dam safety.

¢ Re-evaluate the 2,400 pages of documents provided by NIPSCO, paying
particular attention to the assessments of soil conditions, and the drawings
bearing the seal of a Professional Engineer. The re-evaluation should
consider Golder’s professional opinion and conclusion that the sealed
drawings help demonstrate that the Units were designed and constructed
vsing sound engineering practices.
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o Acknowledge that NIPSCO had inspections by Professional Engineers
already underway by the time of EPA and CDM’s inspection. To the
extent that CDM believes that the Indiana procedures followed by Golder
were somehow inadequate, explain the inadequacies of those procedures.

e Incorporate the edits recommended above and reflected on the attached
Exhibit B and Exhibit C

* % ® * *

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment to the Draft CDM Report. While we
endeavored to be comprehensive with these Comments, the allotted review period
precluded us from doing so. Instead, these Comments focus on issues that may be of
most immediate significance. Accordingly, the lack of a comment to a specific section or
statement of the Draft CDM Report should not be taken to indicate NIPSCOQ’s agreement.
Piease call or email Gregory Costakis, gcostakis@nisource.com or 219-956-5125, with
any questions. -

5;53/ él/ @WL

Philip W. Pack
Senior Vice President, Generation Interim
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August 11, 2010 093-88638

Mr. Greg Costakis

Northern Indiana Public Service Company
2723 East 1500 North

Wheatfisld, IN 46382

RE: INSPECTION REPORT AND ASSESSMENT OF CDM REPORT
R.M. SCHAHFER GENERATING STATION, WHEATFIELD, INDIANA

Dear Mr. Costakis:

Golder Asscciates Inc. (Golder) is pleased to provide this ietter report to Northern Indiana Pubiic Service
Company (NIPSCO) summarizing observations of selected basins or ponds (collectively referred to as
structures in this letter report) at NIPSCO's R. M. Schahfer Generating Station locéted near Wheatfield,
indiana. Golder's inspections were conducted on March 30, 31 and April 1, and July 7, 2010. Weather
~ condifions were moderate temperatures and mostly sunny skies during the spring visit, and mastly sunny

and hot during the early July visit. Observations were made by Mark Funkhouser and Mark Haddock in

the spring, and by Mark Funkhouser and Tom Stanko in July.

This letter report is intended to respond io certain tecnnical findings of the draft report prepared by CDM
for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency fitted "Assessment of Dam Safely of Coal Combustion
Surface tmpoundments, Northern Indiana Public Service Company, R. M. Schahfer Generating Station,
dated July 12, 2010. 1}t is not intended to comprehensively address all the findings in the draft CDM

report. This report does not include recommendations.

None of the structures Inspected were found to be in poor condition. The condition of the structures
inspected was found to be fair or better. Our assessmens are based on our visual observations on the

dates of our field visits and on review of Sargent and Lundy drawings provided by NIPSCO.

in the draft CDM report and in this letter report, there are also references to *hazard raiings”. I is
important to note that hazard ratings do not in any way address the probability or likelihood of failure.
These ratings relate to the consequences of a failure if it were to occur, l.e., assuming a failure, what
might be the result. A low hazard structure has a lower consequence of failure than a high hazard -
structure. The likelihood of failure for-each of these structures can be the same or different.

1.0 GOLDER ASSOCIATES COMPANY BACKGROUND

Golder Associates’ inspections were primarily lead and conducted by Mr. Mark Funkhouser, P.E. and Mr.
Mark Haddock, P.E., both licensed professional engineers with Golder. Mr. Funkhouser is a geotechnical
engineer with 23 years of experience in geotechnical and rock mechanics issues for various clients and
market sectors. Mr. Haddock is a geological/geotechnical engineer with more than 16 years of
experience. Mr. Haddock has an extensive background In dam and reservoir construction/repair

experience.

Golder has been responsible for the design, construction management, and inspection of several hundred
new and existing dams and reservoirs. These structures have been built for water supply, irrigation, mine
tailings, ash disposal, flood confrol, hydrostectric power, environmental enhancement, recreation and fish
breeding. Our experience extends from siting to investigations, permitting, numerous aspects of detailed
design, construction management, and post-construction monitoring. Specific services have included:

Golder Associates nc.
15851 South US 27, Suite 50
Lansing, Ml 48806 USA
Tek (517)482-2262 Fax: (517)482-2460 www.golder.com

Golder Associates: Operations in Africa, Asia, Austraiasia, Europe, North America and South America
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planning, scoping and design of new structures; design of expansions and rehabilitation; development of
operations plans, development of maintenance plans, inspections; and development of instrumentation

and monftering plons.

Golder conducts numerous dam inspections annually. These inspections are performed in accordance
with applicable state and federal regulations and guidelines. These inspections require detailed
assessments of the various components of hydraulic structures many of which are similtar to the
structures at NIPSCO's R. M. Schahfer Generating Station.

Also of relevance is Golder's familiarity with developing operating and maintenance (O&M) plans for the
long-term operation of earthfill dams and appurtenant structures, as required by regulatory agencies.
Golder has preparaed numerous O&M Plans and Emergency Action Plans (EAPs) for many of the same
structures designed or reviewed in some other capacity.

2.0 FACILITY BACKGROUND

The R. M. Schahfer Generating Station is a coal-fired power generating facility located near Wheatfield,
Indiana. Various active and retired water and ash storage structures exist at the facility. Table 1
summarizes the physical characteristics, materiat storage capacity, and management practices of nine of

the siructures.

3.6 QBSERVATIONS AND ASSESSMENTS

To the extent practical, Golder has used words such as "adequate”, "dense” and “sparse™ in this report, as
these words are used in the State of Indiana's “Dam Safety Inspection Checklist”, which was the form
used io document observed conditions during Golder's site visits.

Golder's use of the words “good”, “fair", and “poor” in this document may not necessarily be the same as
used by others even in similar context. The foliowing definitions are considered appropriate, and in this
document the words are used as follows:
Poor:  Dam safety concerns call for immediate action.
Fair:  No immediate dam safety concemns observed, but engineering and repair or mainfenance
is required.
Good: No dam safety concerns observed, but continued monitoring and routine maintenance is
recomntended.

In the draft report prepared by CDM, the terms “Poor”, "Fair’, and “Good” are used fo describe the
condition of individual impoundment components, and aiso the overall condifion of the facility
impoundments as a group. Golder understands that the use of these words in the referenced report is
based on the following definitions:

Poor: A dam safety deficiency s recognized for any required loading condition (static,
hydrologic, seismic) in accordance with the applicable dam safety regulatory criteria.
Remedial action is necessary. Poor also applies when further critical studies or
investigations are needed to identify any potential dam safety deficiencies.

Fair:  Acceptable performance is expected under all required loading conditions (stafic,
hydrologic, seismic) in accordance with the applicable dam safety regulatory criteria.
Minor deficiencies may exist that require remedial action and/or secondary studfes or
investigations.

Satisfactory (assumed eguivalent to “Good”):  No existing or potential dam safety deficiencies
are recognized. Acceptable performance iIs expected under all appiicable loading
conditions (static, hydrologic, seismic) in accordance with the applicable regulatory
criterta, Minor maintenance items may be required.

These two sets of definitions have not been consolidated i this report. However, Golder has made a
comparative assessment for each of the three categories as follows. The Golder and CDM definitions of
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“noor” deviate in that Golder's definition of "poor” focuses on abserved conditions that are significant and
urgent, while the CDM definition focuses more on loading conditions but alse indicates "remedial action Is
necessary”. The two definitions of “fair” are considered to be effectively equivalent.in this report context.
The definitions of “good” {or “satisfactory”) are simitar, but again the Golder definition jocuses on
observed conditions-while the CDM definition refers to loading conditions. The fact that actual analyses
are not available is a concern, but this concern is allsviated in part by the fact that 79 construction
drawings, most of which are signed and sealed by a professional engineer licensed in the State of
Indiana, are available. These drawings show many of the facilities’ details. . .

Observations of the upstream slope, crest, downstream slope (where applicable), outlet structure (where
visible), and emergency spillway (where applicable) for the Final Settiing Basin and the Yard Drain
Stormwater Retention Pond are-summarized below. These two structures were assessed by Golder to'be
in good condition, but were assessed to be in fair condition (Section 4.2 of the referenced draft report) by
CDM. Also included in this section are overview-descriptions, of these two structures. These overview
descriptions are based largely on Jnformatlon prowded by NIPSCO and are supported o some degree by

field observatrons

It is noteworthy that a relatively consistent deviation between Golder's condition assessment and CDM's
condition assessment of the upstream (interior) slope exists. Goider assessed the upstream (interior)
slopes of the structures inspected to be typically in good condition with some fair assessments, while
CDM typically assessed the iniérior {upstream) siopes of the structures inspected to be in poor condrtlon
with some fair assessments. The reason for the condition assessments was not made clear in the draft
CDM report, and this deviation could not be reconciled. Goidsr's field notes and photographs show most
upstream (interior} slopes need spot rip rap repair and brush removal, which Golder consideérs to be minor

repair and/or maintenance.

Summaries of observations for all of the structures inspected are not provided in this letter report.
Information on the structures {the Intake Settling Basin, the FGD Runoff Pond, the Retired WDA (retired

1982), the Material Storage Runoff Basin, the Metal Cleaning Waste Basin, the Waste Disposal Area, and‘

the Recycle Basin) where Golder made observations and’ assessiments, ‘which are not mcluded hére are
available from NIPSCO upon request. The following sections descrlbe two structures where Golder’s

condition assessment differs from CDM's.

3.4 Final Settiing Basin

The Final Setiling Basin receives sanitary wastewater from the facility, cooling tower blowdown, and .

discharge water pumped from the Material Storage Runoff Basin, the Metal Cleaning Waste Basin and
the Recycle Basin. The Final Settling Basin discharges on an intermitient basis from a pump station to the
Kankakee River via pipeiines. The Final Settling Basin can also discharge by pumps and. pipes to the
Intake Settiing Basin for reuse in plant cooling processes. A spillway discharges to an open channe! that

connects with Davis Ditch,

Available drawings indicate the Final Settiing Basin embankment is approximately 12,000 feet long with a
15.5-foot wide crest, and 3 horizontal to 1 vertical (3H:1V) side slopes. The crest of the embankment is
shown at elevation 677 ft-msl, and surrounding ground at approximately elevation 664 ft-msl.

Visual observations indicate the overall condition of the Final Settling Basin is good. Commentary anc
condition of individual components are provided below.

Upstream slope: Minor local loss of riprap at reentrant corners and at isolated locations on the east slope.
Isolated locations of sparse vegetation; very minimal erosion - thinned riprap; neo instabilities were
apparent at the time of inspection. The overall condition of the upstream siope is good.
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Crest: Compacted gravelicinders on the surface; straight and level to the eye; no frees, brush or ground
cover, no erosion or instabllities or rodent burrows were apparent at the time of inspection. The cverall

ceondition of the crestis good.

Downstream glope: Few trees and sparse brush; notable willow stands in the north part of the east slope
and north central part of the west slope, good grass on the east and north slopes, adequate to sparse
grass cover elsewhere. Some runoff erosion from crest. Two areas of wetness, but no seepage
observed. Surficial siumping — passible solifluction or frost creep on west and southwest slopes.

Emergency Spillway: Good condition — note stop log has been installed in spillway to raise water lavel
and increase storage.

Outlet Siructure: Pump house at north west corner; good condition where visible.

3.2  Yard Drain Stormwater Retention Fond

The Yard Drain Stormwaier Retantion Pond receives yard runoff from fly ash and gypsum handiing areas.
Water in the Yard Drain Stormwater Retentfon Pond is pumped to the Material Storage Runoff Basin.
The Yard Drain Stormwater Retention Pond is an incised structure approximaiely 1.3 acres in size with a

rim elevation of approximately 665 fi-msl.

Visual observations indicate the overall condition of the Yard Drain Stormwater Retention Pond is good.
Commentary and condition of individual components are provided below.

Upstream Slope: Concrete, no trees, no brush, no ground cover, no erosion or instabilities ware apparent
at the time of inspection. The overall condition is good.

Crest. Adequate, no frees, no brush, no ground cover, no erosion or instabilities noted. The averall
cendition is good.

Downstream Siope: None. This facility is incised.

Quilet structure: Pump house at west side. The condition is good where visible.

Emergency Spillway: None.

4.0 HAZARD CLASSIFICATION

in the draft CDM report, the Intake Setiling Basin is described as a high hazard structure. Based on
Golder's analysis and as described below, the Intake Settling Basin was considered to be a low hazard
structure, Golder completed the hazard classification review according to Indiana State Codz 312 IAC
10.5 and the Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), Division of Water General Guidelines for
New Darms and Improvements fo Existing Dams in Indiana (2001 Edition).

Golder's hazard clagsification review included conducting a dam breach analysis using the Army Corps of
Engineers Hydrologic Enginearing Center's River Analysis System (HEC-RAS) Version 4.0 computer
modeling program. Breach parameters used in the analysis met the [DNR's guidsiines. As discussed
with the [ndiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Water, Golder simulated the breaches
during a theoretical 10-year return period storm. No significant flooding of buildings above the 10-year
floodplain is expected to occur in the event of a breach of the Intake Settling Basin. Further, no roads are
expected to be overtopped during this event.




August 11, 2010

Mr. Greg Costakis
09388638

NIPSCO 5

50 CONCLUSIONS

Golder considers the structures that were inspected in March/April 2010, and In July 2010 to be in fair or
better condition with no observed conditions that indicated urgent atiention was needed af the time.
Additional information should be developed in cooperation with the Indiana Department of Naturai
Resources. Some non-urgent repairs and maintenance are needed to various degrees at the structures

inspected.

Golder appreciates the opporiunily to provide professional services to NIPSCO and looks forward to
continuing to work with you on this project. Should you have any questions congerning the content of this

letter report, please call the undersigned at 517-482-2262.

GOLDER ASSOCIATES INC. -

Thomas A. Stanko Mark R. Funkhouser, P.E.
Associate Principal and Senior Practitioner
cc:

Attachments: Table 1
MRF/TAS
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EXHIBIT “B”




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Exhibit B
Recommended Edits To Certain Sections of the Draft CDM Report

Cover Page: The address of RM. Schahfer Generating Station (RMSGS) 1s 2723
East 1500 North.

Section 1, Introduction: Mr. Costakis and Ms. Ortiz-Wiegele are representatives of
NIPSCO, not NiSource Inc.

Section 1.2.1: Please add “Kankakee” before the word “River”.

Section 1.4: The RMSGS is not within the corporate limits of the Town of
Wheatfield, Indiana.

Section 1.4: Figure 3 does not depict all of the Units at RMSGS. .
Section 1.4.1: RMSGS’s original ponds were placed into operation in 1976..

Section 1.4.1, paragraph 7: Change the name of the basin from “Metal Cleaning
Water Basin” to “Metal Cleaning Waste Basin” throughout.

Section 1.4.2: See attached Exhibit C.
Section 2.34: Change the word “Overflow™ to “Outlet.”
Section 2.5: Change the word “east” to “west” in the third line.

Section 2.5.1: Only the north side of the FGD Landfill Runoff Pond borders the
fence. NIPSCO also owns the property outside the fenceline. CDM did not request
access to the area outside the fence.

Section 2.5.2: Change the term “apparent channel opening” to “inlet to the pond.”

Section 2.5.4: The valve for the FGD Landfill Runoff Pond’s outlet pipe is
immediately adjacent to the pond and inside the fence. See comments to Section
2.5.1.

Sections 2.6 and 2.7: The Units described in the report as the “Gypsum Storage
Areas,” are officially called the “Retired Waste Disposal Area.” The confusion in
nomenclature seems o stem from the fact that Georgia Pacific uses this area to
stockpile synthetic gypsum for use in their adjacent wallboard facility. Aerial
photographs taken near the end of the useful life of this impoundment demonstrate
that it was constructed as a single Unit, not two, Units. The dividing structure and
road appear to have been installed as the Unit was retired.

Section 2.9.4: Solids move from the Material Storage Runoff Basin and then to the
Metal Cleaning Waste Basin, and not the other way around.




Mr. Stephen Hoffman
August 11, 2010
Page 11

16.

17.

18.

19.

21.

22.

23.

Section 2.10.4: Change the word “Overflow” to “Outlet.”

Section 2.11: The proper name of the basin addressed is the “Recycle Basin,” and not
the “Recycle Settling Basin” or the “Recycling Settling Basin.”

Section 2.11.4: The structure referenced is in the “southwest,” not the “southeast”
corner of the Basin and provides inflow to the Recycle Basin only. Due to the design
of the structure, flow cannot be routed to the Waste Disposal Area. The function of
the structure is not to balance water levels but to provide clarified water to the
Recycle Basin for reuse in boiler slag / bottom ash sluicing.

Section 2.12: There are a number of monitoring wells installed at RMSGS in areas
not inspected by CDM.

. Section 3.1: This Section staies that CDM was not provided with any of the “original

NIPSCO design assumptions for the [CCR] impoundments”. That statement appears
to be inaccurate. Please explain what is meant by the quoted text. In doing so, please
consider (among other information) the design assumptions reflected in submittals
identified on Exhibit D.

Section 3.3.1: This Section states that “CDM was not provided with any information
regarding the structural adequacy and stability of the R.M. Generating Station ash
ponds” and that could not perform its own stability analysis because “CDM was not
provided within any information on the properties of the embankment soils.” Those
statements are far too broad and inaccurate. A substantial volume of information was
provided and made available to CDM concerning the stability of Units at the
RMSGS, including soil data. The above-quoted text also misstates the name of the
RMSGS.

Section 4, Table 4: The Retired Waste Disposal (inaccurately described within Table
4 as Gypsum Storage A and B) is filled and stable. Evidence of stability can be
drawn from, among other sources, a long history of vehicular traffic. It is NIPSCO’s
belief that a breach of the mound of this former Unit would have a negligible effect.
The presence of a seep from the former Unit seems to support such a conclusion.

Section 4, Table 4: Table 4 states that a breach of the Metal Cleaning Waste Basin
will likely result in a draining of both the Metal Cleaning Waste Basin and Material
Storage Runoff Basin. The Metal Cleaning Waste Basin embankment has been
breached twice, each time resulting in very localized disturbances and no adverse
impacts outside of the immmediate vicinity. Neither event resulted in a draining of the
Material Storage Runoff Basin or Metal Cleaning Basin.
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24, Section 4.10: Please correct or explain the reference to the “White River”.

25. Section 6: The Draft CDM Report’s Section 6 includes only a partial listing of the
documents NIPSCO copied and sent to CDM at its request. A full listing of the
documents produced is attached as Exhibit D.
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Section 1 introduction & Project Description
.M. Schahfer Generating Station Assessment of Dam Safely of Coal Combusifon Surface
Impoundments

||||||||||||||||||||||| Deleted: CCW

Storage (Units 14 & 15) A, Gypsum Storage (Units 14 & 15)B, Material Storage Runoff Basin, Metal

include the: Final Settling Basin, Intake Settling Basin, Retention Pond, FGD Landfill Runoff, Gypsum T ﬁ Deleted: CCR
-
-

Cleaning Waste Basin, Waste Disposal Area and Recycle Seltling Basin. The approximate crest elevations Deleted: Water
of the embankments and pond areas are shown on Tablel. B R Deleted: ash pond
Tablel - _ .
Approximate Approximate .Hc# Approximate
Pond Low Lond Name Crest Elevation Lond Area (Acres) | et ‘.mlcm_mnmnn Ash Fond u
“Crest [ Final Settling Bashg - -~~~ - - ---------- G77.0- i & Sl e T ~ Deleted: Ash Pond q
Elevations Intake Setfling Basin 675.0 30 " { beleted: Ash Pond ]
and Areas Retention Pond Not Applicable 1
FGD Landfill Runoff 663.0 5
Gypsum Storage (Units 14 & 15)A 681.0 45
Gypsum Storage (Units 14 & 15)B 681.0 9.5
Material Storage Runoff Basin 667.0 - 12
Metal Cleaning Waste Basin 667.0 2 . - | Deletad: water
Waste Disposal Area 681.0 75
Recycle Setiling Basin 681.0 30

The FSB is charged with influent flows from a 4-inch-diameter welded steel pipe (sewage treatment pipe),

four 18-inch-diameter welded metal pipes (cooling tower blowdown pipes), and ong 30-inch-diameter . - Deleted: two
welded metal pipes (originating from the Material Storage Runoff Basin and Metal Cleaning Waste Basin____ . - Deleted: water

pump house). Water from the FSB is discharged from a Pump Station into the Kankakee River. An 18 foot
wide overflow weir, with a crest elevation of approximately El. 674.0 discharges water into a concrete
lined channel with an invert at EL. 660.0. The channel ties into a drainage ditch which discharges via the

Davis Difch to the Kankakee River. The discharge through the Pump Station of the Final Settling Basin is - - -| Deleted: Kankahee

m_~o§~c=mmmﬁmw.. ST ’

The Intake Settling Basin is charged with water pumped from the Kankakee River through a 42-inch- . - Delered: Kankabee

diameter welded steel pipe. The discharge pipe invert is at EL. 655.0. Details of the intake structure are
shown on Figure 10. Water is discharged through a pump station to the R.M. Schahfer Generating Station

which is used as process gooling water. Two (2) 24-inch-diameter Corrugated Metal Pipe (CMP) overflows _ . - - Deleted: makeup

the time of the assessment.

The Retention Pond receives site stormwater inflow from two (2) 12-inch-diameter Corrugated HPDE
Pipes with approximate inverts at El. 661.5. The outflow of the pond is controlled through the pump
station. No construction records of the Retention Pond’s outlet/ inlet structures were supplied.



Section 1 Introduction & Project Description
R.M. Schahfer Generating Stalfon Assessment of Dam Safety of Coal Combustion Surface Impoundments

The FGD Landfill Runoff Pond is charged with runoff water from the adjacent landfll. Runoff from the_
capped sections of the landfill is collected in perimeter ditches that feed by gravity into the FGD Landfill

Runoff Pond. Runoff from the landfill enters the pond from the southeast corner thronghaweir . { Deleted: west ]
constructed in the crest of the earthen embankment. The FGD Landfill Runoff Pond discharges toa - 5 Deleted: the Material Storage Runoff
byanch of the Stahlbaum Ditch through an overflow pipe located along the north embankment. The Bastn

discharge appears lo be controlled with a gate. No construction records of the FGD Land{ill Runoff

Pond'’s outlet/inlet structures were supplied.

The retired Waste Disposal Area has been filled with CCR and had no visible outlet/inlet structures. e M Deleted: Gypsum Starage Areas
Based on information reviewed the outflow for the impoundments was controlied through a pump ., {{Units 14&15) A&D

station along the east embankment, which sluiced water from the impoundmenis into the Material ) /-m Deleted: have

Storage Runoff Basin and Metal Cleaning Water Basin. { peteted: cow

The Material Storage Runoff Basin is charged with coal storage runoff, yard drain effluent including fly += = = 7| Formatted: CM10, Right: 0.08",
ash and gypsum from the Retention Pond, and material from the FGD process samps. In-flows are R m__wmn_m.mm Alter: 8 pt, Line spacing:

N

m Deleted: and
H Deleted:

Metal Cleaning Waste Basin through an open channel which is approximately 8 feet wide by 3 _ - { Deleted: water

feet deep and is located near the south end of the divider embankment. The zmﬂm..H,Qmmaum
Waste Basin is charged with flow from plant sluice pipes carrying demineralizer regenerant

. H Deleted: Waler
waste and air heater wash water and discharges to the Final Settling Bagin via pumps located at " Deleted: the Relention Pond and
the northwest corner of the impoundment.

- - — _..o».ua._m#mn“.cmﬂm_.__r Space After: 0
The Waste Disposal Area is charged with influent flows at the porthwest corner of the <, e
impoundment by through four (4) 16-inch-diameter and four (4) 10-inch-diameter welded steel R ,ﬁmo:suzm& Zont; 12 pt
pipes, with inverts of approximately EL 680.2. In addition, further sluicing enters the i ﬁﬂﬁw%ﬂﬂ nh_,_zmm,__wnmnm After: 0 pt,

- ,hmo_,am_nnmn_" Font: 12 pt
.ﬁ Deleted: §

into the Recycling Basin through a weir located in the east divider embankment. The emergency

outlet for the impoundment is two (2) 24-inch-diameter CMP pipes, which Q.H“,mmrﬂ.mm into a 5 foot
wide, concrete lined channel, in which the pipe invert from interior to exterior slope is EL. 663.8 to

/,— Formatted: Font; 12 pt
b — Formatted: Font: 12 pt, Font color:
A
N

Auto

El 662.0 Hmmmvmnmémwu\. M Deleted: Setding
e e TN \ﬁmom..:mﬁmn" Font: 12 pt
he Recycle Basin is charged through water from the Waste Disposal Area, which flows into the Recycle  ° * Formatted: Default, Space After: 0
Basin through a weir located on the west embankment (being used as a dividet embankment), Stoplogs 3. _ (gt Line spacing: single
for the weir are not readily available in case of an emergency. No CCR is directly siviced into the H,,/ .,,,?m_mnmn_" Setiting

impoundment, and although CCR can potentially enter the impoundment via Wasle Disposal Area weir, . { peteted: Recycling
ROk i N

T LR L L T Y -

there is no evidence of this having occurred at any time jn the past. The outlet for the impoundment is 5.+ { Deteted: Settiing
via a pump station along the porth embankment, and it is estimated that greater than 99% of this water is :

‘ B, e TR gl D 2 o nalel lal gred el Lan o7 O SIS Walk - .ﬁum_mnmn_“nné
recveled for use in sluicing boiler slag and bottom ash, N ‘hum“mnm s

.
,,A Deleted: discharges
H Deleted: cast

Wwwﬁ—aw._a\_d\_J-_Ju_ax_Jn_._Jn_ag_J_ﬁ_a R T e —— — s







Rei# 1

EXHIBIT “D”

R.M. SCHAHFER GENERATING STATION
COAL ASH IMPOUNDMENT SITE ASSESSMENT

RESPONSE OF NORTHERN INDIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY

TO EPA’S REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS

Bates No. 0060001
Drawing M-8A ~ Plant Development-rev O (Project No. 5748, 5741)

Bates No. 000062

Drawing S-11 — Site Clearing and Grading Plan, Sheet 1, Rev G, 11/21/74

FROM: FILE. “BORINGS SOIT.. UNITS 17/18 ¥-3561

3

th

Bates No. 0006033-000019

Letter with attachments, June 16, 1981; subject: Soil Borings Phase IV from T.L.
Tarpley to D.L. Leone

Bates No. 000010A-000017
Letter June 22, 1981, Reference files: 5524 and 5527 with attachments

Bates No. 000016-000053

Memo from Salisbury Engineers (SE) dated 5/28/81 to D.E. Nevers with attached
Boring logs. TW1 to TWS5 and Sieve Analysis ‘

Bates No. 000054-000069

11/16/81 report from SE to Sargent Lundy. Laboratory tests and soil samples
from FGD. Product Disposal Area (Referenced file F-3561)

Bates No. 000070-006108
SE reports 10/9/81 boring logs (Referenced file: F3561) vnits 17/18
Bates No. 000109-000174

SE 1ab testing units 17 and 18, November 17, 1978




FROM: UNNAMED FOLDER

9

Bates No. 000175-000193

Letter and attachment, dated July 8, 1981, file 5524, unit 17 and 18 laboratory
Tests for soil samples

FROM: FOL.DER: DIKEWORK A2987

10

11

14

16

17

Bates No. 000194-000196 |

June 13, 1973, letter regarding Unit 14, slurry wall installation
Bates No. 000197—0002@1

October 19, 1978, letter with as-built drawing attachments.
Bates No. 000202-000238

Report, File A-2987, copy of specification pages.2-1-1 to 2-7-4
Bates No. 000239 |
Copy of blueprints

Baies No. 000240

Drawing SK-14, Rev A,; dated 9/16/72; titled: Site clearing and Grubbing Plan
(job 4412-3)

BatesNo. 000241
Drawing S-471; Titled: Interior Pike Slope Protection; Dated 6/2/76 (job 4412-4)

Bates Ne. 0006242

Drawing S-1; Titled: Soil Boring Location Plans, Sheet 1, Rev G; Dated 4/23/74
(job 4412-3)

Bates No. 000243

Drawing S-22; Titled: Site Clearing and Grubbing Plan, Rev B; Dated 5/1/74
(job 4412-3)




FROM: CONTRACT A2987, DIKEWORIK §/28/74

18-25 Bates No. 000244-0006792

Addendum 4 to specification A-2987;, A4-1 — August 28, 1974
Addendum 3, dated June 10, 1974

Addendum 2, dated May 29, 1974

Addendum 1, dated May 5, 1974, including shests TC-1 to TC-4
Exhibit B-5, page 1-1-1 to page 1-1-6 |

Division 2 — Site Work, page 2-1-1 to 2-7-4

Division 3 —Pages 3-1-1 to 3-2-1

Standard specification for Earthwork (Form 1714), page 1to page 11

FROM: DIKEWORK ENGINEERING (EANSON ENGINEERING) PO 511-72

26

27

28

29

30

31

Bates No. 000753-000908

Folder 5 — Reports 24 to 26

Bates No. 060909-001039

Folder 6 — Reports 27 to 29

Bates Ne. 001040-001172

Folder 7 — Reports 30 to 32

BatesNo.  001173-00133

Folder 8 — Reports 33 to 35

Bates No. 001333-001401

Folder 9 — 9/16/75, Page 1 and weekly report 37
Bates No. 001402

Folder 10 — 9/30/75 Report page 1




33

34

37

38

39

40

Bates No. 001443
Folder 11 —10/13/75 Report page 1
Bates Ne. 0031404-001409

Folder 13; sheets starting with A&H Engineering report for 11/14/74 to
Boring Log TH-75-00. Date completed 11/7/75 (total 6 pages)

Bates No. 001410-001416

Folder 12; sheets starting with “10/29/75 A&H Engineering Report” to “Report
Of Measurement of Bedding Material — Final Settling Basin. Station 121+00”

(Total of 7 sheets)

Bates No. 001417

Report of Grain Analysis, 10/24/75 (Rip-Rap — 41t by 41t area)
Bates No. 001416-001421

A&H Reports: 10/21/75; 10/22/75; 10/23/75 - station 46+00 to 58+00;
10/23/75-station 6000

FROM: FILE: DIKEWORK ENGINEERING (HANSON ENGINEERING)

Batas o, 001422

SAME ANSWER AS RESPONSE NO. 40. - Folder 1: Dikework Engineering
Hanson Engineering), RMSGS-Unit 14, PO 511-72

Bates No. 003423-001612
Folder No. 2, 2-75 to 4-11-75

Bates No. 001613-001801

Dikeworl Engineering (Hanson Engineering); RMSGS — Unit 14, PO511-72,
Folder No. 3;4/17/75 to 5/16/75, Reports 15 to 19

Bates No. 001802-001980

Dikework Engineering (Hanson Engineering); RMSGS — Unit 14, PO511-72,
Folder No. 1; 11/12/74 to 2/75




41

42

Batas No. 001981-002109

Dikework Engineering (Hanson Engineering); RMSGS — Unit 14, PO511-72,
Folder No. 4; 5/15/75 to 7/19/75, Reports 20 to 23

Bates No. 002110-002390

Subcontract SC 00034, Shwry Cut-Off Wall. T&B GWC F-3407, Construction,

R.M. Schahfer Gen. Station, Units 17/18 (Complete file)

FROM: DIKEWORI ENGINEERING (HANSON ENG.). RMSGS UNIT j4

PO 511-72. FOLDER NQ. 14, REPORTS 47, 48, & 49,

43

44

Bates No. (602391-G02409

A&H Engineering Corporation 12/2/75, EDC-8-74 through Report on Grain
Size Analysis; Rip Rap EDC-10-88

Bates No. 002410
A&H Engineering Corporation 11/28/75, ERC 8-73
Baites No, (402411-0G2425

Report on Grain Size Analysis 11/19/75 Rip Rap to end of file

FROWE: DIKEWORK A-2987, RWVISGS UNIT 14, PO 494-72. FOLDER NQO. 2,

3-11-1974 TO 12-30-1974

46

47

48

Bates Ne. 002426002447

Report on Proposed Revisions to the Provisions Stated in the State of Indiana
Dept. of Natural Resources Permit for Proposed Generating Station Site on

The Kanlkakee River, 12/4/72
Bates No. 002448-0024490

Letter dated 2/21/75, Project No. 4412; Subject: NIPSC RMS Generating
Station 14; Received Date: 2/24/75; 2 pages about Crusher Run Blast Furnace
Slag; from Sargent and Lundy Engineers W.S. Adaska

Bates No. 002450-062451

Letter dated 1/29/75 from W. Adeska of Sargent and Lundy Engineers, received
2/2/75, 1 page front and back regarding slag slope protection




49 Bates No. 0062452-002453

Letier dated 12/17/74, received 12/13/74; from Sargent and Lundy; W.S. Adeska;
2 page letter on Quality Control Program; included comnments on Site Preparation

(between first set of tabs)
50 Bates No.  002454-002457

Sargent and Lundy Specifications, Dikework, Roliin M. Schahier Generation
Station, Unit 14; Division Site Worlk, Section 2-7 — Slurry Cut off Wall, Vibrating
Bean Injection Method; pages 2-7-1 to 2-7-4 (between 2™ get of tabs)

FROM: DIKEOWRK A-2987: RMSGS UNIT i4. PO 490-72, FOLDER NQO. 1
NG. 14-72 7O §-1-73 :

51 Bates No.  002458-002461

Sargent and Lundy Letter to G.C. Kuhlman, Dated 1/4/73, Received 1/9/73;
To HIPI Lyle; Subject: NIPSCO Unit 14; 4 pages (between tabs)

MYLAR DDRAWINGS/TRACINGS:

Group 1 Bates No. 002462-002474

3-1 S-11 5-23
S-2 S-12
S-3 5-13
S-4 S-14
S-5 5-21
S-10 S-22

Group 2 Bates No. 002475-002497

S-27 S-431 S-441 5-450
S-44 S5-432 S-445 S-451
S-48 S-435 S-446 S-452
S-48-1 S-436 S-447 S5-453
S-49-2 S-437 S-448 S-454
S-430 S5-440 S-449




Group 3 Bates No. 002498-002510

5-456 5-3335 S-4030
S-457 5-3337
S-458 S-3338
S-459 5-3339
S-467 S-4025

S-471 S-4028

-Group 4 Bates No. 002511-062532

C-1 C-11 - C-18 C-29
C-5 C-12 C-19
C-6 C-13 C-20
C-7 C-14 C-21
C-8 C-15 C-22
C-9 C-16 C-23
C-10 C-17 C-28

Group 5 Bates No. (#102533-002553

S-14-P C-64 C-82
C-24 C-75 C-83
C-27 C-76 C-84
C-60 C-77 c-85
C-61 (1 of 2) C-78 C-86
C-61 (2 of 2) C-79
C-62 ‘ C-80
C-63 | C-81

ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS PRODUCED ON AUGUST 10, 2010

52 Bates No. (02554 - 002566

Salisbury Engineering, Inc. — Field Compaction Tests, dated:
October 18, 1974 (Report No. 3 and 4)

October 22, 1974 (Report No. 5)

October 25, 1974 (Report Na. 6)

November 5, 1974 (Report No. 7}

November 6, 1974 (Report No. §)

November 11, 1974 (Report No. 9)




h
ih

L
<N

November 14, 1974 (Report No. 10)
November 21, 1974 (Report No. 11)
November 26, 1974 (Report No. 12)
December 3, 1974 (Report No. 13)
December 17, 1974 (Report No. 14 and 15)

Bates No. 002567 — 002573

Salisbury Engineering, Inc. — Moisture Density Relationship dated
October 20, 1973; October 30, 1973; October 18, 1974 (3);

Bates Ne. 002572 — 002576

Salisbury Engineering, Inc. — Concrete Aggregate Tests dated
April 17,1972 (Reports 1 through 5) '

Bates No. 002577 ~ 002578

Salisbury Engineering, Inc. — Concrete Aggregate Tests dated
May 2, 1972 (Reports 1 and 2)

Bates 002579

Salisbury Engineering, Inc. — Field compaction Tests
Dated October 31, 1973 (Report 1)

Bates 0062580

~ Correspondence dated November 20, 1974, from Salisbury Engineering,

Inc. to Northern Indiana Public Service Compary, Attention William Kibblé,
Regarding Relative Density of Cohesionless Soil, ASTM D-2049-69, Unit

14, Wheatfield, Indiana




RESPONSE NO. 52

Salisbury Engineering, Inc. — Field Compaction Tests
Dated from 10-18-1974 to 12-17-1974




SAL SBURY ENGINEERING,
1501 EAST MAIN STREET,

GRIFFITH PHONE

mc.
?ir—FiTH IND.

CH!CAGD PHONE
{312} 375-9092

- 7 REPORT ON

FIELD COMPACTION TESTS

{219)923-86690
-E Norzhern Indianz Public Service Co. [FILE NO. 1829
[ R,R #1, Bax &6 0 NIPSCO C1R."
E Wheatfield, Indiana 46392 J Dnit 14 DATE 10-18-74
N Wheatfieild, Indisnma ~ .
T ATTENTION: Mr. William Kibbles g . |SHEET 10F 1
7 REPORT NO. 3
TYPE OF FILL CONDITIOM DF GRADE METHOD OF COMPACTION
STONE SMOOTH FROZEN VIBRATING. PLATE
" SAND X ROUGH X SOFT VIBRATING ROLLER. _
CLAY, WET £ LOOSE SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER —
SLAG DRY FIRM £ RUBBER TIRE ROLLER A
L ABORATORY DATA AND PROCEDURES FIZiD TEST METHOD
ASTM D155767T X ___METHOD___ A ASTM D 1556~88T
ASTM D898 - 66T, METHOD OTHER
PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS ‘
OTHER _ i PECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
REFERENCE TEST NOC. = 4 ,
© MAXIMUM DENSITY pcF 105.> 118.5 __.ﬂ__% OF MAXIMUM DENSITY
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % _ 22.0 _ 11.5 % OF RELATIVE DENSITY
DBEE | mer. | TROT| SEws. | MOIST | compac- TS3 REMARKS
| teaT | WG o el %o TION Y% | 781t
1p-9 | 3 1 }100.0| 4.5 | 94,7 |Pass| Station 1BO0N Approximately 1!
below. grade C?—Trmu_ :;HS;N)
i0-9 | 4 2 1186.60 3.1 30.4 |Pass| Station Z200N Approximately 1
{ ' ' below gfﬂd“(’FuNAL =A>;=~4)
ALL TEsST SAST Wm.'
10-20 3 3 193,21 5.4 102.5 |Pass S;atmn 249’70,3\4 Approximately 1°
below grade L :
' . . LE!NI-:H: ""1#1}:1\5”]-'. -", o
MOISTURE CONTENT IH BDR ROW SITES o
5.3 Hill No. 2 East
6.0 Station ZZ200 Subgrad
5.6 Hill No. 3 : L\
L

.DISTRIBUTION: 1-MIPSCO-Mr. Kibble

FTEST LOCATION OM ATTACHED PLAN IF NOT DESCRIBED IN REMARKS COL

1= '\?IDSCO Mr, Froman
h_ﬂ..z\i @]ﬁ; ﬁh::,.ﬁ.'-:l] m3
l 1221974 [ﬂy
002554

PE.ANT CONST, C)i-FiGE

hﬁﬁﬁ)
{

RESPECTFULLY su&wwe\ :

SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC,

' C 4/ /(,/./ u;w

501 s/supamr]sop John Austgef”




SALISBURY ENGINEERING, ING.
1501 EAST MAIN STREET,/ ?irrhi-! IND.,

GRIFFITH PHONE v CHiCAGO PHONE
{219)925-6690 (302) 375-90%92

4. REPORT ON

FIELD OMPACTION TESTS

v P ) . 5
L Northern Indisna Publir SETV1C“ Co. 8 NIPSEO FILF NQ‘ 1828
é R.R #1, Box &6 N _ DATE 10-~18-74 -
hneat;lnld, Indigna 46392 E . :
N | ¢ Unit 14 SHEET TOF 1
TTENTION: HMr. Kibble T i iasaa s T -
¥heatfield, Tndizna "
. REPORT NO, 4
TYPE OF FILL COMDITION OF GRADE HETHDD OF COMPACTION
STONE S SMOOTH FROZEN _ VIBRATING PLATE
SAND 4 RDUGH._.._..._......—:’%___ S0FT VIBRATING ROLLER
cLaY _ WET : 4 LOGCSE SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER
BLAG DRY FiRm RUBBER TIRE ROLLER & K
LABORATORY DATA AMD PROLCEDURES _ FIELD TEST METHOD
ASTM D 1557 =67 T_ METHOD__2 ASTM D 15586-887T
ASTM DEGRB~BBT, METHOCD OTHER
PROJECT SP!:CIHCATIONS ] . .
_OTHER _ _ SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
REFERENCEZ TEST NO. < 2 o
MAXIMUM DENSITY PCF _105.5 - 108.5 90 % OF MAXIMUM DENSITY
OFTIMUM MOISTURE % __22:9 _ 10,5 % OF RELATIVE DENSITY
DATE TEST| DRY | PASS )
e I REF | '53'| pews.| MOIST | COMBACH T AL s ARG
resr| M0 | W TBerl % | TION® | eale REMARKS
10-15% 5 1 {1lz.6]7.4 |106.7 |Pass| Finsl Sstéling Basin; %i.aiion
Station 50.G0 + 33 . .
1' below grade
10-315{ 3 | 2°12104.2/6.6 | 98.8. |Pass| Final Settling Basin
: ; Station 46.00 )
17 helow grade 7
10-15 3 3 107.51 4,7 | 88.0 [Pass| Waste Disposal Basin
' : Stetion 1.00 (ﬁ-—oa vu)
.1t below grade
16-15) - % 41 7118.00 5.5 . [108:7 |Pass| Waste Disposal Basin .
Sration 5.08 ;{5 a0 W_)
4 balow grade”

*TEST LOCATION ON ATTACHED PLAN IF NOT DESCRIBED IN REMARKS COLUMM,

DISTRIBUTION: 1 -NIPSCO-Mr, Xibble
' I~ \ILSCO ~Mr. Froman
1-Fii e ms

002555

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,
SALISBURY FMGINEERING INC.’

f)

&4 £, W. Reinert

sol S/SUPERVISOR Johh Auﬂgeﬁ’




SALESBU?"’Y (= NG%N&“Q%NG I C

(AMI!IENDED COPY 12-12-74)

1501 EAST MAIN SiFn‘EF'T SRIFEIT H IND.

GRIFFITH PHONE

CHICA\:O PHONE
{312) 375.9052

TREPOHRT ON .

FIELD COMPACTION TF-“STS

: SOLKS/SUPERVISOR dahn Ausigen’

(2191923 -6690D
- C ‘ P L 1929
L HNorthern Indiana Public Service Co.R - ‘ FILE NO.
£ R.R, #1, Box 66 Sy gIEsee DATE 10-22-72
Wheatfield, Indianz 45392 £ nit -
¥ . ¢ Whnatxleld Ind;ana SHEET 10F 1
ATTENTION: Mz, Kibble T "
- o R:.PORT NO. 5
TYPE OF FILL CONDITION OF SRADE METHOD OF COMPACTION
STONE ___ SMOOTH ... FROZEN VIBRATING PLATE :
SAND X ROUGH——— X SOFT ‘| VIBRATING RQLLER
CLAY WET X . [.OOSE SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER -
SLAG DRY FIRM 2 RUBBER TIRE ROLLER A
LABORATORY DATA AND PROCEDURES FIELD TEST METHOD
ASTM DI557-67T METHOD ; ASTM D 1556-687
ASTM DE9SS ~ 66T METHOD OTHER
PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS_ASTM D~-2040 :
OTHER _ - SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
REFERENCE TEST NO. __2-A 5-A -
MAXIMUM DENSITY PCF_112,0 . 115.2 % OF MAXIMUM DENSITY
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % ___12.0_ - 9.5 % OF RELATIVE DENSITY
DAYE TEST| DRY - ~rnagn | PABE o
REF. . 0E ng.| MOIST. | COMPAC- s A G
resr | mo | N % | Tione R RENARKS -
) ’ ! . : .
10-1% $5-A| 1 |3115.2] 4.1 | 100+ | Pas§ Waste Disposal Basin, Sta. 2500
- : . Center of Fill, 2' above subgrads
10-1§ 5-A| 2 |318.2{-3.9 | 100+ | Pass VWaste Disposal Basin, Sta. 2300 |
. ' : - Center of F111 2 5' above subgrade-
10-13 5-A 3|1%6.2) 3.7 | 1060+ Pasg Waste Dlsposal B 15in, Sta. 2100 ;
: R : : : ' EBast Side of Rill, 2.5' above | -
_ "subgrade . SRR
10-1§ 2-A| .4 |113.6|'8.5 | 100+ | Pass Final Settling Pond, Sta. 87 + 54 -
"( Center of Fill, 3.5' above subgrads,
10-18 Z-A| 5 |104.8| 3.9 | 75 |Pasg Final Settling Powd, Sta, 85 + 34
. ‘ : “South 8ide of rl;l 3, b‘ above
subﬂra&e ) L
10-19 2-A| 6 106.0| 4.4 | 78 | Pass Final Settling Pond, Sta. 83 + 34
. . Horth Side of .Fill, 3.5' above
subgrade
*TEST LOCATION ON ATTACHED PLAN IF NOT DESCRIBED IN REMARKS COLUMN.
DISTRIBUTION: -1 -NIPSCO~MT. 1~.lt)b].s: RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,
o 1~-NIPSCO~Mr. Froman SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC.
1-File "~ms = D)
_..,;:,;,, i W, RE'TT‘G'I“E
: ; msp 7
s T D




SALISBURY ENGINIZRING, |

NG.

( REPORT ON

I

Y

002557

ocT 291974

)

BLANT GONST. OFFIGE

1501 EAST MAIN STREET; RIFFITH,IND, R - - e e
GRIFFITH PHONE . *  GHicAGO PRONE | - FIELD COMPACTION TESTS
1219]823-6890 (312) 375-9092 {

C - P . - r
L Indiana Public Service Company . . R NIPSCO - - - L FILE NO. 1929
§ R.RJ#1, Box 66 . 9 Uniti4, DATE 10-25474

E ¥hieatfield, Indisna 46392 £ Wheatfield, Irdiana £

T ? SHEET 10F 1
REPORT NQ. 7
TYPE OF FILL CONDITION OF GRADE METHOD OF COMPACTION

-l.STONE__.________. SMOOTH FROZEN VIBRATING PLATE
SAND £ ROUGH SOFT VIBRATING ROLLER —

- CLAY WET LOOSE — SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER .- -
SLAG DRY X FIRM n RUBBER TIRE ROLLER_ A

LABORATORY DATA AND PROCEDURES - FIELD TEST METHOD
ASTM DI1B3T7-57T. - METHQD ' ASTM D 1555-68T
ASTM DGO8-66T__  _ METHOD QTHER
PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS AST“% D-2049
OTHER SPEQIFICATION REQUIRE msﬁ‘é‘s
REFERENCE TEST NO. _3-A 5-A -
MAXIMUM DENSITY PCF_11Z.0 i15,2 ——— % OF M_AXIMUM DENSITY
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % . 12.0 9.5 75 % OF RELATIVE DENSITY
DATE TEST| DRY PASS ' ’
REF = MOIST | COMPAL- .
Tg?‘ s+ MG, N;? D‘g—cﬁ;& % TION % FE?L REMARKS
110-24 | 24 | 1 | 108.8(3.7 77 Passl Waste Disposal Dike-Worth Wall
ta. 700 W., Center of £il11
. 57 Above Grade '
TmOUTE] DATE| IHITIAL - _
10-24 | B-A ("2 . TEerrETT L oL | | Pass| Waste Disposal Dike-North Wall
. ; et B Sta. 500 W., center of Fill-
| 5! above grade .
10-24 { 5-A | 3 1335 & 55 Pass| Waste Dispossl Dike- -South Wall
Sta. 700 E. center of :13.1
6" below g'r'ads
10-24 ¢ 3-A | 4 105,00 %, 8 7% Pass| Final, Bas:uz Bast Dike MWall ..o
1 : Sta. 45+6 at vrzuie ' :
10-24 | 3-A 5 10501512 75 Passl FRinal Bas_m, East Dike Wall
Sta. 43+69, at grade
10-24 1 3-A & 3116.0 ;1-.6 92 Passl Final Basin-East Dike Wall
Sta. 41+69, at grads
*TEST LOCATION ON ATTACHED PLAN IF NOT DESCRIBED IN REMARKS COLUMN.
LDISTRIBUTION: 1-NIPSCO-Mr. Kibble RESPECTFUL.LY SUBMITTED,
%*?’?fSCO-ML ‘Froman SALISBURY ENGINEEP;NG INC.
L -rile S
. e GBIV
_)"L?\ /:/' ) r’;?;,"j'fﬁf"ﬂ JC‘}EH D. E"B_HCO*"‘}‘.

INSPESLOR s
o 7

soia/supsﬂwson Jdohn Au&!geﬁ"




" SALISBURY ENGINE %%;
1501 EAST MAIN. ST’RE?:.T,_

© GRIFFITH PHONE
T {219) 9238890

A

i?g{j._
FEITH, IND.

- CHICAGQ PHONE

U [BI2) 575.5082

) A Lo .,‘.__/ """-"?-'!‘-ga,a. R ‘_..I

—-Z M-t

rn Indiana Public Ssrvice Co,

Northe:

E.R #l, Box &6
' Whea tf eld Indiana s _
" T ATTENTION: Mr. William ¥ibble -, ,

~OomeOx D

{ .\ REPORT ON ','A-‘ _’(:"’"‘,’f"f_r ‘
F'iz:.LD ’LOMPQQ 1 iQM ,S. : :
_— lRLe NC} 1999 ]
D RIPSCO . : R
o Umitr 14 L DﬂTE 11 ;:f(; i
“Wheatfield, Indiana o

REPORT NO. 7

lji?ﬁk«mﬁ?\\; Jfiky f i

-,-..'1?\\ NOV 61974 M
N |

'I

__';-"“ “f 02 558

' PLANT GONST. OFFICE

. TYRPE OF FELL'- _ COMDITION OF GORADE _ ME?HGD DF QG%&F‘.&Q‘?’!QH
“. STONE * | BMOOTH FROZEN V[BRATING PLAT:.
L - BAND 5 ROUGH SOFT VIBRATING ROLLER.
- CLAY WET__ _ - LOQSE SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER
- BLAB DRY.. X FIRM RUBBER TIRE ROLLER X
g E&B{BP&TGE‘Y a:m'm AP%D PROGEDURE FIELD TEST METHED
" ASTW DIB5T-67T. _METHOD | ASTM D 1555-68T '
- ASTM DES8~ 66T METHOD OTHER o
- PRQJECT SPECHHCATWONS ASTM D 2n49.70 ' ‘ .
.. DTHER ‘ , SEECIFIGATION «s_@uswwﬁ% Ly
. REFERENCE TEST NOQ. =4 B f, o . .- o
< MAXIMUM DENSITY BCF i e %% OF M,ﬂﬁxlmufﬁ. DENSITY. - !
U OPTIMUM MOISTURE % Y T8 % OF RELATIVE DENSITY
DATE | .. | TEST| DRY - one PASS i : S
' o ReF. . DEME, Mﬁ?St. GOMPAC- 0 15% AFHR
teay | Mo | o R % TION % FAIL REMARRS
131 S5-A | 1 %]208.0(723 | 77 Pass .'Waats\ dészbasal,, :cn'cfﬂ* of X '-'n,rg':;_f":' -
13-1 [5-A | 2|115.718.77 | 92. | Pass| Waste dispesal, center of ff,' wall |
' o L S R . St .?.Qll am} 3’\!,, -ﬂﬂtr a}mve: g%"'ae}&-. -
T B DALY P PR T L. “ o IQ— Bl e PR | i
pli-145-47 35 (115,0(5.7 . 100 Pass E'fas‘f:ﬁ éf.I‘-‘-’pCI.sc.l | center 4f f'ﬁ, walls |
. - S AR R - : ta. 20+00,-49' above grads -
' T - = S -
11-1 | 5-A rl_.'. 111.‘6 5.3 88 Pass| Wasts disposal, center of W. wall ;
S ) 1. Sta.: ;.ai-rm}. .‘:”z _ss,nmrﬁ.gr de - 3
11-1 7 2-A°)1 5 ¢{3108.5617.2 87 Pass nal basznu tenter of 5. wall,
' N Sta. ga+34, 2° a’hmra grade
11-1 [2-4 | 6 |119.0(7.4 Qoo+  |Pass| Pingl basin, center of S.. wail .
o ' Sta..?hzd 2! ahcme grade i
11-1 | 2-A | 7 |111.9 (6.7 - D0+  |Pass| Final basin, center of §. wall
: Sta. 84434, 2' above grade
- ETEST LOCATION ON ATTACHED PLAN IF NQOT DESCRIBED IN REMARKS COLUMMN. ;
. DISTRIBUTION: 1 -KIPSCO, Mr. Fibble - . RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, o
1-NIPSCO, Mr, Fz Oman SALISBURY EMGINEERING ENC '

// ﬂ jm;:// Jozm 7. Hancoc:}r:

. [Idsfﬁﬁ-?b%r”ﬂ,'/]f) //!

' sofj/swEPVlsop John Ausigeﬁ’ .




SAusauﬁ‘f ENGIND "RING. ING.
1501 EAST MA!?‘\-’ SEF’E%:.T GHIFP TTH IND.

“GRIFFITH PHONE é-,.CHlCAGO PHONE |..
-(219)923 6690 - (:,12) 375.9092 |

REFORT GN '

AI'_FIE.LD (COMPACTION (TE

‘mrthe n Indlana Pubiu‘ Ser?ica r‘o.
. R.R. #1, Box 66&- -- ERE
a.}.ﬁhnauleld Incha-:a

o FH..:. NO.: 1929,
’ D.G.TE 11 5 7“

NIPSGO i
HUnit 14 c
hsatf:ald Indzzma

ixATT:ezxvr.;oN el Wlilzam Klbb"‘

—ic‘)m ;_b:n B!

o : . - RN T R poRy TN B
TYPE OF FILL R comnmm@ -OF smm; . METHOD OF COMPASTION . °.
STONE .- ""‘.’;SMOOTH———H-- """ __CFROZEN.- - " | VIBRATING PLATE. " " .=

. LS. "'i;'-}_ﬁousH L sSOFT AL T VIBRATING ROLLER: —
e Fe X~ | rUsseR fr?ﬁ;' ROLLER
LABORATORY. DATA AND PROGEDURES E FIELD TEST METHGR -

ASTM DI1557-67 T 5SS T METHOD__._____';'_ ASTHM 01356 EBT : ;
“ASTM D 698~ SGTW?AEETHZ(}W_ OTHER . I
PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS, - : R
OTHER _ SEECIFICATION BEOUIAER AEHTS
REFERENCE TEST NO/i™ 3-A . -5=4 ,
MAYIMUM DENSITY PCF 22+Y “;‘--*-’“‘:-:-_ g
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % LT T ISs T
PAFE | mer |TEOTL ﬁ":’fga' #OIST | conpacy F
resT | BT 4 |CopeE ¢ e _.‘-T}GN Yo

__.___"% Or h'*ﬁi)’lMUM DE‘.’\‘S? -
% OF RELATIVE Df:.NSJTY

m

o

1 Gﬂ‘f’ .

) 1R REMA*RKS COLABAN. L arn B

T A
F oy e

TRESPECT FULL Y™ SUBFTTTHE
sﬁusauw ;Nsm FRANE

4 . Lol - - § /?7 . .
S01KS” SUPERVISOR , dehm Ausigan. . - &




HFPURT oN

BUR‘*{ ﬁ»é@ﬁ\ira_’% NG a\aa . Bk
FIELD CON, Acnmi TES T

iti—‘.ai MAIN. STRE’“T -GRIL 315‘3 IND.
CEFITH PHOME » K o CHIGAGO PHONE.
;)9;3 £690 ConTe : {312) 375-9092

FlLE NO. 1823

ir'Sﬂ*vize £o. R
' 11 11~7¢.: :

Northern Indiana Publ
“R.R,. #1, Box 66

'.Wncabilﬂld Indlana- 4039’ DA’E

SHEET 1OF 1

ATTr.N_d.Oﬂ Mr 1%'111121'1 moma' |
B A a 'REPDPT*\AGQ

TypE oF FILL | COMDITION OF sﬁsﬁ*ﬁﬁ s %ﬁcTHGﬁ OF COMPSETION

STONE A T sMooTH % (FROZEN RO, ) VIBRATING PLATE e 2 &

;AND_______;_._-"ROUGHM SOFT ;~*ViBRAT1Nu ROLLER —ormm o

CCLAY WET o LOOSE 3 SHEEPS FOOT ROLLLR__,_}{.;_.._;-
RUBBER TIRE ROLLER.————

SLAG. DRY

- b&snﬁamw GATA AND PROCEDURES

FiELD TEST METHDD

ASTM D 1556-68T ,._-—-——-———-*‘*‘""" E

MET HOD_,_____,__‘__."
OTHER e

ASTM D 1557 '67T____.____..._.——
MtTH Do

ASTM D698 - 66 T e METHS
PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS ASTM D 2048-70 | - '
SPEAIFICATION REQUIREMENTS -~

OTHER
REFERENCE TEST NO. 5-4

o, OF MAXIMUM DENSITY

MAXIMUN DENSITY PCF Ii5.4 I e
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % . 7.2 _ 75 ¢, OF RELATIVE DENSITY _
BATE | pew | TEST DRY | PASS ) : S Y
ATE | mer | o | pENs.| MYET COMPACT _oR 3 | REMARKS - R
vEer| MO | e ol PCF Yo TION % | FalL 3
11-g | 5-& | 1 [111.9] 5.3 sc | pass| Sta. 9+7SE (West popd, seuzh dikes|.
Do " ' _ : center dike §-2' zbove n;ame) - _-E%
q7-9! s-a |2 o|108.3] 8271 78 oussl Sta. T475E [Hest sond.; couch dike,| -
: o R AR 3 centet gike & 27 above *aée, » '%
o ; ‘ T Lo . : R - 5‘3:;14::
13-9 ] 5-4A .3 119,30 8.5 199+ | Pass| Bta. E+75E (Nest.paqd ssuub QLL g
: center dike %_Eﬂ above U?iae} &

A |- 3 112.35] 7.9 30 Pass St£, g1+34 (final caszn scazn -
' : wall, canteﬁ dlK N a’“a%awe :

R grads
11-4 | 5-A-] '35 4 117.4 ©.5 | 100+ | Pass 5* - sawt (£ sinal *rmS‘tn south wall,
> : nue* dike, & 5’ aoove v*ad ]
1149 | 5-h | &~ |115.7 7.0 | 180 Pass ”*a, £5+34 kblﬁal basin, south
wall, center él @, & 5 ahove
_ grads) :
;aov?iiﬁzra-iﬂtﬁéLg
I e
BT HLOCATION ON ATTACHED PLAN 1F NOT DESCRIBED IN REMARKS COL.UMN.'
-DlsmlaLTloNi‘lﬂ%IP‘CO, M. Kibble RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,
e G Mp. Proman SALISBURY EMGINEERING INC.
§ .
. ‘:‘::ll.,:f. P ”'é .4'-'),.**1.;./ ieT ?-:
- ) INSEE OR//” /fmyf fj//;:j
. A el bz /?/}'./
i




|11-13{ 2-A 6 {115.0|10.0 | 100+ - |Pass| Final basin, center of dike, '5_'

(AMMENDED COPY 12-12-74)

SA;US;D%URY EMg!NE*ﬁ;FF THz% S
150V EAST MAIN STREET; o [ ] '
“"GRIFFITH PRONE U cricacopone | FIELD COM:’,&CT!GN TESTS
{219)923-6690 (an} 375.9092
_ . _
Narthcrn Indiana Public Service Co. R NIPSCO . FILE NG 1829
I R.R. #1, Box 66 o o0 L
£ ! . . d Unit 14 _ 1DATE 11.-14"f74
y neatiield, Indians 46592 ¢ wpoar®iola; Tndiana o
T ATTENTION: Mr. William Kibble =~ ¢ o SHEET JOR L
' REPORT M@, 10

TYPE QF FILL : CONDITION OF GRADE

METHOD OF c,.eaemwmi»s
STONE | SMOOTH____* _ FROZEN___ | VIBRATING PLATE
SAND, X ROUGH___ . "SOFT VIBRATING ROLLER
CLAY. | wWET LOOSE______ | SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER.____
SLAG DRY : FIRM X _ | RUBBER TIRE ROLLER____ X
LLABORATORY DATA AND PROCELURES ' FIELD TEST METHOD

ASTM D155T7-87T_______ METHOD_________ | ASTM D 1556-68T

ASTHM DBS8-68T. .. METHOD____. | QTHER
PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS ASTM D 2049 :

OTHER : SPECIFICATION REGQUIREMENTS

REFERENCE TEST HO. 28l 5-4A o .
MAXIMUM DENSITY-PCF 112.0 115.2 _ = . e % OF MAX!MUM DENSITY . .
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % . 12.0 9.5 75 % OF RELATIVE DENSITY

DATE [ ___ [TEST| DRY: - PASS| . o
= | REF. £ s, | MOIST. | compac-| 523 | I
rest) Mo | N R U m T mov <SR | PEMARKS,

WASTE POND, SQUTH DIKE. WATL ’
5 ABOVL GRADE

11-13 5-A| 1 112.9] 5.4] 89 |pass| g + 25 E.
11-13 5-A] 2 "1114.5] 7.5 99 . |Pass Il + 25 E. .
(11-13 5-4] 3 112.9) 7.9|89% ' |Pass|P, T, Squr.heéé-t Waiz o
11-13 2-4-4 [118.1] 8.1 100+ |Pass|Final b"asin‘,‘ center of dike, 6
: ‘ ‘ above grade at station 61 + 13
11-13] 2-a]" 5 .[113.2 21.:3."-9. 100~ ' Pass Soutﬁéast ':['.OWE*"‘ peninsuia at grade |

e

above crade at station 65 "

#TEST LOCATION ON ATTACHL'.D PLAN IF NOT .DESCRIBED IN REMARKS COLUMN.

DISTRIBUTION: 1 NIPSCO, Mr., Kibble . RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,
1-NIPS CO_ Mr., Froman . o SALISBURY ENGINELRING ING.
1-File ms C '

'00'256?1.' b7 ?@,%Lgm )

SOI/L/S/SUPEPV]SOR John Austgan

L . L
N34 A, J/Lrw,—, ) TTY C;aﬂgln




SALISBURY ENGINE RING, INC.

1501 EAST MAIN STREET, SRIFFITH,IND."|. 7

CHICAGC PHOMNE

GRIFFITH PHONE
(312) 375.a092

(2183)923-6690

o
¢ L“':‘ . i '
) . Y} rEPORT ON

Cﬁartharn'indi&nﬁ Publio Barviees On,
FR.R BL, Box 44 ,

Efheatfield, Indiang 46362

N . '
TATTENTEIN: #r. Willise Kibble

—1OMc. O D

FILE NO. 1438
DATE 11-21-74

NIPSCO
Hait 14
- Whentfisld, Indigma
B SHEET 10F 1

RERORT NQ. 43

CONDITION OF GRADE

TYPE OF FILL METHOD OF COMPAGTION
STONE SMOOTH___ .. FROZEN_ .. |VIBRATING PLATE '
SAND rousH____ £  SOFT VIBRATING ROLLER _

CLAY X | WET LOOSE _ SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER
SLAG DRY £ FIRM i3 RUBBER TIRE.ROLLER______.

LABORATORY DATA AND PROCEDURES

FIELD TEST METHUID

ASTM D1557-67T—_______ METHOD
ASTM DESE~66T__-  METHOD
PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS ;

ASTM D 1556-68T
THER

OTHER __ ABTH P 204862

SPECIFICATION ﬁ@ﬁiﬁE&ﬁEﬁfg

REFERENCE TEST NO. __o~& f-ﬁ.

MAXIMUM DENSITY PCF 2:2.5 125.2 — % OF MAXIMUM DENSITY
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % __42.%  #.3 75 ® OF RELATIVE DENSITY
DATE | .. |TEST| DRY N PASS ) ' ' :
oF | REF. | "No pEng.| MOIST COMPAC- “gp REMARKS
TEST| NO | & | peF | % | TION% | rajL .
KASTE POND DIKE WALL
13-20 34 | 1 1213.0] 5.6 | 108+ | Pass|Starien 52 % 49, 12! shove prade
212938 | & GIL0E) 8.7 | 100#  Pass|Station B+ 4D, 12' above grade
1329 3«n | & JiB4.2) 6.9 78 Fril|Btation 26 % 33, 197 sbove grade
14+20) 54 | & |1i3.G| G.9 85 Pags| Station 2% + 35, &' above grade
FIRAL BASIN DIRE
11-26| 5.4 | § |i111.6]| 8.8 3y Pass|Conter of Hest Tower Peninsuls
. . . 6 sbove prade N
Li-2@ B~A | & |I20. 0| 8.8 | 180+ |Pass Bike Wall Starion £7 + 77.24
L ' | BF above grade
LL-28) B~A | 7 |119.0 [18.5 | ID0e |Puss|500° West 4f Test Site 48
T o _ &7 above grade
Li-38 5-A | & [197.5] 6.B 7% Pagp | Lanter of Middle Tower Peninsuls
i6* above prade

*TEST LOCATION ON ATTACHED PLAN|

PISTRIBUTION: 1-£1ient TRy
1-dr. Promasg
1-Mr. Gordon -
l-Mr. Hann
1-Pile ns

i

e
Fad VD 1077
PR ¥ 7-»‘;!-

002562

N :;':. i

EER SN

"NOT-OESSRIBED IN REMARKS COLUMN.

£,
%? RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,
‘?ﬁz SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC.

P E“"

e S,

Tow Bill

“ /fﬁ'lns>;%%%ﬂ-;§iézi;
O ot j%?@@y

soﬁsupmv;son , John Austger”

FIELD COMPACTION TESTS




SALISBURY ENGINMIRING,

" GRIFFITH PHONE ™~
[219)923-6890

INC.
1501 EAST MAIN STREET, GR‘!FFIIH IND,

CHICAGO PHONE
(312) 375-9082 | o

¢ REPORT ON

FIELD COMPACTION" TESTS

R kﬁ ?if ﬁwr ﬂ@

—Z M- o

Wheatfield, Indisns 4G58Z

FILE NO. 1828

SHEET 4 OF 3

RERORT WO, 372

DATE 1iw2§+74

TYPE OF FILL conmnow @P?GRADE— METHOD OF COMPACT ION
STONE J SMOOTH___ % FROZER " | VIBRATING PLATE '
SAND X ROUGH SOFT VIBRATING ROLLER
CLAY WET _ L OOSE _ SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER
5LAG DRY £ FIRM £ RUBBER TIRE ROLLE®___ X

___LABORATORY DATA AND PROCEDURES FIZLD TEST METHOD '
ASTM D155T7-67T METHOD ASTM D 1556-68T
ASTM D698 - 66T - METHOD OTHER
PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS . L
OTHER ... ASTH B 2048-7¢ SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
REFERENCE TEST NO. _5-A - )
MAXIMUM DENSITY PCF LE 15.2 % OF MAXIMUM DENSITY
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % _ 8.8 % OF RELATIVE DENSITY
DATE TEST| DRY - PASS ) _

oF | REF. | No | pEws.| MOIST. | COMPAC- " np REMARKS
TEST NO. ] PLF Yo TION % FAIL %‘rﬁg_?ﬁ qﬁ{q:ag&qig TR

2B S~A | 1. |421.7| 7.8 | 1e02r |Pass|Top of diks wall at 58. Seroer

:.:E"“Z§ ﬁ"-{;& :&ll lagtﬁ ﬁil 1{3{5'5‘ - p&'..‘l-& :fﬁ;.! 5"& iai:. 3.3( Eﬁ.?aﬁ’iﬂ gx &f 55‘::
|7 Covner _
1i-2K H-k | & 1Z8.0 &.8 10ude Page ‘%‘ﬁﬂ of dike wpll 2% S00Y K. of
: -8, COorser
AZ-25 5«4 | & 117.0) 8.5 | 10D | Bass|Top of dike wall st 00 ¥, of
o &E, Gorner
1125 5-A4 | 5 |1%i.6| 7.2 | ifes | Pass|Top of dike wall at 312060 H.of
' SH. Lorner '
11-28 5~& | & |12%.8| 8.4 | ipse | Pass Tep of dike wall ar 15607 ¥, of
B%. Corner
Li-28 B4 | T (312.6| 7.8 L) Pags! Top of dike wall ax 18007 W, of
' SE, Cotner : ‘
13-28 E-A | & |135.0 4,2 | 160+ |Pess Top of dike wall mt 2100° ¥, of
' 2B, Loryner -
¥TEST LOCATION ON ATTACHED PLAN IF NOT DESCRIBED IN REMARKS COLUMN.
DISTRIBUTION: +=Elient RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,
L-Hr, Froman saussum ENGINEERING ING
Fedr. Gordon '
_ i-Mr., Henm
\ i-File ms m 17//% | Tom Hill
"\\ INSP OR
-
\- 002563 C} f F s T

SOﬁ%’SUPERVISOR John Amgeh’




" SALISBURY ENGIN™ [RING, ING.
1501 EAST MAIN STREET GRIFF!TH IND,

.t HEPORT ON

~ FIELD COMPACTION -TESTS

GRIFFITH PHONE ' CHJCAGO PHONE'
(P19} 823.-6690 {312) 375.8092
c - p
L Herthers Indions Publi o Service 20
] R.R, Fl, Bow 56 :

5 hﬂh&u;&ﬁ£u¢ Indisna 48382

T <

ATTEﬁTfﬁﬁ: Hr. ﬁilli&m&kihﬁla-(?(T

o

LA
LI

4. Indiana

|FILE NO. 3829
DATE  1pw%-74
SHEET {OF %

RERORT NO. 13

. 1 fwﬁﬂ:mob OF COMPACTION _

TYPE OF FILL COMDITION OF\ GRAQE
- ; P FF
STONE . [sMOOTH___ £ FROX h WBRATING PLATE
SAND X . IROUGH_____ SOFT ?\"T PYIBRATING ROLLER A
CLAY WET % LoosE W SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER.
SLAG DRY —_ FIRM X RUBBER TIRE ROLLER__

LABURATOEY DATA AND PROCEDURES

FIELD TEST METHGD'

ASTM D1BB7-67T___ METHOD
ASTM D89B~-66T___ - METHOD

ASTM D 1556~ 68T,

OTHER

PROJECT SPEGIELCATIONS,
OTHER i &E‘*L 55‘:&’- EX

REFERENCE TEST NO. ___3-& _ =4
MAXIMUM DENSITY pCF__132.0 118.2
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % __ 1Z.8 0.5

SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

. % OF MAXIMUM DENSITY
_75 %, OF RELATIVE DENSITY

DATE | . TEST| DRY

FASS
tEsT| WO | | Ber| % | TION%|gfh

REMARKSE

1+ (Fuzs

1L27 13-4 i 1R85 18,8
# | Buh z | 128.8 9,4 | 188+ [Pase
SO 3 | 225,80 2.7 | 3bie |Fhss
wo iZ=f | 4 | 12Z5.¢ 1885 | 100+ (Fass

13127 5-4 5 | 1x0,0 A.8 | 1df+ (Pess
i Ewi B 11B.8 4.5 10847 |Pass
L 2 ] 7 116,48 K. 3 | 100G+ [Pass
B Ref B | 122,85 7.6 | 108+ |[Pass

ration 12 +
fta*lﬂn B

Btation & -+
htﬂpla 3 +

¥TEST LOCATION ON ATTACHED PLAN IF NOT DESCRIBED IN REMARKS COLUMN.

DISTRIBUTION: & “Ghient
i-de. Fromen

1-3r. Gordos
1-Hyr, Hpnn
i~Bile m=

002564

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,
SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC.

d*?‘)u ﬁuﬁ/ T HIEZ

INSPEESOR V] =
i 2 o aon

s/SUPERVtsoR dohn Austgern




SALISBURY ENGINE RING, INC.
1501 EAST MAIN STREET, GRIFFITH, IND,

GRIFFITH PHONE™ "™~ " CHICAGO PHONE
{218}823%-6690 - {(312) 375-9082

o

)
© REPORT ON. ~

_ FIELD COMPACTION TESTS

IFILE NO. 1029

E Borthern Indispa Pelbilic Ssrvice Co. g
[ R.R. #1, Box 66 0 NWIPBCO PATE o
E Wheatfield 46532 J  Unit 14 , DATE 12-17-7%
N S E  VWhestfield, Indiana |- n
T ATTENTION: Mr. Willism Kibhle ¢ SHEET 10F 1
. , - REPORT NQ. 14

TYPE OF FILL CONDITION OF GRADE METHOD OF COMPACTION
STONE ' SMOOTH & FROZEN. VIBRATING PLATE . '
SAND X ROUGH - SOFT VIBRATING ROLLER
CLAY WET - LOOSE - _ SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER
SLAG DRY LS FIRM % RUBBER TIRE ROLLER.. &

LABGRATORY DATA AND PROCEDURES

FiELD TEST METHOD

ASTM D1S57-67T_ ~  METHOD

ASTN D 1556~58T
OTHER —

SPECIFICATION. Lﬁmm% FES —

ASTM DE98-66T__ - __METHOD

PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS ks

OTHER _ASTM D 2049-69 —

REFFRENCE TEST No, __2°B i-h _5-B
113.3% 115.8

MAXIMUM DENSITY PCF +i4.8
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % :

% OF MAXIMUM DENSITY
75 - oL OF RELATIVE DENSITY

e d-Glisnt
DISTRIB - ’
STRIBUTION 1-Mr, Froman

1-~Mr. Sordon:.,
“I-Mr, Mamm
1-Fila ms

602565

IDIANA

PLENT ERBINEERINR
MICHIGAR CITY,

DATE _ [ TEST| DRY ' PASS i
oF | RER. | ‘yo. | pENg.| MOIST | COMPAC- " yp') REMARKS
TEST MO, & | BCF e _ TION % FAIL . .
_ . WESTE DIBPOSAL DIKE
1%-6 |4-A | 1 |I18.1| 6.1 | 100+ |Pass| Station 67 F 70
12-6 |4-4 | 2 |118.9) 5.9 | 100+ |[Pzss| Station 40 + 06
12-16(5-B | 5 [115.6| 5.4 | 180+ |Pass| Ztatien 54 +:09
1218/ 5-5 | 4 |115.6| 5.6 | 208¢ |Pass| Station 51 + 85 _
- FINAL BASIN DIKE
12-16/2-% | 5 |119.0| 8.3 | 100¢ |Pass| Station 53 + 34.74
12-16{2-3 { 6 |116.0| 6.8 | 100+ |Pass| Station 96 * 34
12-16/2-% | 7 - |108.5| 7.7 | 78 |Pass| Statiom 95 % 34,91
T ANGT-BESCRIBED IN REMARKS GOLUMN:

WSALISBURY ENGINEERING ING.

7! - -
OR

: Tmzx“- i1l

5015/ SUPERVISOR, John AustgeRy




SALISBURY ENGINL RBNG INC. |
150V EAST MAIN STREET, GRIFHTH IND, |

GRIFEITH PHONE CHICAGD PHONE
(2!9)823.6690 . {312).375-8092

REPORT ON

LD COMPACTWON TESTS

E-Nez‘thmr—n indiana Public Servics Co. E I FILE No. 1929
R.R. 41, Box & § xresco. 13-17-7

E Wheatfield, Indianma 46332 J Unit 14 DATE =

N ' E iﬁhen tfield, Indi ang :

ATTENTION: Mr. William Kibble ¢ SHEET L oF 1

' ‘ . N : REPORT NO. 15
TYPE QOF FILEL CONDITION OF GRARE METHQQ OF c;memcmw

STONE SI\IHZH.',"TH_____K _ FROZEN WBRAT!NG PLATE i

SAMD ROUGH s SOFT YIBRATING ROLLER . .

CLAY WET - LOGSE , SHEEPS FOCT ROLLER____:.____

—
SLAG DRY FiRM RUBBER TIRE ROLLER

LABORATORY DATA AND PROCEDURES

FIELD TEGT METHOD

ASTM DISS7=67T. ME:HOD
ASTM D698 ~56T MET '
PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS A B FUETTET

ASTM [ 1556~68T
| OTHER

OTHER .

EPECIFICATION REGUIREWENTS

REFERENCE TEST NO. _=.7 - &%
MAXIMUM DENSITY PCF 2227 ZitE . st OF MAXIMUM DENSITY
OPTIMUM MOISTURE % —'° %, oF RELATIVE DENSITY
WASTE DISPOSAL _EEI{?
12-12| 5-B i 1158,.% 7.8 | 400+ 1 Pasg| Station 48+8F, 147 iiit}ﬂ'i?-— gr ﬁe
A2-1Z)5-B | 2 [118.4Y 8.0 | 100+ [Pass $tation BA+PH, TO7 ja’bmre grade |
12-121%-B | 8 112.6] 6.3 | 867 |Pass| Statiom 60+06
12-12/5-5 | 4 |113.1( 644 | 90 | Pass| Stavion 63+20
FINAL BASIW DIKE
12-1202-% ¢ 5 (111,31 4.7 | &6 Pass| Stetion 97+14, ig¢ aixéve gr_ade
12-1202-8 | 6 [115,0| 12.6| 94  |Pass| Btation 10035, 10' ebove grade
12-12 2-% | 7 |114.3| I2.1|1060+ |Pass| Station 104+34, §' above grade
12-12 2-8{ &8 |lo9.6| 6.6 | &2 Pass| Station 108434, 2% sbove grade

®TEST
DISTRIBUTION: 1-Glient

1~ir. Froman £
1My, Lordon LfJ
I-Mr, Mann }S 5 J
l"’Fii."‘» s Fi 1 e
{fTE. i”’- I
”FGHIGAJ‘;E% b
p I ) ¢
602566 e

',‘- A SALISBURY ENGINEERING e,

H/ ”‘aSPF
i

SCRIBED IN REMARKS COLUMN.
FIAN

. RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,-

ﬂw&,
wa Q@“

sofysupsawaon John Austgern”

G. D. Foley - |




RESPONSE NO. 53

Salisbury Engineering, Inc. — Moisture Density Relationship
Dated from 10-20-1973 to 10-18-1974




T SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC i CNSITY RELATIONS:
i A Y . A7 A w7 -7 A Y ~ )

3 ;,)” L. n-]‘_'N '-, D\.E"": ," ;}‘:FITH’ IND. qui"aiu t‘ p?_l bi 2 X L.L)"t iG?.DT’“s

Reported fo: ' 1 Project Location: e e 0229

NIPSCO, Unrr #t4 o . ipgte 10-=30-7

G

MoRTHERN [ NDIANA PusLlc Seavice Co.

RaFo #1 WHEATFIELD, FLLINOIS
- : . . -
,"BOX_OG o TR O O SR AT
! We=EavFleELD, fLLINOIS o e T ¢ ReF #

......

souacr OF MA TERIAL 0“ SITE MATERIAL -
-rRACAE OF GRAVEL

cussmcmxom OF "MTERIAL Cray F“"‘ 70 COARRE, ““D‘__
WETHOD OF COMPACTION ___ MoDIFigo ASTH D 1557-70T - .
HA%‘M‘:FR ;1qu- 10 TIBs CRALL 18 I N, OFLAYERS____5. _
INGHES ' MAX.DENSITY. 1130 - PCF 0T MOISTURE 120" 9 |

C)
~—
o
e £l
h1-r
B

[ } | T1T I T T
[ ¢ [ i
{
I
]
!
120 : - ]
- H N . - e I - IR e - - o} R —} ool o
|
I | 1

115 RS - ' :

0 Bt o N M RN R S R RN

PCF

-
EA

EXA 8

105 451

CDRY WEIGHT

|
400 i
95 | T T .
i [ : i
7 i

0 1 A
: 3 10 . 5 20 25 .- 30 o 35

HOISTURE CONTENT — PERCENT OF DRY WEISHT - ;
: i

e
H
»

Ih
[c.:a
Ich
i~

i
i
§
f
1
i
1,
i
!
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NEINTERING (NG, MO

— :
Y _ENGINTER , CNSITY. RELATIONSHIP
S ":EE‘ 7L aFFITH, IND.- | - MOIST Um'. ND.:‘:, L;—-;'! ;D:.SHI:
Project Location:? . File _1929°

Reporied to |
MORTHER INDjana PuBLic Service Co. N{PSCO, UnrT #14 | Dote 10720
R.A. 71 . . N . WugaTFIELD, fLLinOIS , _

Box 86 L S : L ... Reel #2
I TWRHEATFIELD, lLLiNOIS ’ - T I
SOURCE OF MATERIAL. Oy SITE Maveriar

1..CLASSIFICATION OF.MATERIAL .

BrRoOWN FINE TO MEDIUM SAND, TRACES OF GLAY AND SILT .

'r;.EI"llDD OF COM PQCTION MOD‘F“D AS'M 0 1597 70_' '- -
BAMMERTWEIGHT 10 e FALL 98T N0 OFLAYERS.D L5
MCLD SIZE xR . INGHES _-Fv?ﬂ?f..DEi‘I.‘SITY,_____'HO o__ ?C.r 0PT. "'JOiSTUFP_....._._i-—.o/U
{ .l il i [N [N i T T 1T 1
i ] { ] |
' i
120 ' d
[}
15 - : — - - - - L L - .
Lt T T ‘
] I
< !
i
W 110
Z;j 4"’”— %“e .
= N
! S :
i i
[, "‘( \\'
T105 D ~ 1R
g .
L
>
Q
QD
100
i :
95 = :
T .
i
l ﬁ |
: i
: i i J 1
o i i 1

5 0. 15 20 25 20 ‘
o woisTuRE cowrent —  rercenr oF orr wessyr - BULTHS




EnTitoe

i T j=i=y : - - '
o SALISBURY. ENGINFRRING NG, MDISTURT “DENSITY RELATIONSHIP
Reporied to: Project Locution: ' File 1929 { -
MorRTHERN 1NDIaRA Pusuis Service Co. Uit 14 ,DU?e'lo—lg-—'?-
R. R. #1, Box 66 . . WHEATFIELD, INDtana | ,
WHEATFIELD, [NDIANA REF #3

Ox Srte (HiLL #2 EasT)

SOURCE OF MATERIAL
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIAL .. .BRowN FINE 70 MEDIUM SAMD
METHOD OF COMPACTION MobiFres ASTM D 1537-70T

HAMMER WEIGHT __..00 b, FALL 18 N NO.OFLAYERS Z__
MOLD SIZE.__ % INCHES - MAX.DENSITY._105.5  pCF OPT. MOISTURE__12.0 9

i 1 ¥ 1 T T T
{ A 1 X

120

190 FEEE

PCF -

l, 05 - &ﬂ

&

DRY w}rmﬁ 7

100

5 10 B 20 25 30

: 35
YOISTURE CONTENT — PEreenT oF ory w1k BO296

€53




SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC. - e _ .
Répartad to: : Project Location: S File 1829
Nowrnzer Inptana PusLic SzavicE Co. . Unir 14 _ 'Dﬂfa'lc-}—”—'—S—“—r?*'
_Re R, #1, Box 66 WHEATFIELD, INDIANA -
- Rer 4
WHEATFIELD, INBIANA
SOURCE OF MATERIAL __NMIPSCO Unrt b Whearrizwp
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIAL LIGHT BROWN MeEniuM SAND WITH Sous LAY
METHOD OF COMPACTION _ Mopirien ASTM D 1557-70T
HAMMER WEIGHT 10 tbs. FALL.18 1N NO.OFLAYERS 3
MOLD S1ZE % INCHES = MAX.DEN3ITY__118.3  'PCF OPT. MOISTURE 1.5 %
- T ‘ 7 |
I
i 1.1
125
i
120 !
,
:! ol 5 3
i 2 B !
. 1 51 :
f L] =
115 = ki T
E T g o ]
a N E i
S 1 Ny
i A !
a\ R
’ .:;::flr‘kr\ i
W T )
T i
Ly
x |
> T
B
Q v
105 ;
] -
!.
; -
100
95 : L B,
5 o 13 20 - 23 30 35
HOISTURE CONTENT — PERCENT. OF DRY REIGHT .




| o SALISBURY, ENGIVEERING ING: MOISTUR™ DENSITY RELATIONSHIP

511 E. MAIN STREET, « JIFFITH, IND. | _
Reported to: ‘ | Project Locationt File 1929
: Date 10187
NorTHERN [MD1ANA PuBLtS SErvics Coe | Unit 14 '
R.R. #t, Box 66 WHEATFIELD, [NBIAN
WHEATFIELD, [NDIANa Rera #5
SOURCE OF MATERIAL ON s1TE MATERIAL (Hinw #5)
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIAL __ BROWN FINE 70 MEDFUM SAND
METHOD OF COMPACTION Mopyrien ASTM D 1557-707
HAMMER WEIGHT 10 ibs. FALL .18 ____ N MO OFLAYERS 5 _
HOLD SIZE b INCHES . MAX.DENSITY___108.5  PCF.OPT. MOISTURE_ 9.5 %
i [ ‘ ] { { i
1
:
. i
120 T
y 1
{ ]
115 T
1 T
. ; |
NG
LY |
oL
. M !
i
~ !
X 105 "]
=
S
by
Y = L i b
h\ ,“’";- ;- vh‘%‘r,,h
3 ~ i
. ]
100 bl
3
|
o5
i :
. ]
%0 ; ]
5 10 . (5 20 - 23 30 35
HOISTURE CONTENT — PERCENT OF DRY BEIGHRT Bﬂnsr?
, o7l
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RESPONSE NO. 54

Salisbury Engineering, Inc. — Concrete Aggregate Tests
Dated April 17,1972




-SALISBURY ENGINEERING ING.

= ...  REPORT ON

| 6l EAST N’AIN s‘TPEET x_,.lr-F!TH IND CONGH.2TE AGGREGATE TESTS
GRIFFITH PHONE CHICAGD PHONE h o n
{219) 923 -~ 6580 (312) 375 - 9082
TO: PROJECT ! Aggregate Tests FILE NO.: 1528

Nerthern Indiana Public Service Co.

Michigan City Censtruction Dept. Babcock Quarry

SHEET

Van Kepple ReadyMix| arg. 4-17-72

1 oF_1

P.0. Box 318-A
Michigan City, Indiana 46360

"REPORT NO. %

ttention: Mr. Bill Kibble
MATERTAL___PBine aggregate (sand) SOURCE___ Stockpiie
DATE SAMPLED__4-4-72 LOCATION Van Kepplie Ready Mix
UNIT WEIGHT, DRY RODDED (ASTM C“é?) 1i0.5 PCF, LOOSE DRY 100,60 PCE
SPECIFIC GRAVITY 2,65 PERCENT MOISTURE B
DETERMINATION OF CLAY LQMPS (ASTM C~136D
AMOUNT OF MATERIAL FINER THAN 4 200 SEIVE (ASTM C-117) 0.5%

ORGANIC IMPURITIES-COLORIMETRIC TEST (ASTM C-40)

FINENESS MODULUS (ASTM C-125) 2.57 , STAIN TEST-(ASTM C=331)

FST CASTM C-132), PERCENT WEAR

L0S ANGELES ABRASION _GRADING

-5

SOUNDNESS. — SODIUM SULFATE TEST CAS!V C—SB) P:RC:NT LGS:

SODIUM SULFATE SOUNDNESS TEST {ASTM C~-88)

GRADATION (ASTM €~1362

BLEVE % % e _ , ACTUAL CORRECTED
. RET. PASS BP_C?S. PELSB NG RETAINED GRADE NG 9’5 LoBe % Loas
3/8 o 100 | 100
4 1 99 |95-100
3 15 85 [80-108
16 38 §2 |50-85
30 61 .| . 39 |25-60 . . S

. g .t{;";’iu nf gjlﬂ-‘?
50 87 13 |10-30 A{ "

o i
100 98 2 | 2-10 LN

- p %agﬁbn
200 99.5 .5 .- ¥ oyt
de,a

S
SUBMITTED BY i

cc: NIPSCO, Mr. Kibble
NIPSCO, Mr, wann
Sargent § Lundy

Filse ns

Dyt o P
M. H. SALISBURY, P,E.

1=t 1t i
5

SALTSBURY ENGTNEERING INQumfdﬂ

00257z




.8ALISBURY ENGINEFRING INC. .. RepoRT oN

8l EAST MAIN STREET LAFFITH, IND CONCh<TE AGGREGATE TESTS
"GRIFFITH PHONE - GHICAGD PHONE '

(219} 823 - 6690 {B12) 375 - 9082 . )

TO: o ] _PROJECT’ . FILE N0.1929
Northern Indians ‘Public Service Co, Aggregate Tasts DATE 41772
Michigan City Comstruction Dept. Van Kepple Ready Mix = '
?,0, Box 318-A - . Babeock Quarry sneeT 1 oF_3
Michigan City, Indiana 46360 ‘ REPORT NO. 2
Attention: Mr Bill Kibble

MATERTAL__ Indiana #5 Stone ' SOURCE___" Stockpile

DATE SAMPLED A-4-72 LOCATION Van Kepple Ready Mix

UNIT WEIGHT, DRY RODDED (ASTM C-29)_87.3 PCF, LOOSE DRY — PCF

SPECIFIC GRAVITY 2,76 PERCENT MOISTURE_ - -

DETERMINATION OF CLAY LUMPS (ASTM C-136)

AMOUNT OF MATERIAL FINER THAN # 200 SETVE (ASTM C-117) 1.0

ORGANIC IMPURITIES-COLORIMETRIC TEST (ASTM C-40)

FINENESS MODULUS (ASTM C-125) s STAIN TEST (ASTM C~331)

LOS ANGELES ABRAS!QN'TEST (ASTM €-132), PERCENT WEAR_23% GRADING 3

SOUNDNESS, - SODIUM SULFATE TEST (ASTM C-88) PERCENT LOSS §.72
GRADATION {ASTM C-1362 SODIUM SULFATE SOUNDNESS TEST (ASTM C-B8B)
E::f? Rf?a ngs SPECE. r FASSING 1 -RETAIREDS| GRADING %G:g:: c??iiz;:o
13 0 160 100
1 13 87  |85-98
3/4 58 41 al~-85
i/2 .87 L3 I0-60
4378 . 94 . | .56 10«35
4 g7 3 0=-10
& 98 2 =5
200 8g 1 g-1
.- ) SUBMITTED BY
ce: 1 - NIPSCO, Mr, Kibble SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC.
'-" 1 - NIPS CO s Ml" a. Mann e"‘-t?’ (\".\ﬂtr- ﬁ&\rr'"\nm‘ﬁ‘\‘,},:r ‘-‘ﬁl‘.‘ﬁ 2“ —
1 - Sargent § Lundy S e
1 - File ns ' M, H. Salisbury, P.E.




_SALISBURY ENGINEERING
&i EAST MﬁalN STF“EET LIFFITH, IND

GRIFFITH PHONE CHICAGO PHONE
(219) 823 - 66920 {3t2) 375 - 9002

INC.

R REPORT dN
CONChTE AGGREGATE TESTS

TO{orthern Indiana Public ServiROYECT ] Agoregate Tests - lrice n

Michigan City Comstruction Dept.
P.0. Box 318-4A
Michigan City, Indiana 46360

Attention: Mr, Bill Kibble

o, 1928

Van Kepple Ready Mix| ... 4-17-72
Babcock Quarry L 1 1
- SHEET OF _

REPORT ND.. 3

MATERIAL Indiana #9 Stone

SOURCE_____ StockpileA

DATE SAMPLED 4‘4*72 LOCATION

Van. Keppla Ready Mix

UNIT WEIGHT, DRY RODDED (ASTM C-28)

SPECIFIC GRAVITY . 276

87.4 PCF,

DETERMINATION OF CLAY LUMPS (ASTM C-136)
AMOUNT OF -MATERTAL FINER THAN # 200 SEIVE (ASTM C-117)

ORGANIC IMPURITLES ~COLORIMETRIC TEST (ASTM c—uDD

FINENESS MODULUS (ASTM C-125)

LOOSE DRY____ . PCF

PERCENT MOISTURE

.0

, STAIN TEST (ASTM c~;31)

LOS ANGELES ABRASION TEST (ASTM C-132), PERCENT WEAR_25.6 GRADING

SOUNDNESS — SODIUM SULFATE TEST (ASTM C~B88) PERCENT LOSS

GRADATION (ASTM C-136)

B

115

SODIUM SULFATE SOUNDNESS TEST (ASTM C-882

steve | B 4 % ey - . , S B ACGTUAL | CORRECTED
slzE RET. oagE EPECE. PASE NG RETAINED | GRADING Logs % LOBS
1 0 100 -
344 | 2T 83 | 100
/2 | 65 535 |65-85
3/8 | 85 15 |20-53
4 87 -3 | 0-10
200 85 1] 0-2
Al
AT #
e B
«,’:*;( ) i
4l e :
8| gy o
’” -;»‘\_ K ftyr 8
' . - NT IENN SUBMITTcD‘B
o i - ﬁigggg’ §§°'§§§§1e SALISBURY :NGINEERWNG Aéﬁlrzﬁga%
7 BoEE -,_f (, -\g ,,r..—
1 ~ Bargent § Lundy it (o
1 - File .5 PEpS T ot e

M. H. SallsnuryffPeE.

002574




REPORT ON

_SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC. .
CONCHhTE AGGREGATE TESTS

Sil EAST MAIN STREET, .JFFITH, IND

GRIFFITH PHONE CHICABD PHONE .
(219) 823 - 6690 .. {312) 375 - 9082 -

TONorthern Indiana Public ServiEPURET: FILE No. 18928
Michigan City Construction Dept. Aggregate Tests ,
P.0. Box 318~A ' Metz Quarry DATE: 4""1?"72
Michigan City, Indiana 46360 - : sHEET 1 oF 1
Attention: Mr, Bill Kibble REPORT NO+ 4

MATERTAL Indianz #5 _SOURCE____ Me%z Quarry

DATE SAMPLED 4-7~T4 LOCATION_Remsselser. Tndians

UNIT WEIGHT, DRY RODDED (ASTM C-29)304.2 PCF, LOOSE DRY === PCF

SPECIFIC GéAvrTy 2.74 PERCENT MOISTURE . -

DETERMINATION OF CLAY LUMPS CASTM G-136)

AMOUNT OF -MATERIAL -FINER THAN # 200 SEIVE (ASTM C-117) 0.4

ORGANIC IMPUéITiEs—coLORIMETch'TEST (ASTM C-k0)

FINENESS MODULUS (ASTM C-125) , STAIN TEST (ASTM C-331)

LOS ANGELES ABRASION TEST (ASTM C-132), PERCENT WEAR_19% GRADING A

0.0%

SOUNDNESS. - SODIUM SULFATE TEST (ASTM C-88) PERCENT LOSS

SODI UM SULFATé SOUNDNESS TEST C(ASTM C-88D

GRADATION (ASTM £=136)

”ﬁ:ﬁ;fmj nga FAEé | PAsEYNG 7] RETATHED | "GRADENG | %QZ:;: ‘gggﬁizifn
1% ] 100 | 180
1 8 92 [B5-98
374 32 68 |60-85
1/2 63 32 |30-50
3/8 845 15 |310-358
4 97 3 0-10
g 99 14 0-5
]
200 99.6 | 0.4 | o-1 EE*;%
N
L, O
SUBMITTED BY/STTTEL
SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC
cc: 1 - NIPSCO, Mr, Kibble P T
1 - NIPSCD: M ._ P‘iann ) e::é?'?%ggﬁrﬁ}’fi’:‘.«lﬂ‘f—ﬂzﬁ—f’.’iﬁ"&‘.’-‘f..‘lt_'.,v
% . §?§§ent & 'ngdy M. H, Salisbu‘r}f,(P,E.
002575




_.BALISBURY ENGINEERING (NC. . FEPORT ON

&l EAST MA I uTPEET L-.iFF!TH IND CONCH.LTE AGGREGATE TESTS

GRIFFITH PHONE " GHICAGO PHONE :

{2]8) 9238 - 6690 - {312) 375 - 9092

TOforthern Indiana Public ServiROIECT: FILE No, 1920
glghlgig gigfﬂconStrUCtlon Dept. : ﬁgiregatarTests - | DATE: 4-17-72
Michigan City, Indiana 46360 etz Quarry | sEsT_ L or_1
Attention: Mr, Bill Kibble REPORT MO+ 5

MATERAL Indiana #¢ __SOURCE_____ Metz Quarry

DATE SAMPLED 4-7-72 ILOCATION Rensselaer, Indiana

UNIT WEIGHT, DRY RODDED (ASTM c-29) 105,1 PCF, LOOGSE DRY - = PCF
SPECIFIC GRAVITY__ 2.74 PERCENT MOISTURE__ . -~

DETERMINATION OF CLAY LUMPS (ASTM C-136)

AMOUNT OF -MATERIAL FINER THAN # 200 SEIVE (ASTM C-1173 0.4

-

ORGANIC IMPURITIES-COLORIMETRIC TEST (ASTM C-40D

FINENESS MODULUS (ASTM €-125) - , STAIN TEST (ASTM C-331D -
LOS ANGELES ABRASTON TEST (ASTM C-1323, PERCENT WEARol.ao GRADING B
SOUNDNESS — SODIUM SULFATE TEST (ASTM C-88) PERCENT LOSS U.b%
GRADﬁTION {ASTM (=136 SODIUM SULFATE SOUNDNESS TEST (ASTM C~88)
SLEVE 5 | % | SPEGS.- | R TN | AcTuaL | CDRRECTED
s1zE RET, | PaSE = PABBING  RETRINED ADERG |+ 4 Loss. & Loss
1 ] 100 100
3/4 | 0 | 100 ]90-100
1/2 | 24 76 ——
3/8 64 36 20=-55
4 ed . |, 6. 0-10.
A L
8 88 2 0~5 -
15
200 99.6 0.4 — %:
g%
SUBMITTED BY
¢er 1 - I\IPSCO Mr. Kibble SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC.
1 - KIPSCO, Mr, Mamn et p ,
r '” it "‘55""’?« WD
- Sargent § LUndy i e et B
1 - File us M. H. Salisburyy P.E.




RESPONSE NO. 55

Salisbury Engineering, Inc. — Concrete Aggregate Tests
Dated May 2, 1972




SALISBURY ENGINEF NG

REPORT ON

~ ; ING. il
&)l EAST mAlN STREET, GRIFFITH, IND CONCRE I'E AGGREGATE rz-.'f.?EﬁaTSx_ :
~ | N Lot

GRIFFITH PHONE CHICAGO PHON 2
{219) 825 - 66I0 (312) 375 - 5002 /1"’”//7 e we/ MW’Z’”’

Northern Indiana Public Service C@, Western Indianz 5 2 72

Michipan City Construction Dept. Aggregates Inc. DKTE

P.0. Box 518-A _ Francesville Quarry |SHEET_1 OF_3}

Michigan City, Indiana 46360 REPORT NO. 1 S

ATTENTEON: M Bi Kibble

I

MATERIAL fndizpna #0 Stone . SC_)URC_E usrry -
DATE SAMPLED __ 4-18-72 LOCATION Prancesville, Indiana | j
UNIT WEIGHT, DRY RODDED (ASTM ¢-29)__ 98,7 PCF, LOOSE DRY et PCF :
SPECIFIC GRAVITY: 2.73 ‘ PERCENT MOISTURE_ . e E
DETERMINATION OF GLAY LUMPS (ASTM C-136) o :
AMOUNT OF MATERIAL FINER THAN 4 200 SEIVE (ASTM C-117) 0.3
ORGANIC IMPURITIES-COLORIMETRIC TEST CASTM c ho) ' ; -
FINENESS MODULUS CASTM C~125) - e , STAIN FEST. CASTM c'331)

LOS ANGELES ABRASION TEST (ASTM C-132),

SOUNDNESS. — SODIUM SULFATE TEST (ASTM c-

PERCENT WEAR_18 |

GRADING B

88) PERCENT LOSS 0- 8

wRADATION CASTM C 136) 50DIUM SULFATE SOUNDNESS TEST (ASTM C-88)
‘stEvE % sprrcs. PASSING | RETAINED'| GRADING | AETUAL G?HEGTED

glze RET. | PASSE Loss Loss
/400 100 190
‘172 1 45 | 85 |65-85

3/8 53 47 20-55%

4 87 3z 0-10
200 99.7 .31 0-2

]

ce:  1-NIPSCO-Mr. Kibble
1-NIPSCO-Mr. Mann
I-8argent § Lundy

SUBMITTED BY
SALISBURY EMGINEERING INC.

i 1 *&ﬁﬁ%e%w

1-Wanatah Trocking Co,
1-File dr

M, H. Salisbury, P.E.

602577




SALISBURY ENGINEE™ NG
- 6l EAST MAIN ETREET, GRIFFITH,

GRIFFITH PHONE
{219} 923 - 6680

INC.
IND

CHICAGO PHONE
(3i2) 5375 - 9082

T REPORT DlN
CONCRETE AGGREGATE. TESTS_

1-NIPSCO-Mr. Mann
1-8grgent § Lundy

1-Wanatah Trucking Co. -

1-File

dr

SALISBURY!' EN

Tﬁc}rtl}ém Indiana APnh'l.ic_Sermi:‘,PéRgg;ECT: Western Ind_iaha FILE No. 1929
%fg{@%gﬁ EJ%EYACMS&UCMGH co- .§§§§§§§3§'§1-§ngéax_ry DATE ':5._2“?'2 .
Michigan City, Indiana 46360 - sHEET_1 _ oF 1
ATTENTION: Mr. Bfll Kibble REPORT NO. Z

MATERTAL Indions £5 Stome _SOURCE Quarry

DATE SAMPLED___ 4~18-72 'LOCATJON Fyancesville, Indiang

UNIT WEIGHT, DRY .RODDED (ASTM G-29) 180.2 PCF, LOOSE DRY - PCF

SPECIFIC CRAVITY 2.74 PERCENT MOISTURE om

'DETERMINA?LQN'OF-éLAY LuMPS (ASTM C-136) p——

AMOUNT OF MATERTAL FINER THAN & 200 SEIVE CASTM C-117) 0.3

ORGANIC IMPUR TfESfCQLORIMETRIC'TEST (ASTM C~140) oo=

FINENESS MODULUS CASTM C~125) _ owm , STAIN TEST CASTM C-331)__ _ce-

10S ANGELES ABRASION TEST CASTM C-132), PERCENT WEAR_LS éRADENG B

SOUNDNESS, ~ SODIUM SULFATE TEST CASTM C-88) PERCENT LOSS 0.0

GRADATION (ASTM C=136) SODIUM SULFATE SOUNDNESS TEST (ASTM C-88)

e A B ‘gPECS, “passing | RETArnEo | eraping | gooac Y ~QORRECTED

stzz RET. | PABE : % ross | % Loss

171721 0 |100 . | 100

1 3 97 . |85-98

3/4 | 19 81 00-85

1/2 | 7 33 [50-60

3/8 | BB ..12 10-35

4 o8 22 | 0-10

8 99' 1 | 0-5 ’ 5%
200 | 99,7 0.3 0-1 5
cc: 1-NIPSCO-Mr. Kibble SUBMITTED BY

NG INEERING me.

2 2
“(;?’ ’%ﬁ#@d M '5"“#,,-#"‘«»%4»..:”““___,_,

by

a

M. H.

Sali _sbury

P,

E.

00&578




RESPONSE NO. 56

Salisbury Engineering, Inc. — Field Compaction Tests
Dated 10-31-1973




* SAL‘SBUPY ENGINE

ERING, INC.

v REPORT ON

1501 EAST MAIN STREET, . MFFITH,IND. [ REPORT N -
" GRIFFITH PHONE - e CHICAGD PHONE FIELD COMPACTION TESTS -
(219) 923 -6650 ' (312) 375-9092 : , :
C ‘ e . FILE NO. 5g04
"7 “lorthern Indiana Public Ssryvics Co.0-- ~Ungt 14 . : DATE' R :
E R.R, #1, Box 856 s Wheatfield, Indiana| "'F 10-31-73
N Wheatfield, Indiana 46392 E : R
T. ) $ . {SHEET 1 OF 4 -
ATTENTION: Mr W1111am Kﬂbble RERORT NO. =
L. K . . . N . L
TYPE OF FILL -GG?&WI!ON OF GRADE ME iHGD GF COMP&C??@H
STONE _— SMOOTH_.___ X ... FROZEN _ ViBRATING PLATE R, SUL,
SAND X |'ROUGH i SOFT VIBRATING ROLLER—— %
CLAY_ | wET LODSE__ =~ I'SHEEPS FOOT ROLLER .~ ~
~ SLAG | DRY X FIRM ¥ ' PRUBBER TIRE ROLLER_
: LABORATORY DATA AND PRQ&EB&AEES FIELD TEST METHOD
, ASTM:DTSS?—-GTT___.______MFTHOD_.___A_ ASTM D 1556 68T :
" ASTM D698~ 66T METHOD , OTHtR -
. PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS - . .
. OTHER = ‘”’-’Emiz‘fjﬁﬂﬁ@%&;REQ&!HRE%&E‘N”“
- REFERENCE TEST NG, 1 2 - .=
MAXIMUM DENSITY PCF 113.0 i10.0 e85 % OF MAXIMUM _.DEN'SITY
OPTIMUM _MOJ_S“{'UP\_E % _12.0 12.5 - . % OF RELATIVE DENSITY
DATE TEST| DRY - PASS| L
‘oF | REF. | '§o. | DENS.| MOIST | COMPAC o | REMARKS
TEsT| MO | w | PoF | % | TION%e|rAlt : '
e - o .Gixcﬂiéting Water Pvpk‘ :
10-26{ 1 1 . |Ii4.2) 8.0 | 101.0 |Pass| 3487 West of 11 + 87 E. Manholes
f v 2 |1206.3 $.1 [ 106.5 (Pass| 174" West of 11 + 87 E. Manholes
! ool & 107,30 3.2-) 85,0 |Pass| -120° Easi of 11 + 87 E, Manholes
“ P 4 (11557 3.2 71102.7 TPass| 3007 EEst of 11 ¢ 87 E. Ma Lholﬂs
o 2 5 |115.5 (. 7.4 |105.0 |Pass| E ﬂoLnda?zﬁns, 138 oWlbwnya~d
" v & 1121.5 6.5 | 110.0 |Pass!| E Touneaﬁvgna, 138 Switchyard:
" i 7 |111.7| 4.3 |101.5 [Pass| C.B. Foundations, 138 Switchyard
L § (116.8-] ©.9 [106.0 |Pass; D baundatlon, 138 Switchyard
! " 9 {119.0| 4.7 1208.0 |Pass| U Foundatioms, 345 Switchiyard .

7 o
-//(f/“ lf}. ° {/.%"

1~ NIPSCO-Mr.
1 - NIPSCO-Mr,
1 - Filse

DISTRIBUTION:

l\J—Dbl‘u
Froman

o
ar

02578

EST LOCATION ON ATTACH'"D PLAN !F NOT DESCHIB”D N Ft"""MARKS COLUMN

HESPECT:—UF LY SUBM!TTED
SALISBUPY ENGINEERING INC.

///7‘/}{#/@%‘?"1-1-—\ kI s TP
.A.\..-o..— d.l--l-‘h‘-

ms@if/ ﬁﬁd (Zontigzans

SUPERVISOH John Ausigen” -




RESPONSE NQ. 57

Correspondence from Salisbury Engineering, Inc. to NIPSCO
Dated 11-20-1974




SALISBURY ENGINEERING INC.
P.O, BOX 270 1501 E. MAIN STREET GRIFFITH, INDIANA 46319 -~

Hoveémber 20, 1074 -
File 1929 o

Northern Indisna PLs?;c Service Ge,
R.R. #¥1, Box 66
¥heatfield, Indiagna 46392

ATTENTION: Mr, Williem Kibble

Subject: Relative Density of
Cohesionless Soil
ASTH D-204D-68
Pmis 14
Wheﬁuflﬁld Endiana

Gentismen:
Listed below sve the results of the seil samples frem two

locationz of site materisl used for backfill

..Eafn-#ﬁ“ﬁ Minimum Demsity - 89.0 pcf
BITIRT Marimun Bensity 112 Gﬂpcﬁ'

»

Hef, £5-4 Minimum Density - 8? o pcf:i
Hill #3 Marimum Demsity - 115.2 pcf

We trust this informatiom is sultable for yodur presemt
nurposes; however, should you have any gquestions, pleese

advise, _ :
Vefy-truiy_y@urs,'
.Saliﬁburyiﬂn?iﬁgaring Inc.,
”f’?/%'(—z’ﬁ Mf—wﬂ_n@
.Ma H, Sal sbury, r., h
 MHBrdz

ce:  Mr, I, L. Froman
'I?i'.f-g Ee ‘La E{&nﬂ
Mr. 1., Gorden

IMVESTIGATION -+ TESTING "+ ANALYSIS '« REPORTS

e SITE D VELOF—'MENTS

INSPECTION =
BUILDINES -+ BRIDGES ‘e HIGBHWAYS. -7
~ 2588
S ' Uﬂg

, GRIFFITH PHONE {219) 823-4630 CHICAGD PHONE (342) 375-D052




	Comments on RM Schahfer
	NIPSCO Comments on RM Schahfer Draft Report

