














TABLE 1

SEDIMENT CORING OBSERVATIONS 

Congaree River Sediments
Columbia, South Carolina

Depth to Refusal Approximate
or Approximate Visual TLM 

Sediment Thickness Thickness
(feet brb)(1) (feet brb) (feet brb) (feet)

1 G1 No Shore 1.5 --(2) -- --

2 H1 No NR(3) 1.1 -- -- --

3 I1 No NR 0.5 -- -- --

4 J1 No NR 1.25 -- -- --

5 K1 No NR 0.25 -- -- --

6 L1 No NR 0.25 -- -- --

7 M1 No NR 1.0 -- -- --

8 N1 No NR 0.5 -- -- --

9 O1 No NR 0.4 -- -- --

10 I2 No Shore 0.9 -- -- -- Located near AB4 and data from 
AB4 used for this grid node

11 J2

12 K2 No NR 1.0 -- -- --

13 L2 No NR 0.8 -- -- --

14 M2 No NR 0.3 -- -- --

15 N2 No NR 0.5 -- -- --

16 O2 No NR 0.5 -- -- --

17 K3 Yes NR 1.0 0.3 0.9 0.6

18 L3 No NR 0.25 -- -- --

19 M3 No NR 0.25 -- -- --

20 N3 No NR 0.20 -- -- --

21 L4 No NR 1.0 -- -- --

22 M4 Yes NR 1.5 1.3 1.7 0.4

23 N4 Yes NR 1.0 1.0 1.0 ~0.01 TLM noted at one foot depth using 
sharp shooter

24 O4 No 4.5 3.5 -- -- --

25 L5 Yes NR 2.0 0.2 0.4 -- Slight TLM odor

26 M5 No land 1.5 -- -- -- Located on sand bar

27 N5 Yes 1.5 4.0 0.5 4.0 3.5
Recovery about 50% so TLM 
thickness could be under or 
overstated

28 O5 Yes 6.0 1.8 0.0 1.8 1.8
Recovery about 40% so TLM 
thickness could be under or 
overstated

29 P5 No 8.2 1.1 -- -- --

30 M6 Yes 3.65 5.1 0.5 5.0 4.8

31 N6 Yes 7.7 1.0 0.5 1.0 0.5

32 O6 Yes 7.9 2.25 0.4 2.25 1.85

33 P6 No 8.8 0.5 -- -- --

34 N7 Yes 7.0 1.1 0.0 1.1 1.1
Recovery about 64% so TLM 
thickness could be under or 
overstated

35 O7 No 7.0 0.8 -- -- --

36 L8

37 M8 Yes 6.8 4.0 ? 3.5 3.5

Recovery about 27% in 0 to 3 foot 
interval and therefore top not defined 
and TLM thickness could be under or 
overstated

Moved twice.  Magnetometer indicated a number of anomalies.

PHASE I FINDINGS - SEPTEMBER-OCTOBER 2010

NotesPoint

Grid point within and on top of boulders.

Grid Node TLM 
Noted

River 
Depth 
(feet)

Bottom of 
Visual 
TLM

Top of 
Visual 
TLM
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TABLE 1

SEDIMENT CORING OBSERVATIONS 

Congaree River Sediments
Columbia, South Carolina

Depth to Refusal Approximate
or Approximate Visual TLM 

Sediment Thickness Thickness
(feet brb)(1) (feet brb) (feet brb) (feet)

NotesPoint Grid Node TLM 
Noted

River 
Depth 
(feet)

Bottom of 
Visual 
TLM

Top of 
Visual 
TLM

38 N8 No 7.1 0.5 -- -- --

39 O8 No 6.25 1.1 -- -- --

40 L9 Yes 5.2 3.0 1.25 2.0 0.75

41 M9 No 9.0 1.6 -- -- --

42 N9 Yes 6.3 0.75 0.4 0.55 0.15

43 O9 No 6.6 1.1 -- -- --

44 L10 Yes 4.3 4.5 1.5 2.8 1.3
Recovery about 50% so TLM 
thickness could be under or 
overstated

45 M10 Yes 10.2 1.25 0.5 0.6 0.1 Very slight TLM odor, potential visual 
TLM

46 N10 No 11.0 1.5 -- -- --

47 O10 No 8.2 2.9 -- -- --

48 K11 Yes 3.0 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.1 Staining to potential visual TLM

49 L11 Yes 6.4 1.0 0.05 1.0 0.95

50 M11 No 11.4 0.9 -- -- --

51 N11 No 10.5 0.33 -- -- --

52 O11 No 7.9 6.0 -- -- --

53 K12 Yes 5.5 1.0 0.3 0.5 0.2

54 L12 No 7.0 1.0 -- -- --

55 M12 Yes 9.75 0.5 ? 0.5 0.5 Blebs on liner and granite fragment

56 N12 Yes 11.5 0.9 -- -- --
TLM noted on cutting shoe, not in 
sample.  Sample did have a very 
slight odor.

57 O12 No 8.8 1.5 -- -- --

58 K13

59 L13 Yes 4.2 0.42 0.20 0.28 0.08

60 M13 Yes 7.0 0.65 0.0 0.55 0.55

61 N13 Yes NR 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.2

62 O13 No NR 1.0 -- -- --

63 J14 No 5.5 3.0 -- -- --
Location difficult to access, difficulty 
retrieving rods, no recovery, but no 
evidence of TLM on liner

64 K14

65 L14 Yes 7.5 0.2 No recovery due to rocks, TLM on 
cutting shoe

66 M14 Yes 6.4 0.8 ? 0.8 0.8
Recovery about 50% so TLM 
thickness could be under or 
overstated

67 N14 Yes 6.9 0.65 0.6 0.6 0.02
TLM noted after initial "sampling" and 
when location was "re-sampled" for 
laboratory analyses 

68 O14 No 0.8 0.7

Total of three sample runs so 
adequate sample volume could be 
collected for analyses.  Two of the 
three runs indicated absence of TLM 
and the third indicated one bleb on 
the acetate liner

69 J15 Multiple attempts and no sample recovery

Water was too shallow access.

Rocks impeded drilling.  A rock fragment recovered did not indicate TLM.

see note
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TABLE 1

SEDIMENT CORING OBSERVATIONS 

Congaree River Sediments
Columbia, South Carolina

Depth to Refusal Approximate
or Approximate Visual TLM 

Sediment Thickness Thickness
(feet brb)(1) (feet brb) (feet brb) (feet)

NotesPoint Grid Node TLM 
Noted

River 
Depth 
(feet)

Bottom of 
Visual 
TLM

Top of 
Visual 
TLM

70 K15 Yes 6.8 0.75 0.0 0.1 0.1

71 L15 No 6.0 0.55 -- -- --

72 M15 No 6.5 0.75 -- -- --

73 J16 Yes 12.7 0.25 0.0 0.25 0.25

74 K16 Yes 9.1 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0
Recovery about 40% so TLM 
thickness may be under or 
overstated

75 L16 Yes 7.0 1.1 0.0 0.85 0.85

76 M16 Yes 8.2 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.5
Recovery about 50% so TLM 
thickness could be under or 
overstated

77 N16 Yes 6.0 1.2 0.35 0.8 0.45

78 O16 No 6.5 1.0 -- -- --

79 AB1 No Shore 1.0 -- -- --

80 AB2 Yes Shore 1.0 0.45 0.8 0.35

81 AB3 Yes Shore 2.25 0.6 1.1 0.5
Recovery about 50% so TLM 
thickness may be under or 
overstated

82 AB4 No Shore 0.9 -- -- --

83 AB5

84 AB6 Yes Shore 1.5 0.3 0.5 0.2 Staining and sheens

85 I17 No 5.0 2.8 -- -- --

86 J17 Yes 10.9 1.4 0.0 0.85 0.85

The top and bottom of the TLM 
interval is not exactly known since 
recovery was ~ 60% (recovered 
interval contained TLM evidence).  
Generally, a non-impacted sand layer 
is found above the TLM but was not 
observed at this location.

87 K17 Yes 10.8 1.0 0.4 0.5 0.1
Recovery was 50% and therefore 
TLM thickness may be greater than 
that observed.

88 L17 No 8.0 1.5 -- -- --

89 M17 Yes 7.6 1.7 0.0 0.35 0.35

The top and bottom of the TLM 
interval is not exactly known since 
recovery was ~ 41% (part of 
recovered interval contained TLM 
evidence).  Generally, a non-
impacted sand layer is found above 
the TLM but was not observed at this 
location.

90 N17 No 5.3 2.9 -- -- --

91 O17 No 6.5 1.4 -- -- --

92 I18 No 5.0 2.0 -- -- --

93 J18 Yes 9.0 2.2 0.3 0.95 0.65 Recovery was 59% and therefore 
TLM intervals are likely approximate

94 K18 Yes 9.0 0.25

TLM did not occur in distinct layers 
but rather was noted as "balls" with 
matrix of sand and tended to be 
found at top part of sample.

Rocks with limited sediment depostion. Could not obtain sample.

see note

PHASE II FINDINGS - FEBRUARY 2011
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TABLE 1

SEDIMENT CORING OBSERVATIONS 

Congaree River Sediments
Columbia, South Carolina

Depth to Refusal Approximate
or Approximate Visual TLM 

Sediment Thickness Thickness
(feet brb)(1) (feet brb) (feet brb) (feet)

NotesPoint Grid Node TLM 
Noted

River 
Depth 
(feet)

Bottom of 
Visual 
TLM

Top of 
Visual 
TLM

95 L18 No NR 0.35 -- -- --

96 M18 No 6.5 1.0 -- -- --

97 N18 No 5.0 0.75 -- -- --

98 O18 No 6.0 0.25 -- -- --

99 P18 No 6.0 1.5 -- -- --

100 J19 Yes 3.5 2.0 1.75 2.0 0.25
Stained black, interval contained 
what appeared to be TLM blebs, 
TLM odor

101 K19 No 6.0 0.6 -- -- --

102 L19 Yes 5.5 0.5

TLM was not observed in sample 
matrix (I.e. sand and gravel).  A TLM 
bleb was observed on a piece of 
gravel, and potential TLM blebs on a 
large fragmented gravel or cobble.

103 M19 No 4.0 0.3 -- -- --

104 UT-1(4) No NR 1.4 -- -- -- Located ~ 35 west downstream of 
western bridgepile.

105 UT-2 No NR 1.8 -- -- --
Located ~10 feet downstream of 
western bridge pile and along 
southern bank.

106 UT-3 No NR 1.4 -- -- -- Located mid stream under bridge.

107 UT-4 Yes NR 0.7

Located ~ 24 east upstream of 
eastern bridgepile.  TLM was not 
noted in sample but a bleb or two 
was noted on water surface when 
walking in stream.  Faint grey sheen 
was also noted around bleb.

108 UT-5 No NR 1.9 -- -- -- Located ~37 feet upstream of UT-4.

109 UT-6 No NR 0.7 -- -- -- Located ~29 feet upstream of UT-5.

110 UT-7 No NR 0.25 -- -- -- Located ~43 feet upstream of UT-6.

111 UT-8 No NR 2.0 -- -- --
Located ~38 feet upstream of UT-7.  
Lite grey sheen noted while digging 
was very minor in extent

Notes:
(1)  brb - below river bed
(2)  Since TLM was not noted, this information is not applicable.  
(3)  NR - not recorded.
(4)  UT - Unnamed Tributary #1 investigation location.

see note

see note
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Area
Line Location of Sample

Sample Identification
Date Sampled

Sample Interval (feet brb)(1) --(3)

Parameters 
Volatiles (mg/Kg)

Benzene 0.005 U(5) 0.005 U 0.005 U 0.0046 U 0.0048 U 0.0054 U 0.0049 U 0.0052 U 0.0048 U 0.0055 U 0.0084 U 0.037 0.0052 U 0.0051 U 16 0.97 8
Ethylbenzene 0.005 U 0.005 U 0.005 U 0.0046 U 0.0048 U 0.0054 U 0.0049 U 0.0052 U 0.0055 0.0055 U 0.0084 U 2.2 0.0052 U 0.0051 U 150 10 90
Toluene 0.005 U 0.005 U 0.005 U 0.0046 U 0.0048 U 0.0054 U 0.0049 U 0.0052 U 0.0048 U 0.0055 U 0.0084 U 0.0081 0.0052 U 0.0051 U 5.7 U 0.35 U 3.2 U
Total Xylenes 0.005 U 0.005 U 0.005 U 0.0046 U 0.0048 U 0.0054 U 0.0049 U 0.0052 U 0.0057 0.0055 U 0.058 0.19 0.0052 U 0.0051 U 79 4.1 19

Semi-Volatiles (mg/Kg)
Acenaphthene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.39 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 59 58 0.89 0.37 U 730 380 740
Acenaphthylene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.39 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 4.7 4.5 0.41 0.37 U 170 44 U 100
Anthracene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.39 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 65 41 1.8 0.37 U 450 300 430
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.39 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 28 29 1.9 0.37 U 340 130 290
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.91 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 27 34 1.9 0.37 U 380 130 310
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.92 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 17 18 1.4 0.37 U 220 110 180
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.60 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 7.4 9.5 0.65 0.37 U 140 U 47 110
Benzo(k)fluoranthene(4) 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.39 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 6.6 0.42 UJ 0.54 0.37 U 140 U 44 U 94
Chrysene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.67 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 26 34 2.1 0.37 U 340 110 280
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.39 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 1.8 2.4 0.42 0.37 U 140 U 44 U 82 U
Fluoranthene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.95 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 76 51 3.6 0.45 530 320 480
Fluorene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.39 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 37 35 0.81 0.37 U 490 220 420
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.45 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 6.8 7.2 0.5 0.37 U 140 U 44 U 82 U
Naphthalene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.39 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 0.79 82 0.34 U 0.37 U 3,100 470 2,000
Phenanthrene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 0.39 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 170 150 4.8 0.94 1,600 710 1,400
Pyrene 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 1.10 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 97 92 5.8 0.75 900 380 800

Totals (mg/Kg)(6)

Total BTEX 0.005 U 0.005 U 0.005 U 0.0046 U 0.0048 U 0.0054 U 0.0049 U 0.0052 U 0.0112 0.0055 U 0.058 2.4 0.0052 U 0.0051 U 245 15.07 117
Total PAH 0.41 U 0.39 U 0.41 U 0.37 U 5.6 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.36 U 0.35 U 0.37 U 630.1 647.6 27.5 2.1 9,250 3,307 7,634

Notes:
1.  TLM = tar like material
2.  The laboratory reported some results between the method detection limit (MDL) and reporting limit (RL).  For purposes of this reporting, the results are shown at the RL.
3.  (1) brb = below river bed.  Interval is based on depth from top of sediment to refusal.  
4.  (2) Analytcial results from samples collected and analyzed by the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control.
5.  (3) -- depth of sample is not known and assumed to be 0 to 1 feet brb.
6.  (4) SCDHEC reported (j/k) fluoranthene.
7.  (5) U Indicates the consitutent was not detected at the reported detection limit.
8.  (6) Total BTEX and total PAH includes only detected results.
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SUMMARY OF SEDIMENT ANALYTICAL RESULTS USED TO CONFIRM EXTENT OF TLM

Congaree River Sediments 
Columbia, South Carolina
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