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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS & ACRONYMS

BCACS Bear Creek Area Chemical Site

BMDSA Benzene Meta Disulfonic Acid

BSA Benzene Sulfonic Acid

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
COC Contaminant of Concern

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency

ESD Explanation of Significant Differences

FFS Focused Feasibility Study

FYR Five-Year Review

GPRA Government Performance Results Act

ICs Institutional Controls

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level

MSC Medium Specific Concentration

NCP National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
NPL National Priorities List

O&M Operation and Maintenance

ou Operable Unit

PADEP Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
p-PSA Para-Phenolsulfonic Acid

PRP Potentially Responsible Party

RAO Remedial Action Objectives

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RI/FS Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

ROD Record of Decision

SHS State-Wide Health Standard

THD Trihydroxydiphenyl

pg/L Micrograms per liter
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I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy in
order to determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the environment. The
methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in five-year review reports such as this one. In
addition, FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document recommendations to address
them.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this five-year review pursuant to the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, consistent
with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 Code of Federal
Regulations Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)), and considering EPA policy.

This is the fifth FYR for the Craig Farm Drum Superfund Site (the Site). The triggering action for this statutory
review is the completion date of the previous FYR. The FYR has been prepared due to the fact that hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure.

The Site consists of three operable units (OUs). This FYR includes a review of OU-1 that addresses resorcinol
residue material in the former disposal pits and soils contaminated with resorcinol and OU-3 that addresses two
contaminated seeps, identified as Seeps A and B, located downgradient of the former disposal pits. The FYR
does not include a review of OU-2 that addressed temporary stockpiled clean soils because no remedial action
was conducted on this OU.

Site Background

The Site consists of approximately 117 acres located in Parker, Armstrong County, Pennsylvania about two miles
east of the Borough of Petrolia and four miles south of the Allegheny River (Figure 1). Land use surrounding the
Site is agricultural and limited residential. Currently, the Site is undeveloped and consists of the components of
the remedy including a landfill, seep interceptor system, impermeable cap, and drainage swales.

From 1958 through 1963, drums containing still bottoms from resorcinol production at the nearby Koppers
Chemical Company, Inc. (Koppers) facility were disposed in two abandoned strip mining pits. Koppers, now
Beazer East, Inc. (Beazer), was identified as the Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) for the Site.

The Site is located within the Bear Creek Area Chemical Site (BCACS). The BCACS consists of multiple sites
that are impacted by contaminants primarily related to resorcinol manufacturing and are being addressed by either
EPA or Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP). As a result, residents within the
BCACS are connected to public water.

Surface water is present at the Site in the form of ditches, forested wetlands, and an unnamed creek. The
unnamed creek flows from the northwest to southeast of the Site. Groundwater is present at the Site in the
unconsolidated materials and generally flows to the west-southwest toward the unnamed creek.
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name: Craig Farm Drum

EPA ID: PAD980508527

Region: 3 State: PA City/County: Parker / Armstrong

NPL Status: Deleted

Multiple OUs? Has the site achieved construction completion?
Yes Yes

Lead agency: EPA

Author name (Federal or State Project Manager): Aaron Mroz

Author affiliation: Remedial Project Manager
Review period: 11/14/2017 - 4/7/2019
Date of site inspection: 6/12/2018

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 5

Triggering action date: 4/7/2014

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 4/7/2019

II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY

Basis for Taking Action

EPA first discovered the contamination at the Site during an inspection in December 1980. As a result of drum
disposal, soil, surface water, and groundwater were impacted by compounds, primarily resorcinol and related
polymers. Approximately 2,500 tons of material had been placed in the disposal pits. Resorcinol is an organic
compound used as an adhesive enhancer in the production of automobile tires and in pharmaceuticals. The Site
was added to the National Priorities List (NPL) on September 8, 1983.

EPA performed an environmental assessment in 1983 and installed test pits in 1984 in the vicinity of the disposal
pits to determine the extent and condition of the drums containing still-bottom residue. The investigation
indicated that the majority of the drums were crushed, broken, or without lids.

The Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was conducted from February 1986 through November
1987 to evaluate the nature and extent of contamination. The biological survey conducted during the RI/FS
indicated that macroinvertebrate communities located downstream from the Site in the unnamed creek were
stressed due to Site-related compounds.



Based on the analysis of groundwater, surface water, sediments during the RI/FS and then refined during a
Groundwater Verification Study, the following compounds have been identified as Contaminants of Concern
(COCs):

Resorcinol

Trihydroxydiphenyl (THD)
Para-phenolsulfonic acid (p-PSA)
Benzene sulfonic acid (BSA)

Benzene meta disulfonic acid (BMDSA)
Benzene

Response Actions

EPA issued the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Site on September 29, 1989. The remedy was based on the
Site’s impact on the environment rather than on a risk to human health. The following Remedial Action
Objectives (RAOs) were identified:

e Minimize risk to public health and the environment from direct contact with contaminated material;
e Control the migration of contaminants into nearby surface waters;
e Control the migration of contaminants into groundwater.

In order to meet the RAOs, the remedy selected in the ROD consisted of the following components:

e Excavation of approximately 32,000 cubic yards of material from the disposal pits and surrounding areas;

e Onsite solidification of excavated material;

e Placement of the solidified material in an onsite Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
equivalent, double lined, fenced landfill (referred to as the Onsite Disposal Unit);

e Wetland delineation and subsequent construction of a one-acre onsite wetland to replace wetlands

destroyed in construction of the onsite landfill;

Implementation of institutional controls (ICs);

Passive collection of groundwater using a seep interceptor system with offsite treatment;

Monitoring of both onsite and offsite groundwater and surface water; and

Groundwater Verification Study.

The Groundwater Verification Study and wetland delineation were performed during the remedial design. Based
on the results of the Groundwater Verification Study no additional groundwater remediation was required. The
ROD also stated that the timeframe for the collection of groundwater would be based on bioassay testing and the
bioassay testing procedure would be approved by EPA.

Because of the anticipated closure of the local PRP-owned disposal facility to which collected groundwater was
transported, a Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) was completed in 2009. Capping of the Former North Pit was
recommended in order to reduce surface water infiltration and thus limit the amount of leachate from Seep A.
Included in the FFS were the results of bioassay testing from Seep A and B that indicated collection from Seep B
was no longer required. EPA modified the remedy in an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) dated
September 18, 2009 and consisted of the following components:

e Installation of an impermeable cap on the 3-acre, former north pit area to reduce infiltration of clean water
through north pit materials (referred to as the Cap Area);

e Excavation/fill of existing ground surface in vicinity of former north pit to required grade;

e Installation of bio swales or other infiltration features to direct clean surface water flow from the capped
area;



e Installation of groundwater infiltration system into deep bedrock upgradient of the former north pit to
prevent upgradient groundwater from flowing through north pit materials if it is determined feasible
during a preliminary design investigation;

e Continued maintenance of the Seep A collection trench, piping, and storage tank to collect contaminated
overburden groundwater;

e Treatment of collected Seep A water at an alternative offsite treatment facility; and

e The Seep B collection trench would remain in place but valves would be closed so that the system no
longer collected water.

The ESD also clarified that institutional controls are required as part of the selected remedy because the ROD
only required institutional controls in the declaration portion of the ROD and not in the remedy selection portion
of the ROD. The installation of a groundwater infiltration system into deep bedrock upgradient of the former
north pit to prevent upgradient groundwater from flowing through the north pit materials was not completed
because the preliminary design investigation determined it would not be feasible.

Status of Implementation

From May 1994 through December 1995, the waste material was excavated from the former north and south
disposal pits, then solidified and placed in the Onsite Disposal Unit. A wetland area was constructed southeast of
the Onsite Disposal Unit. To collect the groundwater from Seep A and Seep B a seep interceptor system was
constructed. The seep interceptor system is comprised of collection trenches that contain perforated pipe buried
in gravel that collects the groundwater and gravity feeds it to an above ground storage tank via a solid conveyance

pipe.

The collection of groundwater from Seep A continues while collection from Seep B stopped in 2010. Also, in
2010, the Cap Area and bio swale were installed. The Cap Area is constructed of two feet of vegetated clean fill
that overlays three sythenic membranes. The purpose of the bioswale is to collect surface runoff from Cap Area.
All the components of the remedy are included on Figure 2. The Cap Area and stopping collection from Seep B
has reduced the amount of groundwater collected for offsite treatment by approximately 80 percent.
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Institutional Controls

As required in the ROD and ESD, institutional controls have been implemented in the form of a deed restriction
on the property. The deed restriction is summarized in Table 1. Historically, groundwater at the Site and
immediately adjacent to the Site has not been used for drinking water or irrigation purposes due to poor water
quality from historic mining operations. Onsite groundwater use is restricted by institutional controls and is
restricted in the surrounding area due to the Site’s location within the BCACS. PADEP constructed a public
water supply to serve the BCACS between 2003 and 2007 and also required communities therein to implement a
model ordinance prohibiting the use of groundwater wells for potable water and to required property owners to
connect to the public water system. All known residents within the vicinity of the Site are currently connected to
the system.

Table 1: Summary of Implemented ICs

ICs Called Title of IC
Media ICs for in the Impacted IC Instrument
Needed Decision Parcel(s) Objective Implemented and
Documents Date

Restricts extraction or
use of groundwater

Prohibits constructing
any structure that
would disturb the cap

Prohibits the Site from
being used for the
purposes of living,

dwelling, or overnight

accommodations of

any type Declaration of
Soil and Groundwater Yes Yes Sitewide Restrictions

Restricts action that
will interfere with, (September 2004)

obstruct, or disturb the
performance of any
remedial response,
including O&M

Requires any Site
owner to provide any
purchaser with notice

of the terms of the
Consent Decree prior

to transferring any
interest in the Site

Based on completion of the response actions, EPA determined that the Site was eligible for deletion from the
NPL. PADEP concurred with the deletion on May 1, 2013 and the Site was deleted from the NPL on September
30, 2013.

Systems Operations/Operation & Maintenance (O&M)

The O&M Plan was revised in 2013. The PRP performs the O&M activities which consist of an annual
inspection, leachate collection, annual groundwater elevation gauging, groundwater and surface water sampling
conducted every five years in support of the upcoming five-year review, off-site treatment of leachate collected in
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the above ground storage tank as needed and monthly tank inspections. O&M activities are summarized in a
report which is submitted to the EPA and PADEP.

From 2014 to 2017 the average flow rate of groundwater collected from Seep A has been approximately 734,000
gallons per year. The collection rate has been generally consistent since the Cap Area was installed and collection
from Seep B was stopped. Leachate is also collected from the Onsite Disposal Unit at a rate of approximately
29,000 gallons per year from 2014 to 2017. Before the Cap Area installation, the groundwater collection rate was
approximately 3,600,000 gallons per year.

III. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW

This section includes the protectiveness determinations and statements from the last five-year review as well as
the recommendations from the last five-year review and the current status of those recommendations.

Table 2: Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the 2014 FYR

Oou # Protectl.ven.e 5 Protectiveness Statement
Determination
1 Protective The remedy for OU-1 — Disposal Pits is protective of

human health and the environment in both the short and
long term due to excavation of contaminated material
from the disposal pits, onsite solidification of the
material, and placement of the material in the onsite
landfill. Institutional controls have been implemented
providing notice that hazardous substances are present at
the Site, prohibiting disturbance of the landfill and
restricting use of the Site.
3 Protective The Remedy for OU-3 — Contaminated Seeps is
protective of human health and the environment in both
the short and long term due to the installation of the seep
interceptor system with offsite treatment and installation
of the Seep A Cap. Additionally, protection of human
health is enhanced due to the location of the Site within
the BCACS, in which all residents are required to
connect to public water. Institutional controls have been
implemented restricting groundwater use at the Site.
Sitewide Protective The Site-wide remedy at the Site is protective of human
health and the environment in the short and long term.
The Site has achieved Site Completion and has been
deleted from the NPL. Construction of the remedy at the
Site has been completed in accordance with the 1989
ROD and 2009 ESD, institutional controls are in place,
and O&M is being conducted in accordance with the
O&M Plan. All RAOs, performance standards, and
cleanup goals established in the 1989 ROD have been
achieved. No further Superfund response, other than
operation, maintenance, and Five-Year Reviews, is
necessary to protect human health and the environment.




Table 3: Status of Recommendations from the 2014 FYR

Current Current Completion

OoU# Issue Recommendations Status Implementation Date (if

Status Description applicable)

Sitewide | Onsite rain Repair or replace | Completed | Rain gauge replaced. 5/16/2014
gauge onsite rain gauge.

damaged and
non-

functional.

IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

Community Notification, Involvement & Site Interviews

A public notice was published in the Butler Eagle newspaper on Febraury 22, 2018. The public notice explained
the FYR process, contained the expected completion date of the FYR, provided point of contact information for
EPA, and identified the location of the information repositories for the Site. No questions or comments were
received as a result of the public notice. The public notice is included as Attachment A.

Data Review

Since the fourth five-year review was completed, samples were collected in March of 2014 and June of 2018.
Groundwater samples were collected from monitoring wells LF-01, LF-02, LF-03 and LF-04 surrounding the
Onsite Disposal Unit, and monitoring wells M-03B, TW-1, TW-3, TW-6, TW-8, TW-11, MW-19C and MW-31B
in the vicinity of the north pit. A surface water sample was collected from the point of compliance in the
unnamed creek. All sample locations are presented on Figure 2. All samples were analyzed for benzene,
resorcinol, THD, p-PSA, BSA and BMDSA. The results are summarized in Appendix B. No significant
groundwater trends were noted when comparing the 2014 and 2018 results, but concentrations in groundwater
have significantly decreased, in most cases by an order of magnitude, since the 1989 ROD.

While there is a Maximum Contaminant Level for benzene, there are no Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)
for other site COCs. Benzene was not detected in any of the groundwater samples. Since the ROD was issued,
PADEP promulgated a State-Wide Health Standard (SHS) Medium Specific Concentration (MSC) for resorcinol
in groundwater of 83,000 micrograms per liter (ug/L) for residential use and 230,000 pg/L for non-residential use.
In the last five years the highest resorcinol concentration was 21,000 pg/L. Resorcinol has never been detected at
the Site at concentrations above the PADEP SHS MSC.

Resorcinol, BMDSA, BSA, and p-PSA now have surface water standards. The current Pennsylvania surface
water standards are presented in Table 4. The June 2018 surface water sampling event was nondetect for all the
COCs with the detection limit of 1 pg/L for benzene and estimated at 50 pg/L for resorcinol. These nondetect
values are below PADEP surface water standards.

Table 4: Pennsylvania Surface Water Standards

Fish and Aquatic Life Criteria Human
L. . L. . Health
Compound Criterion Continuous Criterion Maximum Criteria
Concentration (ug/L) Concentration (ug/L) (ug/L)
Benzene 130 640 1.2
Resorcinol 7,200 28,000 2,700
BMDSA 1,600,000 2,600,000 N/A
BSA 1,200,000 2,000,000 N/A
p-PSA 1,400,000 3,500,000 N/A




Site Inspection

The inspection of the Site was conducted on June 12, 2018 and consisted of a visual inspection of the Onsite
Disposal Unit, Cap Area, seep interceptor system, onsite storage tank, fencing, and bio swale area. All of the
inspected components appeared to be in good condition and no issues or deficiencies were observed that would
compromise the protectiveness of the remedy. The inspection team observed several invasive shrubs at the Site.
The Unnamed Creek was inspected, and macroinvertebrates were observed under rocks in the unnamed creek.
Based on this quick assessment it was noted that the number of organisms seem to be increasing.

V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

QUESTION A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

Question A Summary:

Yes, based on a review of documents and the inspection, the remedy is functioning as intended by the decision
documents. The Onsite Disposal Unit eliminated the direct contact exposure pathway to contaminated soils. The
capping of the north disposal pit area has reduced the amount of Seep A groundwater that is collected in an
aboveground storage tank and treated of offsite. Approximately 5 times less groundwater is collected now than
before the installation of the Cap Area. All nearby residents are connected to public water and a deed notice for
the Site is in place restricting site activities to minimized exposure to contamination and protect the integrity of
the remedy.

QUESTION B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAOs used at the time
of the remedy selection still valid?

Question B Summary:

The RAOs stated in the ROD remain valid. While there have been significant changes in the risk assessment
methodology, toxicity factors and exposure factors since the ROD was issued, these changes do not affect the
protectiveness of the remedy. Since the ROD was issued several of the COCs now have surface water and
groundwater standards. As part of the data review section of this FYR, groundwater and surface water
concentrations were compared to these new standards and no concentration exceeded any current standard.

QUESTION C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

No.
VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS

Issues/Recommendations

OU(s) without Issues/Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OU-1, OU-2 and OU-3
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VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

Protectiveness Statement(s)

Operable Unit: Protectiveness Determination:
OuU-1 Protective

Protectiveness Statement:

The remedy for the disposal pits is protective of human health and the environment due to the excavation
of contaminated material from the disposal pits, solidification of the material, and placement of the
material in the Onsite Disposal Unit. Institutional controls have been implemented, prohibiting
disturbance of the components of the remedy and restricting use of the Site.

Protectiveness Statement(s)

Operable Unit: Protectiveness Determination:
Ou-3 Protective

Protectiveness Statement:

The remedy for the contaminated Seeps is protective of human health and the environment due to the
installation of the seep interceptor system with offsite treatment and installation of the Cap Area.
Institutional controls have been implemented restricting groundwater use at the Site.

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement

Protectiveness Determination:
Protective

Protectiveness Statement:

The remedy at the Site is protective of human health and the environment. Construction of the remedy
has been completed in accordance with the ROD and ESD, institutional controls are in place, and O&M
is being conducted in accordance with the O&M Plan. All RAOs, performance standards, and cleanup
goals established in the ROD have been achieved.

Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Measure Review
As part of this FYR the GPRA Measures have also been reviewed. The GPRA Measures and their status are
provided as follows:

Environmental Indicators
Human Health: Human Health Under Control
Groundwater Migration: Groundwater Migration Under Control

Sitewide Ready for Anticipated Use
The Site achieved Sitewide Ready for Anticipated Use on June 27, 2008.

VIII. NEXT REVIEW

The next five-year review report for the Craig Farm Drum Superfund Site is required five years from the
completion date of this review.
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APPENDIX A — PUBLIC NOTICE

Friday, February 22, 2019 - BUTLER EAGLE 3

Cruelty—

From Page 1

way W speak
1o the homeu\\uel He then
natified the county's ani-
mal response leam, whieh
recommended an irmedi-
ale reseus of the dogs and
cals

Trearway got 4 first-hand
look at the conditions in the
heme, which had atempera-
ture reading of 3% degrees,
police said

“The floor In every room
in the residence was cov-
credin feees and urine,” the
treoper said in his affidavit

There was no food for any
of the animals. Ouly the cats
could aeeess waler from a
small bowl on the kitchen
counter.

The animals were taken to
the Butler County IHumane
Seciety and lested, All six
dogs, doenments sald, were
found to he infected with
gardia, an intestinal para-
site,

The disease, authorilies
sald, is transmitted through
cxposure 1o the feces of an
cxposed animal.

veacwuy evenlually
tracked down and spoke to
Murphy on Jan 24. She ad-
mitted taking the dogs and
cats to the trailer home Jan.
10 and leaving them.

She returned Jan 13 (o
check on Lhem, but acknowl-
edied thal she had not been
back since then.

Accarding to police, she
was unavare that the ami-
mals had been remaved and

were in the custody of the
stat

hen questioned about
wing the animals wu'm)m
food, water or heat,”

way's affidavit said, “Murphy
had no response.

A preliminary hearing
was not immediately cohod
uled

Online  court  records
did not list an atlorney Lo
Murphy, who eould nat be
reached for ecmment,

Fraud——

From Page 1

twld the insurance card
had cxpired, und when she
usked Collins about it, he
asked for her Lo “wait until
Tater hefore submitting a
u\mm

The driver told Collins
she would not wait 1o file

c claim, and that she had
called the police. He report-
edly told her that he did not
have time to wait and lefl the,
sceme

Police laler spoke Lo Col-
lins, who showed them a
valid insurance card via his
cell phone

Collins  told  insurance
agents the accident had ne-
curred afler he had changed
his policy. The complaint
noles more than $2,000 in
damage was dene ta the two
vehicles, and the insurance
company denied the elaim
“The other driver paid a $500
deductible for the approxi-
mately 34,000 worlh of work
for her car.

In an interview with in-
vestigators, Collins allegedly
1ald police he had changed
the insurance caverage after
Lhe aceident

Collins ~ was  arraigned
Thursday and released on
810,100 unsecured hend
i 15 prlieieat hoartg
isschednled

Crash —
From Page 1

Bawser, a 2011 graduate
of Karns City Iigh $choal,
sturled with the department
As 4 junior firefighter and
had recently served asa line
olficer

He moved with his family
from Bruin in 2014 and was
employed at Steris Applied
Sterilization Technology in
Saxonburg.

Stute police said Towser
was traveling narth on Seg-
bertawn Road when he |
comtral of his 2004 Jeep Com.
pass, The vehicle wenl ol
the road and eomtinued for
about 110 feet hefore hitling
the guardrail.

The ST

became  air-
berne and hit the tree. He
was 0ot wearing a seat belt.
The erash remains under in-
vestigation

The Hile Funeral Fome
in Karns City is handling
the funcral arrangements,
which are available in his
ohitnary an Page 6.

CYCLING TOWARD BET'TER HEALTH

Butler YMCA Executive Director Sandra Ihienfeld heads up a group eyeling class Thursclay evening at the North Washing-

ton Street facilty. More th

affers four different types of cycling classes throughout the week

an a dozen students biked their way to better health during the 45.minute workout. The YMCA

AHDIE HANNON/BUTLER EAGLE

Pope seeks sex abuse solutions

4-day summit
held at Vatican

By Tribune News Service

VATTCAN CTTY — Pope
Irancis warned top oman
Cautholic leaders Thursday
that they would need to
emerge with more than just

“predictable”  stalements
us he opened & highly an-
ticipated summit aimed at
defining a worldwide re-
sponse Lo clerdy sex abus
o hack up his call for
“eanerete” solutions, the
pontifl offered 21 propos-
als to punish predators and
keep children safe, includ-
ing expunding reles for lay
experts in investigations
and requiring prelates to
reporl abuise 1o civil au-
thorities in their countries

The haly people of God
are looking al us, cxpecting
aot only simple and pre-
dictahle  condemuations
but conerete and clfective
nmeasures to put in place,”
he said. “We need to be
concrete.”

The assertive tone Fran-
cis set at the start of the
unprecedented  four-day
gathering of bisheps he
summoned om  more
than 100 countries came
as something of & sur-

Pope Francls speaks with the Rev. Federica Lombardi,
Iett, the former Vatican spokesman, at the opening of a sex
abuse prevention summit at the Vatican Thursday. Lombardi

is moderating the summit.

prise even to some of the
meeling's organizers. For
weeks, the pope has been
downplaying expeetations
that the wlobal summil
would end with the imple-
mentation of any speeific
reforms,

Sill, there was skepdi-
eism among the viclims
and their advocules — who
have flocked o 8L Pelers
Square as the conference
plays oul hehind elosed
doors

"First, they safd this
meeling was Joing to be se-
rious, Then they said it was
anly going to be & teaching

Zoning ordinance
‘follow up’ passed

Jackson board
gives approval
By Alexandria Mansfield
Eagie Staf Witer
JACKSON TWP
“follow up” to the adop-
tion of the township's
new  zoning ordinance
was approved al Thurs-
day night's board of su-
pertiaors meeting
Manager
chrié Reatick explained
that a proposed sub-
division and land de-
velopment  ordinance
amendment  would act
to complement informe-
tion in the zoning ordi-
nance, ineluding require-
ments Tor traflic impaet
studies und gemeral re-

quirements for streets
driveways, pedestrian
casements  and - slorm-

waler and surface water
easements. It also in-
cried requircments for
street lrees.

The township's zaning
ordinances were  over-
hauled at the heginning
of the year.

As an example of vne
of the updated amend-

ments, Rearick explained
that the current lurning
radius for residential
sireels will move from a
35 [ool radius, which h\
called “somewhat exe
S to a 25 foot racius.

This will change the stan-
dard so the board won'l
have to waive as many
individual exceptions for
the rule, which it was do-
ing previously.

“In terms of’ the traffic
study stan dirds,” Rear-
ick said, “what we have
currently is probably 1§
years old. The old model
required the developer
to address things that, in
sume respeels, we've al-
ready addressed via the
impaet sturics.”

The board alse ap-
proved a conditlonal use
application for Seneca
Landfill to extraet miner-
als, The primary purpose
of the cperation is to

“quppart the landfill” for
structural Glls.

The lundfill needs [i-
nal approval from the
Nepartment of Environ-
mental Protestion helore
proceeding with its plans
Lo dig up soil.

Look to the Community section for
news about clubs and civic groups
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lesson. Now they say there
will be eonerele avtion,”
said Mark Rozzi, an abuse
viclim and state lcaisla-
tor from Berks Counly, Pa.,
who met Thursday with
Ltalian lawmakers and vic-
lims, “When T heard ihal
there was going 1o be a
meeting to have a meeting,
axa Tlarrishurg pali
Taughed atthal. Tubasically
means we're kicking the
can down the road,™

The ouicome of (his
week's summit could shape
the legacy of Traneis’ papa-
¢y — ome that has become
overwhelmed by an isstic

that plagued the church for
decades

Tn Tess than a year, the
United States alane ha
seen e delroeking of (op
Cal

and the \(.e\l'hm; Pennsyl-
vanla grand jury repart

thal has since spawned
similar investigations in
mare than a dozen states.

On the eve of this his
torie meeting, seme took
offense al his remarks o a
group ol pilgrims from an
Ttalian archdiocese

hose wha spend their

life uceusing, aceusing, ac-
cusing are. Iriends, cous-
ins, relatives of the devil!
he suid. “This is not good
Flaws must be indicated
so they ean be rorrecied,
but al the moment ithat
flaws are noled, fuws are
dcnuun\. d, one loves the
Church, Withaul Tove, that
of the devil ™

Others qu

rancis has no
with victims on his sched-
wle during the conferenee.

hundful ol survivors

from aeross the globe have
heen invited to share their
aecolnls during the open-
ing and closing prayers of
cach day's session,

. .
Scores —
From Page 1
standardized testing
throughout the country
Bob Schaeffer, the group’s
public education diree-
tor, said Pennsylvania is
a good example of a slale

where  Universities are
placing less importance
on test seores. Outside
of public universities,
“the majority of colleges
in Penn a are lest
seare oplional ™ he sald

SAT seores are a poor
measure of cducational
guality, Schacller  sald
Good  scores  correlate
more closely to income
Tevels than they do t eol-
Tege sieeess

T tells you nothing
about the gualily of ediza-
Uon, il's merely a measire
of the level of wealth;
Schaelfer  said.  “They
sheuldn't put imuch swck
inlo the SAT

The high<seore sarners
in Bitler Cotinly appear
Lo reflect that notion. The
Mars and Seneca Valley
Sehool Districts have the
Righest average SAT seores
in the co und both
districts cover areas with
higher median  ineomes
than the northern parts ol
the county, accarding to
1.5, Census data,

Inthe Butler Sehaol Dis-
trict. the school board is
about to begin an in
ongoing discussion of stan-
dardized testing TUis hold-
ing regular discussions of
a haok titled "Beyond Test
Seares” by Jack Schneider
during upeoming board
rmeetings. Schneider writes
that “ample rescarch in-
divates Lhat stundurdized
tests are a poor way to
measure a school’s petlor-
mance.”

SAT scoring has changed
in recent years. Starting in
3017, the test switched from
00 Lo 2400 score range Lo
a400 to 1600 range. The new
test cambines the reading
and writing sections and
separates the essay inte its
own, optional test portion
Both versions have a math
seelion,

Mike Wick, a father of
three students at Center
Township Elementary, said
he deesn't see the test he
ook when he was young
going avay by the rime his
children have 1o take it
8till, he doesn't like the
Lests,

“I Ieel they're not [or ev-
ery kid.” Wiek said "Some
Kids just don't test well.”

That opinion aside, he
suid he hopes thal schools
in Rutler County give
tions for SAT preparcdness
when il's their time.

“Ii ean be a lot of pres-
sure an & kid,” Wick said

EPA REVIEWS CLEANUP

Craig Farm Drum Superfund Site

Contact:
Phone:
Email:

The US. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is reviewing the
cleanup that was conducted at the Craig Farm Drum Superfund Site
located in Parker, PA. EPA inspects sites regularly to ensure that
cleanups conducted remain protective of public health and the
environment. EPA's previous review of the site in 2014 determined that
the remedy was working as designed and was protective. Findings from
the current review being conducted will

For questions or to provide site-related information for the review:
Larry Johnson, EPA Community Involvement Coordinator
215-814-3239
johnson.Jarry-c@epa.gov

To access detailed site information including the Review Report once
finalized: https://www.epa.gov/superfund/craigfarmdrum




Table B-1: 2018 Sampling Event Results

APPENDIX B - ANALYTICAL RESULTS

LF-01 LF-01 DUP LF-02 LF-03 LF-04 M-03B M-19C
6122018 6/12/2018 6/12/2018 6/12/2018 6/12/2018 6/12,/2018 6/12/2018
Benzene ug/L 1y 1y 1U 1u 1u 1uU 1u
Benzene meta disulfonic acid =i 171 221 261 201 13) 51) 46)
Benzene sulfonic acid ug/L 50U 50U 50Ul 50U S5oul 50Ul 50U
Para-phenolsulfonic acid =i 50U) 50U 50U 30U 50w 77l 2101
Resorcinol ug/L 50U 50U 50 UJ 50 UJ 50U 200 1401
Trihydroxydiphenyl pg/L 431 401) 50U 50U ] 120,000 170,0001
M-31B TW-01 TW-03 TW-06 TW-08 TW-11 Unnamed Creek
6132018 6/12/2018 6/12/2018 6/13/2018 6/13/2018 6/12/2018 6/13,2018
Benzene ug/L 1y 1y 1U 1u 1u 1uU 1u
Benzene meta disulfonic acd pefl 351 361 301 331 741 23] 50U
Benzene sulfonic acid ug/L 50U 50U 50Ul 50U S5oul 50Ul 50U
Para-phenolsulfonic acid =i 991 50U 50U 14] 9.51] 50U 50U
Resorcinol ug/L 491 181 22 1401 2001 50Ul 50U
Trihydroxydiphenyl pg/L 29,2001 14,0001 10,000 20,0001 77,0001 1,2001) 50U
Legend:
pgfL - micrograms per liter
U - not detected
] - estimated value
Table B-2: 2014 Sampling Event Results
LF-01 LF-02 LF-03 LF-04 M-03B M-19C M-15C DUP
3/5/2014 3/5/2014 3/5/2014 3/5/2014 3/5/2014 3/5/2014 3/5/2014
Benzene uegfL 1U 1U 1U iU 1U 1u 1u
Benzene meta disulfonic acid ugfL 36l 451 411 0321 110 120 110
Benzene sulfonic acid ug/L 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U
Para-phenclsulfonic acid ug/L 50U 50U 50U 50U 160 330 270
Resorcinol pgfL 50U 50U 50U 50U 11,000 19,000 21,000
Trihydroxydiphenyl pg/L 50U 50U 50U 50U 130,000 160,0001 240,000
M-31B TW-01 TW-03 TW-06 TW-08 TWw-11 Unnamed Creek
3/5/2014 ifs/2014 3/5/2014 3/5/2014 3/5/2014 3/5/2014 3/5/2014
Benzene ug/L 1U 1U 1U iU iU 1u 1U
Benzene meta disulfonic acid ug/L 120 491 51 o4 97 31) 120
Benzene sulfonic acid ug/L s0U Sou 50U s0U 50U 50U 500
Para-phenolsulfonic acid pgfL 220 Bl 211 451 151 11 50U
Resorcinol ug/L 240 391 120 950 800 50U sou
Trihydroxydiphenyl pgfL 28,000 12 000 20,000 50,000 59,000 630 50U
Legend:
pgfL - micrograms per liter
U - net detected

[

- estimated value
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