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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS 
 

ABS  Activity-Based Sampling 
ACM  Asbestos-Containing Material 
ARAR   Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement 
BTAG  Biological Technical Assistance Group 
CAG  Community Advisory Group 
CERCLA  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
CFR   Code of Federal Regulations 
COC  Contaminant of Concern 
EPA   United States Environmental Protection Agency 
ESL  Ecological Screening Level 
f/cc  Fibers per Cubic Centimeter 
f/l  Fibers per Liter 
FYR  Five-Year Review 
IC  Institutional Control 
K&M  Keasby & Mattison Company 
MCL  Maximum Contaminant Level 
µg/kg  Microgram per Kilogram 
mg/kg  Milligram per Kilogram 
MFL  Million Fibers per Liter 
ng/kg  Nanogram per Kilogram 
NCP   National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
ND  Not Detected 
NOAEC No Observed Adverse Effect Concentration 
NOAEL No Observed Adverse Effect Level 
NPL   National Priorities List 
NS  Not Sampled 
O&M   Operation and Maintenance 
OU  Operable Unit 
PADEP  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
PCME  Phase Contrast Microscopy Equivalent 
PLM  Polarized Light Microscopy 
RAO  Remedial Action Objective 
ROD  Record of Decision 
RPM  Remedial Project Manager 
s/cc  Structures per Cubic Centimeter 
SVOC   Semi-Volatile Organic Compound 
TRV  Toxicity Reference Value 
UU/UE  Unlimited Use and Unrestricted Exposure 
VOC  Volatile Organic Compound 
WHO  World Health Organization 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of a five-year review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy 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 FYR 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 FYR 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 (CFR) Section 
300.430(f)(4)(ii)), and considering EPA policy.  
 
This is the first FYR for the BoRit Asbestos Superfund site (Site). The triggering action for this statutory review 
is the on-Site construction start date of the Operable Unit 1 (OU1) remedial action for the Site (the Site consists of 
only one OU). The FYR has been prepared because hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at 
the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE). The remedial action for the 
Site addresses waste, soil, and reservoir sediment. 
 
The EPA remedial project manager (RPM) led the FYR. Additional participants from EPA included the EPA 
community involvement coordinator, human health and ecological risk assessors, a hydrogeologist, and legal 
counsel. The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) also participated in the review. 
Skeo provided EPA contractor support for this FYR. The review began on June 22, 2021. 
 
Site Background  
 
The Site is located in the Borough of Ambler, Whitpain Township, and Upper Dublin Township, Montgomery 
County, Pennsylvania (Figure C-1). The contamination at the Site is a result of disposal operations by the former 
Keasby & Mattison (K&M) Company. K&M produced asbestos products from 1897 to 1962 at their Ambler, 
Pennsylvania facility. K&M ceased operations in 1962. 
 
The Site includes three adjacent parcels (see Figure 1): 
 

• The Park Parcel, located in Whitpain Township, is about 11 acres and contains a former asbestos disposal 
area. In the past, this parcel was Whitpain Wissahickon Park, but the park was closed in 1984. 

• The Asbestos Pile Parcel, located in Ambler Borough and Upper Dublin Township, is about 6 acres with 
a 3-acre asbestos waste pile in the middle of the property. 

• The Reservoir Parcel, primarily located in Upper Dublin Township, is about 15 acres and contains a 
reservoir. The reservoir is manmade and is not used for drinking water supply.  

 
The Site also includes portions of Wissahickon Creek, Rose Valley Creek, and Tannery Run. 
 
Surrounding land uses are primarily residential and commercial. The Reservoir Parcel is used as a waterfowl 
preserve. Wissahickon Waterfowl Preserve owns the Reservoir Parcel and has installed trails and viewing 
platforms along West Maple Street to promote bird watching and improve the aesthetic value of the area; the trails 
and platforms are on uncontaminated, uncapped areas. The Park Parcel and the Asbestos Pile Parcel are currently 
not used. Whitpain Township is planning to build a public park on the Park Parcel. The future use of the Asbestos 
Pile Parcel is not known at this time. 
 
Refer to Appendix A for additional resources and to Appendix B for the Site’s chronology of events. 
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM 
 

 
  

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Site Name:  BoRit Asbestos  

EPA ID:  PAD981034887  

Region: 3 State:  
Pennsylvania City/County: Ambler / Montgomery 

SITE STATUS 

NPL Status: Final 

Multiple OUs? 
No 

Has the Site achieved construction completion? 
Yes 

REVIEW STATUS 

Lead agency: EPA  

Author name: Irene Shandruk, with additional support provided by Skeo  

Author affiliation: EPA Region 3 

Review period: 6/22/2021 - 8/1/2022 

Date of site inspection: 12/16/2021 

Type of review: Statutory 

Review number: 1 

Triggering action date: 9/25/2017 

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 9/25/2022 
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Figure 1: Detailed Site Map 
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II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY 
 
Basis for Taking Action 
 
EPA and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (now called PADEP) conducted sampling in 
late 1983 and in the spring of 1984, respectively. Asbestos, specifically chrysotile, was identified as the primary 
contaminant at the Site. 
 
EPA performed a preliminary assessment of the Asbestos Pile Parcel in March 1987. The Asbestos Pile was 
found to be fenced and vegetated, but there was evidence of trespassers. A soil sample collected from the 
Asbestos Pile was found to contain asbestos. For about 20 years, PADEP regulated the Asbestos Pile according to 
the applicable National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants regulations for inactive waste disposal 
sites for asbestos mills and manufacturing and fabricating operations. Because asbestos-containing material 
(ACM) had not been covered with 2 feet of clean material, these regulations required the parcel to be fenced, have 
a vegetated cover, and have signs indicating the presence of asbestos. 
 
In April 2006, EPA’s Site Assessment Program conducted sampling and found asbestos in the air, soil, surface 
water, and sediments at the Site. EPA added the Site to the Superfund program’s National Priorities List (NPL) in 
April 2009. EPA conducted a remedial investigation for all three parcels of the Site from 2009 to 2013. 
 
EPA’s 2013 human health risk assessments and screening-level ecological risk assessment found that cleanup was 
necessary to protect the public health, welfare or the environment. EPA’s human health risk assessments found 
that, without cleanup, the Site could have posed an unacceptable risk in the following scenarios: 
 

• Maintenance workers at the Asbestos Pile Parcel and the Park Parcel. 
• Swimming in Wissahickon Creek. 
• Eating fish from Wissahickon Creek. 
• Hypothetical future residents using contaminated groundwater. 

 
The human health risk assessments found that the Site did not pose an unacceptable risk to nearby residents. 
 
The screening-level ecological risk assessment indicated that several Site-related contaminants of concern (COCs)  
detected in waste/soil and in reservoir sediment were at levels that may cause adverse effects to ecological 
receptors, such as fish. Table 1 lists the Site’s COCs.  
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Table 1: COCs by Media  
COC Media 

Human Health: 
• asbestos 

 
Ecological: 

• asbestos 
• bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
• dioxins and furans 
• chromium 
• nickel 
• zinc 

Waste/Soil 

Ecological: 
• asbestos 
• carbon disulfide 

Reservoir 
Sediment 

Source: Record of Decision, Section 7.3 and Table 41 

 
Response Actions 
 
EPA conducted a removal action from 2008 to 2017 to address the most immediate environmental concerns at the 
Site. Major components completed by the EPA Removal Program included: 
 

• Stream bank stabilization at Rose Valley Creek, Tannery Run and Wissahickon Creek. 
• Installation of cover at the Asbestos Pile Parcel. 
• Installation of cover at the Park Parcel. 
• Dewatering of the reservoir with treatment of surface water prior to discharge to Wissahickon Creek. 
• Re-grading and lining of reservoir berm interior slopes. 
• Installation of a cover on the reservoir bottom. 
• Refilling of the reservoir. 
• Activity-based sampling (ABS) at residences adjacent to the Site. 

 
At all three areas of the Site, the cover consists of geotextile and a minimum of 2 feet of clean material. 
 
EPA selected a final remedy (Selected Remedy) for the Site in a 2017 Record of Decision (ROD). The Selected 
Remedy addresses waste, soil, and reservoir sediment contamination associated with the Site. The ROD lists the 
following remedial action objectives (RAOs): 
 
RAOs for Waste/Soil 

• Protection of Human Health 
o Minimize the inhalation of asbestos associated with waste/soil disturbances such that related 

cancer risks from airborne asbestos fibers are within or below EPA’s acceptable risk range of 1 in 
10,000 (1 x 10-4) to 1 in 1,000,000 (1 x 10-6). 

• Environmental Protection 
o Prevent direct contact (i.e., inhalation, incidental ingestion, and dermal absorption) by ecological 

receptors to contaminated waste and soil containing ecological COC [asbestos, bis(2-
ethyhexyl)phthalate, dioxins and furans, chromium, nickel, and zinc] concentrations exceeding 
the respective cleanup levels. 

 
RAOs for Reservoir Sediment 

• Protection of Human Health 
o None. 
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• Environmental Protection 
o Prevent direct exposure of ecological receptors to contaminated sediment containing 

concentrations of carbon disulfide exceeding the ecological screening level of 4.1 micrograms per 
kilogram (μg/kg). 

o Minimize migration of asbestos from sediment to surface water to prevent surface water 
concentrations of asbestos exceeding the surface water screening level of 0.0001 million fibers 
per liter (MFL). 

 
The Selected Remedy encompasses and enhances the removal action described above. The Selected Remedy 
includes capping of waste, contaminated soil, and reservoir sediment with clean material along with 
implementation of associated health and safety controls, erosion and sediment controls, grubbing and clearing, 
and regrading to meet design grade to facilitate capping. Most of the components of the Selected Remedy were 
implemented in the removal action described above. Additional components of the Selected Remedy that were not 
implemented in the removal action include: 
 

• Implementation of institutional controls. 
• Confirmation sampling. 
• Long-term monitoring for Site-related COCs. 
• Operation and maintenance (O&M). 
• FYRs. 

 
Table 2 lists the Site’s cleanup levels. 
 
Table 2: Cleanup Levels 

COC ROD Cleanup Level Basis 
Soil/Waste Soil Air (ABS) Air (Ambient)  

Asbestos -- 0.04 f/cc (ABS) 
(PCME) 

0.001 f/cc 
(PCME) 

Human health 
protection 

Asbestos -- -- 25 f/cc (WHO) Ecological protection; 
NOAEL TRV 

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 925 µg/kg -- -- Ecological protection; 
ESL 

Dioxins and furans 0.199 ng/kga -- -- Ecological protection; 
ESL 

Chromium 26 mg/kg -- -- Ecological protection; 
ESL 

Nickel 38 mg/kg -- -- Ecological protection; 
ESL 

Zinc 104 mg/kg -- -- 
Ecological protection; 
Maximum background 
concentration 

Reservoir Sediment Reservoir 
Sediment 

Reservoir Surface 
Water -- Basis 

Asbestos -- 0.0001 MFL -- Ecological protection; 
ESL 

Carbon disulfide 4.1 µg/kg -- -- Ecological protection; 
ESL 
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COC ROD Cleanup Level Basis 
Notes: 
a)  Dioxin and furan concentrations are expressed as total toxicity equivalent quotients (TEQs) using conversion 
factors based on the toxicity of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD). 
Source: ROD Table 42 
µg/kg = microgram per kilogram 
ABS = activity-based sampling 
ESL = ecological screening level 
f/cc = fibers per cubic centimeter 
MFL = million fibers per liter 
mg/kg = milligram per kilogram 
ng/kg = nanogram per kilogram 
NOAEL = no observed adverse effect level 
PCME = phase contrast microscopy equivalent 
TRV = toxicity reference value 
WHO = World Health Organization 

 
Asbestos is the dominant environmental concern and primary COC at the Site. RAOs are focused on preventing 
release of asbestos from source material and preventing exposure to asbestos in both source material and primary 
exposure media.  
 
Status of Implementation 
 
EPA’s removal action addressed the construction activities of the Selected Remedy. The previous section of this 
FYR (Response Actions) lists the cleanup actions conducted as part of the Site’s removal action.1 The remedial 
action was completed in September 2018; it consisted of confirmation sampling and ongoing O&M of the 
engineering controls that were completed as part of the removal action. 
 
EPA’s contractor conducted two rounds of confirmation sampling to demonstrate that the covers are operating as 
designed. The sampling results are discussed in the Data Review section of this FYR. 
 
 
Institutional Control (IC) Review  
 
The Site’s ROD called for implementation of the following institutional controls to restrict future use of the Site 
parcels and to protect the engineered remedy. 
 
Sitewide Institutional Controls 

1. Activities or modifications that could disturb or otherwise adversely impact the two-foot soil cover on the 
capped areas are prohibited unless prior written approval from EPA, in consultation with PADEP, is 
obtained authorizing the specific activity. Any proposed future use of the Site shall be reviewed by EPA, 
in consultation with PADEP, to ensure that such activity will not adversely impact the Selected Remedy 
or compromise the protection of human health and the environment. 

2. Construction activities are prohibited unless prior written approval from EPA, in consultation with 
PADEP, is obtained authorizing the specific activity. Prohibited construction activities include, but are 
not limited to, piling installation, dredging, drilling, digging, excavation, or use of heavy equipment in the 
capped areas. 

3. Any modifications to the drainage pattern on-Site are prohibited unless EPA, in consultation with 
PADEP, determines that such activity will not adversely impact the Selected Remedy. 

4. Public access shall be restricted after significant weather events until the property has been inspected for 
any signs of damage or erosion, especially in the 100-year floodplain. 

 
1 For more information about the Site’s cleanup actions, please refer to the Section 13 of the Record of Decision, available at 
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/2244733  

https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/2244733


10 
 

5. The Selected Remedy will be protective for maintenance workers, recreational visitors, and commercial 
workers. Any other use of the parcels shall require further investigations and plans, which shall be 
reviewed and approved by EPA, in consultation with PADEP. 

6. Maintain vegetation at stabilized stream banks. 
 
Parcel-Specific Institutional Controls 
Asbestos Pile Parcel 

7. Construction of structures that may undermine the slope stability of the Asbestos Pile Parcel shall be 
prohibited unless prior written approval from EPA, in consultation with PADEP, is obtained authorizing 
the specific activity. 

8. Trees are prohibited on the Asbestos Pile Parcel slopes. 
9. Trees are prohibited on the stream banks adjacent to Tannery Run, where cable concrete mats are present 

to stabilize the slope. 
Reservoir Parcel 

10. Maintain suitable vegetation and/or water levels on the capped areas of the Reservoir Parcel (berms and 
reservoir floor) to ensure protection from erosion. 

11. Trees are prohibited along the berm of the reservoir adjacent to the Wissahickon Creek. 
Park Parcel 

12. Trees are prohibited along the stream banks of Wissahickon Creek (where geocells were used to stabilize 
the slope), and on the stream banks of Rose Valley Creek and Tannery Run (where cable concrete mats 
are present to stabilize the slope).2 

 
All of the required institutional controls have been implemented. Table 3 summarizes the Site’s institutional 
controls. Figure 2 shows the areas of the Site with institutional controls. Appendix K provides copies of the 
institutional controls. 
 

 
2 As stated in the O&M Plan (Section 2.3.3), appropriate trees (up to 10 inches in diameter) are allowed in other areas of the 
stream banks to help stabilize the banks. 
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Table 3: Summary of Institutional Controls (ICs) 
Media, Engineered 
Controls, and Areas 

That Do Not 
Support UU/UE 

Based on Current 
Conditions 

ICs 
Needed 

ICs Called 
for in the 
Decision 

Documents 

Impacted 
Parcel 

IC 
Objective 

Title of IC Instrument 
Implemented and Date 

Park Parcel Yes Yes Park Parcel 

Implements the ICs 
listed above (Sitewide 

and Park Parcel) 

Environmental Covenant, 
recorded 11/18/2020 

Informs the property 
owner about the ICs 
specified in the ROD  

Letter from EPA to 
property owner, 8/2/2017 

Reservoir Parcel Yes Yes Reservoir 
Parcel 

Informs the property 
owner about the ICs 
specified in the ROD  

Letter from EPA to 
property owner, 8/2/2017 

Will implement the 
ICs listed above 
(Sitewide and 

Reservoir Parcel) 

Environmental Covenant, 
recorded 5/27/2022 

Asbestos Pile Parcel Yes Yes Asbestos 
Pile Parcel 

Implements the ICs 
listed above (Sitewide 

and Asbestos Pile 
Parcel) 

PADEP Administrative 
Order, recorded 9/23/2021 

Informs the property 
owner about the ICs 
specified in the ROD  

Letter from EPA to 
property owner, 8/2/2017 
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Figure 2: Institutional Control Map3,4 

 
3 To be consistent with the institutional control documents, this map uses real estate parcel boundaries to define the areas subject to the institutional controls. Some of the 
Site parcels extend outside of the Site boundary. 
4 The figure shows a few small areas within the Site boundary that are not covered by institutional controls. These areas are not capped and do not need institutional 
controls. 
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Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
 
PADEP conducts O&M in conjunction with the property owners for both the Park Parcel and Reservoir Parcel. 
PADEP conducts all of the O&M on the Pile Parcel. O&M is conducted in accordance with the July 2020 Final 
Operations and Maintenance Plan, Revision 2 (O&M Plan). The O&M Plan calls for the following O&M 
activities: 
 

• Site Inspections – Non-intrusive visual Site inspections will be conducted to ensure integrity of the cap, 
vegetation and stabilized stream bank areas. Site inspections will be performed at least quarterly. 

• Post‐Significant Weather Event Inspection – Following a significant weather event, a non-intrusive 
visual site inspection will be conducted to determine whether the integrity of the cap, vegetation and 
stabilized stream bank areas were impacted by the weather event. 

• Long-Term Monitoring – Long-term monitoring is included as a component of the Selected Remedy, 
and it includes ABS, ambient air, soil, sediment, and surface water sampling. Long-term monitoring will 
be conducted annually for the first four years leading to the first FYR and then once every FYR cycle 
thereafter. 

• Cap and Physical Remedy Maintenance – Damage to the cap, vegetation, and stabilized stream bank 
areas observed during quarterly inspections and post-significant weather event Site inspections will be 
repaired to eliminate potential exposure of underlying contaminated waste, soil, and reservoir sediment. 
ACM will be periodically removed from Wissahickon Creek and the adjacent walking trail.5 

• Institutional Control Evaluation and Updates – Institutional controls will be evaluated on an annual 
basis at a minimum and updated as necessary to ensure protectiveness. 

• Reporting – Routine reports summarizing O&M activities will be prepared on an annual basis. Routine 
reporting also involves regular review and updates as necessary to the O&M Health and Safety Plan and 
to as-built drawings, if necessary. 

 
The following O&M activities were conducted during 2018-2021: 
 

• Site Inspections 
o Monthly Site inspections by PADEP. 
o Quarterly Site inspections by Whitpain Township (Park Parcel). 

• Post‐Significant Weather Event Inspections  
o August 2021: Whitpain Township and PADEP inspected the Site to assess for any damage 

following heavy rain. No damage was observed. 
o September 2021: Whitpain Township inspected the Park Parcel and PADEP inspected the 

remainder of the Site to assess for any damage following heavy rain. The access gate above Rose 
Valley Creek was heavily damaged; it was later repaired. 

• Long-Term Monitoring  
o Confirmation sampling (surface soil, surface water, reservoir sediment, ambient air, ABS air, 

ABS soil). Data is summarized in the Data Review section below. 
o Stream gauging station installation, maintenance, data collection, and analysis. 
o All monitoring well and piezometer abandonment. 

• Cap and Physical Remedy Maintenance 
o Annual cap mowing and tree removal. 
o Cap revegetation. 
o Filling animal burrows. 
o Invasive species management. 
o ACM removal. 

 EPA completed a small cleanup in spring 2020, which was followed up by PADEP and 
EPA in a July 2020 cleanup. EPA and PADEP removed ACM from Wissahickon Creek 

 
5 ACM is periodically brought to the surface by burrowing animals, erosion from storm events, etc. 
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between the Butler Pike bridge and the confluence of Tannery Run with Wissahickon 
Creek. 

 PADEP completed ACM cleanup from Wissahickon Creek in December 2021. This 
cleanup was completed between the confluence of Rose Valley Creek with Wissahickon 
Creek and the Butler Pike bridge. 

o Repair of the Park Parcel’s spillway to Rose Valley Creek and addition of a berm at the top of the 
ramp leading down to Wissahickon Creek to direct runoff toward the spillway. 

o Perimeter fence repair. 
• Institutional Control Evaluation and Updates 
• Reporting 

o Quarterly inspection reports. 
o Re-surveyed spillway ramp. 

 
Park Parcel 
 
Both PADEP and Whitpain Township conduct O&M activities on the Park Parcel. With regards to mowing, 
PADEP’s 2021 O&M Report states:   
 

Whitpain Township mows the Park Parcel several times per year from spring to late fall. The vegetation is 
cut no lower than eight inches to maintain the integrity of the cap, avoid damage to the vegetation, and 
reduce issues caused by erosion. The most recent mowing event was completed in November 2021. The 
slopes to Wissahickon Creek were not trimmed in 2021. 

 
EPA believes that the Park Parcel grass is being mowed too frequently and possibly too short (shorter than 8 
inches), which is counterproductive to the health of the vegetative cap and contrary to efforts to dissuade 
groundhogs from using the Site. The Site’s O&M Plan (Section 2.3.3) recommends mowing “no lower than 8 
inches, if possible, as mowing lower will significantly damage the crown of these grasses, cause mortality, or 
open the Site for invasion by less desirable species.” The O&M Plan also states that mowing the grass every three 
years, or every two years, would be better than annual mowing because “native meadow vegetation at the Site 
thrives on a three-year mowing cycle during the late winter.”  
 
The December 2021 FYR Site inspection found about a dozen groundhog burrows on the Park Parcel, mainly on 
the slope facing Wissahickon Creek along with a few burrows next to the gravel entrance road. At some of the 
burrows, chunks of ACM had been unearthed and were present on the ground surface. On March 4, 2022, PADEP 
collected the unearthed ACM and Whitpain Township filled the burrows. PADEP removed any ACM coming out 
of the burrows and placed it in a plastic-lined drum for future disposal off-Site. More than a dozen groundhog 
burrows were filled. Bentonite was placed in the bottom of the burrows and they were topped off with topsoil and 
hand tamped. 
 
Pile Parcel 
 
PADEP conducts all O&M activities on the Pile Parcel. With regard to mowing of the Pile Parcel, PADEP’s 2021 
O&M Report states: 
 

On the Pile Parcel, DEP’s contractor cut the vegetation (grasses, small shrubs, weeds, etc.) on an as-
needed basis, typically between the months of April and November when vegetation growth is substantial. 
Specific areas included along the Maple Street sidewalk, the northern fence line, access roads, and in the 
small viewing area between the Reservoir Parcel and Maple Street. The cap of the Pile Parcel is 
recommended to be mowed in rotating sections every year to promote growth of native vegetation and 
deter invasive species. The cap was not mowed in 2021 because it was covered with healthy native 
vegetation and mowing would have negatively impacted the vegetation.  
 

Reservoir Parcel 
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Both PADEP and the Wissahickon Waterfowl Preserve conduct O&M activities on the Reservoir Parcel.  
PADEP’s 2021 O&M Report states: 

 
In 2021, Wissahickon Trails assumed responsibility for mowing of the viewing section between the 
Reservoir Parcel and Maple Street. Vegetation mowing on the cap Pile Parcel will resume in spring 2022. 
The sidewalk, fence line, and access road areas will be maintained on an as-needed basis to prevent 
overgrowth. 

 
In August 2021, EPA approved PADEP’s request to modify the sampling plan for ABS soil and community (off-
site) ambient air sampling. The modified sampling plan uses a phased approach to increase sampling efficiency 
while providing sufficient data to confirm that the remedy is effective. If asbestos is detected in soil samples, then 
ABS will be conducted. If asbestos is detected in both the surface soil samples and in the Site-perimeter air 
samples, community ambient air samples will be collected. Site-perimeter air samples will still be collected 
regardless of the surface soil sample results. 
 
 
III. PROGRESS SINCE THE PREVIOUS REVIEW 
 
This is the Site’s first FYR. 
 
IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Community Notification, Community Involvement, and Site Interviews 
 
EPA mailed a postcard to the fenceline communities in Ambler during October 2021 to inform them of the 
upcoming FYRs for the Ambler Asbestos Piles and BoRit Asbestos Superfund Sites. The postcard was also 
emailed to those who signed up to be on the Site mailing lists. To date, EPA has not received any feedback. 
 
A public notice was published in the Ambler Gazette on December 5, 2021, stating that the FYR was underway 
and inviting the public to submit any comments to EPA. Appendix D provides a copy of the public notice and 
postcard. The results of the FYR and the report will be made electronically available at the Site’s information 
repository, located at the Ambler Branch of the Wissahickon Valley Public Library, 209 Race Street, Ambler, 
Pennsylvania 19002, and online at www.epa.gov/superfund/boritasbestos.  
 
During the FYR process, EPA conducted interviews to document any perceived problems or successes with the 
remedy that has been implemented to date. The results of these interviews are summarized below.  
 
On December 1, 2021, representatives of EPA and PADEP met with representatives of the Community Advisory 
Group (CAG), via Zoom, and discussed current Site status, and the CAG’s expectations for the Site moving 
forward. Due to time restrictions and the desires of the CAG members, the FYR interview was not conducted 
during the Zoom meeting. The interview questions were instead emailed to each member to respond to at their 
own leisure. In general, residents expressed their opinion that communications regarding Site activities could be 
increased. No issues were raised that would affect remedy protectiveness. EPA will continue to provide updates to 
the CAG on Site activities. Appendix E provides the complete interview forms.  
 
EPA conducted additional interviews with Whitpain Township, the local Boys and Girls Club, and with a 
representative from the Wissahickon Waterfowl Preserve. Summaries of the interviews follow. 
 
The CIC conducted an interview via email with Whitpain Township. EPA received responses to the interview 
questions on November 14, 2021. Whitpain Township is appreciative of the work EPA has done over the years at 
the Site(s). They mention the work performed to reduce flooding has had a positive effect on the surrounding 

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/boritasbestos
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community. The Township did not identify any concerns, but they did mention three water rescues that occurred 
near the BoRit Site during Hurricane Ida. Whitpain Township feels well informed and that EPA as well as 
PADEP provide updates when warranted. They feel that EPA always makes sure the municipality and general 
community stays well informed and hopes that EPA will remain a strong partner in the community going forward.  
 
On November 16, 2021, EPA conducted an interview via phone with a representative of the Wissahickon Boys 
and Girls Club, which is located on Maple Street across from the Site. The Boys and Girls Club is aware of the 
Site and the ongoing O&M activities. They are aware of the institutional controls in place and are saddened 
because they feel that it is a “beautiful piece of land” that would be ideal for a future park or playground. In 
general, they are not concerned about any danger from the Site but would prefer to be informed before any testing 
or sampling takes place. They mention that the Township has discussed the possibility of turning the Site into a 
parking lot in the future. They have noticed bent bars on the fences, and surmise that attempts at vandalism have 
been made in the past. The Township website/social media page(s) would be best way for them to stay informed 
about the Site.  
 
On January 18, 2022, EPA conducted an interview via phone with the President of the Wissahickon Waterfowl 
Preserve. He provided the following responses to the interview questions. He feels that the Site is a great success, 
and that the project is currently dramatically better than in the past. He feels that general improvements in West 
Ambler have coincided with the cleanup efforts at the Site. He is concerned about future attempts to build housing 
at the Site, specifically the Pile Parcel. He expressed concern about future ownership and responsibility of this 
parcel. Significant incidents of vandalism have not been noticed, but he made mention of one bench that has 
graffiti on it near the Reservoir Parcel. He does not feel particularly well informed about the Site’s current 
activities but clarified that he does not believe he is missing out on much information. The Wissahickon 
Waterfowl Preserve is pleased with the work EPA has been doing, especially with the reservoir around the Site. 
He mentioned that the Site is used by birdwatching enthusiasts; however, the fence that EPA erected around the 
Site can obstruct the view. In lieu of this, the organization is planning on building an elevated platform so the 
birdwatchers can have an unobstructed view. 
 
On December 16, 2021, during the Site inspection, EPA conducted an interview with PADEP. PADEP noted that 
the Site is in good shape with stable vegetation, and there have not been any major issues. PADEP is aware of the 
community’s concerns about lack of signage, lack of communication about the Site, and concerns of asbestos-
containing material coming up along the Wissahickon Creek. PADEP is not aware of any incidents at the Site 
except for some minor damage to the fence during Hurricane Ida.  
 
As part of the FYR process, EPA’s contractor visited the Site’s information repository (Wissahickon Valley 
Public Library-Ambler Branch) to determine whether Site documents are available for public viewing. No 
documents were available other than a community update pamphlet from 2009. In addition, there was no 
information telling community members how they can access documents online. EPA provided an update to the 
library in a letter dated December 20, 2021, with a reminder on how to access the documents electronically 
(Appendix L). 
 
Data Review 
 
In April-July 2018, EPA’s contractor conducted one round of confirmation sampling in locations where asbestos 
was detected prior to capping, to determine whether the cover is operating as designed. The components of this 
round of confirmation sampling included: 
 

• Surface soil sampling 
• Surface water sampling 
• Reservoir sediment sampling 
• Ambient air sampling 
• ABS air sampling 
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• ABS soil sampling 
 
In February 2020, EPA’s contractor conducted another round of confirmation sampling to determine whether the 
cover is operating as designed. The components of this round of confirmation sampling included the following: 
 

• Surface water sampling 
• Reservoir sediment sampling 

 
In September 2021, PADEP conducted a monitoring event using the modified sampling plan described above. 
The monitoring event included: 
 

• Surface soil sampling 
• Sediment sampling 
• Surface water sampling 
• Perimeter air sampling 

 
Surface Soil Sampling Results 
 
Figures H-1 through H-3 in Appendix H show the 2018 surface soil sampling locations. Surface soil samples were 
prepared and analyzed for asbestos by polarized light microscopy (PLM). There are no cleanup levels for asbestos 
in soil. Rather, successful remediation of soil is assessed by achievement of the Site‐specific air‐based cleanup 
levels. Therefore, soil sample results are presented for informational purposes only. As seen on Table H-1, 
asbestos was not detected in any surface soil sample analyzed by PLM, which suggests that the caps are 
functioning as designed to prevent exposure to the waste below. However, final conclusions about remedial 
effectiveness for on-Site soil will be based on the results of the air monitoring. 
 
Surface soil sample results from 2018 for bis(2‐ethylhexyl)phthalate, dioxins and furans, chromium, nickel, and 
zinc are provided on Table H-2. Bis(2‐ethylhexyl)phthalate was detected above the ROD cleanup level of 925 
μg/kg in one sample (970 µg/kg) and below the cleanup level in the other samples located on the Asbestos Pile 
Parcel, but this COC was not detected in any of the surface soil samples on the Park Parcel or Reservoir Parcel. 
Dioxins and furans were detected above the cleanup level of 0.199 nanograms per kilogram (ng/kg) in the sample 
collected on the Asbestos Pile Parcel (at about 3 to 6 ng/kg). Chromium was detected above the cleanup level of 
26 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) in three samples on the Asbestos Pile Parcel, nine samples on the Park 
Parcel, and five samples on the Reservoir Parcel, with a maximum concentration of 109 mg/kg. Nickel and zinc 
were detected below their respective cleanup levels in all of the surface soil samples.  
 
EPA reviewed the 2018 surface soil ecological data and concluded that the contaminants detected in surface soils 
are not expected to pose an unacceptable ecological risk because of the level of exceedances and the spatial 
distribution of the exceedances. Growth of a healthy vegetative cover is expected to further reduce any residual 
ecological risk. EPA also compared the 2018 surface soil concentrations of bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, dioxins 
and furans, and chromium (described in the previous paragraph) against EPA’s current screening levels for 
residential soil and found that the concentrations are not a concern for human health (see Table J-2 in Appendix 
J). 
 
Figures H-4 through H-7 in Appendix H show the 2021 surface soil sampling locations. The 2021 surface soil 
sampling results are summarized in Tables H-3 and H-4. A total of 30 soil samples were collected from across the 
Site.6 Results of the September 2021 sampling event found one surface soil sample (PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-
02) collected from the Asbestos Pile Parcel at less than 0.1% chrysotile. PADEP’s sampling report noted that this 

 
6 EPA notes that the surface soil samples were numbered 0 through 30 across the entirety of the Site and are shown as such in 
Figures H-4 through H-6, whereas the soil sample results summarized in Table H-3 are numbered 0 through 10 per parcel.  
Therefore, surface soil sample labeled PADEPLTM-AP-SS-02 in Table H-3 corresponds to the surface soil sample location 
labeled PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-22 in Figure H-6. 
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concentration is below the EPA established threshold of 1% by weight for classification as asbestos containing 
materials, and as a result, ABS was not conducted. The 1% threshold is no longer an acceptable action limit to 
determine a Site response action for asbestos;7,8 however, the corresponding visual assessment of the surrounding 
area indicated that the protective cap was intact. Chromium was detected above its cleanup level of 26 mg/kg on 
all three parcels; the highest concentration was found on the Park Parcel (186 mg/kg). The soil samples collected 
from the Asbestos Pile Parcel were analyzed for dioxins and furans; the results (1.9 to 10.2 ng/kg based on human 
and mammalian toxicity and 1.4 to 7.3 ng/kg based on avian toxicity, see Table H-5)9 were above the ecological-
based cleanup level of 0.199 ng/kg but are within the range of acceptable risk for human health based on EPA’s 
current residential soil screening levels. Detections of bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, nickel and zinc were found in 
surface soil samples; the concentrations were equal to or less than the cleanup levels except for one sample 
location on the Park Parcel with nickel detected at 61.3 mg/kg (cleanup level = 38 mg/kg). All other Site COCs 
were non-detect. 
 
EPA reviewed the 2021 surface soil ecological data and concluded that the contaminants detected in surface soils 
are not expected to pose an unacceptable ecological risk because of the level of exceedances and the spatial 
distribution of the exceedances. This FYR compared the ecological-based cleanup levels from the ROD against 
ecological screening levels using the hierarchy of standards laid out in the Site’s remedial investigation report 
(Appendix J). The ecological screening levels used for this evaluation are not more stringent than the cleanup 
levels established for the Site, supporting that the cleanup levels are still valid and protective. 
 
 
Reservoir Sediment Sampling Results 
 
Figures H-8 through H-11 in Appendix H show the reservoir sediment sampling locations from 2009, 2018, 2020 
and 2021, respectively. Reservoir sediment samples were prepared and analyzed for asbestos by PLM. There are 
no cleanup levels for asbestos in sediment. Rather, successful remediation of sediment is assessed by achievement 
of the Site‐specific water‐based cleanup levels. Therefore, sediment sample results are presented for informational 
purposes only. As seen on Tables H-6, H-7 and H-8, asbestos was not detected in any of the post-cleanup (2018, 
2020, and 2021) reservoir sediment samples analyzed by PLM, which suggests that the cap is functioning as 
designed to prevent exposure to the waste below. However, final conclusions about remedial effectiveness for 
reservoir sediment will be based on the results of surface water monitoring. 
 
Reservoir sediment results from 2018, 2020, and 2021 for carbon disulfide are provided in Tables H-9, H-10 and 
H-11. In 2018, carbon disulfide was not detected in any of the reservoir sediment samples. The cleanup level for 
carbon disulfide in sediment is 4.1 μg/kg. In 2020, carbon disulfide was detected in three of the reservoir sediment 
samples – field duplicate (2.5J μg/kg), CSRVSD-102 (2.9J μg/kg), and CSRVSD-103 (7.2J μg/kg).10 The 
remaining two reservoir sediment samples were non-detect (U-qualified) for carbon disulfide. All of the 2021 
reservoir sediment samples were non-detect (U-qualified) for carbon disulfide. For the 2018, 2020 and 2021 
sampling events, the quantitation limits for the non-detect results exceeded the cleanup level of 4.1 μg/kg. For the 
2018 and 2020 sampling events, because U-qualified samples indicate that the carbon disulfide concentration was 
lower than the contract required quantification limit, but not higher than the method detection limit of 0.55 μg/kg, 
it is likely that the U-qualified non-detect results were below the cleanup level.11 Additional sediment sampling 
will be performed in the future to confirm whether the carbon disulfide cleanup level has been achieved. 

 
7 Clarifying Cleanup Goals and Identification of New Assessment Tools for Evaluating Asbestos at Superfund Cleanups, 
OSWER Directive 9345.4-05, August 2004 (PDF); https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/175323.pdf  
8 Framework for Investigating Asbestos-Contaminated Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act Sites, 
OLEM Directive No. 9200.0-90; 2021; https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/100002942.pdf 
9 Dioxin and furan concentrations are expressed as total toxicity equivalent quotients (TEQs) using conversion factors based 
on the toxicity of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD). 
10 The “J” qualifiers after the concentrations indicate that these concentrations are estimated values. 
11 The 2021 sampling event had much higher quantitation limits than the 2018 and 2020 sampling events. The report for the 
2021 sampling event noted that the quantitation limits were lower than Pennsylvania’s non-residential soil medium-specific 
concentration (MSC). 

http://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/175323
http://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/175323
https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/175323.pdf
https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/100002942.pdf
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Surface Water Sampling Results 
 
The RAO for reservoir sediment specified a surface water-based cleanup level for asbestos. The reservoir surface 
water cleanup level for asbestos was set equal to the lowest no observed adverse effect concentration (NOAEC) of 
0.0001 MFL for aquatic receptors. Figures H-8, H-9, H-10 and H-15 in Appendix H show the reservoir surface 
water sampling locations from 2009, 2018, 2020, and 2021, respectively. Figures H-12 through H-15 show the 
creek surface water sampling locations from 2009, 2018, 2020, and 2021, respectively. Table 4 below presents the 
asbestos concentrations in surface water, before and after the cleanup. As shown in the table, asbestos 
concentrations in surface water have decreased significantly since the cleanup was completed. 
 
Table 4: Asbestos Concentrations in Surface Water, Before and After Cleanup 

Location Total Asbestos Results (MFL) 
2009 Sample 

ID 
2018-2020 
Sample ID 

2021 Sample 
ID 

2009 (pre-
cleanup)a Spring 2018b Spring 2020c Sept. 2021d 

Wissahickon Creek, Rose Valley Creek, Tannery Run 

CKSW-01 CSCKSW-101 WC-SW-01 0 NS 0.033 <0.20 

CKSW-02 CSCKSW-102 WC-SW-02 0 NS <0.065 <0.20 

CKSW-03 CSCKSW-103 RV-SW-02 0 NS <0.657 0.51 

CKSW-04 CSCKSW-104 
WC-SW-03 

1.8 <0.33 
(duplicate = 7.7) 0.011 

<0.20 
CKSW-05 CSCKSW-105 30 0.088 0.022 

CKSW-06 CSCKSW-106 TR-SW-02 0 NS 0.022 0.34 

CKSW-07 CSCKSW-107 WC-SW-04 24 0.13 0.011 1.00 

CKSW-08 CSCKSW-108 NS 0.18 0.044 0.011 NS 

NS CSCKSW-113 RV-SW-01 NS NS <0.0657 1.70 

NS CSCKSW-114 TR-SW-01 NS NS 0.150 0.19 

NS CSCKSW-115 NS NS NS 0.022 NS 

NS CSCKSW-116 NS NS NS <0.218 NS 

NS CSCKSW-117 NS NS NS <0.032 NS 

Reservoir 

RVSW-01 
CSRVSW-101 RP-SW-01 

1.9 
<0.66 <3.28 <10.00 

RVSW-02 0 

RVSW-03 
CSRVSW-103 RP-SW-03 

43 
2.2 <1.61 <5.10 

RVSW-03D 160 

RVSW-04 CSRVSW-104 RP-SW-04 640 <16 <1.61 <10.00 

RVSW-05 CSRVSW-102 RP-SW-02 28 <0.33 <3.28 <5.10 
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Location Total Asbestos Results (MFL) 
2009 Sample 

ID 
2018-2020 
Sample ID 

2021 Sample 
ID 

2009 (pre-
cleanup)a Spring 2018b Spring 2020c Sept. 2021d 

Notes: 
a) Source: Remedial Investigation, Figures 3-2 and 3-3, Tables 5-8a, 5-17a, L-11 and L-13 
b) Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report, Figures 2-4 and 2-5, Table 4-6 
c) Source: 2020 Addendum #1 to the Remedial Action Completion Report, Figures 2-1 and 2-2, Table 3-4 
d) Source: 2022 Sampling Report and O&M Summary, Figure 5 and Appendix 1 
Sampling locations were not exactly the same from year to year; this table matches up the locations as closely as possible. 
Multiple samples were collected at some locations. The highest concentration is reported in this table. 
MFL = million fibers per liter 
NS = not sampled 

 
In 2018, chrysotile asbestos was observed in four samples from Wissahickon Creek (three field samples and one 
field duplicate), and tremolite asbestos was also observed in the field duplicate sample. The water concentration 
for the field duplicate (7.7 MFL) was unexpected, because the corresponding field sample was non‐detect for 
asbestos. The Remedial Action Completion Report noted that it is possible that the discrete sampler used to 
collect the water stirred up the creek bed sediment during sample collection, as multiple attempts to collect 
sufficient water were necessary at the duplicate location. Asbestos present in Wissahickon Creek surface water 
suggests that the streambed sediment may be an ongoing source of asbestos, especially when these sediments are 
disturbed. The mean surface water asbestos concentration in Wissahickon Creek was 2.0 MFL (see Table H-12). 
 
In 2018, actinolite asbestos was observed in one sample from the reservoir. The mean surface water asbestos 
concentration in the reservoir was 0.55 MFL (see Table H-12). In 2018, the mean concentrations for surface water 
in both the reservoir and Wissahickon Creek were above the cleanup level. 
 
In 2020, chrysotile asbestos was observed in six samples from Wissahickon Creek and two samples from Tannery 
Run (see Table H-13). No asbestos was detected in Rose Valley Creek or in reservoir surface water. Asbestos 
present in Wissahickon Creek and Tannery Run surface water suggests that the stream bed sediment may be an 
ongoing source of asbestos, especially when these sediments are disturbed. The mean surface water asbestos 
concentrations in Wissahickon Creek and in Tannery Run were 0.012 MFL and 0.057 MFL, respectively. The 
spring 2020 mean asbestos concentration of the four Wissahickon Creek surface water sample locations that were 
sampled previously in spring 2018 (CSCKSW-104, CSCKSW-105, CSCKSW-107, and CSCKSW-108) was 
0.014 MFL, which is lower than the mean concentration from spring 2018 (2.0 MFL). All detected asbestos 
structures were chrysotile; no tremolite asbestos or actinolite asbestos was observed in any of the surface water 
samples. 
 
The upstream detections of asbestos in Wissahickon Creek west of the Site boundary (CSCKSW-115) at 
concentrations higher than on-Site locations suggests off-Site sources of asbestos. Similarly, the upstream surface 
water location north of the Site boundary in Tannery Run (CSCKSW-114) had asbestos concentrations higher 
than the surface water location in Tannery Run on the Site, suggesting off-site sources of asbestos at this 
waterbody as well.  
 
In 2020, the mean concentrations for asbestos in surface water in both Wissahickon Creek and Tannery Run were 
above the cleanup level established for reservoir surface water. In general, surface water asbestos concentrations 
in 2020 and 2021 were lower than those observed in 2009 (pre-cleanup), which suggests that the Selected 
Remedy (capping and creek bank stabilization) and manual ACM removal during creek cleanups is effectively 
mitigating the transport of asbestos from the source area to adjacent water bodies. 
 
In 2021, reservoir surface water samples did not indicate any asbestos detections.12 Asbestos was detected in the 
surface water of Wissahickon Creek, Tannery Run, and Rose Valley Creek. The highest concentration was 

 
12 Due to excessive particulate, the analytical sensitivity of 0.2 MFL as required by the method was not reached for some of 
the 2021 surface water samples. 
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detected where Rose Valley Creek enters the Site (RV-SW-01), suggesting a possible off-Site source. No asbestos 
was detected in Wissahickon Creek upstream of the confluence with Rose Valley Creek. EPA’s Biological 
Technical Assistance Group (BTAG) found that the sampling results from PADEP’s September 2021 sampling 
event do not appear to pose a potential ecological issue at this time. 
 
Ambient Air Sampling Results 
 
Figures H-16 and H-17 in Appendix H show the 2018 and 2021 ambient air sampling locations, respectively. 
Table 5 below presents asbestos concentrations in ambient air, before and after the cleanup. As shown in the table, 
asbestos concentrations in ambient air have decreased since the cleanup was completed. Ambient air results 
demonstrate that asbestos concentrations in the surrounding community continue to be low and are below the 
ambient air cleanup level (0.001 fibers per cubic centimeter (f/cc)). 
 

Table 5: Asbestos Concentrations in Ambient Air, Before and After Cleanup 
Location PCME Asbestos Results (s/cc) 

Description 2011 Sample 
ID 2018 Sample ID 2021 

Sample ID 
2011 (pre-
cleanup)a Spring 2018b Sept. 2021c 

Green Ribbon Trail CM01-AA CSCMAA-101 PP-PA-03 0.0012 <0.00099 ND 

Post office CM02-AA CSCMAA-102 NS ND 0.00032 NS 

Church/school CM03-AA CSCMAA-103 NS ND <0.00098 NS 

Adult community 
center CM04-AA CSCMAA-104 NS 0.00075 <0.00097 NS 

Basketball court / 
Cognis CM05-AA CSCMAA-105 PP-PA-04 ND <0.00088 ND 

Vacant lot (9 Maple 
Ave) CM07B-AA CSCMAA-107B RP-PA-01 0.00079 <0.00099 ND 

Asbestos pile NS NS AP-PA-01 NS NS ND 

Boys and Girls Club NS NS PP-PA-01 NS NS ND 

Entrance to Park 
Parcel NS NS PP-PA-02 NS NS ND 

Notes: 
Cleanup level is 0.001 fibers per cubic centimeter (PCME). 
a) Source: Remedial Investigation, Figure 3-11, Table 5-21 
b) Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report, Figure 2-6, Table 4-8 
c) Source: 2022 Sampling Report and O&M Summary, Figure 6 and Appendix 1 
s/cc = structures per cubic centimeter 
ND = not detected 
NS = not sampled 
Multiple samples were collected at some locations. The highest concentration is reported in this table. 

 
 
2018 Activity-Based Air Sampling Results 
 
Figure H-18 in Appendix H shows the 2018 ABS sampling locations. Table H-16 presents the 2018 ABS 
sampling results. As shown, asbestos structures were not observed in any of the ABS air samples, and asbestos air 
concentrations were non‐detect in all samples. As noted on Table H-16, mean concentrations were calculated for 
each area using the 95% upper confidence limits for non-detect results. 
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For the Asbestos Pile Parcel, mean ABS air concentrations are less than the cleanup level. For the Park Parcel, the 
mean personal ABS air concentration at the adult height is less than the cleanup level, but slightly above the 
cleanup level based on the child height and perimeter data. The true mean ABS air concentration is likely to be 
lower than the estimated mean value (i.e., the reported value represents a conservative high‐end of the potential 
exposure). These ABS air results demonstrate that estimated exposures to airborne asbestos during soil 
disturbance activities would likely result in a cancer risk less than 1 x 10‐4, and that post‐construction conditions 
are protective of human health. 
 
All ecological ABS air samples were non‐detect. This supports the conclusion that ecological exposures under 
post‐construction conditions are protective of ecological health. 
 
ABS soil samples were analyzed for asbestos by PLM. As shown in Table H-16, asbestos was not observed in any 
of the ABS soil samples, which is consistent with the ABS air sampling results. 
 
Site Inspection 
The Site inspection took place on December 16, 2021. Participants included EPA’s current RPM and prior RPM, 
PADEP, Skeo (EPA contractor support), and Whitpain Township. The purpose of the inspection was to assess the 
protectiveness of the Selected Remedy. Appendix F provides the Site inspection checklist. Appendix G provides 
photographs from the site inspection. 
 
Site inspection participants walked around the perimeter of the Site, including all three parcels. The cap appeared 
to be in good condition except for some groundhog burrows observed on the Park Parcel. About a dozen burrows 
were spotted, mainly on the slope facing Wissahickon Creek along with a few next to the gravel entrance road. At 
some of the burrows, chunks of asbestos-containing material had been unearthed and were present on the ground 
surface. 
 
Access to the Site is restricted by a fence on all sides except along Wissahickon Creek. There was some damage 
to the Park Parcel fence along the road; some of the vertical members were bent or broken.13 Site inspection 
participants did not observe any evidence of trespassing or vandalism. 
 
Grass on the top of the Park Parcel was recently mowed to about 4 to 6 inches. The O&M section of this FYR 
report describes EPA’s concern that the grass is being cut too short. The slopes of the Park Parcel are covered 
with thick shrubs about 5 to 6 feet tall. In general, no trees were observed growing on the Park Parcel except for a 
few small trees on the slope of the Park Parcel near Rose Valley Creek where it enters the Site. Trees are 
prohibited along the streambanks of Rose Valley Creek where cable concrete mats are present, so these trees 
should be removed if they are growing where cable concrete mats are present. 
 
About five small trees (3 to 6 inches in diameter) were observed growing on the Reservoir Parcel slope facing 
Wissahickon Creek. These trees should be removed in accordance with the O&M Plan because trees are 
prohibited along the berm of the Reservoir Parcel adjacent to Wissahickon Creek. 
 
The Asbestos Pile Parcel is covered with shrubs about 4 feet high. No trees are present. Near Tannery Run, there 
were areas where green matting was exposed. 
 
There are signs along Wissahickon Creek telling people not to dig due to buried asbestos and providing contact 
information for EPA. Participants at the December 2021 Site inspection noted that the large Site sign along the 
road was no longer legible; a new sign was installed in January 2022. 
 

 
13 The fence was installed by EPA to prevent access while the cleanup was being completed, but the fence is not required as 
part of the Site’s remedy. Any cap disturbance and all subsequent repairs required as a result of the removal of any fencing, 
signage or site security measures by the property owners (either direct such as earth disturbance, or indirect such as 
trespassing) will be the sole responsibility of the property owners. 
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V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 
 
QUESTION A:  Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? 
 
The remedy is functioning as intended by the decision document. The Site’s cover prevents exposure to waste, 
contaminated soil and reservoir sediment. The Site’s stream banks were stabilized to prevent ecological receptors 
from being exposed to Site contaminants.  
 
Since EPA completed the Site’s cleanup, asbestos concentrations in ambient air have decreased and are below the 
Site’s cleanup level. Asbestos concentrations in surface water have decreased significantly since the cleanup was 
completed; however, the asbestos concentrations in the Site’s creeks are above the cleanup level.14 In general, 
surface water asbestos concentrations in 2020 were lower than those observed in 2018, which suggests that the 
Selected Remedy (capping and creek bank stabilization) and manual ACM removal during creek cleanups is 
effectively mitigating the transport of asbestos from the source area to adjacent water bodies. Creek surface water 
should continue to be monitored to evaluate whether asbestos concentrations increase or decrease in relation to the 
post-remedial baseline concentrations established in 2020 after the removal of two dams near the Site. Asbestos 
present in Wissahickon Creek and Tannery Run surface water suggests that the stream bed sediment may be an 
ongoing source of asbestos, especially when these sediments are disturbed. Detections of asbestos upstream of the 
Site at concentrations higher than on-Site locations suggest that there may also be off-Site sources of asbestos. 
 
The detected asbestos concentrations in the reservoir surface water are not expected to represent an ongoing risk 
to ecological receptors because the results of reservoir sediment did not indicate the presence of asbestos. 
However, surface water samples should still be collected to monitor for exceedances of the asbestos cleanup level 
in the future. Repeated sampling of the top 6 inches of the reservoir bottom is not conducive to maintaining its 
integrity. 
 
Surface soil confirmation sampling found that asbestos is not present in surface soil. Several ecological COCs 
were detected in surface soil above their cleanup levels. EPA reviewed the surface soil ecological data and 
concluded that the contaminants detected in surface soils are not expected to pose an unacceptable ecological risk 
because of the level of exceedances and the spatial distribution of the exceedances. Growth of a healthy vegetative 
cover is expected to further ameliorate any residual ecological risk. EPA also compared the surface soil 
concentrations against EPA’s current screening levels for residential soil and found that the concentrations are not 
a concern for human health. 
 
PADEP and Whitpain Township are conducting O&M, generally in accordance with the July 2020 O&M Plan. 
The December 2021 FYR Site inspection found about a dozen groundhog burrows on the Park Parcel, mainly on 
the slope facing Wissahickon Creek along with a few burrows next to the gravel entrance road. At some of the 
burrows, chunks of ACM had been unearthed and were present on the ground surface. On March 4, 2022, PADEP 
and Whitpain Township collected the unearthed ACM and filled the burrows. PADEP removed any ACM coming 
out of the burrows and placed it in a plastic-lined drum for future disposal off-Site. More than a dozen groundhog 
holes were filled. Bentonite was placed in the bottom of the holes and they were topped off with topsoil and hand 
tamped. Whitpain Township, as the entity responsible for inspections and minor cap repairs at the Park Parcel, 
should regularly look for and fill groundhog burrows at the Park Parcel. PADEP is conducting O&M for the 
Asbestos Pile Parcel. 
 
The December 2021 FYR Site inspection also found several small trees growing on the Reservoir Parcel slope 
facing Wissahickon Creek. PADEP will remove these trees as prescribed in the O&M Plan. The December 2021 
FYR Site inspection also found a few small trees on the slope of the Park Parcel near Rose Valley Creek where it 
enters the Site. These trees should be removed if they are growing where cable concrete mats are present. 

 
14 Asbestos concentrations in reservoir surface water were non-detect in September 2021, but the quantitation limits were 
elevated due to high levels of particulates in the samples. 
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EPA believes that the Park Parcel grass is being mowed too short, which is counterproductive to the health of the 
vegetative cap and contrary to efforts to dissuade groundhogs from using the Site. The Site’s O&M Plan (Section 
2.3.3) states “mow no lower than 8 inches, if possible, as mowing lower will significantly damage the crown of 
these grasses, cause mortality, or open the Site for invasion by less desirable species.” The O&M Plan also states 
that mowing the grass every three years, or every two years, would be better than annual mowing because “native 
meadow vegetation at the Site thrives on a three-year mowing cycle during the late winter.” EPA will coordinate 
with Whitpain Township and PADEP regarding the mowing height and frequency. 
 
Long-term monitoring is a component of the Remedy.  Section 13.2.8 of the ROD states that it “will be conducted 
annually for the first four years leading up to the first FYR,” and that it “will include ABS, ambient air, soil, 
sediment, and surface water sampling to confirm cleanup levels continue to be achieved and to demonstrate that 
the capping remedy continues to perform as designed.”  Not all four rounds of sampling were completed leading 
up to the first FYR.  The sampling, however, that was completed indicates that the remedy is performing as 
expected.  Additionally, it is noted that section 13.2.8 of the ROD also allows for flexibility in modifying 
sampling protocols and reducing the number of samples collected if results have demonstrated that the remedy is 
performing as designed.  It states: “The specific [long-term monitoring] protocols will be designed based on 
confirmation sampling conducted after remedy completion, and may be modified based on results indicating the 
Selected Remedy is protective of human health and the environment. It is anticipated that the number of sample 
locations and analyses likely will decrease as the O&M period progresses, if sample results demonstrate that the 
cap continues to perform as designed.”  EPA will coordinate with PADEP to complete the ROD-required 
sampling. 
 
Institutional controls are in place to restrict future use of the Site parcels and to protect the engineered remedy. 
The institutional controls appear to be effective in preventing exposure and damage to the remedy. EPA installed 
fencing around the Site as part of the removal action to prevent access while the cleanup was being completed. 
Now that the cleanup has been completed, property owners can remove the fencing. 
 
QUESTION B:  Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and remedial action objectives 
(RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid? 
 
The exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and remedial action objectives used at the time of remedy 
selection are still valid. There are plans for the Park Parcel to be used as a public park in the future; the ROD 
anticipated this future use. 
 
This FYR compared the Site’s cleanup levels established in the ROD against the current standards (Appendix I). 
The current standards are not more stringent than the cleanup levels established for the Site. 
 
This FYR compared the ecological-based cleanup levels from the ROD against ecological screening levels using 
the hierarchy of standards laid out in the Site’s remedial investigation report (Appendix J). The ecological 
screening levels used for this evaluation are not more stringent than the cleanup levels established for the Site, 
supporting that the cleanup levels are still valid and protective. This FYR also compared the Site’s cleanup levels 
against EPA’s current human health-based screening levels, to determine whether the cleanup levels are 
protective for human health (Appendix J). The Site’s cleanup levels are protective for human health based on 
residential exposure. 
 
QUESTION C:  Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the 
remedy? 
 
No other information has come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the remedy. 
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VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
One issue/recommendation was identified during this FYR. 
 

 
OU(s): OU-1 Issue Category: Monitoring 

Issue: EPA completed one full round of ROD-required monitoring in 2018.  Two 
additional monitoring events were conducted, however, the monitoring conducted 
was not exactly as prescribed by the ROD.  
Recommendation: EPA will ensure that the ROD-required monitoring will be 
performed prior to the second FYR due date. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight Party Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA/PADEP EPA 2/28/2027 

 
OTHER FINDINGS 
 
Several findings were identified during the FYR. These findings do not affect current and/or future protectiveness. 
 

• EPA believes that the Park Parcel grass is being mowed too frequently and possibly too short, which is 
counterproductive to the health of the vegetative cap and contrary to efforts to dissuade groundhogs from 
using the Site. The Site’s O&M Plan (Section 2.3.3) recommends mowing “no lower than 8 inches, if 
possible, as mowing lower will significantly damage the crown of these grasses, cause mortality, or open 
the Site for invasion by less desirable species.” The O&M Plan also states that mowing the grass every 
three years, or every two years, would be better than annual mowing because “native meadow vegetation 
at the Site thrives on a three-year mowing cycle during the late winter.” EPA, however, also 
acknowledges that while frequent mowing can be counterproductive to vegetation, under-mowing can be 
counterproductive to visual Site inspections of cap integrity, as vegetative growth is often dense and can 
exceed four feet in height. Half of the Park Parcel has a very stable and sufficient vegetative cover 
(western side), while the other has patchy and sparse coverage in several areas (eastern side). This could 
be addressed by mowing the western side of the Park Parcel and all berms every two months between 
May and November but the eastern side on an as-needed basis. This may keep the established vegetation 
in check while allowing the sparse areas opportunity to grow. The O&M Plan should be updated to reflect 
any changes to mowing approaches. Mowing approaches will require modification once the 
redevelopment of the Park Parcel has occurred. EPA will coordinate with Whitpain Township and 
PADEP regarding the mowing approaches. 
 

• The December 2021 FYR Site inspection found about a dozen groundhog burrows on the Park Parcel. At 
some of the burrows, chunks of ACM had been unearthed and were present on the ground surface. 
PADEP collected and disposed of ACM unearthed from the burrows, and Whitpain Township filled in the 
holes on March 4, 2022. Whitpain Township will continue to inspect for animal burrows at the Park 
Parcel and fill the burrows as prescribed in the O&M Plan. Furthermore, Whitpain Township is in the 
process of awarding a contract to perform spot fumigations of active groundhog burrows on a regular 
basis. 
 

• The December 2021 FYR Site inspection found several small trees growing on the Reservoir Parcel slope 
facing Wissahickon Creek, and a few small trees on the slope of the Park Parcel near Rose Valley Creek 

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review: 
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where it enters the Site. On March 11, 2022, PADEP’s contractor removed the trees growing on the 
Reservoir Parcel slope facing Wissahickon Creek. The area of the slope along Rose Valley Creek does 
not contain concrete cable mats, and therefore, are not prohibited from growing there. It was noted that 
one tree was growing close to/on the retaining wall along Rose Valley Creek. Although the O&M Plan 
does not explicitly state that trees are prohibited from growing close to/on the retaining walls, it is 
recommended that this tree be removed. Additionally, the O&M Plan should be updated to reflect that 
trees growing close to/on the retaining walls could impact the integrity of the retaining wall, and 
therefore, be prohibited from growing there. 
 

• Invasive species are present on the Site, particularly along the slope of the Park Parcel. Invasive species 
should be routinely monitored and removed. 
 

• The EPA established threshold of 1% by weight for classification as asbestos containing materials is no 
longer an acceptable action limit to determine a Site response action for asbestos.15,16 Activity-based 
sampling should be conducted whenever there is asbestos in soil that can possibly release asbestos fibers 
into the air. The O&M Plan should be updated to reflect EPA’s guidance and future sampling events for 
the Site should include ABS whenever asbestos is detected in soil.  
 

• During the interviews, several citizens expressed concern about communications involving activities at 
the Site. Whitpain Township and PADEP should engage the community more frequently and inform 
citizens about planned activities at the Site. 
 

 
VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT 
 

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Protective 

  

Protectiveness Statement:   
The remedy at the Site is protective of human health and the environment because the Site’s cover 
prevents exposure to waste, contaminated soil and reservoir sediment; the Site’s stream banks were 
stabilized to prevent ecological receptors from being exposed to Site contaminants; and institutional 
controls are in place and effective to restrict future use of the Site parcels and to protect the engineered 
remedy. 

 
 
VIII. NEXT REVIEW 
 
The next FYR Report for the BoRit Asbestos Superfund Site is required five years from the completion date of 
this review. 

 
15 Clarifying Cleanup Goals and Identification of New Assessment Tools for Evaluating Asbestos at Superfund Cleanups, 
OSWER Directive 9345.4-05, August 2004 (PDF); https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/175323.pdf  
16 Framework for Investigating Asbestos-Contaminated Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act Sites, 
OLEM Directive No. 9200.0-90; 2021; https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/100002942.pdf 

http://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/175323
http://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/175323
https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/175323.pdf
https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/100002942.pdf
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APPENDIX A – REFERENCE LIST 
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Operations and Maintenance Plan, Revision 2, BoRit Asbestos Superfund Site, Ambler, Pennsylvania. 
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2021 Operations and Maintenance Report, BoRit Asbestos NPL Site, Ambler Borough, Upper Dublin 
Township, Whitpain Township, Montgomery County. PADEP. March 2022. 
 
Quarterly Inspection Reports (2019-2021). Conducted by EPA / Whitpain Township. 
 
Record of Decision, BoRit Asbestos Superfund Site, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania. EPA Region 
3. July 2017. 
 
Remedial Action Completion Report, BoRit Asbestos Superfund Site, Ambler, Pennsylvania. Prepared 
by CDM Smith for EPA Region 3. September 2018. 
 
Remedial Investigation Addendum, BoRit Asbestos Superfund Site, Ambler, Pennsylvania. Prepared by 
CDM Smith for EPA Region 3. May 2015. 
 
Remedial Investigation Report, BoRit Asbestos Superfund Site, Ambler, Pennsylvania. Prepared by 
CDM Smith for EPA Region 3. November 2013. 
 
Sampling Report and Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Summary: June 2020 to December 2021. 
Prepared by AECOM for PADEP. April 2022. 
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APPENDIX B – SITE CHRONOLOGY 
 

Table B-1: Site Chronology 
 

Event Date 
K&M produced asbestos products at their Ambler facility 1897 to 1962 
EPA conducted sampling at Site 1983 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources conducted 
sampling at the Site 

1984 

EPA conducted a removal action to address the most immediate 
environmental concerns at the Site 

2008 to 2017 

EPA listed the Site on the NPL April 9, 2009 
EPA completed the remedial investigation November 2013 
EPA issued a remedial investigation addendum May 2015 
EPA issued the Site’s ROD July 2017 
EPA sent IC letters to owners of all three site properties August 2017 
EPA conducted the first round of confirmation sampling April-July 2018 
Site achieved the construction complete milestone June 2018 
EPA completed the remedial action September 2018 
EPA conducted second round of confirmation sampling February 2020 
Site achieved O&F March 3, 2020 
EPA revised the O&M Plan July 2020 
Environmental Covenant recorded for Park Parcel November 18, 2020 
PADEP conducted sampling event September 2021 
Administrative Order recorded containing institutional controls for 
Asbestos Pile Parcel 

September 23, 2021 

Environmental Covenant recorded for Reservoir Parcel May 27, 2022 
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APPENDIX C – SITE MAP 
 
Figure C-1: Site Vicinity Map 
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APPENDIX D – PUBLIC NOTICE 
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APPENDIX E – INTERVIEW FORMS 
 
 
Date: 12/16/2021 
 

Interviewee: CAG Member #1 
Member; Community Advisory Group 

 
1. What is your overall impression of the projects? 

 
The EPA said how they were going to remediate the site and they accomplished what they said.  They 
successfully maintained the site according to the plan.   

  
2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?  

 
I have no firsthand knowledge regarding this question.   

  
3. Is the CAG aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and 

administration?   
 

I am not in broad contact with the community or its governing administration to assess their concerns. 
  

4. Is the CAG aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing, or 
emergency responses from local authorities?  

 
I have no firsthand knowledge. 

  
5. Is the CAG aware of the requirement to have restrictions (ICs) limiting activities and/or land use at 

the site to protect the community/site users from waste left in place? 
 

The CAG is aware of the requirement to have restrictions that limit use and activities on the site.  These were 
discussed many times at CAG meetings.  However, speaking for myself, I am not certain that I have 
confidence that those restrictions will be followed in the longer term.  One of my objectives is to assure that 
the community never forgets what is underneath the cap of this superfund site and maintaining an awareness 
of the importance of preserving the integrity of the cap.  

  
6. Is the CAG aware of ongoing operation and maintenance activities and the duration of those 

activities?   
 

Prior to the pandemic, the CAG was aware of the operation and maintenance activities as reported by the EPA 
at each CAG meeting.  However, during the pandemic, communication has been nonexistent due to the lack 
of meetings and due to my not pursuing updates from the EPA.  I am sure that if I approached EPA about 
maintenance activities, I would have received an update that I could have shared with the CAG. 

  
7. Does the CAG have any concerns about the cleanup or about potential risks from the site? 

 
Inspections of the site and the Wissahickon Creek continue to produce uncovered articles believed to contain 
asbestos.  Although the articles are removed, it seems to be a concern.  The operations plan calls for continued 
air sampling which is reported to show the absence of fibers in the air at the boundaries of the site.  The air 
sampling results should provide relief to the community's concern of exposure. 
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Cleanup is a misnomer.  The word implies that the contamination is removed or decontaminated.  The word 
also implies that the work on the site is finished.  In fact, the contamination is still there, buried under the cap 
requiring cap maintenance in perpetuity.  This site should not be considered cleaned up but will forever be a 
superfund site as long as the contamination remains under the cap.  Perhaps more appropriate descriptive 
labels to consider for characterization of the site are forms of the words sequestered, isolated, or encapsulated. 

   
8. What would be the most effective way to inform your community about the cleanup, O&M and/or 

restrictions (ICs) at the site? 
 

Perhaps an approach to identify the most effective way to inform the community is to meet with 
municipal officials, local newspapers, etc, and first determine communication needs and gaps and then 
explore potential solutions. 
 
9. Does the CAG feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? 

 
Prior to the pandemic, the CAG was aware of the operation and maintenance activities as reported by the 
EPA at each CAG meeting.  However, during the pandemic, communication has been nonexistent due to 
the lack of meetings and due to my not pursuing updates from the EPA.  I am sure that if I approached 
EPA about maintenance activities, I would have received an update that I could have shared with the 
CAG. 

 
10. Does the CAG have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s 

management or operation?   
 
There are two relevant areas of research that recently appeared in the magazine of the American Chemical 
Society, C&E News.  One article concerned the assessment of safety concerns of construction products 
containing asbestos and the other concerned the containment of asbestos fibers. 

  
The Toxic Substances Control Act of 2020, found unreasonable risks to workers and consumers of many 
products containing asbestos.  However, they did not consider the risks from construction materials and 
did not consider all forms of asbestos other than chrysotile.  According to this article, EPA committed to 
evaluate construction materials containing asbestos and forms of asbestos other than chrysotile.  BoRit 
contains numerous buried construction materials and if this recently announced evaluation considers the 
degradation of buried construction materials containing asbestos, the EPA BoRit team should monitor the 
evaluation results.  This evaluation is due to be completed by December 1, 2024 (CEN.ACS.org, Oct. 25, 
2021.)   

 
The second research effort suggested that the mobility of asbestos fibers in soil can be affected by the 
presence of organic components in soils.  Column experiments, using BoRit soil, suggest that humic and 
fulvic acids and can promote the mobility of asbestos fibers in soils.  The preliminary results were 
published in a peer reviewed article that may raise serious questions about asbestos fiber 
containment.  Any further work in the area of asbestos fiber containment should be followed because of 
the direct relevance to BoRit. (CEN.ACS.org, November, 29.2021; Sanjay K. Mohanty, Ashkan 
Salamatipour, and Jane K. Willenbring, J. Hazardous Materials Letters, 2 (2021) 100015.) 
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Date: 12/02/2021 
 

Interviewee: CAG Member# 3 
Member; Community Advisory Group 

 
 

1. What is your overall impression of the projects? 
 
The type remedy used for the remediation was not the one for which I had hoped.  In my opinion the 
only true cure for the asbestos waste piles is to have the asbestos waste removed or made inert.  I 
believe that we  
will continue to have asbestos related problems as long as the contamination is allowed to remain.  In 
terms of dollars I believe that in the long run, because of the ongoing O&M, it may wind up costing 
more to have it buried, and the danger of health related issues will remain as long as the piles remain. 
 

2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community? 
 
I have not personally been affected by the operations.  The West Ambler community can best answer 
this question. 
 

3. Is the CAG aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and 
administration? 
 
See the above answer. 
 

4. Is the CAG aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, 
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities? 
 
I have not personally witnessed any events of that type but have heard of problems with trespassing 
and vandalism. 
 

5. Is the CAG aware of the requirement to have restrictions (ICs) limiting activities and/or land 
use at the site to protect the community/site users from waste left in place? 
 
I believe that the CAG is aware of that possibility. 
 

6. Is the CAG aware of ongoing operation and maintenance activities and the duration of those 
activities? 
 
I believe that the CAG is aware of the O&M activities but future CAG meetings with the Agencies 
reps would be more helpful. 
 

7. Does the CAG have any concerns about the cleanup or about potential risks from the site? 
 
I personally have concerns and I believe the CAG members do as well.  As long as the contaminants 
are in place there will always be a potential risk. 
 

8. What would be the most effective way to inform your community about the cleanup, O&M 
and/or restrictions (ICs) at the site? 
 
Proper signage at the site is, to me, the most obvious, and least expensive, way.  Another, as Sharon 
Vargas pointed out at the Zoom meeting is a social media source for Ambler residents called 
AroundAmbler.com.  It is probably the easiest way to disseminate information.  The Ambler Gazette 



E-4 
 

could also be utilized but probably not as effective. 
 

 
9. Does the CAG feel well informed about the site's activities and progress? 

 
I can't say that I feel "well informed".  Regular CAG meetings worked better. 
 

10. Does the CAG have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site's 
management or operation? 
 
Communicate, communicate, communicate. 
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Date: 12/15/2021 
 

Interviewee: CAG Member #2 
Member; Community Advisory Group 

 
1. Is the CAG aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and 

administration?  

Yes, concern that potential for weather events make capping only a semi-permanent solution 
  

2. Is the CAG aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing, or 
emergency responses from local authorities? 
 
The primary "door breakers" on the piles are the deer, but I have seen hunters up there. 

  
3. Is the CAG aware of the requirement to have restrictions (ICs) limiting activities and/or land use at 

the site to protect the community/site users from waste left in place? 

Yes, but my big comment here is that more potential ACM seems to show up after every large storm and 
it shows up downstream from the site.  Given that there is public access to Wissahickon Trails land for 
recreation purposes, this are needs to be included in monitoring and cleanup activities. 

  
4. Is the CAG aware of ongoing operation and maintenance activities and the duration of those 

activities? 
 
Would like to be better informed. 
 

       5.   Does the CAG have any concerns about the cleanup or about potential risks from the site? 

• More potential ACM seems to show up after every large storm and it shows up downstream from the 
site.  Given that there is public access to Wissahickon Trails land for recreation purposes, this area 
(downstream from Bo-Rit) needs to be included in monitoring and cleanup activities. 

• Given this, Germantown Academy should be informed and included.  
• Given this, ACM monitoring and cleanup needs to occur after every major storm, not just yearly. 
• Given the recently posted article, which supports research presented to us pre-Covid by U Penn (also 

other research that injected small fibers can affect the digestive tract), we really need to think about 
movement of small fibers through soil, especially considering that City Of Philadelphia pulls water 
from the Wissahickon.  At the very least, they should be informed of the possibility of fibers in 
stream water.  Also, while I would hope that floccing and filtering would remove small fibers, this 
should be verified. 

6.   What would be the most effective way to inform your community about the cleanup, O&M and/or       
restrictions (ICs) at the site? 

1. Ambler mayor's office, 2. Ambler Gazette, 3. Our website? 

7.  Does the CAG feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress?   

No, for example, there was work done on the (BoRit) park site this summer that we were not informed 
about.  
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8. Does the CAG have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s 
management or operation? 

  See above 
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Date: January 3, 2022 
 
Interviewee: CAG Member #5 Advocacy Director, Clean Air Council  
 

1. What is your overall impression of the projects? 
 

I am very new to this process and the project, but my general impression is that there are good practices 
and timeframes built into the operations and maintenance plan for the sites and that these are followed 
and completed. However, it is my impression that the public (and CAG members) are not regularly 
informed about the results of this work and that there are still issues with maintenance of the site that need 
to be adequately addressed in the immediate future and then monitored on an ongoing basis going 
forward.   

  
2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community? 

 
See responses below. 

  
3. Is the CAG aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and 

administration?  
 

Not beyond the concerns members of the CAG have expressed. I seem to remember EPA stating on the 
CAG call that it was doing outreach (mailings) to residents about the 5-year review to get feedback. What 
outreach methods is EPA using? Has EPA done any phone calls or canvassing to talk with residents, 
especially those living adjacent to the sites?  

  
4. Is the CAG aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing, or 

emergency responses from local authorities? 
 
No. 

  
5. Is the CAG aware of the requirement to have restrictions (ICs) limiting activities and/or land use at 

the site to protect the community/site users from waste left in place? 
 

I had read this on the EPA website for this project but could not find detailed information about this. The 
information I saw on the website provided a general overview about what ICs are, but did not provide 
information about the specific ICs of these sites: https://www.epa.gov/superfund/superfund-institutional-
controls I found this on the site: “PADEP issued a Section 512 Administrative Order (512 Order) to the 
owner of the two site parcels which defines prohibited activities at the site.” Can EPA provide more 
information about the specific institutional controls for the asbestos piles and make this information and 
the order available on the website?  

  
6. Is the CAG aware of ongoing operation and maintenance activities and the duration of those 

activities? 
 

It is my understanding that there are requirements for quarterly inspections for issues such as cracks, 
erosion, fence damage, animal burrows, fallen trees, but I am unaware of the specific outcomes of those 
inspections or corrective actions that may have been taken to address any issues. Are these inspections 
documented somewhere and publicly available via the website? It is also my understanding that air 
sampling for asbestos is required on an annual basis and whenever areas with asbestos could be disturbed, 
but I am unaware of the results of that sampling. Is this data publicly available via the website?  

 

https://www.epa.gov/superfund/superfund-institutional-controls
https://www.epa.gov/superfund/superfund-institutional-controls
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7. Does the CAG have any concerns about the cleanup or about potential risks from the site? 
 

Please refer to my email (sent on November 8, 2021) for a detailed description of my concerns with 
photos attached. Below is a summary of those concerns. Please feel free to contact me for additional 
information about locations, etc.  
• I found a cantaloupe-sized white ball just outside the fence of the Ambler Asbestos Piles right where 

Stuart Creek runs off the site. Tim Gallagher with EPA came out to investigate this and my other 
concerns. 

• We found and collected a number of probable asbestos materials (tiles and pipe) from the trail near 
the Ambler Asbestos Piles. What can be done about cleaning up the rest of these materials that remain 
on this trail and public area? 

• There are some areas of the Ambler Asbestos Piles site that have been affected by erosion and that 
need to be addressed/repaired (see photos for examples). 

o Damaged sediment control cloth 
o Potentially damaged gabion cages 
o Erosion and clogging/improper drainage of pipe further northwest of Stuart Creek (see photo) 

• Gaps in fencing/gates around piles could not only encourage trespassing by people, but also allow 
animals such as deer and dogs to enter the site and disturb the piles. 

• I’m concerned about future flooding, especially with increasingly intense storms like Ida and 
increased precipitation from climate change. The leaves on the metal fence in my photos show how 
high the creek came up to the piles during the flooding this summer. 

  
8. What would be the most effective way to inform your community about the cleanup, O&M and/or 

restrictions (ICs) at the site? 
 

In general, I think people need more information about the cleanup, ongoing maintenance and use 
restrictions. Here are three ideas related to outreach about the 5-year review, which I think is a key time to 
engage the public on this project.  
1. EPA could consider holding a virtual town hall meeting to both present information about the sites, 

preliminary analysis from inspections, and to encourage participation in the 5-year review.  
2. It may be helpful to create a 2 or 3 question survey (available online and in hard copy) and distribute 

it to fenceline neighbors, on social media, and through the CAG’s local contacts.  
3. Work with the borough to write an article for the Ambler newsletter about the 5-year review soliciting 

public input in the online survey.  
  

9. Does the CAG feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? 
 

I was concerned to learn that the owners of the Ambler Asbestos Piles property had brought in soil 
without the proper permitting and were working on digging that up and removing it over the summer.  
• Did EPA or DEP notify the public or CAG members about this activity? 
• How can this type of violation be prevented in the future? 
• Will EPA or DEP brief the CAG and or members of the public about this removal and assure them 

that no asbestos was disturbed?   
  

10. Does the CAG have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s 
management or operation? 
 
• Address the issues and concerns listed above.  
• Consider more frequent inspections to monitor for the above issues so that they can be identified and 

addressed more quickly. 
• As was discussed on the CAG call, I think it would be beneficial to post signs with images of 

asbestos-containing materials and what to do/ who to contact if someone finds some. 
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• Organize regular cleanups of the Wissahickon Creek, trails, and park areas that get inundated with 
flooding to locate and remove asbestos-containing materials. Notify the public about cleanup dates 
and close public areas off with signs and barricades during cleanups. If there are parts of these 
cleanup activities that the public can safely participate in with certain health precautions, consider 
inviting CAG members or volunteers to help with these activities (e.g., identifying potential ACM for 
agency officials to properly remove and dispose of). 
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Date: 12/02/2021 
 
Interviewee: CAG Member #4 
Member; Community Advisory Group 
 
 

1. What is your overall impression of the projects? 

My overall opinion of the remediation of BoRit is that the EPA did the least amount of cleanup that would 
meet the requirements of the law.  As far as I can remember, we were granted less funding than many other 
asbestos Superfund sites.  

2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community? 

When you look at the BoRit site, there is a false sense of well-being.  You would never know that this site is 
the largest asbestos waste disposal site in America.  It looks like a safe bird sanctuary that would encourage 
visitors. That is one reason for the ongoing gentrification.The new residents have no knowledge as to what 
was there before. In addition, the area around there was known to flood, as parts of the park are on a 
floodplain.  As per the meeting last night, it is still flooding even with mitigation. I would suggest the EPA 
and Army Core of Engineers review the size of the piping that was installed and why some existing piping 
was removed. With such a great deal of depth of asbestos, the water may not be absorbed. 

3. Is the CAG aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and 
administration?  

       I don’t know. 

4. Is the CAG aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing, or 
emergency responses from local authorities? 

That was discussed at the meeting.  It appears the EPA is aware of such activities. 

5. Is the CAG aware of the requirement to have restrictions (ICs) limiting activities and/or land use at 
the site to protect the community/site users from waste left in place? 

There were restrictions.  However, there was also discussion of Whitpain township wanting to install a 
playground on top of the capped asbestos. If I remember correctly, the EPA installed utility hookups on the 
site for future development.  

6. Is the CAG aware of ongoing operation and maintenance activities and the duration of those 
activities? 

There were ongoing maintenance activities to clear the creek of asbestos remains along the bank and in the 
creek on a yearly basis.  As per the meeting last night, this has not been done in two years. There was also a 
60 foot “crevice” on the Ambler Piles that was supposed to be mitigated. I would suggest the EPA investigate 
if there is any additional damage due to development of the site across the street. 
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7. Does the CAG have any concerns about the cleanup or about potential risks from the site? 
 

Yes, I think the site will always pose a substantial risk to the community.  The EPA could have experimented 
with new technology but chose not to utilize best efforts.  They have even allowed, in conjunction with the 
DEP, residential construction on the factory parcel consisting of the same carcinogens.  As far as my research, 
this has never been done before.  I hope the potential renters are made aware of the potentially harmful 
minerals in the ground and that it is suspected that asbestos moves through the ground and water. 

8. What would be the most effective way to inform your community about the cleanup, O&M and/or 
restrictions (ICs) at the site? 
 

Each of the townships have a newsletter that is mailed and emailed to their residents.  A truthful article could 
be submitted.  

9. Does the CAG feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? 

At this time, I do not feel well informed. With the onboarding of new personnel, I feel they were not 
adequately briefed      as to the history of the site, nor the fact that asbestos will always leach from the site and 
need cleanup. Previous EPA personnel should have shared a timetable for creek cleanup, etc. 

10. Does the CAG have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s 
management or operation? 
 

Yes, I understand that this is the first five-year review.  The next reviews will also be at five-year 
intervals.  That is insufficient for this site as the remedy was not to “clean” the site, but rather to cover it up. 
The health team should continue to track lung cancer and related lung issues, especially among new residents 
and those who will live on top of the Bast parcel. 
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APPENDIX F – SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 
 

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 
 

I.  SITE INFORMATION 
 

Site Name: BoRit Asbestos Date of Inspection: 12/16/2021 

Location and Region: Ambler, PA; Region 3  EPA ID: PAD981034887 
Agency, Office or Company Leading the Five-Year 
Review: EPA Region 3 Weather/Temperature: partly sunny, ~60°F 

Remedy Includes:  (Check all that apply) 
 Landfill cover/containment    Monitored natural attenuation 
 Access controls     Groundwater containment 
 Institutional controls       Vertical barrier walls 
 Groundwater pump and treatment 
 Surface water collection and treatment 
 Other:       

Attachments:  Inspection team roster attached   Site map attached 

II.  INTERVIEWS  (check all that apply) 
1.  O&M Site Manager    PADEP 

Name 
      
Title 

12/16/2021 
Date 

Interviewed   at site   at office   by phone    Phone:        
Problems, suggestions  Report attached: see Section IV of this FYR report 

2.  O&M Staff                             
Name 

      
Title 

      
Date 

 Interviewed   at site   at office   by phone    Phone:        
 Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       

3. Local Regulatory Authorities and Response Agencies (i.e., state and tribal offices, emergency 
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, 
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices). Fill in all that apply. 

 
Agency PADEP 
Contact       

Name 
      
Title 

12/16/2021 
Date 

      
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached: see Section IV of this FYR report 
 
Agency Whitpain Township 
Contact      Name       

Title 
11/14/2021 
Date 

      
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached: see Section IV of this FYR report 
 
Agency       
Contact       

Name 
      
Title 

      
Date 

       
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 
Agency       
Contact       

Name 
      
Title 

      
Date 

      
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 
Agency       
Contact                         
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Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       

 

4. Other Interviews (optional)   Report attached: see Section IV and Appendix E of this FYR report 

     Five CAG members 

President of Wissahickon Waterfowl Preserve (owner of reservoir parcel) 

      Boys and Girls Club (across street from Site) 

III.  ON-SITE DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS VERIFIED  (check all that apply) 

1. O&M Documents 

 O&M manual   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 As-built drawings  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Maintenance logs  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

 Contingency plan/emergency response plan  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

4. Permits and Service Agreements 

 Air discharge permit   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Effluent discharge  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Waste disposal, POTW  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Other permits:        Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

5. Gas Generation Records  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

6. Settlement Monument Records  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records   Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

8. Leachate Extraction Records  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

9. Discharge Compliance Records  

 Air   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Water (effluent)  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks:       
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10. Daily Access/Security Logs  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

IV.  O&M COSTS 

1. O&M Organization 

 State in-house  Contractor for state 

 PRP in-house  Contractor for PRP 

 Federal facility in-house  Contractor for Federal facility 

 O&M is conducted by PADEP and Whitpain Township 
 

2. O&M Cost Records  

 Readily available  Up to date 

 Funding mechanism/agreement in place         Unavailable 

Original O&M cost estimate: The Site’s ROD estimated that O&M costs for the Site would be 
$225,000 for the first two years of O&M.   Breakdown attached 

Total annual cost by year for review period if available 

From: 03/01/2020 
                          Date 

To: 12/31/2021 
       Date 

PADEP: $75,000 
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From: 04/01/2021 
                          Date 

To: 03/15/2022 
       Date 

Whitpain Township: 
$7,909 
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                          Date 

To:       
       Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                          Date 

To:       
       Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                         Date 

To:       
        Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

 

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs during Review Period 
 Describe costs and reasons:        

V.  ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS    Applicable    N/A 

A.  Fencing 

1. Fencing Damaged  Location shown on site map       Gates secured       N/A 
Remarks: There was some damage to the Park Parcel fence along the road; some of the vertical members 
are bent or broken. 

B.  Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and Other Security Measures   Location shown on site map  N/A 
Remarks: There are warning signs along Wissahickon Creek about buried asbestos but the large site sign 
along the road is no longer legible (update: a new sign was installed in January 2022). 



F-4 
 

C.  Institutional Controls (ICs) 

1. Implementation and Enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented    Yes      No  N/A 

Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced    Yes      No  N/A 

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): quarterly inspection by PADEP 
Frequency: quarterly 
Responsible party/agency: PADEP 

Contact omitted for privacy                   

 Name Title Date Phone no. 

Reporting is up to date  Yes  No N/A 

Reports are verified by the lead agency  Yes  No  N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met  Yes  No  N/A 

Violations have been reported  Yes  No  N/A 

Other problems or suggestions:   Report attached 

 
 

2. Adequacy  ICs are adequate   ICs are inadequate   N/A 

Remarks: All of the required institutional controls have been implemented. EPA is in the process of 
finalizing an additional institutional control (an environmental covenant) for the Reservoir Parcel. 

D.  General 

1. Vandalism/Trespassing  Location shown on site map   No vandalism evident 

Remarks:       

2. Land Use Changes On Site   N/A 

Remarks: Whitpain Township is planning to build a public park on the Park Parcel. 

3. Land Use Changes Off Site   N/A 
Remarks: The public park planned for the Park Parcel may include a pedestrian bridge from the Boys and 
Girls Club to the Site. 

VI.  GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A.  Roads      Applicable     N/A 

1. Roads Damaged   Location shown on site map  Roads adequate  N/A 
Remarks:       

B.  Other Site Conditions 

Remarks:       

VII.  LANDFILL COVERS      Applicable    N/A 

A.  Landfill Surface 

1. Settlement (low spots)  Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
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2. Cracks  Location shown on site map  Cracking not evident 

Lengths:       Widths:       Depths:       

Remarks:       
 

3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

4. Holes  Location shown on site map  Holes not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks: Numerous groundhog burrows at Park Parcel capped area. 
 

5. Vegetative Cover  Grass  Cover properly established 

 No signs of stress  Trees/shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 

Remarks: Park Parcel grass is being mowed too short. A few small trees are growing on the Reservoir 
Parcel slope facing Wissahickon Creek. 

 

6. Alternative Cover (e.g., armored rock, concrete)  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

7. Bulges  Location shown on site map  Bulges not evident 

Area extent:       Height:       

Remarks:       
 

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage
  

 Wet areas/water damage not evident 

 Wet areas  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

 Ponding  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

 Seeps  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

 Soft subgrade  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

9. Slope Instability  Slides  Location shown on site map 

 No evidence of slope instability 

Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

B.  Benches   Applicable  N/A 

(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope in 
order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined channel.) 

1. Flows Bypass Bench  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 

Remarks:       
 

2. Bench Breached  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 

Remarks:       
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3. Bench Overtopped  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 

Remarks:       
 

C.  Letdown Channels   Applicable  N/A 
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags or gabions that descend down the steep side 
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill 
cover without creating erosion gullies.) 

1. Settlement (Low spots)  Location shown on site map  No evidence of settlement 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Material Degradation  Location shown on site map  No evidence of degradation 

Material type:       Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  No evidence of erosion 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

4. Undercutting  Location shown on site map  No evidence of undercutting 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

5. Obstructions Type:        No obstructions 

 Location shown on site map Area extent:       

Size:       

Remarks:       
 

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type:       

 No evidence of excessive growth 

 Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 

 Location shown on site map Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

D.  Cover Penetrations   Applicable  N/A 

1. Gas Vents  Active  Passive 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
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3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

4. Extraction Wells Leachate  

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

5. Settlement Monuments  Located  Routinely surveyed  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

E.  Gas Collection and Treatment               Applicable    N/A 

1. Gas Treatment Facilities 

 Flaring  Thermal destruction  Collection for reuse 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

F.  Cover Drainage Layer   Applicable  N/A 

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

2. Outlet Rock Inspected  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

G.  Detention/Sedimentation Ponds  Applicable   N/A 

1. Siltation Area extent:       Depth:        N/A 

 Siltation not evident 

Remarks:       
 

2. Erosion Area extent:       Depth:       

 Erosion not evident 

Remarks:       
 

3. Outlet Works  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
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4. Dam  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

H.  Retaining Walls   Applicable  N/A 

1. Deformations  Location shown on site map  Deformation not evident 

Horizontal displacement:       Vertical displacement:       

Rotational displacement:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Degradation  Location shown on site map  Degradation not evident 

Remarks:       
 

I.  Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge   Applicable  N/A 

1. Siltation  Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Vegetative Growth  Location shown on site map  N/A 

 Vegetation does not impede flow 

Area extent:       Type:       

Remarks:       
 

3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

4. Discharge Structure  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

VIII.  VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS         Applicable     N/A 

1. Settlement  Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring:       

 Performance not monitored 

Frequency:        Evidence of breaching 

Head differential:       

Remarks:       
 

IX.  GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES     Applicable       N/A 

A.  Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps and Pipelines   Applicable  N/A 

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing and Electrical 

 Good condition  All required wells properly operating  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 



F-9 
 

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 

 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks:       
 

B.  Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps and Pipelines  Applicable  N/A 

1. Collection Structures, Pumps and Electrical 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 

 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks:       
 

C.  Treatment System   Applicable  N/A 

1. Treatment Train (check components that apply) 

 Metals removal  Oil/water separation  Bioremediation 

 Air stripping  Carbon adsorbers  

 Filters:       

 Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent):       

 Others:       

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

 Sampling ports properly marked and functional 

 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 

 Equipment properly identified 

 Quantity of groundwater treated annually:       

 Quantity of surface water treated annually:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 

 N/A  Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 

 N/A  Good condition  Proper secondary containment  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
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4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 

 N/A  Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

5. Treatment Building(s) 

 N/A  Good condition (esp. roof and doorways)   Needs repair 

 Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks:       
 

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 All required wells located   Needs maintenance           N/A 

Remarks:       
 

D. Monitoring Data 

1. Monitoring Data  

 Is routinely submitted on time  Is of acceptable quality 
 

2. Monitoring Data Suggests:  

 Groundwater plume is effectively contained   Contaminant concentrations are declining 
 

E.  Monitored Natural Attenuation 
1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 All required wells located  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

X.  OTHER REMEDIES 
If there are remedies applied at the site and not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing the physical 
nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil vapor extraction. 

XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 
A. Implementation of the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.  
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is designed to accomplish (e.g., to contain contaminant 
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emissions). 
 
The remedy is effective and functioning as designed. The Site’s cover prevents exposure to waste, 
contaminated soil and reservoir sediment. The Site’s stream banks were stabilized to prevent ecological 
receptors from being exposed to site contaminants. Institutional controls are in place to restrict future use 
of the site parcels and to protect the engineered remedy. The institutional controls appear to be effective in 
preventing exposure and damage to the remedy. 

B. Adequacy of O&M 
Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
PADEP and Whitpain Township are responsible for O&M. An up-to-date O&M plan is in place. This 
FYR recommends several O&M actions (filling animal burrows, removing trees and reviewing the 
mowing frequency and height). 
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C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 
Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised 
in the future.    
None 

D. Opportunities for Optimization 
Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
 
None identified. 

 
 
Site inspection participants: 
EPA’s current RPM and prior RPM 
PADEP 
Skeo (EPA FYR contractor support) 
Whitpain Township 
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APPENDIX G – SITE INSPECTION PHOTOS 
 

 
Access road to Park Parcel 

 

 
Park Parcel 
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Park Parcel 

 

 
Damaged fence at Park Parcel 
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Park Parcel slope and Wissahickon Creek 

 
Park Parcel slope facing Wissahickon Creek 
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Animal burrow on Park Parcel slope facing Wissahickon Creek 

 

 
Animal burrow on Park Parcel slope facing Wissahickon Creek 
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Animal burrow on Park Parcel slope facing Wissahickon Creek 

 

 
Animal burrows on Park Parcel next to access road 
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Park Parcel slope facing Rose Valley Creek 

 

 
Rose Valley Creek where it enters the Site 

 



G-7 
 

 
Rose Valley Creek near Wissahickon Creek 

 

 
Southern edge of reservoir 
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Recreational trail on Reservoir Parcel  

 
Birdwatching platform on Reservoir Parcel 
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Trees on Reservoir Parcel slope facing Wissahickon Creek 

 

 
Trees on Reservoir Parcel slope facing Wissahickon Creek 
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Asbestos Pile 

 

 
Fence between Asbestos Pile Parcel and Maple Street 

 



G-11 
 

 
Tannery Run 

 

 
Tannery Run and Maple Street bridge 
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Sign along Wissahickon Creek 

 

 
Site sign along road, no longer legible 
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New site sign (installed January 2022)
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APPENDIX H – DATA REVIEW ADDITIONAL MATERIAL 
 
Figure H-1: 2018 Surface Soil Sampling Locations, Park Parcel17 

 
17 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Figure H-2: 2018 Surface Soil Sampling Locations, Reservoir Parcel18 

  
 

18 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Figure H-3: 2018 Surface Soil Sampling Locations, Asbestos Pile Parcel19 

 
19 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Figure H-4: 2021 Surface Soil Sampling Locations, Park Parcel20 

 

 

 
20 Source: Figure 1 from 2022 Sampling Report and O&M Summary. See Figure H-7 for the sample numbering used by the asbestos sampling contractor. 
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Figure H-5: 2021 Surface Soil Sampling Locations, Reservoir Parcel21 

 

 
21 Source: Figure 2 from 2022 Sampling Report and O&M Summary. See Figure H-7 for the sample numbering used by the asbestos sampling contractor. 
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Figure H-6: 2021 Surface Soil Sampling Locations, Asbestos Pile Parcel22 

 

 
22 Source: Figure 3 from 2022 Sampling Report and O&M Summary. See Figure H-7 for the sample numbering used by the asbestos sampling contractor. 
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Figure H-7: 2021 Surface Soil Sampling Locations (numbering used by asbestos contractor)23 

  

 
23 Source: Appendix 1 of the 2022 Sampling Report and O&M Summary 
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Figure H-8: 2009 Surface Water and Sediment Sampling Locations, Reservoir Parcel24 

 
24 Source: 2013 Remedial Investigation Report 
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Figure H-9: 2018 Surface Water and Sediment Sampling Locations, Reservoir Parcel25 

 
25 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Figure H-10: 2020 Surface Water and Sediment Sampling Locations, Reservoir Parcel26 

 
26 Source: 2020 Addendum #1 to Final Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Figure H-11: 2021 Sediment Sampling Locations, Reservoir Parcel27 

 

 
27 Source: 2022 Sampling Report and O&M Summary 



H-12 
 

Figure H-12: 2009 Surface Water and Sediment Sampling Locations, Creeks28 

 
 

 
28 Source: 2013 Remedial Investigation Report 
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Figure H-13: 2018 Surface Water Sampling Locations, Wissahickon Creek29 

 

 
29 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Figure H-14: 2020 Surface Water Sampling Locations, Creeks30 

 

 
30 Source: 2020 Addendum #1 to Final Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Figure H-15: 2021 Surface Water Sampling Locations31 

 

 
31 Source: 2022 Sampling Report and O&M Summary 
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Figure H-16: 2018 Ambient Air Sampling Locations32 

 

 
32 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Figure H-17: 2021 Ambient Air Sampling Locations33 

   

 
33 Source: 2022 Sampling Report and O&M Summary 
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Figure H-18: 2018 ABS Sampling Locations34 

 
34 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Table H-1: 2018 Surface Soil Sampling Results, Asbestos35 

 
35 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Table H-2: 2018 Surface Soil Sampling Results, SVOCs and Inorganics36 

 

 
36 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Table H-3: 2021 Surface Soil Sampling Results, Asbestos37 
Area Sample ID PLM Point Count Results 

Asbestos Pile Parcel 

PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-01 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-02 <0.1% Chrysotile 
PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-03 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-04 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-05 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-06 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-07 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-08 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-09 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-AP-SS-10 None Detected 

Park Parcel 

PADEPLTM-2021-PP-SS-01 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-PP-SS-02 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-PP-SS-03 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-PP-SS-04 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-PP-SS-05 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-PP-SS-06 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-PP-SS-07 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-PP-SS-08 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-PP-SS-09 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-PP-SS-10 None Detected 

Reservoir Parcel 

PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SS-01 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SS-02 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SS-03 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SS-04 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SS-05 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SS-06 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SS-07 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SS-08 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SS-09 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SS-10 None Detected 

 
  

 
37 Source: 2022 Sampling Report and Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Summary 
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Table H-4: 2021 Surface Soil Sampling Results, Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and Inorganics38 
 

 

 
38 Source: Table 4 from 2021 O&M Report with several transcription errors corrected after checking the table against the 
laboratory analytical reports (zinc values for PP-SS-05 and PP-SS-09, chromium value for RP-SS-14) 
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Table H-5: 2021 Soil Sampling Results, Dioxins and Furans39 

  

  

 
39 Source: Appendix 2 of the 2022 Sampling Report and Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Summary 

Human 
Health

(1)
Mammals

(2)
Birds

(2)
Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier

EDL 
(ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier

EDL 
(ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier

EDL 
(ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD 0.01 0.01 0.001 200 B 0.65 2 0.2 50 B 0.35 0.5 0.05 37 B 0.26 0.37 0.037
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDF 0.01 0.01 0.01 57 0.13 0.57 0.57 5.3 JI 0.037 0.053 0.053 3.5 J 0.019 0.035 0.035
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-HpCDF 0.01 0.01 0.01 3.0 JIB 0.17 0.03 0.03 0.42 JB 0.033 0.0042 0.0042 0.23 JIB 0.020 0.0023 0.0023
1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDD 0.1 0.1 0.05 3.6 J 0.10 0.36 0.18 0.54 JI 0.012 0.054 0.027 0.39 JI 0.0097 0.039 0.0195
1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDF 0.1 0.1 0.1 3.2 JI 0.088 0.32 0.32 0.3 JI 0.034 0.03 0.03 0.23 JI 0.0065 0.023 0.023
1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDD 0.1 0.1 0.01 7.1 B 0.10 0.71 0.071 1.3 JB 0.011 0.13 0.013 1.3 JB 0.0094 0.13 0.013
1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDF 0.1 0.1 0.1 3.2 JB 0.093 0.32 0.32 0.36 JIB 0.034 0.036 0.036 0.2 JIB 0.0067 0.02 0.02
1,2,3,7,8,9-HxCDD 0.1 0.1 0.1 6.3 B 0.10 0.63 0.63 1.6 JIB 0.014 0.16 0.16 1.1 JIB 0.0090 0.11 0.11
1,2,3,7,8,9-HxCDF 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.57 JI 0.12 0.057 0.057 ND 0.014 0.0014 0.0014 0.22 JI 0.0075 0.022 0.022
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDD 1 1 1 2.2 JI 0.017 2.2 2.2 0.60 JI 0.021 0.6 0.6 0.44 JI 0.021 0.44 0.44
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDF 0.03 0.03 0.1 0.81 J 0.040 0.0243 0.081 0.19 JI 0.035 0.0057 0.019 0.21 J 0.015 0.0063 0.021
2,3,4,6,7,8-HxCDF 0.1 0.1 0.1 3.6 JB 0.086 0.36 0.36 0.57 JB 0.010 0.057 0.057 0.4 JB 0.0065 0.04 0.04
2,3,4,7,8-PeCDF 0.3 0.3 1 0.92 J 0.035 0.276 0.92 0.33 JI 0.027 0.099 0.33 0.17 J 0.012 0.051 0.17
2,3,7,8-TCDD 1 1 1 ND 0.021 0.021 0.021 ND 0.017 0.017 0.017 ND 0.016 0.016 0.016
2,3,7,8-TCDF 0.1 0.1 1 0.56 JI 0.018 0.056 0.56 ND 0.016 0.0016 0.016 0.22 JI 0.011 0.022 0.22
OCDD 0.0003 0.0003 0.0001 7400 B 1.4 2.22 0.74 2900 B 0.17 0.87 0.29 1900 B 0.13 0.57 0.19
OCDF 0.0003 0.0003 0.0001 95 B 0.031 0.0285 0.0095 14 B 0.0076 0.0042 0.0014 11 B 0.010 0.0033 0.0011

TOTAL TEQs: 10.2 7.3 2.6 1.7 1.9 1.4

ng/kg = nanograms per kilogram
J = Result is less than the RL but greater than or equal to the MDL and the concentration is an approximate value.
I = Value is EMPC (estimated maximum possible concentration).
B = Analyte was found in the blank.
*5- = Isotope dilution analyte is outside acceptance limits, low biased.

TEQ = Concentration * TEF
For non-detect (ND) results, the EDL was used to calculate the TEQ, as a conservative screening approach.

(1) Toxicity equivalence factors for human health were obtained from EPA's December 2010 "Recommended Toxicity Equivalence Factors (TEFs) for Human Health Risk Assessments of 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-
dioxin and Dioxin-Like Compounds," available at https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2013-09/documents/tefs-for-dioxin-epa-00-r-10-005-final.pdf

(2) Ecological toxicity equivalence factors were obtained from Table 2 in EPA's June 2008 "Framework for Application of the Toxicity Equivalence Methodology for Polychlorinated Dioxins, Furans, and Biphenyls in 
Ecological Risk Assessment," available at https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2013-09/documents/tefs-draft-052808-0804.pdf. The avian TEF for 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD is listed as <0.001.
TEF = toxicity equivalence factor
EDL = estimated detection limit

Analyte

AP-SS-21 AP-SS-22Toxicity Equivalence Factors

Analytical results in this table were obtained from the laboratory analytical reports in Appendix 2 of PADEP's April 2022 "Sampling Report and Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Summary June 2020 to December 2021"

Notes:

AP-SS-23
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Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier

EDL 
(ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier

EDL 
(ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier

EDL 
(ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier

EDL 
(ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

120 B 0.51 1.2 0.12 91 B 0.46 0.91 0.091 110 B 0.47 1.1 0.11 110 B 0.35 1.1 0.11
8.2 0.038 0.082 0.082 5.2 J 0.044 0.052 0.052 4.9 J 0.031 0.049 0.049 8.9 0.044 0.089 0.089

0.56 JIB 0.047 0.0056 0.0056 0.36 JB 0.051 0.0036 0.0036 0.44 JB 0.035 0.0044 0.0044 0.66 JIB 0.052 0.0066 0.0066
1.6 JI 0.050 0.16 0.08 0.97 JI 0.044 0.097 0.0485 1.4 J 0.051 0.14 0.07 1.4 JI 0.056 0.14 0.07
1.1 JI 0.014 0.11 0.11 0.71 JI 0.013 0.071 0.071 0.69 J 0.020 0.069 0.069 1 JI 0.017 0.1 0.1
3.2 JB 0.053 0.32 0.032 1.9 JIB 0.043 0.19 0.019 2.3 JIB 0.052 0.23 0.023 3.3 JB 0.056 0.33 0.033

0.93 JB 0.015 0.093 0.093 0.59 JIB 0.014 0.059 0.059 0.42 JIB 0.021 0.042 0.042 0.83 JIB 0.019 0.083 0.083
2.6 JB 0.055 0.26 0.26 2.1 JIB 0.045 0.21 0.21 2.4 JB 0.050 0.24 0.24 2.6 JB 0.057 0.26 0.26

0.15 J 0.017 0.015 0.015 0.15 J 0.017 0.015 0.015 ND 0.026 0.0026 0.0026 ND 0.024 0.0024 0.0024
ND 0.042 0.042 0.042 ND 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.57 JI 0.044 0.57 0.57 0.69 JI 0.044 0.69 0.69

0.41 JI 0.030 0.0123 0.041 0.26 JI 0.029 0.0078 0.026 0.33 JI 0.012 0.0099 0.033 0.51 JI 0.019 0.0153 0.051
1.2 JIB 0.013 0.12 0.12 0.65 JB 0.012 0.065 0.065 0.74 JIB 0.019 0.074 0.074 1.4 JB 0.018 0.14 0.14

0.57 JI 0.024 0.171 0.57 0.52 JI 0.023 0.156 0.52 0.45 JI 0.0096 0.135 0.45 0.78 JI 0.015 0.234 0.78
ND 0.016 0.016 0.016 ND 0.018 0.018 0.018 ND 0.014 0.014 0.014 ND 0.012 0.012 0.012
ND 0.015 0.0015 0.015 ND 0.026 0.0026 0.026 ND 0.013 0.0013 0.013 0.43 JI 0.017 0.043 0.43

8900 B 1.3 2.67 0.89 8600 B 1.3 2.58 0.86 8800 B 1.4 2.64 0.88 7400 B 1.1 2.22 0.74
18 B 0.031 0.0054 0.0018 13 B 0.030 0.0039 0.0013 12 IB 0.019 0.0036 0.0012 17 B 0.019 0.0051 0.0017

5.3 2.5 4.5 2.1 5.3 2.6 5.5 3.6

AP-SS-24 AP-SS-25 AP-SS-26 AP-SS-27
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Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier EDL (ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier EDL (ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier

EDL 
(ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

Result 
(ng/kg) Qualifier

EDL 
(ng/kg)

TEQ 
(human/
mammal)

TEQ 
(bird)

140 B 0.53 1.4 0.14 110 B 0.32 1.1 0.11 120 B 0.25 1.2 0.12 44 B 0.17 0.44 0.044
12 0.055 0.12 0.12 6.2 0.046 0.062 0.062 5.9 0.031 0.059 0.059 3.4 J 0.020 0.034 0.034

0.87 JB 0.063 0.0087 0.0087 0.52 JB 0.051 0.0052 0.0052 0.31 JIB 0.035 0.0031 0.0031 0.32 JB 0.024 0.0032 0.0032
2 J 0.070 0.2 0.1 1.4 J 0.047 0.14 0.07 1.4 JI 0.051 0.14 0.07 0.86 JI 0.028 0.086 0.043

1.6 J 0.023 0.16 0.16 0.89 JI 0.014 0.089 0.089 0.84 J 0.054 0.084 0.084 0.44 JI 0.028 0.044 0.044
4.5 JB 0.070 0.45 0.045 3.2 JB 0.045 0.32 0.032 2.2 JB 0.051 0.22 0.022 1.4 JB 0.029 0.14 0.014

0.81 JB 0.022 0.081 0.081 0.62 JIB 0.014 0.062 0.062 0.6 JB 0.055 0.06 0.06 0.31 JIB 0.028 0.031 0.031
3.2 JIB 0.069 0.32 0.32 2.5 JIB 0.047 0.25 0.25 2.9 JB 0.050 0.29 0.29 1.5 JB 0.030 0.15 0.15

0.16 JI 0.027 0.016 0.016 0.16 J 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.26 JI 0.055 0.026 0.026 0.2 J 0.029 0.02 0.02
1.4 JI 0.048 1.4 1.4 0.77 JI 0.025 0.77 0.77 1.2 J 0.021 1.2 1.2 0.59 JI 0.016 0.59 0.59

0.75 JI 0.018 0.0225 0.075 0.23 J 0.029 0.0069 0.023 0.65 J 0.020 0.0195 0.065 0.17 JI 0.013 0.0051 0.017
1.6 JB 0.022 0.16 0.16 1 JIB 0.013 0.1 0.1 0.82 JB 0.050 0.082 0.082 0.42 JIB 0.025 0.042 0.042

0.56 J 0.015 0.168 0.56 0.53 JI 0.024 0.159 0.53 0.85 J 0.015 0.255 0.85 0.28 JI 0.010 0.084 0.28
ND 0.022 0.022 0.022 ND 0.016 0.016 0.016 ND 0.028 0.028 0.028 ND 0.021 0.021 0.021

0.87 J 0.014 0.087 0.87 0.38 J 0.023 0.038 0.38 ND 0.028 0.0028 0.028 0.18 JI 0.027 0.018 0.18
9900 *5- B 1.7 2.97 0.99 7900 B 0.94 2.37 0.79 11000 B 0.82 3.3 1.1 2500 B 0.12 0.75 0.25

23 B 0.036 0.0069 0.0023 13 B 0.016 0.0039 0.0013 17 B 0.043 0.0051 0.0017 9.4 JB 0.027 0.00282 0.00094
7.6 5.1 5.5 3.3 7.0 4.1 2.5 1.8

AP-SS-29 AP-SS-30 AP-SS-23 DUPAP-SS-28
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Table H-6: 2018 Sediment Sampling Results, Asbestos40 

 
  

 
40 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Table H-7: 2020 Sediment Sampling Results, Asbestos41 

 
 
 
 

 
41 Source: 2020 Addendum #1 to Final Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Table H-8: 2021 Sediment Sampling Results, Asbestos42 
Area Sample ID PLM Point Count Results 

Reservoir Parcel 

PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SD-01 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SD-02 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SD-03 None Detected 
PADEPLTM-2021-RP-SD-04 None Detected 

 
  

 
42 Source: 2022 Sampling Report and Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Summary 



H-30 
 

Table H-9: 2018 Sediment Sampling Results, VOCs43 

 
  

 
43 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Table H-10: 2020 Sediment Sampling Results, VOCs44 

 

 
44 Source: 2020 Addendum #1 to Final Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Table H-11: 2021 Sediment Sampling Results, VOCs45 

 
45 Source: Table 4 from the 2022 Sampling Report and Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Summary 
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Table H-12: 2018 Surface Water Sampling Results, Asbestos46 

 
46 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Table H-13: 2020 Surface Water Sampling Results, Asbestos47 

 
  

 
47 Source: 2020 Addendum #1 to Final Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Table H-14: 2021 Surface Water Sampling Results, Asbestos48 

Area Sample ID 

Determination of Asbestos Structures in Waste Water Performed by the EPA 100.1 Method 

# Asbestos 
Fibers 

# Non-
Asbestos 
Fibers 

Type(s) of 
Asbestos 

Analytical 
Sensitivity 

(MFL) 

Confidence 
Limits 

Concentration 
of Asbestos 

Fibers (MFL) 

Wissahickon 
Creek 

WC-SW-01 0   0.20 0.00-0.75 <0.20 

WC-SW-02 0   0.20 0.00-0.75 <0.20a 

WC-SW-03 0   0.20 0.00-0.75 <0.20a 

WC-SW-04 2 27 Chrysotile 0.51b 0.12-3.70 1.00a 

Rose Valley 
Creek 

RV-SW-01 1 8 Chrysotile 1.70b 0.04-9.40 1.70a 

RV-SW-02 1 10 Chrysotile 0.51b 0.01-2.80 0.51a 

Tannery Run 
TR-SW-01 1 7 Chrysotile 0.19 0.01-1.00 0.19a 

TR-SW-02 2 2 Chrysotile 0.17 0.04-1.20 0.34a 

Reservoir 

RP-SW-01 0 1  10.00b 0.00-38.00 <10.00 

RP-SW-02 0   5.10b 0.00-19.00 <5.10 

RP-SW-03 0   5.10b 0.00-19.00 <5.10 

RP-SW-04 0   10.00b 0.00-38.00 <10.00 

Notes: 
a) Sample ozonated prior to analysis due to lab receipt time exceeding 48hr method hold time. 
b) Due to excessive particulate, the analytical sensitivity of 0.2 MFL as required by the method was not reached. 
MFL = million fibers per liter 

 

 
48 Source: 2022 Sampling Report and Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Summary, Figure 5 and Appendix 1 
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Table H-15: 2018 Surface Water Sampling Results, Inorganics49 

  

 
49 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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Table H-16: 2018 ABS Sampling Results50 

 

 
50 Source: 2018 Remedial Action Completion Report 
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APPENDIX I – ARAR REVIEW 
 
CERCLA Section 121(d)(1) requires that Superfund remedial actions attain “a degree of cleanup of hazardous 
substances, pollutants, and contaminants released into the environment and control of further release at a 
minimum which assures protection of human health and the environment.” The remedial action must achieve a 
level of cleanup that at least attains those requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate. In 
performing the FYR for compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), only 
those ARARs that address the protectiveness of the remedy are reviewed. 
 
The 2017 ROD (Table 45c) established the Pennsylvania Statewide Health Standards as chemical-specific 
ARARs for soil (25 PA Code § 250.305(b)-(f)) and surface water (25 PA Code § 250.309(c)). Risk-based levels 
were established for some COCs and are discussed further in Appendix J. Table I-1 compares the Site’s cleanup 
levels established in the ROD against the current values. To be conservative, Table I-1 uses the residential 
standards. Table I-1 shows that the cleanup levels established for the Site are more stringent than the current 
standards. 
 
Table I-1: Cleanup Levels ARARs Review 

COC 
ROD Cleanup Levela 

Current Pennsylvania 
Statewide Health Standards 

(November 20, 2021) 

Is Current 
Standard More 
Stringent than 
ROD Cleanup 

Level? Soil Reservoir 
Surface Water Soilb Surface 

Water 

Asbestos -- 0.0001 MFL -- --c No 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 925 µg/kg -- 1,300,000 µg/kg -- No 
Dioxins and furans 0.199 ng/kg -- 140 ng/kgd -- No 
Chromium 26 mg/kg -- 37 mg/kge -- No 
Nickel 38 mg/kg -- 4,400 mg/kg -- No 
Zinc 104 mg/kg -- 66,000 mg/kg -- No 
Notes: 
a) Source: Table 42 of the ROD 
b) Residential direct contact (0-15 feet) standards. Source: Pennsylvania Statewide Health Standards, available at: 

https://www.dep.pa.gov/Business/Land/LandRecycling/Standards-Guidance-Procedures/Pages/Statewide-Health-
Standards.aspx (accessed 2/8/2022). 

c) Asbestos is not listed in Pennsylvania’s Statewide Health Standards for Surface Water (Chapter 93) available at 
https://www.dep.pa.gov/Business/Water/CleanWater/WaterQuality/Pages/default.aspx (accessed 2/8/2022). 

d) Standard for 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin. 
e) Standard for the more toxic form of chromium (chromium VI). 

https://www.dep.pa.gov/Business/Land/LandRecycling/Standards-Guidance-Procedures/Pages/Statewide-Health-Standards.aspx
https://www.dep.pa.gov/Business/Land/LandRecycling/Standards-Guidance-Procedures/Pages/Statewide-Health-Standards.aspx
https://www.dep.pa.gov/Business/Water/CleanWater/WaterQuality/Pages/default.aspx
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APPENDIX J – SCREENING-LEVEL RISK REVIEW 
 
Cleanup Level Based on Human Health Risk 
 
The surrogate human health cleanup level established in the ROD for asbestos in soil was a site-specific value that 
was calculated by the EPA Region 3 toxicologist for asbestos in air during ABS and is based on human health 
risks (ROD Section 8.2.1). For asbestos, successful remediation of source waste material and soil will be assessed 
by achievement of the site-specific air cleanup level. 
 
Cleanup Levels Based on Ecological Risk 
 
The cleanup levels established in the ROD for soil contaminated with bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, dioxins and 
furans, chromium and nickel and for sediment contaminated with carbon disulfide were based on ecological 
screening levels since the remedy is based primarily on containment and therefore eliminated ecological exposure 
pathways. Ecological screening levels for asbestos are not available. For asbestos in air, the surrogate ecological 
cleanup level is based on the no observed adverse effect level (NOAEL) toxicity reference value (TRV) for 
inhalation. Even though asbestos was not detected in reservoir sediment at levels that potentially posed a risk in 
the screening level ecological risk assessment, the reservoir bench study demonstrated that reservoir surface water 
is directly affected by reservoir sediment. Therefore, EPA used a conservative approach and assumed that 
asbestos is also a potential ecological risk in reservoir surface water. The surface water ecological screening level 
(ESL) was the proposed cleanup level for asbestos in reservoir sediment. Table J-1 compares the ecological-based 
cleanup levels from the ROD against the current ecological screening levels, using the hierarchy of standards laid 
out in the Site’s 2013 Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment (Appendix B of the 2013 Remedial 
Investigation Report). Table J-1 shows that the current ESLs are not more stringent than those previously used 
(Table J-1). The soil cleanup level for zinc was based on the maximum background concentration, so it is not 
evaluated in this risk review. 
 
This FYR also compared the Site’s cleanup levels against EPA’s current human health-based screening levels, to 
determine whether the cleanup levels are protective for human health. As shown in Table J-2, the Site’s cleanup 
levels are protective for human health based on residential exposure. 
 
Table J-1: Ecological Screening Level Evaluation 

COC ROD Cleanup Levela 

Current ESLb 

Is Current 
ESL More 

Stringent than 
ROD Cleanup 

Level? 
Soil/Waste Soil Air 

(Ambient) 
Reservoir 
Sediment 

Reservoir 
Surface 
Water 

Asbestos -- 25 f/cc 
(WHO) -- -- 25 f/ccc 

(WHO) No 

Bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate 925 µg/kg -- -- -- 925 µg/kgiii No 

Dioxins and furans 0.199 
ng/kg -- -- -- 0.199 ng/kgiii No 

Chromium 26 mg/kg -- -- -- 26 mg/kgi No 
Nickel 38 mg/kg -- -- -- 38 mg/kgi No 
Reservoir 
Asbestos -- -- -- 0.0001 MFL 0.0001 MFLvii No 
Carbon disulfide -- -- 4.1 µg/kgd -- 0.851 µg/kgiv Nod 
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Notes: 
a. Source: Table 42 of the ROD 
b. Ecological screening values from the following references were applied using the following hierarchy (from the 

Site’s 2013 Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment, pages 4-1 to 4-2): 
I. Soil 

i. EPA Ecological Soil Screening Levels; lowest value used – available at 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-09/documents/eco-ssl_chromium.pdf, 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-09/documents/eco-ssl_nickel.pdf (accessed 2/4/2022). 

ii. Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Toxicological Benchmarks for Screening Contaminants of Potential 
Concern for Effects on Terrestrial Plants: 1997 Revision – available at, 
https://rais.ornl.gov/documents/tm85r3.pdf and Toxicological Benchmarks for Contaminants of 
Potential Concern for Effects on Soil and Litter Invertebrates and Heterotrophic Process: 1997 
Revision – available at, https://info.ornl.gov/sites/publications/Files/Pub57854.pdf (accessed 
2/4/2022). The lowest value was used. 

iii. EPA Region 5 RCRA Ecological Screening Values – available at, 
https://archive.epa.gov/region5/waste/cars/web/pdf/ecological-screening-levels-200308.pdf (accessed 
2/4/2022). 

II. Sediment 
iv. EPA 2006b. Region 3 Biological Technical Assistance Group (BTAG) Freshwater Sediment 

Screening Benchmarks – available at https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-
09/documents/r3_btag_fw_sediment_benchmarks_8-06.pdf (accessed 2/9/2022). 

III. Surface Water 
v. EPA 2006. Region 3 BTAG Freshwater Screening Benchmarks – available at 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-09/documents/r3_btag_fw_benchmarks_07-06.pdf 
(accessed 2/9/2022). 

vi. EPA 2009. National Recommended Water Quality Criteria – available at 
https://www.epa.gov/wqc/national-recommended-water-quality-criteria-aquatic-life-criteria-table 
(accessed 2/9/2022). 

vii. For asbestos, several laboratory studies exposing freshwater aquatic invertebrates or fish to chrysotile 
asbestos are available. Data are limited to two invertebrate species and five fish species. The lowest 
reported asbestos concentrations associated with adverse effects to growth, reproduction or survival 
were identified from Belanger at al. (1986). The juvenile Asiatic clam Corbicula fluminea exposed for 
30 days to chrysotile asbestos had significantly less shell and tissue growth at 104 f/l and above in 
winter and 105 f/l and above in summer. Exposures to 102 f/l asbestos were not associated with 
adverse effects related to growth, reproduction or survival. Thus, a NOAEL of 0.0001 MFL was 
identified as the screening level toxicity benchmark, or ESL, for asbestos in surface water protective 
of aquatic life.  

c. There is no soil screening level available for asbestos. For asbestos in air, the surrogate ecological cleanup level is 
based on the NOAEL TRV for inhalation. The NOEL TRV for asbestos was selected for mammals based on the 
results reported for amosite asbestos at 25 WHO f/cc. These results represent the most conservative values reported.  

d. Table 2-3 of the Site’s Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment (Appendix B of the RI report) notes that the 
screening value for carbon disulfide was adjusted for carbon content using the total organic carbon concentration 
from the location used in the screening exercise. Given that the Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment was 
conducted after the current ESL (BTAG freshwater sediment screening level) was released in 2006, this table 
concludes that the ROD cleanup level for carbon disulfide in reservoir sediment is consistent with the BTAG 
freshwater sediment screening level of 0.851 µg/kg. 

µg/kg = micrograms per kilogram 
ESL = ecological screening level 
f/cc = fibers per cubic centimeter 
f/l = fibers per liter 
MFL = million fibers per liter 
mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram 
ng/kg = nanograms per kilogram 
WHO = World Health Organization 

 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-09/documents/eco-ssl_chromium.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-09/documents/eco-ssl_nickel.pdf
https://rais.ornl.gov/documents/tm85r3.pdf
https://info.ornl.gov/sites/publications/Files/Pub57854.pdf
https://archive.epa.gov/region5/waste/cars/web/pdf/ecological-screening-levels-200308.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-09/documents/r3_btag_fw_sediment_benchmarks_8-06.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-09/documents/r3_btag_fw_sediment_benchmarks_8-06.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-09/documents/r3_btag_fw_benchmarks_07-06.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/wqc/national-recommended-water-quality-criteria-aquatic-life-criteria-table
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Table J-2: Human Health Screening Level Evaluation 
COC ROD Cleanup Levela Current RSLsb Is Current RSL 

More Stringent 
than ROD 

Cleanup Level? 
Soil/Waste Soil Air (ABS) Air 

(Ambient) 
Reservoir 
Sediment 

Reservoir 
Surface 
Water 

Residential 

Cancer-based Non-cancer 
Based 

Asbestosc -- 0.04 f/cc (ABS) 
(PCME) 

0.001 f/cc 
(PCME) -- -- no RSL no RSL No 

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 925 µg/kg -- -- -- -- 39,000 µg/kg 1,300,000 µg/kg No 
Dioxins and furans 0.199 ng/kg -- -- -- -- 4.8 ng/kgd 51 ng/kgd No 
Chromiume 26 mg/kg -- -- -- -- no RSL 120,000 mg/kg No 
Nickel 38 mg/kg -- -- -- -- 15,000 mg/kg 1,500 mg/kg No 
Zinc 104 mg/kg -- -- -- -- no RSL 23,000 mg/kg No 
Reservoir 

Asbestos -- -- -- -- 0.0001 
MFL 

no RSLs exist 
MCL = 7 MFLf No 

Carbon disulfide -- -- -- 4.1 µg/kg -- no RSL 770,000 µg/kgg No 
Notes: 
a. Source: Table 42 of the ROD 
b. November 2021 RSLs available at https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-generic-tables. 
c. Site-specific value calculated by EPA Region 3 toxicologist for asbestos in air based on human health risks (ROD Section 8.2.1). 
d. Value for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. 
e. Values in table are for the less toxic species of chromium (chromium III). The Site’s remedial investigation did not conduct speciation studies to determine what 

forms of chromium were present, but noted that it is not likely that all of the chromium present was the more toxic species (chromium VI). Comparing the soil 
cleanup level (26 mg/kg) against the more stringent RSLs for chromium VI (residential soil screening levels of 0.3 mg/kg for cancer risk and 230 mg/kg for non-
cancer hazard) shows that the cleanup level is within EPA’s range of acceptable risk. 

f. MCLs are available at https://www.epa.gov/ground-water-and-drinking-water/national-primary-drinking-water-regulations (accessed 3/2/2022). 
g. RSL for soil. 
µg/kg = micrograms per kilogram 
f/cc = fibers per cubic centimeter 
MCL = EPA Maximum Contaminant Level 
MFL = million fibers per liter 
mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram 
ng/kg = nanograms per kilogram 
WHO = World Health Organization 

https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-generic-tables
https://www.epa.gov/ground-water-and-drinking-water/national-primary-drinking-water-regulations
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Figure K-1: Park Parcel Environmental Covenant 
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Figure K-2: Reservoir Parcel Environmental Covenant 
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Figure K-3: Asbestos Pile Parcel Administrative Order 
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Figure K-4: Park Parcel Institutional Control Letter 
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Figure K-5: Reservoir Parcel Institutional Control Letter 
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Figure K-5: Asbestos Pile Parcel Institutional Control Letter 
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