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December 2, 1999

Via Overnight Mail
Thomas Cinti, Esquire
Regional Counsel's Office
U,S, Environmental Protection Agency
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103

Re: 1180 Church Road, North Penn Area 7, Lansdale. PA

Dear Tom:

As we agreed, we are writing to summarize the reasons why
Liberty Property Development Corp., Liberty Property Limited
Partnership, Rouse & Associates - 1180 Church Road, Rouse &.
Associates - 1180 Church Road Limited Partnership and 900 Church
Road Land Limited Partnership (formerly known as Rouse &. Associates -
Church Road Land Limited Partnership) (hereinafter collectively referred
to as "Liberty Property")1 qualify for the defense to liability provided in

1 The Agreement of Sale for the 1180 Church Road property, dated November 20. 1986,
was between Elan Associates (the "Seller") and Rouse & Associates - 1180 Church
Road, a Pennsylvania partnership. This Agreement of Sale was subsequently assigned to
Rouse &, Associates - 1180 Church Road Limited Partnership, by Agreement dated
December 3, 1986, and this limited partnership is the entity which obtained title to the
property through a deed dated December 29, 1986. The original 1180 Church Road
property, which was the subject of the Agreement of Sale with Elan Associates, consisted
of approximately 52 acres.

In 1987, Rouse & Associates - Church Road Land Limited Partnership (which later
changed its name to 900 Church Road Land Limited Partnership) purchased two
additional parcels, consisting of approximately 20 acres neighboring the 1180 Church
Road property. These parcels were .owned by Pennbrook Industrial Center and consisted
of undeveloped land.

In 1994, in connection with a public offering, Liberty Property Limited Partnership
became the general partner of Rouse & Associates - 1180 Church Road Limited
Partnership, the entity that owned the 1180 Church Road property, and the undeveloped
parcels were conveyed to Liberty Property Development Corp. In June 1999, in
connection with the proposed sale of the 1180 Church Road property, this property was
conveyed to its general partner. Liberty Property Limited Partnership. EPA has
previously concluded that because of Willard Rouse's relationship to these Liberty
Property entities, all of these entities are sufficiently related so that the prospective
purchaser policy was not applicable to the Liberty Property entities. For the same reason,
all of these entities should be viewed as related in determining the applicability of the

A R 0 0 0 3 0 5



Thomas Cinti . Esquire
December 2, 1999
Page 2

Section KJ7(b ) (3 ) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(b)(3) (the "innocent landowner defense"), and,
therefore, should not be considered a responsible party for the volatile organic compound
("VOC") groundwater contamination at the North Perm Area 7 Superfund Site. After reviewing
the relevant history and factors, we shall also explain why, for similar reasons, it is appropriate
for EPA to enter a de minimis settlement with Liberty Property under Section 122(g)(l)(B) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(g)(l}(B).

Innocent Landowner Defense

Under Section 107(b)(3) of CERCLA, there is no CERCLA liability for a person
otherwise liable who can show that the release or threat of release of hazardous substances was
caused by an act or omission of a third party other than one whose act or omission occurs in
connection with a contractual relationship, existing directly or indirectly, with such person. See
42 U.S.C. § 9607(b)(3). To qualify for this defense, such a person must also establish that
"(a) he exercised due care with respect to the hazardous substance concerned, taking into
consideration the characteristics of such hazardous substance, in light of all relevant facts and
circumstances, and (b) he took precautions against foreseeable acts or omissions of any such
third party and the consequences that could foreseeably result from such acts or omissions." Id.

As we are sure EPA would concede, Liberty Property did not utilize, process or dispose
of trichloroethylene (TCE) or tetrachloroethylene (PCE) at the Property, which substances are
the contaminants of concern at the North Penn Area 7 Superfund Site. Several environmental
studies at the Property (which will be discussed further below) have concluded that the VOC-
contamination in the groundwater at the Property is coming from an off-site source. Therefore,
Liberty Property had no contractual relationship, either direct or indirect, with the third party
who caused the release of hazardous substances. If EPA concurs with the previous
environmental investigations at the Property which have all concluded that the groundwater
contamination is coming from an off-site source, then our innocent landowner inquiry can end
here and EPA must agree that Liberty Property is not a responsible party.

To the extent EPA is uncertain as to whether a prior owner of the Property may have
disposed of TCE or PCE on the Property, despite there being no evidence to support such a
conclusion, then our inquiry into whether Liberty Property qualifies for the innocent landowner
defense will move to whether Liberty Property made appropriate inquiries at the time it
purchased the Property, what it learned from its inquiries and whether it exercised due care with
respect to the information generated from these inquiries. See 42 U.S.C. § 9601(35) and
§ 9607(b)(3).

innocent landowner defense. Thus, our analysis will focus on the investigation conducted and knowledge of the
buyer in 1986. Moreover, since there had never been any development on the two neighboring parcels, we will
concentrate on the inquiries made in connection with the original 1180 Church Road property (hereinafter
sometimes referred to as the "Property").
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Property Ownership

Until approximately 1965, a brickyard operated on part of the Property. In 1965, Philco-
Ford, Inc. built a television tube manufacturing facility on the Property. The Zenith Corporation
purchased the Property in 1972 and operated the television tube manufacturing facility until
1975. After the manufacturing facility's closure, the building was leased to various tenants for
warehousing. In July 1983, Zenith sold the Property to the Montgomery County Industrial
Development Authority. The Authority in turn resold the Property to Elan Associates, a real
estate investment company. As discussed in footnote 1, Rouse & Associates - 1180 Church
Road Limited Partnership purchased the Property from Elan Associates in December 1986. At
the time of the purchase, one building, the manufacturing facility building, and 10 former sludge
lagoons were located on the Property.

Investigation and Knowledge Regarding Property at Time of Purchase

At the time Rouse & Associates acquired the Property, the Seller, Elan Associates, had
already entered into an agreement with Upper Gwynedd Township to close the sludge lagoons.
These lagoons had been created and used in the previous television tube manufacturing
operations. At least as early as June 1983, environmental assessment of the lagoons on the
Property had begun. The earliest known report, prepared by AGES Corp. for the property owner
in June 1983, assessed the condition of the lagoons and developed alternatives for the
environmentally safe disposal of the lagoon contents. See Attachment A. AGES' study included
sampling of the aqueous contents of all 10 lagoons for the presence of metals and other
pollutants, including VOCs. All samples yielded results below the level of VOC detectability,
The only contaminants of concern identified by the sampling were heavy metals, which are not
contaminants of concern in the groundwater in the North Penn Area 7 Superfund Site.

Pursuant to Elan's agreement with Upper Gwynedd Township, Elan developed a closure
plan for the lagoons. Since the site was closed in 1975, the lagoons were not subject to RCRA.
Nevertheless, Elan's contractor, American Resources Consultants ("ARC"), submitted its
Lagoon Closure Plan to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources ("DER") in
August 1986, and DER treated the contemplated closure as if it were being conducted pursuant
to RCRA. The Closure Plan called for the equivalent of "clean closure" under RCRA. DER
approved the Closure Plan on December 29, 1986. See Attachment B. Rouse & Associates
acquired the Property on the following day, December 30, 1986, conditioned upon Elan's
completion of the approved plan.

At the time Liberty Property purchased 1180 Church Road, it engaged in an inquiry of
the Property consistent with good commercial and customary practices for that time. As you
know, while CERCLA was enacted in 1980, the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act, which added Section 101(35) and the description of what type of inquiry is needed to
qualify for the innocent landowner defense, was not enacted until 1986. In mid-1986, when
Liberty Property was performing its due diligence, the practice of performing a "Phase I" was.
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not yet routinely followed when purchasing real estate. Nonetheless, Liberty Property engaged
in a thorough review of the environmental information that was available regarding the Property.
Liberty Property's investigation included reviewing records provided by the Seller concerning
environmental conditions at the Property, having discussions with the director of the North Perm
Water Authority regarding the groundwater contamination in the area, and obtaining
representations and warranties and an indemnification from the Seller concerning the
environmental condition of the Property.

As part of Liberty Property's due diligence, Liberty Property reviewed environmental
reports and documents provided by the Seller. The AGES' June 1983 report, entitled "Zenith
Lagoon Study," discussed above, revealed the presence of heavy metals but did not show the
presence of VOCs in the lagoons. Liberty Property believed then, and believes today, that it was
reasonable to assume that any hazardous substances generated at this Property as a result of the
previously conducted manufacturing operations would be found in these lagoons. Liberty
Property made sure that that its purchase of the Property was conditioned upon the proper
closure of these lagoons and that this closure would be approved by DER. During the due
diligence period, Liberty Property also met and spoke with DER on a number of occasions.
Liberty Property assumed that because DER, the State environmental agency, was involved with
the Property and was overseeing the closure of the lagoons, that DER would have raised
concerns if in fact there were other contamination issues at the Property; instead, DER approved
the lagoon closure plan. Thus, it seemed to Liberty Property that the only environmental
concerns associated with the Property were the lagoons.

Liberty Property endeavored to exercise due care with respect to the hazardous
substances it knew to be on the Property by addressing the lagoons in the Agreement of Sale
with Elan. Paragraph 16 of the Agreement specifies that the Seller must obtain approval from
DER of "a plan to remove any hazardous or toxic substances located in the Lagoons and to
rehabilitate the Land so that the condition thereof does not negatively impact upon the
environment." This paragraph also specifies that Seller's obligations will not be deemed
satisfied until "samples from the required monitoring wells in the vicinity of the Lagoons and
from the sub-base soils indicate satisfactory water and soil quality and DER has provided a
written certification or acknowledgment.'. . that the Land is free from substances causing a
negative impact upon the environment." In essence, Liberty Property funded the cleanup of the
lagoons because the Agreement provided that $500,000 of Seller's sale proceeds would be
placed in escrow as security for Seller's proper performance of its covenants regarding the
hazardous substances on the Property. Funds were released from the escrow accouHt upon
receipt of written instructions accompanied by bills from the contractors employed by the Seller
to perform the closure of the lagoons.

With respect to the possibility of other potential hazardous substances on the Property,
Liberty Property obtained a representation from the Seller that to the best of its knowledge there
were none present. Paragraph 5, "Warranties and Representations by Seller," subparagraph (c)
states:
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Seller has never filled any portion of the Land nor deposited
thereon or thereunder nor permitted any other party to deposit
thereon or thereunder any trash, refuse, garbage, or hazardous or
toxic substances. To the best of Seller's knowledge, no party other
than Seller has ever done any of the foregoing upon or under the
Land, except for the substances deposited within the lagoons or
former lagoons located on the Land . . . which will be cleaned and
rehabilitated by Seller in accordance with paragraph 16 of this
Agreement.

At the time Liberty Property purchased 1180 Church Road, it was generally aware that
there was a groundwater contamination issue in the North Perm area. Consequently', Bogue
Wallin, an employee of Liberty Property, contacted the director of the North Perm Water
Authority ("NPWA"). Mr. Wallin was informed by the director of NPWA that it believed the
sources of the groundwater contamination were a drycleaning operation on the east side of
Lansdale and a metai fabricating operation located two properties over from 1180 Church Road
(Spra-fm).

In the summer of 1981, NPWA had drilled seven test wells on the Property. The results
of this sampling showed detectable levels of TCE in only two wells. No PCE was detected by
NPWA at the Property. The well exhibiting the highest concentration in 1981- only 1.6 ppb -
was located near Church Road. See Attachment C (Letter from Lawrence Martin, NPWA, to
John Nuter, Zenith, dated October 12, 1981). A 1981 report prepared by the Wissahickon Valley
Watershed Association in cooperation with NPWA demonstrates that the Property was not a
potential source of groundwater TCE contamination. See Attachment D (excerpts). Rather, very
elevated 1981 TCE/PCE concentrations at other facilities in the area indicated that these other
facilities were the likely source(s) of VOC contamination. While this 1981 report was not made
available to Liberty Property at the time it was purchasing 1180 Church Road, this report further
supports that no matter how extensively it investigated the Property, all environmental work
performed to date indicated that the Property was not a source of VOC contamination."

Thus, from Liberty Property's review of records concerning the Property, its knowledge
regarding Zenith's limited operation at the Property, and Mr. Wallin's discussion with the
director of NPWA, Liberty Property did not believe that the groundwater contamination issue
was a matter regarding which it needed to be concerned. In fact, at that time, Liberty Property
never thought in terms of the Property being a potential "source" of any groundwater

2 The only report which suggests that the Property was a possible source of contamination is a July 1986 report
prepared by NUS Corporation for EPA. See Attachment E. The NUS Report, of course, was not available to
Liberty Property when it purchased that Property. Moreover, the NUS Report was based solely on existing data
provided by NPWA and other governmental entities, including the Wissahickon Study referred to above. Although
the existing data did not suggest that the Property was a source, the NUS Report concluded that Zenith was a
potentially responsible party. In the NUS Report, the plume was not even properly defined near the Property. Id. at
4-32, 5-4. In addition, there was no evidence of any release of TCE or PCE ever occurring at the facility located on
the Properly.
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contamination. Liberty Property's only real concern regarding groundwater was to confirm that
the Property would be on public water.

At the time Liberty Property purchased 1180 Church Road, it was not aware that EPA
was investigating the Property as a possible additional source of VOCs, nor was it aware that the
Property was under consideration for inclusion on the NPL.

Additional Due Care Exercised bv Liberty Property

At the time Liberty Property purchased 1180 Church Road, it was only aware of the
lagoon closure and heavy metal contamination concern. To address these environmental issues.
Liberty Property hired its own environmental consultant, BCM, to supervise the work being
performed by the Seller's consultant, ARC. In addition, it made sure DER approved each of the
various steps taken during the course of the closure. In November 1988, ARC submitted a final
Lagoon Closure Plan which recounted the closure activities conducted on site. See Attachment
F. Pursuant to the closure procedure, each lagoon was sampled for priority pollutants; the
aqueous contents were disposed of via the local wastewater treatment works and sludge was
properly landfilled. Surrounding soil was tested and, as necessary, excavated. The closure
activities also included the sampling of five wells installed on the Property. With regard to the
levels of VOCs in the wells, ARC concluded that

the results of BCM and ARC monitoring of the North Penn
well (NP-2) . . . [have] consistently shown the impact of
off-site VOC contamination. This well exhibited a
significant increase in the concentration of total VOCs
(101.4 vs. 1221.0 ug/1) between 1/6/87 and 9/8/88. The
VOC contamination has nothing to do with either past
operation, or closure of the lagoons.

Id. at 13 (emphasis added). Additionally, ARC concluded that no additional groundwater
monitoring was necessary with respect to the lagoons. Id. at 19.

On January 16, 1989, DER approved the Final Closure Plan and stated that "we concur
with the conclusions presented in the Closure Plan." See Attachment G (Letter from Joseph A.
Feola, DER, to Edward H. Prout, Jr., ARC, dated January 26, 1989). DER then authorized and
recommended that the closure activities cease and that all existing monitoring wells and borings
be abandoned in accordance with industry procedures. Id. The lagoon closure was completed on
February 21, 1989, when the monitoring wells were properly abandoned.

As you probably know, the Property was not included as part of the North Penn Area 7
Superfund Site until March, 1989. See 54 Fed. Reg. 13301 - 13302 (March 31, 1989). Ntflably,
when EPA originally proposed an NPL designation for the local VOC contamination of
groundwater, the only facility that was designated as part of the Site was Spra-fin, and the 1180
Church Road Property was not even mentioned. See 52 Fed. Reg. 2492, 2498 (January 22, ,
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1987). Thus, Liberty Property was completely surprised when the 1180 Church Road Property
was included as part of the Superfund Site in 1989.

Although Liberty Property did not receive any notice letter from EPA at the time, it
engaged the services of another consultant, Roy F. Weston, Inc., to undertake yet another
investigation and determine (1) if there was soil and/or groundwater contamination on the
Property, and (2) if groundwater contamination was present, whether it was caused by previous
operations at the Property or from surrounding areas. Weston's conclusions confirmed the
results of the pnor investigations. Weston analyzed several soil borings and samples from four
wells. In a May 1990 report, Weston concluded that the lagoon closure had been successful at
eliminating any hazardous concentrations of metals from the Property's soil and groundwater.
See Attachment H. Weston also undertook an analysis of VOCs in the samples taken from the
Property. Weston noted that the only well exhibiting a detectable level of VOCs was, upgradient
and located near Church Road, in the vicinity of the NPWA and ARC wells discussed above. No
significant VOC contamination was found in any soil samples. Weston concluded:

The samples were analyzed for volatile organic compounds . . . .
Trichlorethene (TCE) was detected in the parking lot well at 80
ppb and in MW-1 and MW-4 at 27 ppb and 23 ppb respectively.
The higher concentration of TCE in the parking lot well would
confirm the fact that TCE is moving onto the site from a source
south and east of Church Road rather than coming from the site.
Other studies of the site all indicate that the TCE contamination
was historically confined only to the area of the property adjacent
to Church Road. This assessment indicates that the TCE has
migrated further onto the property thus affecting MW-1 ajid
MW-4.

Id. at 4-8 (emphasis added). A copy of this report was forwarded to EPA on October 1, 1990.3

When Liberty Property purchased 1180 Church Road, the purchase price it paid and the
loans it obtained were based on a plan that envisioned renovating the one building on the
Property and erecting at least two additional buildings. After the closing, construction began on
two additional buildings and leases were entered with prospective tenants. However, once
Liberty Property became aware of the inclusion of the Property in the North Perm Area 7
Superfund Site, construction on the two new buildings was immediately halted, including
removing masonry walls, footers and foundations which had already been constructed. Needless
to say, Liberty Property then had to engage in difficult negotiations concerning the lease
agreements that had already been entered and was not able to obtain the additional funding that
had been arranged for the Property.

3 A corrected replacement page 3-5 was forwarded to EPA on December 3, 1990.
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After submitting Weston's report to EPA, Liberty Property had hoped that EPA would
concur that the Property is not a source of the VOC contamination at the North Perm Area 7
Superfund Site. However, apparently without any additional information, EPA sent the general
partners of Rouse & Associates notice letters in June, 1995.4 Since that time, Manko, Gold &
(Catcher has made repeated overtures on Liberty Property's behalf to enter into a de minimis
settlement with EPA. For the most part, EPA has not responded to these overtures. See
correspondence at Attachment.I. Liberty Property has also attempted to sell the Property and has
engaged in prospective purchaser agreement negotiations with the EPA on a number of
occasions. As you know, Liberty Property had believed that once it sold the Property, it would
no longer have CERCLA liability under the United States v. CDMG Realty Co. holding.
Nonetheless, despite Liberty Property's belief that it is either an innocent landowner or a de
minimis party, and its further belief that once it sold the Property it would have no further
liability at the Site, Liberty Property has engaged in good faith negotiations concerning an
Administrative Order on Consent to perform the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
("RI/FS") at the Site.

Thus, from all of the above, it is clear that (1) Liberty Property had no reason to know
that a release or threat of release of VOC contamination existed on 1180 Church Road at the time
it purchased the Property, and (2) Liberty Property has exercised considerable due care since
being notified of the potential for VOC contamination on the Property. Consequently, Liberty
Property qualifies for the defense provided in Section 107(b)(3) of CERCLA in that

(1) The release or threat of release of hazardous substances at the Property involving
the contaminants of concern at the North Perm Area 7 Superfund Site (TCE or
PCE) was caused solely by an act of a third party with which Liberty Property had
no contractual relationship (namely, either the owner or tenant of a neighboring
property or a prior owner other than the Seller who transferred the Property to
Liberty Property);

(2) Liberty Property has exercised due care with respect to the potential that
hazardous substances are located on the Property;

(3) Liberty Property has not been in a position to take any precautions against the
foreseeable acts or omissions of the third party who caused the VOC
contamination (namely, an off-site owner or prior owner);

(4) At the time Liberty Property acquired the Property, it did not know and had no
reason to know that TCE or PCE had been disposed of on, in, or at the Property;

4 The other potentially responsible parties were sent notice letters six (6) years earlier. Notably, when the NPWA
initiated a lawsuit concerning the VOC contaminated groundwater in 1994, it did not name either Liberty Property
or Zenith as a defendant.
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(5) At the time Liberty Property acquired the Property, it undertook appropriate
inquiry into the previous ownership and uses of the Property consistent with good
commercial or customary practice; and

(6) At the time Liberty Property acquired the Property, the presence of VOC
, contamination on the Property was not commonly known or reasonably

ascertainable information, was not obvious, and was not likely to be detected by
an appropriate inspection.

See 42 U.S.C. § 9601(35) and § 9607(b)(3); HRW Systems. Inc. v. Washington Gas Light Co..
823 F. Supp. 318, 348 (D.Md. 1993)(holding that with respect to the level of inquiry required to
satisfy CERCLA's innocent landowner defense, "the standards which the Court must apply to an
analysis of the appropriateness of the owner's conduct must be those which were in effect at the
time of the purchase" rather than imposing "the impossibly high standard of complying with
current perceptions of appropriateness in an area where perceptions change quickly"); H.R.
Conf. Rep. No. 962, 99t]l Cong., 2d Sess. 186-87 (1986) (noting that "the duty to inquire under
[CERCLA § 101(35)] shall be judged as of the time of acquisition").

Based on all of the above, we are hopeful that you will agree that Liberty Property
qualifies for the innocent landowner defense and is not a responsible party at the North Perm
Area 7 Superfund Site.

De Minimis Settlement

Since Liberty Property satisfies the requirements of the innocent landowner defense
specified in Sections 101(35) and 107(b)(3) of CERCLA, it is appropriate for EPA to enter into a
de minimis settlement with Liberty Property under Section 122(g)(l)(B) of CERCLA. See "EPA
Guidance on Landowner Liability under Section 107(a)(l) and De Minimis Settlements under
Section 122(g)(l)(B) of CERCLA, and Settlements with Prospective Purchasers of
Contaminated Property," OSWER Directive No. 9835.9, June 6, 1989, 54 FR 34235 (August 18,
1989) (hereinafter "Landowner Liability Guidance") (superseded in part by EPA Guidance on
Settlements with Prospective Purchasers of Contaminated Property). Under Section
122(g)(l)(B) of CERCLA, when the EPA determines that a settlement is "practicable and in the
public interest," it "shall as promptly as possible reach a final settlement.. . if such settlement
involves only a minor portion of the response costs at the facility concerned" and EPA
determines that the potentially responsible party: (i) is an "owner of the real property on or in
which the facility is located;" (ii) "did not conduct or permit the generation, transportation,
storage, treatment or disposal of any hazardous substance at the facility;"5 and (iii) "did not
contribute to the release or threat of release . . . through any act or omission." Id.; 42 U.S.C.

5 As stated in footnote 6 of the Landowner Liability Guidance, EPA interprets the phrase "any hazardous substance"
to mean a hazardous substance which is the subject of the release or threat of release. In our case, it would refer to
TCEorPCE.

A R 0 0 0 3 I 3



Thomas Cinti , Esquire
December 2, 1999
Page 10

§ 9622(1 )(B). In addition, subparagraph B only applies if at the time of purchase the party did
not have "actual or constructive knowledge that the property was used for the generation,
transportation, storage, treatment or disposal of any hazardous substance."6

As described in more detail above, 1180 Church Road is part of the facility identified by
EPA as the North Perm Area 7 Superfund Site. Since purchasing the Property, Liberty Property
has not brought any TCE or PCE onto the Property, nor do we believe has its tenants. Moreover,
as described in the Due Care Section above, not only has Liberty Property not contributed to the
release or threat of release, it has taken appropriate actions in response to the potential for a
release, including investigating conditions at the Property.

If EPA concurs that Liberty Property has demonstrated that it qualifies for the innocent
landowner defense, a de minimis settlement under 122(g)(l)(B) is clearly appropriate. The
Landowner Liability Guidance indicates that in such cases, "settlements requiring only that the
landowner provide access and due care assurances will be appropriate." Id. at 7.

Moreover, even if EPA does not agree that Liberty Property has thoroughly and
convincingly demonstrated that it qualifies for the innocent landowner defense, Liberty Property
nonetheless should be viewed as having established the requirements of 122(g)(l)(B). If this is
the case, Liberty Property suggests that appropriate consideration for a de minimis settlement
would be (1) provision for access, (2) assurances of due care, and (3) performance of its portion
of the RI/FS that has already been negotiated as part of the Administrative Order on Consent.
We believe that such a settlement would be generous on Liberty Property's behalf because
Liberty Property's responsibility for the RI/FS would be similar to the responsibility under the
Administrative Order on Consent of true responsible parties who generated and disposed of
hazardous substances at their properties. A benefit for both EPA and Liberty Property of
accepting participation in the RI/FS as the consideration for the de minimis settlement would be
that the details of this consideration have already been negotiated with EPA and the other
potentially responsible parties.

Based on all of the above, we are hopeful you will agree that Liberty Property qualifies
for the innocent landowner defense and that it is appropriate to enter into a de minimis settlement
with Liberty Property. As you know, we are under some time pressure because Liberty Property
would like to have this issue resolved so that it can proceed with the sale of the Property without
finding itself a defendant in a lawsuit or waiving its CDMG defense, as EPA has suggested.
Thus, I would sincerely appreciate it if you would review this submission as soon as possible and

1 For the reasons explained above, EPA interprets the phrase "any hazardous substance" in the context of actual or
constructive knowledge to mean a hazardous substance which is the subject of the release or threat of release.
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get back to me with your impressions. If you have any questions or I can provide you 'with any
additional information, please give me a call. I look forward to talking to you soon.

Sincerely,

. . //

^Jill Hyman Kaplan
For MANKO, GOLD & KATCHER, LLP

JHK/bad/10103-ooi
Enclosures
cc: Mr. Willard G. Rouse, III (w/encl.)

Mr. Ward Fitzgerald (w/encl.)
Noah D. Cutler, Esquire (w/encl.)
Joseph M. Manko, Esquire (w/o encl.)
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Attachments to Letter dated December 2, 1999 from Manko, Gold &
Katcher to United States Environmental Protection Agency regarding

Innocent Landowner Defense and a De Minimis Settlement
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AGES Corporation of N o r r i s t o w n , Pennsylvania has been retained by

l l t t U Church Road Keaicy Corp., also of N o r r i s i u w n , to access the

c o n d i t i o n of aqueous and sludge material in ten lagoonc on the

Zenith property in Lansdale, Pennsylvania. ACES r e s p o n s i b i l i t y

included implementation of • sampling program to quantify and

qualify the lagoon material. In addition, based on e s t i m a t e d

volumes and analytical results, AGES developed four

environmentally safe disposal scenarios for the -lagoon material.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report present* results of a lagoon sampling program

conducted by ACES Corporation on June 1, 2, and 10, 1983 for 1180

Church Road Realty Corporation (ACES Project No. 41383).

Composite aqueous and sludge samples were taken f root ten lagoons

on Zenith's property In Lansdale, Pennsylvania. The site

location Is identified In Figure i.

Results of the stapling progran identify concentrations of £P

toxic metals and volatile organic* present in the lagoon

material. Based on these data and volume estimates, four aqueous

and sludge removal scenarios ar* presented. Each scenario

consists of several activities. Including pumping the aqueous,

dewatering and/or vacuuaing th* sludge, and hauling and disposing

of the sludge material. Costs are estimated for each activity.
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11. SAMPLING METHODOLOGY

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e c o m p o s i t e samples o£ aqueous and sludge were t a k e n

f r o m the c en lagoons which are s c h e m a t i c a l l y shown tn Figure 2.

Aqueous p e r i m e c e r s as well as a q u e o u s and s l u d g e thickness were

m e a s u r e d .

Sample matrics were set up for each lagoon depending on c he

lagoons' size and the t y p e of s a m p l e being collected as shown in

F i g u r e 3. The s a m p l i n g e q u i p m e n t c o n s i s t e d of a g l a s s b e a k e r

a t t a c h e d to the end of a 15-foot t e l e s c o p i c rod. At each lagoon,

the beaker was used to collect I n d i v i d u a l samples which were

combined in g a l l o n containers.

Duplicate 250-ml a q u e o u s samples were collected at each point in

a lagoon m a t r i x at various d e p t h s and e m p t i e d Into one clear and

one amber gallon container. The aqueoua In the clear container

was t h o r o u g h l y hoaogenated whereas tht aqueoua in the amber

container uaa a " o r e d for future analysis, if required.

F r o m the clean container, three quart samples were taken: one

for EP toxic metals (fixed with HNO to a pH of 2); one for
3

cyanide (fixed with ION HaOH to a pH of greater than 12); and one

for total organic carbon and pU (not fixed). In a d d i t i o n ,

a q u e o u a was poured frost the cleer container Into two air free 40-

ml vials for volatile organic analyeia. All quart samples,

vials, and amber colored containers were placed into ice cheats

in the field and kept under refrigeration until analyeis.
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Exploratory perimeter sludge samples were taken to d e t e r m i n e the

a p p r o p r i a t e area w i t h i n each lagoon iroa which to collect a

c o m p o s i t e sample. These samples were not analyzed. Based on the

exploratory points, composite samples were taken from the center

of each lagoon using 400-ml beakers and empt i e d into a clear

gallon container. Sludge samples were taken starting with lagoon

10 and working to lagoon 1. This sequence was selected to

minimize potentisl contaminant carryover between lagoons. It was

not necessary co hoatogenate or fix the sludge samples nor were

duplicate samples taken. As with the aqueous samples, sludge

samples were kept under refrigeration.

For each lagoon sample, AGES q u a l i t y control governing s a m p 1

handling was fully implemented as presented in Appendix A.

During the sludge sampling, aqueous and sludge thicknesses were

measured at various sampling points. A second 15-foot t e l e s c o p i c

rod, demarcated in six-inch increments, was used to measure

depths. The rod wes held perpendicular to the aqueous surface.

The first reaiatanca to downward movement was noted as the

aqueous depth while the second resistance was noted as the base

of the lagoon, the difference being the sludge thickness.

In the lover lagoona, 1 through 7, personnel sampled under level

C protection. Tbla level consists of tyvec suits, full face

respirators, two palra o* rubber gloves, and one pair of rubber

boots. The telescopic rod and glass beaker ware rlaaed with

distilled water after each lagoon vaa sampled.
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III. ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE

A q u e o u s and sludge samples were analyzed for a v a r i e t y of

c o n s t i t u e n t s according to che a n a l y t i c a l procedure s e a t e d in the

f o l l o w i n g r e f e r e n c e s :

o Methods for Chemical Analysis of W a t e r and Wastes,
EPA 625/0-74-003

o Test M e t h o d s for E v a l u a t i n g Solid W a s t e s , SW-B^b,
A u g u s t 1980

o H e t h o d s for Organic C h e m i c a l A n a l y s i s of M u n i c i p a l and
I n d u s t r i a l W a s t e W a t e r , EPA-600/4-82-057

o Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and W a s t e -
Water, 15th Edition, 1980.

A q u e o u s samples were analyzed for EP toxic m e t a l s ( i n c l u d i n g

a r s e n i c , b a r i u m , cadmium, c h r o m i u m , lead, mercury, selenium, and

s i l v e r ) ; 15 volatile organic* (including metHanoi, m e t h y l e n e

c h l o r i d e , acetone, chloroform, m e t h y l e t h y l ketone, benzene,

m e t h y l i s o b u t y l ketone, 1,1 dichloroethanc, 1.1,1 t r i c h l o r o e t h a n e ,

1,2 dichloroethane, trichloroethylene, t e t r a c h l o r o e t h y l e n e ,

t o l u e n e , ethyl benzene, and xylenes), total organic carbon, pU,

c y a n i d e , and total and suspended solids.

Sludge sample* were analyzed for EP toxic metali (as above) and

cyanide. The density of the sludge was also determined.
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IV. RESULTS

Physical Heasurettents

Lagooni 1 through 3 have an earthen liner, as shown In Figure 4-

lagoons 4 through 7 have an asphalt liner as shown in Figure 5;

and lagoons 8 through 10 have a rubber liner as shown in Figure

6. Physical •eacurement data which yield volume estimates for

each lagoon are lilted in Table 1. The estimated volumes of

aqueous and sludge to be removed are A.3 million gallons and 57QC

cubic yards, respectively.

Chemical Analysis

The chemical analysis of the composite aqueous samples Is

presented in Table 2 whereas the chemical analysis of the

composite sludge sample* 10 presented in Table 3. Appendix B

contains ACES' A n a l y t i c a l Reports.

As the data in Table 2 indicate, the 4.3 million gallons of

aqueous arc relatively clean and suitable for direct discharge

into a municipal sewage treatment plant. AGES* has received

written approval from the Upper Gvynedd Township Authority's

Uaatewater Treatment Facility, to discharge this aqueous into the

Upper Gwynedd Tovnsblp Authority system. Appendix C contains the

correspondence between AGES and the Upper Gwynedd ' Township

Authority.* Rules and regulations governing the discharge of

/JR000329
ASS"



( L A G O O K 1 N O T C L E A R L Y S H O W N )
CD
CO
CO
CD
CD
CD
CC.

^EARtH^ LA GOONS 1. .-.2-:>->,:
ZENITH LAGOON STUDY.
LAN:. D ML E . ' P A

V-O-

W E 4 / 2 1 / 1 1
Cor, l p^^



I
I
I

< L A C O O M 4 NOT S H O W N )
CO
CO
CD
CD
CD
o:

FIGURE 5, ASPHALT LINED LAGOONS 4. 6, 6, ft 7,
ZENITH LAGOON STUTY,
LANSDALE, PA

HONE
OH

« / f 1 / 8 3



( L A G O O N S • ft 10 NOT S H O W N )

CSJ
CO
CO
CD
CD
CD
cc

FIGURE 6. RUBBiR LINED LAGOONS 8, 9. & 10,
" £NITH LAGOON STUDY,
LANSDALE, PA

N O N E
;*»•. E
ft WE • / 3 i /e 3

tr »I-».T*--.



^
o
H

Z
Oo
CJ
<
-I
z .
H
** ^
Z 0.

— tlj
U Ul
-3 * J
A) trt ̂
< HO
H Z.W

U X
3C <
u J
at
3
</j
^
U
Z
J
<

V)
^
X
a.

inrmiJ U U sJ O O

u
41
E
3

O
>

*J
t*<

41 -
oo n
(Q 9)
W 41
4> e
> jt
< 0

•M

£.

H

•o
41
u
«
3
•n
•a
<

« u
*M
•

U
0

41

^4
1̂
41
a*

V

2

" «l
3

r^

>•

*

«
•o
3

.
_
t
M

»"
3
O
4)
3
a

4>
oc
•o
9

VI

tn
3
O
41
S
9
^

A
f*4

U
tM

•
41
b
<

es
4J
^

V

J
^
•«
9

f
fljj

•
o
Z

co
o

!

-u-

o - o « ^ ^ - ^ " *
S ^ S " ~ " " " " ' £ «

• • .
^ ^ . -n 7!

00
c
S
3

'-» — • f%i r* *"
- T O P " » « " > r * — u ^ ^ r s . i / 1 ' * — m
o* ^ O ^ ^ *^ >^ *"^ O «O fN

f f * r - > - O ' O r > 4 i — i r ^ o r s i ^ 5 O ^
- O O O f f l O ^ o r ^ f s i o - r r v j „ ,
r s i « - » ^ r g r N r s . o ^ r - i w

4j
-H -* C

U

f-•o . -o -^
« ^ ^ ( N —————— C4 Ut ,» ——————— ——————— f^- g,

- » N C « n O O O O O O o
v v ' v v

a-- E
_j

I ^
^ c

-« - 5
s^

--x a
9) LJ

tfi re o41 e u
O* ^ rt QO in ^h %O ^* ^ Q c »*
9 s i n ^ ^ 0 o > * ^ ^ * t f f * ^ t n j< i j a t
r * h ^ 4 o * p > i » « * < ? ' # > O i n ' . v i o o
• • • • • • • • • A , . 4 1 ^

- * O O « * ^ - - " — O * - * ^ - - • 3
— i -« -* — I" 41 —

S 91
v 3
3 F— *«
O 0 O

< ^ O ^ 9 \ O 4 i V r < k « O f l i » r 4 O 4 1 >
*O <**̂  ""I ^* *O ^* ** O ^ O 3 Q.
O f * » f ^ > * % * 0 O N O ^ ^ ' " * 1 7 C O

— _ — — _ i -o — e
• 3 • O

*J £ *H W
<M «J • • 4) >M

M 4t J
n c <u u &

f^ •<• — * 9% i 0 **1 ^ **^ 0O 41 O 4 O O

*^ a^ ^
• O 41 ^
U I U W 41 "^
e • a a
« « O 9 3 U

• -a o e • »
• ** i -• • « •«

3 Cb « •
-^ -^ O •
-H -0 -. • V •
« < • A •<

— p s i m - » * n s O ^ a o < r o - J
— < i t l i t

H
O
H « -O U "Q 41



-13-

« --
u: -̂ .
-1 Wa. e
r
< e
w —
U) •
3 C
O 0
Ul —
=3 w
O* S- IB
•< a u

3 <-*
W H C
H- ui < U
>— a. u
w z e
O o • o

(N CL O U3 U
r « j

U3 O < <
J <J J 0 «
« w c
< h. S 3E 0
H O H < 0

— -3 *
en z a
H- M J

WS |sj
>-
-J
•<
z
-<
*J
•<V
»—•
xu
Xu

\ R 0 0 0 3 3 l *

o
~->
<?N

CO

f*-

sO

*n

-*

<*1

r4

—

.-,

u
•
«J
V•«
w
«
a*

—

>/l C
rs. O

— sO O
r*i

V

-3- C
— O

<*+ .0 o
r-. —

V

_
0 O— o

— CT* O
ri

v

tM
n c
0 0

. . .
J1 00 O
n

—
.» o
CM O

. . .
Os CO O
9*

V

__!

03 O
0 0

• • •
<M OO O
*n

v
—

OH O
0 0

• • •
M A O
O
"* V

<M
« 0
CM O

* • *
*"*..«* O
•4

V
•̂
*4
e

u •
O 35 >*H a u

«•
c
o
o

v

O
o
o
V

—
o
o

*

o
V

—
o
o

*

o
V

— •
o
o
•

o
V

M

o
o

4

o
V

in
.*
o
•

o

o
o
•

o
V

u
•*4

e
«
•
M
•<

c
-»
o
o

03
sO

o

-T
-»
•

o

<N
sO
•

o

CN
r»
•

o

o0
o
•

o

o
<Bo
•

o

•*
•

o

•
3

«4
w
•
«
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rs| î  »^

>» •*
^
U

e
o
o
m
-J

«J
-J

O CO
0 0

• *

O O

"ij
M
o
H

*n -»
O f* "^
ON * *
rf> f«* Irt

*O
j;
U

P4

e
o
o
M4
j

•

v
J

^^ 30
O f»
• •

o ^

*4
•
M
o
H

u

eoo
H

J

«

J

• OP
•* <•*! 0
9% ' *
^T O 9^
«n ^

*
O •*o •*
O , ft

•J

O
H

. ^ ^
«0 «n •
* A <n

— —
o o
c c

v

(N 00
"O —
0 0

• *
0 0

u-» ac
*o — •
— c
c c

V

-T •«
ao ••*
O —
• •

O 0

00 «
•H <n
O o

0 O

<«(

-^ o
*» •

o o
v

U™( •

rs( ao
O

<^^ ^3

O
o o

O
*
rt o

v

1/1 •
O -»
• fl.

u"» r«i

r-4
O

^ O
o

-* o
V

•̂  OC
-» o

• (-1
p^ trt

m
o

CO O
• o

ps| •

^ o
V

•

o> •*
0 «O

QO
Irt -̂

(M
m o
(M O
NO O

• •
0 0

V
•

-* »
• "O

r* »^

o —
O 0

0 0

V V

— o
o —
0 0

• ,
0 0

V V

— o
o - —
0 C

o o
V

,

-* oo -
O 0
• •

o o
V

-H O
o --
O 0
• •

0 0

v v

A R 0 0 0 3 3 6

u
•I
«J
«••
Irf
«a.

oo
H

•
^
«4e•

33 K
O* O

U
4̂
eti•
w
^

o
H

• 3 M
g 3 •* U
3 -* • * •^4 • o o. e
M "O U O. O

•» CJ O U -

K 3
U -«4
a e
w «
U -H
• «
X «



*-*«
a
-
H
Z
O
u
1-*

<"1

u
to
•<
t-

l/l
UJ
-J
Q.
r
t̂n

UJ
o
c
Z3
— 1
V.

>•
UJ a
H 3
-1 H <vj i/) a.
O
a. z -
X O U
O O -3
O (j <

< 0
U. J to
0 Z

V) J- J
»— < N-

to z
>> UJ
-1 M
^
Z
•<
-J
ô
z
u
™*
CJ

•-*
-̂ ,
01
B

C
—

tn
C
o
—
l-l
03
L.
bt
C
0>
u
c
o
CJ

.
•)
c
o
o
DC
M
-J

U
O

c
o
o
M
n

J

4J
-J

C
3

O

•H
*0
u
o

•
-j —* F^
*n 3O f̂
rsi . •

— •
^
U
m

C
O
o
00
tfl
-J

-I

O
O

O

-*
fl
w
o
H

•
•* O in
^ ^O f"»
(Q • •

CO sO -H

"—

£
U
«s

CO

c
o
o
QC
(B
J

41
-1

op
*

o
V

•*
eg
u
O
f-

•
m oo ^
n rsi irt
r* • •
r* r* o

rj
£1
U
ffl

r*

C
O
Ow
0
J

«t
J

O
O

•
O

0^

0
^

o
H

• •
0 <H f^
(rt <*1 f̂
*4 • O
•* « «

£

O

^

eeou
"J

9

J

n
Oo
•

o

"3

w
O
H

^ « 0
5 "! S
r» ^ r4

" ' *^ CC ^ ^

c S S o 5.
0 C O ° °

V V V

sC
^^ r'x

• J-l
3 f^

oo so «n 3
O — •* r^J O
in o O — o

3 O O O 3
v

t0 •
in r«4

* -O
— f~*

r4
3

00 eo 3
'-i OO <N — 3
B O -» •

* O 3
— O —

v

•

^^ ^^

(M rs
oO

^ r-»

rj
O 00 O

^ •* ^ 1/1 O
. O O <NOo •

- T O O O O
V V

*

*D •*
(-4 OO
• 00

<^ ^

t>4
M O 0

vO (N lA O O
• O •* in o

Q • • • *
n O O O O

v

9
0 ^
•^ ^

C —
c 3
3 3

V V

O —
3 C

C 0
v v

-- o
O —
3 3

O 0

v v

'

— O
O -i
O 3

* *
O 3
v

-^ O
O —
0 O
• •

0 O

V

f lR000337 o
H

• o
« U 13 H

-O •« • 3 •* *
-M C 3 -* fl «c v * 4 C o & £ ^
- • U - Q M & O 4
X U « « . C O i - « *
u < * o u u — - J v>



-17-

s a n l t a r y a n d i n d u s t r i a l w a s t e w a t e r s i n t o t h e p u b l i c s ewers o f t h e

U p p e r Gwynedd Townshp Aut h o r i t y are also included in A p p e n d i x C.

E s s e n t i a l l y , up to a 100 gallon per minute d i s c h a r g e is p e r m i t t e d

if the suspended solids concentration in the aqueous is less than

or equal to 200 milligram* per liter. The highest level of

suspended solids, which occurs in lagoon 2, is only 59 milligrams

per liter (see Table 2). If, however, this limit is exceeded,

the discharge flow would be limited to 20 gallons per minute.

Furthermore, if the total solids concentration exc'eed 1,000

milligrams per l i t e r , then no discharge would be accepted.

Lagoon 7, which has 1,924 milligrams per liter of total solids

(see Table 2) should be reduced to an acceptable level following

dilution with make-up water in lagoon 10. The use of make-up

water is explained in Phase I of the removal and disposal of

aqueous and sludge (see Section V of this report).

Aqueous levels of EP toxic metals ere less thsn 1.0 m i l l i g r a m s

per liter, whereas all volatile organics are less than 1.0

m i c r o g r a m s per liter* Table 4 presents the m a x i m u m

concentrations for the eight EP toxic sietals.

Due to the absence of volatile organics in the aqueous, s l u d g e

samples were not analysed for volatilts. In central, levels of

EP toxic metals are below EP maximum concentrations. However,

elevated concentrations of lead were detected in lagoons 2, 3,

AR000338
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T A B L t

M A X I M U M C O N C & N T K A T 1 0 N S F O R E H T O X I C M E T A L S

M a x i m u m C o n c e n t r a t i o n
M e t a l _______ in ng /1 _______

A r s e n i c 5 . 0

B a r i u m • 100.0

C a d a i u a 1 .0

C h r o n i urn 5 .0

Le«d 5 .0

M e r c u r y 0 . 2

S c l e n l u a 1 -^

S i l v e r 5 . 0

A R 0 0 0 3 3 9
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and 4 . In A d d i t i o n , lagoons 6 and 7 w e r e found to have e l e v a t e d

concentrations of cyanide. Consequently, these sludges should b*

considered hazardous and handled a c c o r d i n g l y . There are

a p p r o x i m a t e l y 4,700 c u b i c y a r d s of h a z a r d o u s s l u d g e and 1,100

cubic y a r d s of n o n - h a z a r d o u s s l u d g e *

The a p p r o x i m a t e q u a n t i t i e s of lagoon material which must be

r e m o v e d co s a f e g u a r d the e n v i r o n m e n t are s u m m a r i z e d below.

Clean Aqueous---------------------------4.3 million gallons

Non-Hazardous Sludge (in-place):

Solid------- — -- — ---------------- —— no tons
Aqueous--*----------------------------0.2 m i l l i o n gallons

*
Hazardous S l u d g e (in-place) :

Solid ——————— —— -- — — — —— —— -- — — -500 ton«
Aqueous-----------------—---------0.9 million gallons

*
containing lead or cyanide

It should be noted, however, that the condition of the soils

beneath the lagoons was cot investigated in this study.

Therefore, it is possible that further escavation (ie., soil

removal) »ay be required to ensure chat the immediate area

surrounding the lagoon* is free from contamination.

HR0003l*0
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V. DISCUSSION

based on the a n a l y t i c a l d a t a (see Tables 2 and 3), as well at che

p h y s i c a l layout of the lagoons, the removal and disposal of

aqueous and sludge C4n be achieved by implementing one of several

scenarios. Four scenarios are outlined below:

Scenario I

o Pump the clean aqueous to the public sewer, reserving some
aqueous for use in moving che non-hazardous and hazardous
sludge through the filter belt.

o Dewater the non-hatardous and hazardous sludge and box.

o Dispose of the non-hazardous sludge in-state (Location A)*

o Dispose of the hazardous sludge out-of-state (Location B).

S cenario 11

o Pump the clean aqueous to Che public sever, reserving some
aqueous Cor use in aovlng che non-hazardous and hazardous
sludge through che filter belt.

o Dewater the non-hazardous and hazardous sludge and box.

o Dispose of che non-hazardous sludge in-state (Location A).

o Dispose of the hazardous sludge containing cyanide out-of-
s t a t e (Location B).

o Dispose of the hazardous sludge containing lead in-state
(Locatloo C) •

Scenario III

o Puap Che clean aqueous to the public sewer, reserving some
aqueous for u«e in moving the non-hazardous and hazardous
sludge containing cyenlde through the filter belc end che
hazardous sludge containing lead through che vacuua sjstesu

flR0003M
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o Uevater the non-hazardous and hazardous sludge c o n t a i n i n g
cyanide and box. ming

o Di s p o s e of the n on -hazardous sludge in-state (Location A).

o D i s p o s e of the hazardous sludge containing cyanide ouc-of-
s t a t e (Location B).

o Vacuum the hazardous sludge containing lead.

o Dispose of the hazardous sludge containing lead out-of-state
(Location 0).

Scenario IV

o Pump the clean aqueous to the public sewer. reserving some
aqueous for use In moving th« hazardous sludge containing
cyanide through the filter belt and the non-hazardous and
hazardous sludge containing lead through the vacuum system.

o Dewater the hazardous sludge containing cyanide and box.

o Dispose of the hazardous sludge containing cyanide out-of -
state (Location B).

o Vacuum the non-hazardous and hazardous sludge containing lead.

o Dispose of the non- hazardous and hazardous sludge containing
lead out-of -state (Location D) .

Depending on the scenario. It may be cost-effective to distribute

the work among several phases* Each phase would be designed to

safely handle the clean aqueous and the hazardous and non-

hazardous sludge (including the filtered aqueous). As an

example. Scenario I, which consists of three phases, is outlined

below.

Phase I

o Discharge the clean aqueous from lagoons 1 and 5 directly to
the public sever.

o Pump the clean aqueous from lagoon 10 Into lagoons 8 and 9 and
dlecharge the excess to the public eewer. Clean aqueous from
lagoona 8 and 9 are to serve as a source of make-up water In
moving the eludge through the filter belt (ie., devatering
unit) whereas lagoon 10 will serve as a holding lagoon for the
aqueous removed from the sludge (ie., filtered aqueous).

AR00031+2



0 Dewater the non-harardous sludge from lagoon 10; box the
devatered sludge and prepare It for hauling to' a sanitary
l a n d f i l l ; test the q u a l i t y of f i l t e r e d aqueous and if
s u i t a b l e , discharge it to the public sewer.

o Uewater the non-hazardous sludge from lagoons 1 and 5; box the
d e w a t e r e d sludge and prepare it for hauling to a s a n i t a r y
l a n d f i l l ; pump the filtered aqueoug to lagoon 10; take
composite samples and test the quality of the filtered aqueous
and if suitable, discharge it to the public sewer.

Phase II

o Discharge the clean aqueous frosi lagoons 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7
directly to the public sewer.

o Dewater the hazardous sludge fro« lagoons 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7-
box the dewatered sludge and prepare it for hauling to
hazardous waste landfill; pump the filtered aqueous to lagoon
10; take composite samples and test the quality of the
filtered aqueous and If suitable, discharge it to the public
sewer .

Phase III

o Discharge the clean aqueous from lagoons 8 and 9 d i r e c t l y to
the public sewer.

o Dewater the non-harardou« aludge fro* lagoona 8 and 9; box the
dewatered sludge and prepare it for hauling co a sanitary
l a n d f i l l ; pump the f i l t e r e d aqueous to lagoon 10; take
c o m p o s i t e samples and teat the quality of the filtered aqueous
and if suitable, discharge it to the public eavtr.

The estimated quanitltiea of lagoon material and coat* associated

with each phase of Scenario X ara presented in Table 5. Similar

estimates prepared for Scenario* II, 111, and IV appear in Tables

6, 7, and 8, respectively. The total amounts in Tables 5 through

8 include ueer (or discharge) fees; the pumping, dewaterlng, and

boxing of the devatered aludge; the vacuuming of the sludge (if

applicable); the hauling of the sludge; the disposal of the

AR0003i*3
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TABLE 5

AQUEOUS AND SLUDGE QUANTITIES AND COST ESTIMATES FOR
SCENARIO I, PHASE I, II, AND III
ZENITH LAGOON STUDY, l.ANbDALE, HA

Lagoon Material

Clean Aqueous, gal 1,
a

Sludge(in-place);gal
solids , tons
aqueous , gal

Activity

Discharge Clean Aqueous
@ $1.443/1 .000 gal

Devater Sludge and Box
0 S0.223/gal of sludga
( iD-place )

Haul Hazardous Sludge
S S85.00/ ton

Phase
I

213,221

165,840
99

173,748

1,751

41,442

NA

Disposal of Haxardoua Sludge NA
S $45.00/ton

Haul Non-Hazardoua Sludge
S $100.00/20 tone

Dispoeal of Non-Hazardoua

500

2,970

Phase
11

1,332 ,559

938.942
499

877 ,848

1 ,923

209,384

42,415

22,455

NA

NA

Phase
III

1 , 782,437

17 .978
10

16.808

2,572

4 ,009

NA

NA

200

300

Total

4,328,217

1,142.760
608

1,068,4-04

6.246

254,835

42,415

22,455

700

3,270
Sludge
e 530.00/ton

Diacharga Filtered Aqvtoua 251 1,267 25 1,543
0 $1.443/1,000 f«l

Engineering Support 4.700 28.000 750 33,450

Total $31,614 $303,444 $7,856 $364,914

Used 8.83 lb/g«l for aludga (««a«ur«d); 8.33 Ib/gal for aqueous
(assuaed 0 70 F); and 12Z aolida by weight for «ludg« in-plac*
( a»ua«d) *

AR00031+I*
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A.1 Sample Handling and I d e n e i f 1 c a t i o n

Each sample container is l a b e l e d i m m e d i a t e l y . The use of

the sample labels are necessary to prevent m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n

of samples. Gumaed paper labels or tags are adequate. The

label includes the following information:

o Name of Collector

o Date and Time of Collection

o Place of Collection

o Collector's sample number, which uniquely identifies the
s ample

The sample is refrigerated between 4 and 6 C (39.2 and 42.8

F).

A.2 Field Reports

All fie I'd Information r e l e v a n t co the saapling program is

recorded in the field and transformed Into a field report at

the office. Entries include the following:

o Purpose of stapling (i.e., technical support or
monitoring)

o Location and address of sampling cite

o Naae and addreaa of saapling site

o Name and addreaa of field contact (if applicable)

o Type of waste (i.e., oil, aqueous, oil/aqueous, or
sludge)

o Nuaber and voluae of saaplc taken

o Location of sampling point including pertinent field
observations

o Data and ti»e of collection

flR0003i*6



Collector's sample ident 1 f i C a c i u n numbcr(s)

References such as maps or p h o t o g r a p h s of the s a m p l i n g
sice

S a m p l i n g situations vary widely. No general rule can be

given a* to the extent of Information that must be recorded.

A good rule, however, is to record sufficient information so

that someone can reconstruct the s a m p l i n g situations w i t h o u t

reliance on the collector's memory.

A. 3 Chain of Custody Record

To establish the documentation necessary to trace simple

posseaaion from the time of collection, a chain of custody

record is filled out and accompany* e v e r y cample. The

record contain* the following minimum information:

o Collector's cample number

o Signature of collector

o Date and time of collection

o Place and address of collection

o Waste type

o Signatures of persons involved in the chain of possession

o Inclusive dates of possession

A.A Sample Analysis Kequ st Sheep

The sample analysis request sheet accompany* the sample on

delivery to the laboratory. The field portion of this form

is completed by the person collecting the sample whereas the

laboratory portion of this fora la completed by laboratory

personnel and includes:

AR0003i*7



^ o Nan« of person receiving the sample

o Laboratory sample n u m b e r

o Date of sample receipt

o S a m p l e allocation

o Analysis to be performed

A.5 Sample Delivery to the Laboratory

I Preferably, the . sample is delivered in person to the

laboratory for analysis as soon as practicable.

' The sample is accompanied by the chain of custody record and

I by a sample analysis request sheet.
i

The sample is delivered to the laboratory's sample custodian

I who is authorized to receive samples.

A.6 Inspection of Sample and Assignment of Laboratory Numbers

I The custodian inspects the condition of the sample and notes

I his findings on the sample analysis request sheet. If any

problem (such as a leaking container) is detected, the

I sample Is rejected on tbe basis that it is no longer a

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e sample. The custodian also reviews the chain

I of custody record and sample analysis request sheet and

I resolves any discrepancies prior to analyais. Samples

receive a laboratory number, which are consecutively

\ recorded la the laboratory log book, and are stored under

refrigeration until anelyals.

AR0003U8



A.7 Assignment of Saaplc for A n a l y s i s

The laboratory s u p e r v i s o r assigns the sample for analysis.

A chemist reviews the information on the sample analysis

request sheet. He decides on the sample allocation and

delineates the types of analyses to be performed on each

allocation. He is prepared to testify that the sample is in

his possession or secured in the laboratory at all times

from the moment it was received from the custodian until the

analyses were performed.

The chemist records in hi* laboratory notebook rhe

identifying information about the sample and the date of

analysis. This is in addition to analytical data and

calculations.

flR0003i*9



APPENDIX B

AGES ANALYTICAL REPORTS
AQUEOUS AND SLUDGE SAMPLES

ZENITH LAGOON STUDY
LANSDALE, PA
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AGS LABORA1ORILS
L* IJ5I S IrfU'prr Kttatl rt.l'A 666-704

A N A L Y T I C A L Rtl'ORT

."une 16, 1933

Zenith
118$ Church Rd. Realty Corp.
BOM 1189
Nornstown, Pfi 19428

TOC
PH

Cyamd*
Total Solids
Suspended Sol id*

Barium

Cadmium
Chromi u«, Total

Copper
Iron, Total

Lead
Marcury

Rei Analysis of Lagoon Samples
Submitted 6/2/83

Aqueous
1

12.
9.26

e.0*2
318.
11.

<e.eei
e. 14
o.eea
<e.eie
V. 906
e.57
e. 31

<e.0Mi
<«.eei
e.eie

Aqueous
2

102.
8.09

(0.001
457.
58.

0.015
0.080

< 0.002
0.029

0.15
9.40

0.40
(0.0001

(0.001
0.019

Aqueous
3_

32.
8.08

(0.001
276.

6.

(0.001
0.060

(0.002
(0.010

(0.006
0.42

0.12
(0.0001

(0.001
0.M5

Aqueous
4

99.
8.24

<e.0ei
660.

8.

(0.091
0.32

0.005
(0.010

0.012
0.72

0.99
(0.0001

(0.001
0.005

The result* are »Mpr«mft«d a* mg/1 except pH.

B-l
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*•: Analysis of Lagoon Sampi€s

ted fc/2/63

The above samples, Aqueous 1, £, 3 and A were analyzed for volatile
organic* by the Purge and Trap method. The analysis was performed
w i t h a gas chromatograph equipped with a flame i o n i z a t i o n detector.
Sample component* were identified by comparison of peak retention
times with the standard compound* listed below. The results of the
analysis are:

Methano 1

M*t hy1«ne Ch1or i de

Acetone

Chloroform

flethylethyl Ketone

Benzene

Methylisobutyl Ketone

1,1-Dichloroethe.na)

1,1,l-Trichloro«than«

1,2-Dichloroethane

Tri ch1oro«thy1en«

Tetrachloroethylene

Toluene

Ethyl Benz»ne>

Xyl»n«*

The result* are «xpr«**»d mm ug/1

Aqueous
I

u.0
<1.0

<1.0

(1.0

<1.0

<1.0

<i.e
<i.0
d.0
<i.0
U.0

<1.0

<1.0

<1.C

<1.0

Aqueous
2

<1.0

<1.0

<1.0

<1.0

U.0

<1.0

(1.0

(1.0

<1.0

(1.0

U.0

<1.0

<1.0

<1.0

U.0

Aqueous
3

(1.0

(1.0

<1.0

(1.0

(1.0

<1.0

(1.0

(1.0

(1.0

(1.0

<1.0

U.0

U.0

<1.0

(1.0

Aqueous

(1.0

(1.0

(1.0

U.0

U.0

(1.0

< l

U.0

U.0

(1.0
(1.0

U.0

(1.0
(1.0

(1.0

f lR000352 fiG



Re: Analysis of Lagoon Samplvt
Submitted 6/2/63

TOC
pH

Cyanide

Total Solids

Suspended Solids

Arsenic

Bariurn

Cad mi um

Chromium, Total

Copper

Iron, Total

k-ead

Mercury

Selenium

SiIver

Aqueous
e

_ w _. ,___

3*>.

6.03

0.002

202.

1.

(0.001

0.62

0. 005

0.010

0.012

e.e?
0.19

(0.0001

(0.001

(0.003

Aqueous
6

31.

9. 10

(0.001

59.

4.

(0.001

0.44

0.003

0.010

0.006

0.52

0.15

(0.0001

(0.001

0.005

Aqueous
7

77.

10. 14

<0.001

1924.

12.

(0.001

0.68

0.012

(0.010

0.006

0.83

0. 15

(0.0001

(0. 001

(0. 003

ftqueous
f i / 9 / i e

171. ,

6.75

<0.0ei
45.

5.

<0. 001

0.040

<c.eca
<0.010

0. ae<fe
C.59

0, 19

<0.000:

(0.001

<0.005

The results are expressed as «B/1 «KC«pt pH.

A R 0 0 0 3 5 3



Re: Analysis Of Lagoon Samples
Submitted 6/3/82

The above samples, Aqueous 4, 5, 7 and 8/9/19 were analyzed for
volatile organic* by the Purge and Trap method. The analysis was
performed with a gas chromat ograph equipped with a flame lonization
detector. Sample components were identified by comparison of peak
retention times with the standard compounds listed below,. The results
of the analysis are:

Methanol

Met hy 1 ene Ch 1 or i de

Acetone

Chloroform

Methyl ethyl Ketone

Ben z e ne

Methyl isobutyl Ketone

1, 1-Dichloroethane

1, 1, 1-Trichloroethane

1 , 2-Dichloroetharie

Tr i ch 1 oroet hy 1 ene

Tetrachloroethylene

Toluene

Ethyl Ber.2*n»

Xylen«»

The results *r« •

Iqueous Aqueous Aqueous
5 6 7

(i.e (i.e (i.e
<i.e <i.» d.0
d.0 d.0 d.0
(i.e (i.e (i.e
(i.e (i.e (i.e

(i.e (i.e (i.e
(i.e (i.e (i. e
(i.e (i.e (i.e
(i.e (i.e (i.e
(i.e (i.e <i.e
(i.e (i.e (i.e
u.e (i.e u.e
(i.e (i.e u.e
u.e (i.e u.e
u.e u.e u.e

Aqueous

u.e
u.e

u.e

u.e
u.e

u.e
u.
u.e

u.e
u.e
u.e

u.e
u.e
u;e
u.e

•• ug/1

Respectfully •ubmittvd,

P6ES L*boratori*B

JT/bbk
aboratory Manager

L



LABOR ATDR ItS
/ / J / . s Tro«./>rr Haiti /9«».f (215)6667404

ANAIMK Al. RLI'ORT

,*une £6, 1983

Zenith
1180 Church fid. Realty Corp.
Box 1189
Norri«townf PP 19428

TOC
pH

Cyanide
Suspended Solid*

Or&enic
Barium

Cadffiiuv
Chroviiun, Total

Copper
Iron

Lead
Mercury

Selenium
Silver

Res Analysis of Sludge Samples
Submitted 6/1&/83

Sample «1 - Total Sample «1 - E.P.

696. RiQ/kg
6.54

57.4 «ig/kg
. ng/kg

3.49
. Big/kg

e.ewe «Q/I
2.44 «fi/l

e.eia «g/i

0.63 mg/1
vg/
g/l

B-5
f lR000355



TOC
pH

Cyanide
Suspended Solids

Prsenic
urn

Cadmium
Chromium, Total

Copper
Iron

Lead
Mercury

Selenium
S i 1 ver

fie: analysis of Sludge Samples
Submitted 6/10/63

Sample *2 - Total

3494. nig /kg
10.28

9.6 mg/kg
99520. mg/kg

S.69 mg/kg
1666. mg/kg

Sample *2 - E. P.

0.016 m g / 1
3.76 mg/1

0.064 m g / 1
0.14 mg/1

32.6 mg /1
<0. 0003 mg/1

<0.001 mg/1
0.010 «>g/l

TOC
pH

Cyanide
Suspended Solids

ft •-*•*. ic
Barium

Cadmi urn

Copper
Iron

Lead
Mercury

SeleniuJi
Si Iv»r

Total

Saaple «3 - Total

9965. mg/kg
7.74

5.2 tig /kg
185660. jng/kg

7.4S mg/kg
5306. wg/kg

Sample «3 - E* P.

0.004 mg/1
0.064 ng/1

0,17
<0.018 vg/1

13.9 wg/1

0.010 mg/1

A R 0 0 0 3 5 6



TOC
pH

Cyanide
Suspended Solids

ftrsenic
Bari urn

Cadmium
Chromj urn. Total

Copper
Iron

Lead
Mercury

Selenium
Silver

Re: fir,aly«is of Sludge Sampi*6
Submitted 6/10/63

Sample *4 - Total

13938. mg/kg
6.48

177. mg/kg
39380. mg/kg

S.05 mg/kg
£74. mg/kg

Sample »<» - £. p.

C.01?1 mg/1
0. 14 mg/1

mg/1
. 016 mg/1

36. 3 mg/1
<e.ee
<e.eei

fig/1

TOC
pH

Cyanide
Sucper>ded Solids

Pr-senic
Bin um

Cddmj um
Chromiurn, Total

Copp«r
Iron

Lead
Mercury

Selenium
SiIver

Sample *3 - Total Sample ttS - E. P.

. wig /kg
8.13

83.4 »g/kg
13940.

3.85 mg/kg
606.

6.78 mg/1

0.01*5 ag/1
<0.016 > / l

0.18
<0.0002 ng/1

<e.001
(0.01C «g/l

B-7 f lR000357



TOC
pH

Cyanide
Suspended Solids
Density

Artenic
Barium

Cadmium
Chromium, Total

Copper
Iron

Lead
Mercury

Seleniue
Silver

Re: «r.a.lyBi» of Sludge
Submitted 6/19/83

Sample «6 - Total
)

l. rng/kg
9.28

8333. Big/kg
111340. mg/kg

1.06 gm/cc

10.9 mg/kg
916. mg/kg

Sample *6 - E. P.

0.093 mg/1
30.6 mg/1

0.022 mg/1
0.45 mg/1

0.50 mg/1
<0.0002 mg/1

(0.001 mg/1
0.010 mg/1

Sample «7 - Total Sample «7 - E. P

TOC
PH

Cyanide
Suipencec Solids

Pn-»enic
Barium

CadmiuJi
ChroeiiuJi, Total

Copper
l?-on

Lead
H»rcury

Selenium
Silver

4158. Big /kg
8.31

2033. eig/kg
71340. eig/kg

9.26 mg/kg
1884. eig/kg

eig/1
40.3 mg/1

0.040 ag/1
<0.018 mg/l

0.85 vg/1
eg/1

e.tie i
f lR000358



TOC
PH

C y a n i d e
Suspended Sol id*

firtenic
Barium

Cadmium
Chromium, Total

Copper
Iron

Lead
Mercury

Selenium
SiIver

Re: Analytic of Sludge Sample*
Submitted 6/10/63

Sample *6 - Total

2733. mg/kg
7.aa
3.53 mg/kg

1643Q. mg/kg

6.23 mg/kg
7877. mg/kg

Sample «S - E. P.

mg/1
1.63 mg/1

e. tea mg/i
1.43 mg/1

. 16 »g/l

ag/l

TOC
PH

Cyan id*
SuspencexJ Solid*

Cadmium
, Total

Copper
Iron

Lead
Mercury

Se 1 en i ur
Si lv«r

Sample «9 - Total

6814. mg/kg
6.60

1.7S «g/kg
97M. mg/kg

1.56 mg/kg
763.

Sample t9 - E. P

e.eie

e. 13 »O/KQ
.g/1

. eie mg/i

f lR000359



TOC
PH

Cyanide
Suspended Solids

firsenic
Bariurn

Cadmi urn
Chroma urn, Tot a1

Copper
Iron

Lead
Hercury

SeleniuB
Silver

Re: Analysis of Sludge Samples
Submitted 6/10/83

Sample *10 - Total

mQ/kg
6.61

1.77 BlQ/kQ
4060. mg/kg

0.9& mg/kg
257. tig/kg

Sample «1Q - E. P.
TOM i citv-Leachate

0.001 mg/1
e.CIS mg/1

0.015 mg/1
<0.016 mg/1

mg/1
mg/1

eig/l
<0. 010 mg/1

JT/bbk

Respectfully vubfnitted,

QOCS Laboratories

'ack Thorne
^Laboratory manager

AR000360
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APPENDIX C

CORR£SPONT)ENCE BETWEEN AGES AND UPPER
GYVNEDD TOWNSHIP AUTHORITY

AND

RULES AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE
DISCHARGE OF SANITARY AND INDUSTRIAL
WASTEWATERS INTO THE PUBLIC SEWERS OF
THE UPPER GVYNEDD TOWNSHIP AUTHORITY

I B R 0 0 0 3 6 I



AGr-S
-* *^4 fcJ Appl.ed Geotechn.cal and Environmental Service Corr

L * 135J S T - — . . . . . . I

June 2, 1963

i
*I
i
I

Earl Varbrick, Ad«itji«tr«ior
Upper Gvynedd Township Authority
Box 1307
Kortr, Vales , PA 19*59

Zenith Site Study
ACES Project Ko. 41383

Dt ar Kr. V t r b r i c k :

7 his letter it to r * c u e • t penitfioc to di*ch»T(* VSXC.T efflutnt
Iron the ten IcgooDff located on the letiib property into the
Upper Cvyoedd Township Sever S;»te«. AGtS Cor per & t i on 3 6
Tepteteoiicc 1160 Churcb Fo«d F.raltr Corporatioc, which is
purcV.tcioc the Zenith pro petty.

Please »dvi*e we •• to vnat inforaatioo your Authority n+edt tc
evaluate tbif reque»t and. If po«»lblft, the (uidelinec
vbicb di«cViar£e would be permitted. \our proi.pt r*fpon*t
be ttuch appreciated. It you tave any c;ue»tion*, pltcte do
hefit*te to call. Thank you lor your cooperation.

Sincere ly your* t

ACLS COM .

voule
ooi

Robert V. EHfti

FVE/p.b
cc: Mr. Dvorak

OR000362



Op per
Gwynedd
Township
Authority

June 8.1983

Mr. Robert W. Elfstrom.Jr.
Applied Geotechnical and Environmental Service Corp.
1151 S . Trooper Road
No rr is town, Pa. 19403

Dear Mr . Elf strom:

Re: Zenith Site Study
AGES Project No. 41383

This letter is to grant permission for the discharge of
the waste water effluent from the ten lagoons located on the
Zenith property into the Upper Gwynedd Township Authority system
The conditions of the discharge would be that the flow should
not exceed and be limited to 100 gallons per minute. Should
the suspended solids in the lagoon flow exceed 200 mg./per liter
we request that the pumping rate be lowered to 20 gallons per
minute. If the solids in the lagoon effluent release exceed
1,000 mg/per liter, then no flow would be accepted from that
lagoon.

Enclosed is a copy of the Rules and Regulations covering
the discharge of industrial waste water into the Authority
system which may be helpful in specifying acceptability for
discharge into the public collection system.

Please advise th* Authority when any pumping is to
occur, so that we nay eonitor the influence of the discharge
on the operation of the treatment plant.

If any additional information is required, please con-
tact the Authority.

Sincerely,

UPPER GWYNEDD TOWNSHIP AUTHORITY

Earl R. Harbrick
Administrator

ERW/b
Enc- R R O O Q 3 6 3
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RULES AND REGULATIONS COVERMNC THE DISCHARGE Of
SAJUTAUt AND INDUSTRIAL WASTEUATERS INTO THE PUBLIC SEVERS

; Of THE UPPER CVYNEDD TOWNSHIP AUTHORITY

; CENLRAL PURPOSE
i

The Upper Cvynedd Tovnehlp Authori ty hae provided f ac i l i t i e s for the
collection and treatment of eevege to promote the heal th . a a f e t y and
convenience of the people It eervee «nd for the safeguard of the wate r s

watercourses of the Cos«onveslth of Pennsylvania.

Proviaian has beea made la the dsslgn, cooecructlon end opera t ion of
such facilities to accoeatodate certain type* and quantltlee of lndu«trlal

IQ eiceae of. end la addition to, normal doacetle

To laplemeat this provteioo, the Upper Cvynedd Tovnihlp Authority haa
prepared theae Rulta an^ ReRuletlotu Co provide the Authority with
control over the quality aod quantity of the unitary and lndue.trlal
v«itcvaterfl admitted to Ita ecvcrata tyetea and Waatewater TrcACaeat Plant

Now. therefore, be It provultatad by the Upper Orynedd Townahlp A u t h o r i t y ,
aa follove:

ARTICLE I

Deftnltiona

Units* Che context •pacifically Indlcatee othervttc, the aeanlnx of
t«rm« used la theit tulef and Ra«,ulatloni shall ba aa follows:

Sac. 1 "Authority*4 shall Man th« Uppar Cvynedd Tovnshlp Authori ty
which owns an4 opcratas tha scvsgt worts •ervlnt Sever District
Mo. 1 la Uppar Cvyuadd Tovushlp. Hontcovery County, Pannsylvanls
with a Vaatevatar Traatawat Plant located off Township Line toad
wast of Swedes for4 Head. an4 having as mailing addreas; P.O.
203. North W«lss, PsanaylTsala 19454.

Sec. 2 "1.0,0." (dsaoCloc llochsailcal Oiygen Demand) shall acan the
quantity of oxy(«n «tlllta4 la the tlochasUcal oxidation of
orMBlx Mttor vaalor standard laboratory procsdura la fUa (5)
days ac 20*C, «&prsas«4 la •illlgraaa par lltsr (a«/l).

Sac* 3 "Color" shall Maa tho "tnio Color** du« to substtncss la tha
ladvatrlal waataa aftar rsacvlnn tho suspends* aattar'by fll-
tratioa,

V

Sac. 4 "DapartMat of Enylroaaventsl Ratourcaa* ahall s*an tha Dapartvant
cstabllahod by tao raoaaylvaaU Stats La.lalatura la Act 27S9
•ffactlva oa Jaauary It. 1971.

I Sac. 5 "Carbata" ahall owaa solid vaitoa frosi tho do«aitlc sod coa>-
•areUl preparatloa, eooklot. and dlanaaaiac of food, and fr<
tho handling, atorafto and aala of produce.



Sec. 6 "Industrial Vaataa" ehall MAO the liquid votes fro*
eo^MrcUl tod industrial proceeees and operation* *•
dUtiA4t fro* aaoitary or a*oa»etic aewaga.

Sac. 7 "rereom" ehs.ll «*ao any iajdiVlaual, fira, coBrpaoy, corpor-
atloa, aaaociation, aociety or group.

I "pH" '(denoting hydrogen loa potential) ahall a«ao the
logarithm of the reciprocal of the weight of hydrogen lou
la ir«JM p«r llt«r of colutloo.

S«c. 9 "rropftri? Ehr«d4«d C«ri>*|«" alull atio ch« |«rb«|« that
b««a §hr«dd«d to »uch • d«gr«« that all pcrticU* vili b«
carrlod fraalj uadtr cha flow coadltloai normally pr«T«llin«
In pi*llc ••vara. with BO particlaa greater thao 1/2 toch lo

any

Sac. 10 **Fublic Sayar" aball m*ao a aawar lo vblch all ovaart of
abuttlog propartlaa hava aqual righto, and ia ceocrollad by
public authority.

Sac* 11 '*lacairiog Streao" ahall «aaa that body of vatar ,
or watarcouraa racaiviag the diachargad vatara fro« tha
Vaatwatar Tr«atB«ot Flaot or fonaad by tha discharge of
tha Vajtevatar Treatment flaot.

See. 12 "Sanitary or DoAcatlc Sevagt" ahall a«ao vatar-borna vattaa
oormally diacharging loto the aaaitary coovcalaocaa of
oVelllaico (iaeludiag aparcmaat houaaa a&d hot a la), office
bulldiBga, factoriaa and other lodua trial eatabllahMect,
fret of indu. trial vaataa aa4 groua4v aurfaca and atorm vatara.

Sec. 13 "Sanitary Sever" shall oaua a aewar which carrlei aawaga ao4
to which atOTBc aurfaca, and] grouad vatara are aoc Intentionally
adalttea.

Sac* 14 "Sewage" ahall a*aa a coetinotloa of oil of tha waterborna
vaatoo froa roildoaeao, bus lossa buildings, Indentions, and
industrial astabllaha*ota, to gather with such ground, surface
ead a tor* wataro aa Bay ba praoaat.

13 "Sewaga Work*" ehall a*aa all facillttoo for collecting,
Croatia*, aad diapoolat of oevago.

Sac. 1ft "Sowar" aball Baas a plpo or coaalvlt for earryUg aevaga

Sec, 17 "Sewerage SyataV aha 11 awaa tba ayota* of oaaltary aowero
aad appurtaoaacaa for tha collac^loa, traaaaortatloat ao4

of aowcga.

Sac. 11 "Shall" la aaaelatorys "Kay* 1*

Sae. It "Slag" ahall Mas aay d*i a charge of aowaga w>iek la coacantratior
of aay*gl»«> eoMtltoaat or la ^uaatity of tlow oaeaeaa for aoy
period of duration loogar thaa flfcooa (15) alavcao oaro thaa
five (5) tlojaa Clio avarago ewaoty-four (24) hour coocaotratioa

f l R 0 0 0 365



S«c. 20 "Surcharga" *hall aaaa tha charga, la addition Co tha oor»4i
• avt|a aanrlca charga. which la «*da OQ paraooa whoaa vutaa
ara traatar la atraogth thaa tha coacaotrattoo* aatAbliihad
harala.

Sac. 21 "Suapaadad Solid*" shall a**a iollda that althar float om
tha aurfaca of, or ar* la *ujpaa«loq la vatar, aavaga or othar
liquid*. and vhieh ara rA*o-vtbla by laboratory flltarlag.

Sac. 22 **VA4C«vatar Tr**L»*ot PUac** ahall MAaa aay arraAfaftaat of
daTicaa a&4 atruecura« uaad for craaClag ««va|a.

23 '*VatarcouraaM «ball wuo a chaaaal la which a flow of vacar
o<eura, alchar coaclauoualy or laearmlccaaclj.

ARTICUE II

Uaa of Sanlcafy Sahara

Sac. 1 No p«raoa §h«ll dlacharfa or cauj* to ba dlachartad to
• aaleary aawar any vatar-baarlac waata othar thao doautstlc
•ava|« that la not approTad by tha Authority la accordaaca
with tha provlaloaa la thaaa lulaa aad Ia|ulatlooa.

Sac* 2 Mo para en a ball dtacKarja or cauaa to ba dlacharxad to aay
aaaltary aavar aay atora watar, turfaca vatar, grovad watar,
roof rtaoff, or • \Aauriaca draltuit.'

Sac. 3 Ho paraoa aball dlacharga or eauaa to ba dUehargad to aay
aaaltary aavar aay coollaf watar or vnpollatad laduatrlal
procaat watar \alaaa v 1m tha oplaloa of tha Oaptrtaaat of
EaTlronjwatal taaourcaa, auea dlaehargaa dlract to tha watar-
eoufkaa of tha Ciiaunmiaalth may raault la tha pallutloa
tharaof.

Sac. 4 Wo pa not ahall dlacharga or cauaa to ba dlacbarsad aay of
tha follow lag d« a crib ad watara or waataa to any public aavaras

(a) Aay gaaollaa. baacaaa, oaphtha. fual oil, or othar
flaavAblo or azyloolTa liquid, aoLld, or gaa. •

(b) Aay watara or vaataa coatalala* to«l« or act*0*01* tollda.
XM«Ua« or gaaaa la aafflclaat ^uaatlcy, atthar alagly ar
by Ueara«tloa with othar waataa, to Imjvra or latarfaro with
aay aowaga traatavat procaaa, coma tl tat a a Ha card to humaaj •
or aaia«l«t craata a publU'aaltaheo, or «raata aay hatard la
tha roealTtag watara of tha Vaatovatar Traataaat fUnt. lBcl«41ag
but mat Ilaltad ta cyaaldaa la axcaaa af tw« (2) •«/! M CM
la tha waataa M d It chart** ta tha p«b!U.»awar.

(c) Aay watar* or vaataa harlag • P» l«*«t tha» 5.3 or hlghar
ehaa 1.0, ar harlag aay othar eorroaiva orooorty capabla
of eaualag iaaaga or hatard to atructutaa, aa.ulpamot, aad
par a 000*1 of tha tawaga work*.

f l R 0 0 0 3 6 6



(d) Solid or viacout •ubitaoce* In quantities or of auch size
capable of caualog obatructlon to th« flow In ecvcra. or
other Interference with the proper operation of the eevaie
worts such ss. but not 11*1 tad to, ashes, cinders. sand
Bud, straw. ehavioM. »«til. glaas. rM«, feathere, tar|
plaetics. wood, wholt blood. paunch «*pure, hair and
fleshings, entraila and papar dlatiaa. Cupa milk containers,
ate. althar whole or ground by garbage grinders.

(a) Any garbage that haa oot baao properly ahraddad.

(f) Any gaa froa Internal coabuatloo anglnaa or any other
ooxlou* or maloderoua gaa or aubatanea eapabla of caualng
a public nuiaanea or hatard to Ufa or preventing «ntry
loto a aanltary aew«r for Ita ulntenance and repair.

Sac. 5 No paraoa ahall dlachargc or cauae to be diachargad to any
aanitary aavar any watera or vaatte containing any matarlala,
aubataocca, or conatltutenta In cicaaelva or unuaual quantltlaa
or concantrationa abova that of noraal dovaetie aawaget if ID the
opinion of tha Authority they:

(1) Can hanc the aevage worke or treatment proeeaaaa.

(2) Can have an advaraa affact on tha receiving a tret*.

(3) Contain aubatancea which are not amenable to treatment
or reduction by the aevage treatBtnt procaacaa employed.

(4) Art amenable to treatment only to auch degree that the
Uaetcwater Treacaent Plant affluent or the
receiving etrcaai cannot ewet the requirement* of the
Oepartacot of Environmental Keeourcce.

(5) C«n endanger life, liab or public property.

(6) Conatitute a nuisance.

In arriving at the acceptability of the constituency of euch watera or
waatea, the Authority ahall give conaideretlon to auch factors aa the
quantities of subject wastes or waters IB relation to flovs and velocities
in the severs, Mteriel* of construction of the sewage works, nature of
the sewsga treatMoc proccases, capacity of the Vaatevatar TrcatsMnt
Plant, degrea of treatabllity of the waiere or vaate* la tha Treatateat
Plant, and other pertinent factors. Tha cateriala and types of flov
which can cxart or causa auch problem are:

*

I (a) Any liquid or vapor ha vine a temperature higher than one
hundred fifty (130) *F (tVC).

Cb) Any vatar or vasta containing fata, wax, (iraaaa, or oils,
I whether esulslfled or not, In excess of one hundred (100)
1 eig/1 or coatalnlrvt aubstancaa which may solidify or be cot*

vLscoua at teen?eretures betwccB thirty-nw (32) and ona
I ' hundred f i f ty (150) 'F (0* and 6S*C).

A R 0 0 0 3 6 7
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(c) Any water or waate. igch ,» n«tal-fInlahln* wait*, containing
nx>r« than the following concentrations of the following toxic
"t polaonou* chemlcala or »ubstancea:

(1) CadmluB ( C d ) - l .Q «g/l
(2) Cyanide (CM - 2.0 mg/1
(3) Chrome (Cr hex) - 1.0 wn/ l
(4) Chro.,.e (Cr t r t ) - 2.0 m*/l
(5) Copper ( C u ) - 1.0 m*/L
(6) Iron ( F e ) - 15.n m p / i
(7) NlcVel (Ni) - 1.0 m«/l
(M line Un) - 2.n mg/l
(')) Arsen ic (As) Only In such

(10) Bar lua (Ba) Uni ted concen-
(11) Lead (Pb) t r a t l o n a aa la
(12) S^leniun (Se) approved by the
(13) Sliver (AR) Aythorlcv

(d) Any water or w a a t t con ta ln lnc dye* or other co lor tnc
macter, la auch concentrat ions exceeding llalta which «ay
he eetabllehed by the Author i ty *a n^cetaary, af ter treat-
own t of the composite aewace. to prevent dlacoloratlon of
the Waatcvattr Treatment ?l*nt e f f l u e n t ,

(e) Any water or watte containing phenoli or other taste-
or-odor-produclnr subatancea. In sucn concentrations ex- '
ceedlajt limits vhlch nay be es tabl ished by the A u t h o r i t y
as necessary, a f t e r treats*at of the composite sewafte, to
meet the requirements of the Department of £nvlrona«nteL
Resources.

(f) Any radioactive wastes having greater than the allowable
releave specified by the current U.S. lureau of Standards
Handbook, deallnf w i t h the handltn* and release of radio-
activity or as fur ther modified by the ^epartatent of
EnvlronautntaX Resources.

(f) Excessive or unusual concentratlooa of dissolved solids
such aai the caUclusi, •egnesluai end sodlusi salts of thai
chloride)!. fluorlJes, nitrate* and sulfates.

(U) CMCSS strength of wastes, including:

(1) Suspended Solids over 3 SO ««/l
(2) 1.0. U. over 300 •*/!
(3) Pbospfcates (as PU4) over 33

I (4) ChlorlM Demand over 30 M/l
1 (1) SxlaUM«J of sU|« !• tho dlachar|«.

g.
I

Sec. 6 Mo st^teMat contained la thl» Article shall be construed aa
prohlhltlnc any special A(tree»ent becwoen tho Authority anal any
persoa whereby that person, at hit own e*n«neof suy or shall
provide) such pr«-tre*t«ent or flow control facilities as necessary

' « proposed dlscharta of waters and wastes so as to be
th..tcetptabu u.lta anus».ratad In Section 5.



A R T I C L E I I I

f e r n l s * l b l e U«« of San i ta ry S«vers

S e c . 1 Any p« r >°n r-r°po«inc to d l s c h s r R C s«X • s tc r l e l s , subs t ances .
w a t e r s , or I n d u s t r i a l v»*te*. other th*n d o r w a t i c severe.
I n t o tht severeee s y s t e m or any sever c o n n e c t e d t h e r e t o shell
n jk t w r i t t e n A p p l i c a t i o n to th« A u t h o r i t y (or acceptance of
the v a a t e . The Appl icant shal l aubsilt tht fo l lowing da ta :

(1) The manufactur ing process or processes which are th«
source* of the Industrial wsstes.

(2) Expected average, mAxlmm and sjlnit>ufli da l l y rate* of
f low.

(3) Proposed schedule of auch dlschars.es.

(4) Expected chealesl characterist ic* of the indus t r ia l
vactea.

(3) Flov dla|ra« ahowlnc the route of and awthod of conveying
the Indust r ia l w a a t e a f ro* their source to the propoied
point or points of connect ion to the sewer* ovned by the
Industry and. In turn, to the leverage systto of the
Author i ty .

(6) Faci l i t ies , At outlined In Ar t i c le IV, svall tble or pro-
posed to be available for Inspecting observing, t*aaurinjt.
samp 11OK and teatin; of the proposed Industrial wastes.

(7) Any other pertlnant Informat ion that m*v be requested
by the Authority or offered by the Applicant.

Sec. r If the application shove that the Industrial wastes proposed
to be discharged to the sanitary severe contslo the mater ia ls ,
«ub*tances, waters, wastes or cliereeterlstles eousarated lo Ar-
t i c l e II or cotJtein ether swterlals, substances, waters or wastes
wr.lch stav hevt e deleterious effect on the sewage works, the
scwegc trcjtsjeat processes, or the receiving streasj, or create s
liaterd to life or lles> or errata e public nulssnee, the Authority
•wr:

(e) Reject the indue trial waste.
(b) Accept the industrial waste on taste basis ee normal domestic

eevege.
(c) Accept the lodustrial waste but require additional peysMnt

or surcharge to defray sddltlonel costs to the Authority -for
hendlinft amd tree tin* the Appllceot's Induetriel vasts.

(d) Require the eppHcent to pretreet the indufctrlel vasts to
en, accepteble level or coftdltloo.

(c) Require tlie eppllcent to provide control over the quanti t ies
tlssis end rstes of Induetriel wastes Clscharged to the sanitary
sever*
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Sec. ) Should ch« Authority require pre-treatoenc and/or flow control
f a c t l l t l e a prior to the acceptance of t»>« I n d u a t r l J l « « i c e t t o
the aanitary sewer. the Applicant eh«ll aubmt to the Authority
for review «nd approval plant and ipacifleation* for such
f a c i l i t i e s ehowln*:

(U P e r t i n e n t d e t a i l * of the construction.

(2) Schematic flow dl««r»« with the routt of conveyln* the
VAICCI fron thtlr sources to and through th« pre-tre«t*«nt
plane and/or flov controlling facilities to the point or
point* of connection to th« sanitary aaw«r.

(3) Uja«« and txp«ct<d quancitiaa of trcatacnc ch««tc«lt *nd
th«lr point! of application.

(4) K*choda of coatrolllnR the ch««lcal fteda and wast* flo^t.

(5) Expected average, mavtnua, and ainlaun dally rata.a of flow
froa the trcatacnc and/or flow controllinc facllitlca.

<6) Proposed achedult of such diachargea.

(7) Crp«ct«d chcvtl cal character Ittlca of cJ>e affluent fron
auch facllltlea.

(8) Waata control facllltita outlined ID Article IV, If la
variance with that presented in the Applicatloa.

(9) Any ochcr p«rclncnt Information that may be requeatad by
the Authority or offered by th« Applicant*

Sac. 4 Should the Authority require urtaae, oil and aand interceptora or
oil reclaim-era, the Applicant ahall eubalt to the Authority for
review and approval daela.o and pertinent data for auch devicea.
The davicaa provided ihall ba of acceptable capacity, watertight,
conatructad of iftparvloua wvaterlala and capable of wlthataodlnc
abrupt aod astrajM chaaxaa in tcaparatura. Thay ahall be equipped
with readily removable accaaa covera and ahall ba located to ae to
ba readily and aaaily acccaalble for claanlnft and inapactlon.

Sac. 3 thai plana. apeclficatlooa. aod other pertinent information required
under Sactiona 3 and 4 abova and aufaaltted to tha Authority for
review and approval aniat have the approval oC tha Authority prior
to a«y cooatructlom or Installation of auch facllltlae and thav shall
ba aubjact to tha r*qulre«*nta of all appltcablo eodaa. ordlnancaa
aod lawo.

Sac. 6 If tha pUoa. apaclf tctftlona, and other pert leant information
ftubatittad to tha Authority for ravl«v have bean approved by ttU
Authority, thara ahall bo e«acutad batvaan tha Authority and tha
Applicant « formal A«rae»ent a*ttln* forth la detail tho eharaetar-

of tha induatrlal vaataa, both before and aftar pretraatiwnt,
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the f low condition. under which the fee 111 tie. are to ope ra te
and discharge the pr*- t reeted and/or f lov controlled WS.LI.
to the eanltary .ever*, any condition* which art applicable
to and perhaps unique to the operation, of the par t icu lar Induj
try, and any .peci.l or unique condit ion with respect to the
phye lca l connect ion or connection* to the aaal tary sewers.

Sec. 7 Aoy approval by the A u t h o r i t y of pre-creet*eot and/or flov
control facilities fu rn i shed by cKe A p p l i c a n t ehall be contin-
gent upon the a b i l i t y of the propoaed f a c l l l t l e . to perform
a. required. Should the proposed f ec l l l t t ea fall to do so,
the Authori ty ahall have the r ight to e i the r r tqul re the
Applicant to aubalt a nev Appl ica t ion w i t h the revl.lona ha
propoaea to make, or the Author i ty Bay reject the was t e .
The A u t h o r i t y 1 ! approval la al.o eubject to revlelon and
change depending upon the change In concent ra t ion of a consti-
tuent la the aewage del ivered to the Uaa tewate r Treatment Plane.

Sec. 8 The cote of p r epa r ing and s u b m i t t i n g all data and any other
In fo rma t ion for any App l i ca t ion , for Plana and S p e c i f i c a t i o n s
for the prc - t rea taen t and/or f l o w control f a c i l i t i e s to be
provided by the A p p l i c a n t at hi. own expense, and the A p p l i c a n t ' s
p a r t lo o b t a i n i n g a f o r o a l Agreement , as set f o r t h here in , ahal l
be boroe by the App l i can t .

Sec. 9 No connection for tl.e diachargs of any untreated induatrlal
wastes, any pr«- tres ted Induatrlal vsstce , or any f low-contro l l ed
Induatrlal wastes or any other Induatrlal weete. to the severs
system of the Authority ahall b* made until • Letter of A c c e p t *
has bean Issued or e formal Agreement hu been executed sad signed
by the Authority end the Applicant, until ell requirements of ell
applicable codec* ordinance* end leve have been met. end the pre-
treetmvnt end/or flov control fecll it lee ee constructed and
Installed have been inspected end approved by the Authority.

Sec. 10 All pre-treatment end/or flov control facilities provided by the
Applicant ehell be maintained continuously in aatlafactory end
effecxlve operation by the Applicant or Owner.

Sec. 11 Any pereon vho discharge* Industrial vaatee, treated or untreated,
to the severage eystem of the Authority end who contemplates a l t a r l n
the type or quantity of wastes as described in his Application,
referred to in the Letter of Acceptance, or ea eteted in the formal
Agreement with the Authority, ehell notify the Authority, In wr i t ing
et leaet f ifteen (13) deys prior to suoh Intended changes, stating
the quantity eod quality of the contemplated wastes and the expected
chemicel charecterlstlcs of such wastes after passing through any
existing preliminary trealatent facilities.

See. 12 If the Authority thereafter considers the vestas sufficiently In
verlanca in quantity and/or quality fro* that described et the
tlsjc tha Letter of Acceptance vaa written or the formal Agree*
was executed, the Authority reserves tha right to inform the
person that tha contemplated waste* ahall.ba considered at nev
Induatrlal wastes end therefore eubject to a new Utter of Accsptanc
or nev formal Agreement startler vith a nev Application as set for tr -
In this Art ic le of these Rules and Regulations. f l R O Q U O / I



ARTICLE IV

Control of AdaUatbU Waste to Sewerage Syetem

Sec. 1 A"Y P«r§on dlacHernlnn Industrial w a a t e a into the aewerege
eyetaa ihall provide e eulteble control etructure where the
waste* axay be observed and eempled. When required by the
Authority, the control etruclure shell include fecllltive
(or the »e»surewent end recording of flow ratee, continuous
automatic sampling of the vaatee. continuoue aeeaurement end
recording of tha pH of the wastes, end eny othsr device or
equipment th« Authority dceme neceeeery for the proper control
of e perclculer Induetrlel weete.

Sec. 2 The control etructure ehell be loceted dcrvnttreem fro* eny
preliminary treatment, equal Itetlon, •torage or other works,
oeer the outlet of the industrial weetee eever Into a eenltery
sever on the pereoo'e property, or on 'e eenltary eewer connected
to the leverage eyetea. Such e control feelllty ehell be
ecceeelble end eefely loceted. It ehall b« of euch deelgn end
construction ee co fecllltete inepectlnit, obecrvine.. *ceeurlnK.
eevplinf, tod testinx of the Induecrlel weetee ee required for
the control of the Induetrlel w««tee discharged to e eenltery
eewer.

See. 3 Where, In tt\* opinion of the Authority, direct aeaeurcaent of
Industrial weetee flow ie not Justified, the voluae of wattce
•Ay b« determined as follows:

(a) VaUer astir on the proceee water line.
(b) Cstlttstad Iron weter utility meter reedlnge.
(c) Any other mutually a^rcad upon basis.

Sac. 4 ?lana for tha construction of the control facility, including
any m*aeurin« and eampling devlcee ee mat ba required by tha
Authority, shall ba submitted to and must ba approved by tha
Authority prior to any construction or installation. Tha
facility shall ba conatructad and Installed by tha parson at
his ovn azpanaa and shall ba maintained by him so as to ba
accaialbla and safe at all ti»«a.

Sac. 5 All aamplln«t tee tine., and enalyzln* of ths Induetrlel wastaa
shall ba mads by tha Authority In accordanca with tha lateet
adttlom of "Standard Methods for tha Examination of Vatar and
Uaatavatar" prsparad aad publtahad jointly by tha American Public
Haalta Aaeoclatiom, tha Aatarlr.an Watar Work* Aasociatloo and
tha Water Pollution Control federation. Sampling of tha Industrial
weatea may ba accomplished manually or by tha usa of mechanical
equipment to obtain a composite sample representative of-the- total
daily flow of lAduotrUl wastes b»lng discharged to the sanitary
sewer. All measuring, tooting and sampling shall bo taken at the
conttal etructure. In the event that no euch facility has been
required, tho control manhole shell be considered either as the
leet manhole o* tho eeoitary lever of the owner Juet aheed of tha
point where It U connected to tho public eanltary iswer or at the
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nearest downstream manhole on the public *<-vcr H«lov th* point
where the e*nltary eever of the owner la connected. Samnlee
•hall be taken at inttrvaU established by the Authority ae
necessary to the control of the Industrial w«ete* dlachargee.
All expenses tor the sampling and tht analyses shall he borne
by th* owner.

ARTICLE V

Powers end Authority of Inspectors

Sec. 1 The members of die Authority and duly authorlted employees of
the Authority bearing proper credentials and Identification shall
be permitted to enter all properties for the purpose of inspec-
tion, observation, measurement, sanplinn. and testing In accordance
with the provisions of these Rules and Ref ulst. Ions. The members
of the Authority or their representatives shall have no authority
to inquire into anv proccascs uaed 1n t'i? Industry other than
thoac havlnr a direct bearlnp on the Vl n d and source of dlscttarees
to the sanitary aewers and facilities (or waste treatment.

Sec. 2 YMle pcrforvlnx the necessary work on the private properties
referred to In Section 1 above, the nember* of th* Authority or
duly authorised eo^loyees of tht Authority shall observe all
aafetv rules applicable Co the prcnlaes eaiabliahed bv the own*
The owner aha 11 be held haralefa for injury or death to the
meabere of the Authority or dulv authorized employee*. The
Authority shell indemnify the owner an«tn«t loae or daaaie to
it* property by the incabcr* of the Authority or dulv authorised
employees end analnat liability clalaw end dcmanda for peraonjl
injury or property danae* eeeeited aceinut the owner and ftrovlnjt
out of any inspection, observation, weasurfment, aampllnc. and
testing, except eurh as siav be ceuncd by nejtlUence or failure
of the ower to sjaintain safe renditions as specified in these
Rules and Regulations.

AKTICLE VI

Surclierres

Sac. 1 Aa provided la Article 111 Section 2. the Authority suy accept
lad us trial wastee but require additional payvtcnt or eurcharM
to defray additional costs to the Authority for treat Ira the
wastes.

S«c. 2 Industrial wastes which tht Authority. «l lt» discretion, may
accept but aubject to •mrcharjt* are thoee containing:

(1) Suspended Solids over 330
(2) 1.0.0. ov«r 300 sjg/1
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(3) Fhoephatcs (•» P%) ov«r 33 »*./l
(*) Chlorine Defend ovtr 30 «t/l
(5) AQY oth«r constituent In icrcncch greater than

Chat found In normal doacstlc

Sec. 3 Prior Co accapcaac* of any auch Industrial vaata, the Applicant
•hall aacar Into an ajraeaaoc with th* Authority setting. forth
the baala for payment of th« aurcharga.

ARTICLE VII

S*c. 1 Any part on violating any of the provision*: of th«tc
and RaguLatlooa thall b*eoA« llablt to th« Authority for anv
cxp«n««. loaa, or dac^m occaalonad by the Authority by rtaaon
of cuch violation.

ARTICLE VIII

Validity

S«c. 1 All Rulti and Rt ju la t lont or parti of Rule* and tabula t ion*
la coafl lct w i t h th«»« Rules end R««ul«tione «r« hereby repealed

•

See. 2 The vaJidlty of aoy section, clause, aentence, or prwieion of
these Eulea ead K«t,uLatlona ahall not affect che valldltT of
any other part of che Rules end Reftulaclone, which can be given
effect without the Invalidated pert or parts.

ARTICLE U

Effective Pets

See. 1 Th«se) tules and Regulations shall be In full force end. effeet
on and after June 7th, 1972.

UPPEH CVYNCOD TOVftSHlP AUTHORITY
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TABLE b

AQUEOUS AND SLUDGE QUANTITIES AND COST ESTIMATES FOR
SCENARIO II, ZENITH LAGOON STUDY. LANSUALE, PA

A c t i v i t y

Discharge clean A q u e o u s
I? SI.443/1000 gal aqueous

D e v a c e r and box sludge
(in-place) a
» S0.223/gal sludge

Lagoons

1 t h r o u g h 10

1 t h r o u g h 10

Quant i ty

D i s c h a r g e f i l t e r e d aqueous 1 t h r o u g h 10
9 51.443/1000 gal aqueous

Haul n o n - h a z a r d o u s sludge 1,5,8,9, & 10
(boxed) b
« 5100.00/load

D i s p o s a l of non-hazardous 1,5,8,9, & 10
e 530.00/ton

Haul hazardous sludge
(boxed)
£ $85.00/ton b
Q $100.00/load

Disposal of hazardous
(boxed)
0 $45.00/con
$ S80.00/ton

Engineering Support

TOTAL

6 and 7
2, 3 and 4

6 and 7
2f 3, and 4

NA

4,328,217 gal.

1,068,^04

109 tons

109 t o n s

5 tons
494 cons

5 tons
494 cons

MA

Cos t ,
In Dollars

6 , 246

1,142,310 gal. 254 ,735

1.542

600

3.270

425
2,500

225
39,520

31.000

$340,063

i
Used 8.85 Ib/gai for eludge (aeasursd); 8*33 Ib/gal for aqueous
(assumed 9 70 P); and 122 solids by weight for sludge in-place
(assumed).

>
Assume 20 tons equals one load.
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i
I TABLE 7

( AQUEOUS AND SLUDGE QUANTITIES ANU COST ESTIMATES FOR
SCENARIO 111, ZENITH LAGOON STUDY, LANSDALE, PA

I Cost ,
A c t i v i t y Lagoons Q u a n t i t y in D o l l a r s

a
( Discharge clean aqueous 1 through 10 3,770,939 gal. 5,441

(* SI.443/1000 gal aqueous

I Dewater and box sludge 1(5 through 10 203,818 gal. <• 5 , 4 5 i
(in-place) b
@ S0.223/gal sludge

I Discharge filtered aqueous 1 and 5 through 190,556 gal. 275
<3 $1.443/1000 gal. aqueous 10

I Haul non-hazardous sludge 1,.5,&,9, and 10 109 tons bUO
1 C boxed) c

<? SlOO.OO/load

I Disposal of non-hazardous 1,5,8,9 and 10 109 tons 3,270
(boxed)
$ $30.00/too'

Haul hazardous sludge b and 7 5 tons 425
(boxed)

I H 585.00/toa

Disposed of hazardous sludge 6 And 7 5 cons 225
4 (boxed)
1 I? $45.00/ton

Vacuum and haul hazardous 2,3 and 4 1,486,074 gal 92,467
sludga
(bulk liquid) 4
9 $280.00/lo*4
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TABLE i (CONT* D)
AQUEOUS AND SLUDGE Q U A N T I T I E S AND COST ESTIMATES FOR

SCENARIO 111, ZENITH LAGOON STUDY, LANSDALfc!, PA

A c t i v i t y

Treat and disposal of
hazardous sludge
(bulk liquid)

e
9 S0.12/gal

Engineering Support

TOTAL

Lagoons

2 , J and 4

NA

Quantity

1.486,074 gal

NA

Cost
in Dollars

178,328

33,000

$359.482

A d j u s t e d for consumption of 557,278 gallons of m a k e - u p a q u e o u s
to be used in vacuum removal of sludge from lagoons 2. 3. and 4.

t
Used 8.85 Ib/gal for sludge (measured); 8.33 Ib/gal for a q u e o u s
(assumed g 70 F); and 12Z solid* by weight for sludge in-placc
(assumed).

•

Assume 20 toot equals one load •
I
Assume 4,500 gallon* equals one load and 557,278 gallons of make
up aqueous consumed in vacuum removal process (ie.v a multiple
of 1.6 applied to total gallons of sludge).
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TABLE 8

AQUEOUS ANU SLUDGE QUANTITIES AND COST ESTIMATES FOR
SCENARIO IV, ZENITH LAGOON STUDY, LANSDALE, PA

Acc i vl ty L a g o o n s Quantity

Discharge clean aqueous 1 through 10
0 31.443/1000 gal aqueous

De water and box sludge'
( 1 n-place ) b
9 0.223/gal sludge

Discharge filtered aqueous
d $1.443/1000 gal aqueous

Haul hazardous sludge
( boxed)
9 585.00/coQ

Disposal of hazardous
(boxed)
£ 545.00/ton

Vacuua *nd haul sludge
(bulk liquid) «
9 S280.00/load

6 and 7

6 and 7

6 and 7

6 and 7

1 through 5,
a,9,aod 10

3,648,649 gal

9,696 gal

9,065 gal

5 tons

5 cons

1,812,182 gal 112,840

Cos t
In Dollars

5 ,264

2, 162

13

425
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TABLE 8 (CONT'D)

AQUEOUS AND SLUDGE gUANTlTIES AND COST ESTIMATES FOR
SCENARIO IV, ZENITH LAGOON STUDY, LANSDALE, PA

Cos c
Ace i v 1 t y La goons____ Quan 111 y in Pollars

Treat and disposal of 1 through 5. 1,812,182 gal 217,462
hazardous sludge 8 , 9 , and 10
(bulk liquid)

d
I* S0.12/g*l

Engineering Support NA NA 34.000

TOTAL 5372,391

a
A d j u s t e d f o r c o n s u m p t i o n o f 6 7 9 , 5 6 8 ga l lons o f m a k e - u p a q u e o u s
to be used in v a c u u m removal of s ludge f r o m lagoons 2 , 3 , and 4 .

b
Used 8.85 Ib / g a l for sludgt (measured); 8.33 I b / g a l for aqueous
(assumed 9 70 F); sod 121 solids by weight for kludge in-place
(assumed),

c
Assume 4,500 gallons equals on* load and 679,568 gallons of
make up aqueous consumed In vacuum removal process (ie., a
m u l t i p l i e r of 1.6 applied to total gallons of sludge).

d
Based on suspended solids concentration of 12Z and g 0.01/1.01
of suspended solids.
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sludge; *nd the engineering support (including an«lytlcal work).

However, no cost allowance has been made for I n i t i a l s i t e

p r e p a r a t i o n such as clearing the v e g e t a t i o n , removing any fence

l i n e s , and setting up the pumping lines and making 'the public

sewer connection.

In the event the filtered aqueous in lagoon 10 falls to meet the

influent limitations of the Upper Gwynedd Township Authority, no

cost allowance has been nade for possible treatment and/or

special disposal techniques.

Due to the fact that the condition of the soil and ground water

has yet to be determined, it Is not practical to provide any cost

estimates for final closure of the site.
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to determine the impact the operation and " i d l e "

existence the ten lagoons have and may continue to have on the

surrounding soil and groundwater, additional investigation is

recommended. This investigation includes:

o Design and implement at ion of a soil boring program to det e r m i n e
the depth and lateral extent of potential contamination

o Subsequent containment aad/or removal of the potentially
contaminated area(s)

o Groundwater investigation involving the monitoring of on-site
wells.

Furthermore, due to the high levels of cyanide in the sludge from

lagoons 6 and 7 , on-ii te treatment of this sludge is recommended.

This treatment would essentially consist of oxidizing the cyanide

to a cyaoate which It a significantly let* toxic substance. la

the cyanate state, the disposal costs could decrease and the

liability would be reduced. However, this treatment process

which costs approximately $ hss not been accounted

for In the cost estimates for any of the scenarios.
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES1875 New Hope Street

Norristown, PA 19401
215 270-1975

December 29, 1986

James LaRegina, Geologist
American Resource Consultant' s
450 East Street
Ebylestown, PA 18901

Inc.

Re: Zenith Lagoon Closure
Upper Qwynedd Township
Montgomery County

Dear Jim:

Regarding your letter of November 10, 1986, the responses therein to our comments
of October 20, 1986 are satisfactory and you may begin vrork at your convenience'.
I would appreciate it if you would notify me or Bob Young when you taow die
starting date' of the work to be done.

Very truly yours

WALTER E. STANLEY, JR.
Chief, Operations Section
cc: Bob Young

Upper Gwynedd Township
Re 30 7W363.2
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I flM OJ "EHiiVSwr.*!.*^*,
rjORTH PEIMN WATER AUTHORITY U HP_^ i?SrB2SpL~

•00 N. CHMTNUT ST. LAN SO At*. PINNA, tt-U« KMM4M =^^1?? .̂*"'

lICMAaD_A THOMAS

Octobar 12,

John Nutar
Zenith Radio Corp.
19OO W. Austin Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60639

Oeax Mr. Muter:

Enclosed is the information colleer.ad about the test holas drilled
on the Zenith property, Church Road, Upper Qwynodd Township,

Only the three compounds noted v«re checked In the water saRp]*
analysis. The locations of the tea-t holes on the enclosed sXet.ch are
approximate. The test hola* are easy to iocwto if accurate Kiayginq
is needed.

I will laavc the interprwtat.ion of the dat« to you. If you hav*
any questions about th* data or the procedures involved in obtaining
this data, pleaee feel Cr«e to call.

Sincerely,

NORTH PENN WX7CR

Lawrence Martin

LH/jlb
Enclomores

NAME LOCATION
TO, ft£V**SK*-3*L-
FROMT :̂

SHEET

A R 0 0 0 3 8 5



A R 0 0 0 3 8 6



TEST H.? 5 DKIU.IN-S

ii ^ATE OEPT-H (FT.. ) P l rB SJZE Ki>ARKS (SOIL/ROCK TYPE, ETC.)

S-l fe-11-fll

f

Z-2 6-11-81

2-5 6-11-81

2-4 6-11-81

7.-S 6-11-81

Z-6 6-11-81

2-7 6-11-81

7*0" to
rock

S'O" to
rock

6 "6" to
rock

9'O* to
rock

9' 9" to
rock

7*6" to
rock

7 '5" to
rock

4" perfo-
rated drain

(Plastic)

A3 ABOVE

A> ABOVE

A^ ABOVE

AS ABOVE

AS AbOVt

A< ABOVE

red, clay-ljJea coil
very dry

soil as above
dry (hola in fiald)

red, clay-liVa soil
dry (hola inaida fence

soil as abov* - vater at
bottom (just in si da fence
bwhind tr«atnant plant

brown fill aoil on top ( 2')
red clay 6 aora fill c taper
lots of water

L'ad clay-liktt soil
vary dry (b*hind parking lo-

brown clay on top - red
clay down the rest
(back near railroad]

TO,
fftOAfc

SHEET

LOCATION

OF
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WISSAHICKON PROJECT

WATER LEVEL DATA

TEST HOLE »

Z-l
Z-2
Z-3
2-4
Z-5
Z-6
Z-7

TEST HOLE
ELEVATION*
(Feet)

369.5
362.2
357.1
369.9
365.9
376.3
357.1

WATER LEVEL/SATE WATER LEVEL/DATE

DKY/6-1&-B1
4.0/6-16-8L
DRY/6-16-61
6.4/6-16-81
7.7/6-.16-81
2.3/6-16-81
DRY/6-16-81

6.1/6-24-fll
3.9/6-24-81
DRY/6-24-81
7.0/6-24-81
7.9/6-24-81
4.7/6-24-81
DRY/6-24-81

• Elevation of top of v«lv« box cover for each test hol«

NOTEt Water elevation » test hole elevation - water level

NAME LOCATION

,.,.<•_
- -'-T

NORTH PENN WATER AUTHORITY



TSST HOLS I

Z-l
Z-2
Z-3
Z-4
Z-5
Z-6
Z-7

WI5SAKICXOK PROJECT

TEST ROLE WATER SAMPLE DATA

^ K hf^V tf tfSAflrLE ff

NONE (DWO
64-81 •
NOME (DR*)
61-81
62-81
60-81
NONE (DRY)

' f • s

TCE
-

-tO. 5
-

0.8
1.6

^•0. 5
-

,;
ft? 3

PCE
-

•<0.5
-

^•0.5
^0,5
-CO.S

-

1-1-1
-

rfO.5
-

0.6
0.9
0.6
-

1. Datft *impled, 6-16-Bl, by pumping.

2. Dace analyzed, 6-19*91 by solvent extraction/GC,

3. DAt* reported, 6-30-81

4. Analysis don« by Quality Control Laboratory, Inc.
Southampton, PA.

5. TCZ, Trichloroethyicno

6. PCE, T«trachioro«thyl«nc

7. 1-1-1, 1,1,1 - Trlchloroethane

8. Only th« abovw thru (3) ccwpounds were tested.

DIP SAMPLE

ro'
LOCATION

SHEET Of

WAT*R
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Wissahickon Valley
Watershed Association

12 Morrii Road. Amfaltr. Pa. 19002 Tttaphona 646 8866

TCS STUDY - PHASE IT SUMMARY

Follewing a 1979 spill, n* Trichloroethylene (TCE) at
Superior Tube in Rahns, Pennsylvania, groundwater in the North
Fenn area was tested for contamination. Several water supply
•-/ells of the North Penn Water Authority were contaminated" in-
cluding a well known as L-22 next to the Wissahickon Creek. A
1980 stu-/ of numerous test holes drilled along the Wissahickon
Between Wissahickon Avenue and Su.tinfrytown Pike revealed wide spread
TCE pollution of 'subsurface vuher,

I.; -he summer of 1981 a s**c.>nd */:vuse of the TCE study was
c'.-'iducted. Existing deep wells in K-<- G?•••-. .;-»re pumped for eight
.-.•-rs, one at a time, and the water taken from th-e wells was then
tested fer Tr'.chloroethylene, Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and 1-1-1
Trichloroechane (1-1-1 TCE). It was hoped that the punp tests
woule shew sny relationships between wells and would identify
sources of contamination.

The phase II tests demonstrates that TCE and/or PCE or 1-1-1
*CE v.-sre -resenc in virtually all the wel". s tested.

The data also showed that the sources of pollution were scat-
-er-c and extremely localized with at least six separate sources
f •: .v.-.an.i.r.a'-ion for the sevsn deep wells tested.

v.'i•:.•". the exception of a relationship between L-!2 and Clearline
•..--11 *Z, and Clearline wells #2 and *3, no pumping or any given
ce-ep well caused a drawdown of anoth^t well. A drawdown at one
wall caused by pumping another woula indicate a relationship be-
twee- the two wells and wo-ld help explain any changes in pollution
levels during the test.

^ata collected during the study strongly indicates that
Spra Fin is at least one probable source of the contamination of
L-22.

There w«r* also high concentrations of TCE found in test holes
ar.d/'-r in the soil at Teleflex, Deltron, and the former Leeds and
Ncrthrup plant on Church Road. Cleanup efforts should be under-
taken or continued at these locations to eliminate the TCE con-
c»r.-rations which are a likely source of at least localized ground-
wa.t-.ar contamination.

The sources of the contamination of the Precision Tuie, Ford,
and L^eds and Morthrup main plant wells should be identified tarcugh
further work so clean up of thosa wells can take place.

flR000392



TABLE 17
Page 55

ANALYSIS Of WELL AND TEST HOLE WATER
SAMPLES TAKEN ON 7-20-61

WELL TOTAL
NO. POLLUTION

L4N1 16.0
LfiN2 14.4
NWWA5 40.7
NWWA7 13.1
L4NTH 373.2
44144 19.0
Walton 980.2
Saner 17.6
91385 4.8
SF2 37,301-0
SF (0)10,840.1
SF1 898.9
Gillan
L-22
CL1
Ford3
Ford4
PT1
PT2
Cok*
CL3
L-17
T7
T6
T5
Dl
32525
22
25

1.9
24.7
28.9
447.4
1.3
6.7
43.9
357.3
126.1
4.3

1721.4
402.6
42.1
367.0
2.2
0
0

3N TCE PCE

12,4 1.0
13.5 <0.5
3.6 26.1
2.1 «3.5

358 0.7
15.5 -0.5
972 4.4
15.0 <0. 5
4.1 *0.5

36,605 569
10666 ' 145
871 6.7
1.3 <0.5
23.8 *0.5
28.0 <0.5
443 1.5
<0.5 1.3
3.1 2.7
38.5 2.4
348 0.7
116 *0.5
4.2 <O.S

1,719 <0.5
153 1.6
37.4 -.'0.5
307 0.9
1.6 *0.5

«0.5 *0.5
<0.5 "0.5

1-1-1

2.6
0.9
11.0
a. d
14.5
3.5
3.8
2.6
0.7
127
29.1
21.2
0.6
0.9
0.9
2.9

<o.s
0.9
3.0
8.6
10.1
0.6
2.4
248
4.7
59.1
0.6

»O.S
«0.5

—%Total Pollution—

TCE PCE 1-1-1

77.5
93.8
8.8

16.0
95.9
81.6
99.2
85.2
85.4
98.1
98.4
96.9
68.4
96.4
96.9
99.0

0
46.3
87.7
97.4
92.0
87.5
99.9
38.0
88.8
83.7
72.7

6.2
0

64.2
0

0.2
0

0.4
0
0

1.5
1.3
0.7
0
0
0

0.4
100

40.3
5.5 '
0.2

0
0
0

0.4
0

0.2
0

16.3
6.2

27.0
84.0
3.9

18.4
0.4

14.8
14.6
0.3
0.3
2.4

31.6
3.6
3.1
0.6

0
13.4
6.8
2.4
8.0

12.5
0.1

61.6
11.2
16.1
27.3

NOTES: 1. All saapl«4 with concentration* !••» than th« laboratory detection
limit are aaaiael to be zero in calculating "Total Pollution".

2. Total Pollution ia the su» (M >ug/l of the pa, TCZ, and 1*1-1
concentration*.

3. Sample analysis done on 7*28-81 by Quality Control Laboratory/
Southampton, PA.
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Site Name: N o r t h Pgnn
TDD No.: F 3 - 3 5 I 2 - 3 1

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Authorization

NUS Corpora t ion per formed this work under e n v i r o n m e n t a l Pro tec t ion A g e n c y
Contract No. 68-01-6699. This specific report was prepared in accordance wi th
Technical Directive Document No. F3-S512-31 for the North Penn A r e a s i te
located in north-central Montgomery County, Pennsylvania.

1.2 Scope of Work

NUS FIT III was tasked to per form a high pr ior i ty site discovery using ava i l ab l e
in format ion , f rom the North Penn Water Authori ty ( N P W A ) , EPA, and the
Pennsylvania Department of Environmenta l Resources (PA DER). Presented herein
are the f indings of the available in fo rmat ion search.

1.3 Summary '

N P W A is a major water supplier in centra l Montgomery County . In 1979, N P W A
discovered that 8 of their production wells were contaminated w i t h the vola t i le
organic chemicals (VOC) t r i ch loroe thy lene (TCE) and te t rachloroe thylene (PCE).
These contaminated wells were shut down to prevent addi t ional c o n t a m i n a t i o n of
the distribution system. The discovery led to the ini t iat ion of an extensive
research program by N P W A to locate the po ten t ia l sources and respons ib le par t ies
of the VOC contamination. In addition, PA DER and EPA have conducted s tud i e s
m the North Penn area.

It was determined by FIT III that there are 12 dis t inct areas of g r o u n d w a t e r
contamination in the North Penn area. N P W A has wells in 9 of the 12
contaminated areas. To date, 13 of 53 N P W A wells are contaminated by VOCs.
A f t e r r e v i e w i n g EPA and PA DER f i l e s , mee t ing with o f f i c i a l s f r o m N P T A , and
conduct ing a reconnaissance of the s tudy area, a l i s t of 51 p o t e n t i a l l y r e s p o n s i b l e
parties .vas compiled. The areas jf g round water c o n t a m i n a t i o n , N?'* \
contaminated wells, and p o t e n t i a l l y respons ib le part ies for the VOC conta . r .mi tm
are presented herein. Section V discusses ;:ach contamina t ion plume ir^a in ^;tnU
and section 5 presents a summary of t!-.e con tamina ted N P W A .veUs jnd :'",e

potentially responsible parties identified.

' " ' A R 0 0 0 3 9 9
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Site Name: Nor th Penn A r » a
TDD No.; F"3-8512-31 ————

2.0 THE SITE

2.1 Location

The North Penn area is located primarily in central Montgomery County. The area
includes the Perkiomenville, Collegeville, Lansdale, and Telford quadrangles. An
3. 5-mile radius is u t i l ized to encompass the study area. The center point of the
radius is located about 1,000 feet south of the Pennsylvania Turnpike, Lansdale
Interchange (see map, page 2-2). The radius includes the above-mentioned area
plus a portion of south central Bucks County, and the eastern portion of the
Doylestown and Ambler quadrangles. These areas are not served by NPWA but are
of concern since they tie within a 3-mile radius of several contamination plumes
(see map, page 2-3). The total area of concern is 227 square

The study area includes the metropolitan areas of Lansdale, Souderton, Unionville,
Harleysville, Mainland, Kulpsville, Colmar, Fortuna, Skippack, Creamery, and
Center Point. These towns are of primary concern since NPWA supplies water to
these towns. Rural areas lie between These towns. Some are supplied by NPM'A
and some rely on private wells (see appendix B).*»^

Other metropolitan areas within the 8.5-mile radius include Norr is town, Trooper,
Collegeville, and Sellersville. These areas are within the area of concern but rely
on jiroundwatcr sources other than NPWA for water. 1»10

2-1
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Site Name: N o r t h Penn Area
TDD No.: F3-S512-M————

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

3.1 Water Supply

This study involves N P W A ; therefore, their service district is of major concern. A
dis t r ibut ion map of N P W A is included in appendix B. Areas between N P W A
dis t r ibut ion lines rely on private wells for water, except for Hatfield Borough,
which has a municipal supply utilizing groundwater. N P W A presently utilizes 53
wells, which produce an average yield of 3,6 million gallons per day (mgd). An
additional 1.6 mgd are purchased from Keystone Water Authority and North Wales
Water Authority to meet daily demands. In 19SU, NPWA customers included 13,38<*
domestic, 557 commercial, 16^ industrial, 78 public, and 1 utility, with an average
demand of 5.2 mgd. The majority of the NPWA distribution system is
interconnected; however, there are 6 satellite systems within the NP'WA
distribution system (see appendix B).*

NPWA has IS wells that are contaminated with VOCs. Nine of the IS wells have
VOC concentrations above the proposed limits of 5 ug/1 for TCE and 10 ug/1 for
PCE, suggested by EPA. Five of the 9 wells that are over the proposed l imit are
inactive. The remaining <* wells are either treated or mixed with cleaner water to
bring the VOC concentration level below the proposed limit. N P W A loses
approximately 0.6 mgd of available water due to VOC contamination.^

Other public water suppliers in the S.5-mile radius study area include Hatf ield
'.Vater Department, North Wales Water Authority, Telford Borough Water
Author i ty , Schwenksville Borough Water Authority, Lower Frederick Township
Water Company, Collegeville-Trappe 3oint Water Works, and Keystone Water
Company. These municipalities pr imar i ly use groundwater for public water supply,
with the exception of Keytone Water Company, which has surface water intakes
outside the study area.20

3-1
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Site Name: Nor :h Per.r. A r e a
TDD No.: F3-3512-31—————

3.2 Surface Water

The study area is situated in the Schuylkill River drainage basin. Ma jo r creeks
which f l o w through the s tudy area in to the Schuylk i l l River include Pe rk iomen
Creek, Skippack Creek, Neshaminy Creek, Wissahickon Creek, Towamencm Creek,
and Indian Creek. These creeks f low predominant ly south to the S c h u y l k i l l R ive r ,
which in t u rn flows southeast to the Delaware River. Surface water is not used for
public water supply in the s tudy area.l*

3.3 Geology and Soils

The North Penn area lies entirely within the Triassic Lowland Section of the
Piedmont Physiographic Province. Topography of the area is characterized by a
gently sloping upland ranging from an altitude of 500 to 200 feet above mean sea
level (MSL), The relief in the area probably reflects the resistance to weathering
of the underlying bedrock. This differential weathering formed northeast-
southwest trending ridges of resistant rock and intervening lowlands from the' less
resistant rock. The majority of the study area occupies the lowlands. Streams in
the area are found in topographic low areas and collectively f o r m a d e n d r i t i c
drainage pattern. Stream flow is generally northeast-southwest, parallel to the
p r inc ipa l topographic

3ocks of Triassic age underlie the study area (see map, page 3-^). These rocks,
known as the Newark Group, form the largest Triassic Basin in the eastern Uni ted
States, extending from Nova Scotia to North Carolina. The basin was fomed in a
postorogenic depositional environment. Rocks of the Newark Croup are general ly
red conglomerate, arkose, sandstone, siltstone, argiUite, and shale, loca l ly , wi th
interbedded basaltic lava f l o w and in t ruded diabase dikes and sills. The Newark
Group has been divided, proceeding f r o m oldest to youngest, into the Stockton,
Lockatong, and 3runswick Formations. The Srunswick and Lockatong For-nations

•are of p r i m a r y concern in the study area, since all contaminated areas are
unde r l a in ^ these 2 fo rma t ions . 1 1, IS

3-2



Site Name: N o r t h Penn
TDD No.: F3-8312-TT

The Qrunswick Formation consists generally of soft reddish-brown shale,
interbedded with reddish-brown sandstone, and siltstone. The shale beds are l o c a l l y
sandy and silty and in terbedded w i t h gray, brown, and greenish shale. Shales of the
Brunswick Formation consist primarily of feldspar, illite, chlorite, quartz, and
calcitc and are locally micaceous. The f rac tures within the Brunswick are
cotrn-nonly fi l led wi th calcite and quartz, with occasional occurrence of bante and
pyrite. Beds are generally thin with irregular and discontinuous bedding

The Brunswick Formation is relatively uniform, although some facie changes have
been documented. In the Lansdale area, thin limestone conglomerate, limestone
pebbles in a sha'ly matrix, subcrop. In addition, some beds of calcareous sandstone
have been reported to occur within the Brunswick. The limestone conglomerate
and calcareous sandstone units. are unimportant to this study since they are ve ry '
localized and discontinuous.

The Brunswick Formation is reported to reach a thickness of 9,000 to 16,000 fe«et in
the area. The rocks generally strike N U5° E to N 55° E and dip 5 to 15 degrees
northwest in the study area. Near the base of the Brunswick Formation, the rock is
a tough, thick-bedded red argil l i te and is interbedded with dark-gray argill i te of
the Lockatong Formation. The Brunswick also grades laterally into the Lockatong
Formation. 15,17,13

The Lockatong Formation subcrops over a small portion of the study area,
pr inc ipa l ly south and southeast of Lansdale, in the Souderton area, and in 2 thin
bands in Salford Township. The Lockatong Formation consists p r inc ipa l ly of
medium to dark gray argillite, interbedded with thin beds of gray to black shale,
siltstone, and marlstone. The Lockatong consists of up to <*0 percent anachne,
along with dolomite, feldspar, and clay. Fractures are commonly filled with
quartz, calcite, or pyrite. Bedding is generally massive, with an average dip of 10
degrees toward the northwest. The Lockatong is up to <*,000 feet thick. 15,17, LS

3-3
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Site Name: Nor th Per.r
TDD No.: F 3-851 2-3i~

The Stockton Formation subcrops in the southernmost section of the s tudy area.
The Stockton Formation, which underlies the lockatong Formation, consists of 3
distinct members: the lower member consists of coarse, arkosic sandstone and
arkosic conglomerate; the middle member consists of medium-grained arkosic
sandstone; and the upper member consists of red shale, siltstone, and very f ine-
grained arkosic sandstone. The thickness of the Stockton Format ion ranges f r o m
1,000 to 6,000

A diabase sill intrudes the Brunswick Formation in the northwestern portion of the
study area. The diabase is medium to coarse grained, greenish gray, and consists of
90 to 95 percent labrodorite and augite. The sill is estimated to be in excess of
1,000 feet thick. Near the diabase sill, local metamorphism of the Brunswick
Formation has occurred. The shales of the Brunswick Formation are a l tered to
dark, tough hornfels in the metamorphic zone. The width of the altered zone in the
study area averages about 1 mile. l5» i s

A major structural feature in the study area is the Chalfont fault. This fault is
about <*.5 miles north of Lansdale and generally trends east-west. The Chal font
fault and its associated faults appear to have significant vertical and lateral
displacement, as seen by the truncation of the Lockatong Formation along the f a u l t
(see geologic map, page 3-<O.H»18

Soils

General soil associations in the study area include the fol lowing:

Reaviile-Penn-Klinesville Association is a shallow to moderately deep, wel l drained
to somewhat poorly drained soil, which is generally underlain by shale and found on
rolling uplands.!2|13

Abbottstown-Readington-Croton Association is a deep, moderately we l l dra ined to
poorly drained soil, generally underlain by shale and sandstone, and found on
undulating uplands. 12, 13

3-5
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Site Name: N o r t h Penn
TDD No.: F3-8312-31"

Lawrenceville-Chalfont-Doylestown Association is a deep, moderately well d ra ined
to poorly drained soil that is generally fo rmed in wind-blown silt deposits and f o u n d
on undu la t ing uplands. 12,13

Lehigh-Brecknock-Croton Association is a moderately deep to deep, poorly d ra ined
to well drained soil, which is generally underlain by metamorphosed shale and found
on uplands. 12,13

These <f associations are generally level to sloping and are found on u n d u l a t i n g
uplands. The location of the <* associations does not correlate with the Location of
the contaminated areas or possible responsible parties.

3.* Grc nd waters

Groundwater in the North Penn area is obtained primari ly from the Brunswick
Formation. The Brunswick Formation is composed of very fine-grained rock;
therefore, pr imary porosity is very

Groundwater f l ow is largely through secondary openings that were developed a f t e r
the deposition of the strata. These secondary openings are usually bedding planes,
f ractures , and joints. Bedding plane fractures are usually narrow and contr ibute
l i t t le to the total permeability of the formation. Of greater importance are jo in t s
and fractures which criss-cross throughout the beds. These openings comprise a
ne twork through which water may flow. The number and size of these openings
vary la tera l ly f rom bed to bed. Lithologic differences within the lens-shaped
deposits of the Brunswick Formation also contribute to lateral changes in f l o w .
Therefore, the interconnected network of openings provided by joint , f r ac tu re s , and
bedding planes may be locally altered by structural anomalies and/or lithologic'
differences. l*il?

Therefore , aquifer parameters of the Brunswick Formation may vary g rea t l y f r o ~
place to place. Depth to water-bearing zones and direction of groundwater f l o w
are 2 factors which vary fro;n place to place throughout the Brunswick Formation.
The va r i ab le nature of Brunswick aquifers is shown in well depths (65 to 66S fee t )
and y ie lds (<* to 55 gallons per minute

3-6
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Site Name: N o r t h Pgnn
TDD No.:_F~3-S5l2-3l

The lithology and s t ructure of the Lockatong Formation are similar to the
Brunswick Formation. Groundwater flow is largely through secondary openings,
bedding-planes, fractures, and joints. Since fractures are smaller and more widely
spaced in the Lockatong Formation than in the Brunswick Formation, wells d r i l l e d
into the Lockatong generally have lower yields than those drilled in the
Brunswick. 15,16

There is substantial formation contact and interfingering between the Lockatong
and Brunswick in the North Penn area. These contact areas generally have a
greater number of fractures. Fractures enhance secondary porosity; thus, there is
more groundwater flow. Wells drilled in these areas generally have greater yields
than those drilled solely in the Brunswick Formation. I*il5, 17

NPWA wells in the study area penetrate the Brunswick and/or Lockatong
Formations. Well depths range from 216 to 668 feet. All wells are constructed as
"open holes," which means that the well is cased only from the surface to 20 to 50
feet into bedrock. The rest of the well (bottom of casing to total depth) is" not
cased; therefore it is "open." This method of well construction allows the well to
draw groundwater from ail saturated openings encountered by the borehole in the
uncased (open) zone. A summary of N P W A wells and some well logs can be found
in appendix D.M*

Two additional formations are encountered in the study area, diabase and the
Stockton Formation. The water-bearing characteristics of these rocks will be
discussed briefly, since they are of lesser concern for the purposes of this study. 1 1

Groundwater flow in the diabase is also through secondary porosity. The best
water-bearing area in the diabase is in the highly weathered upper zone, generally
less than 100 feet below the surface. Well yields from the diabase range f r o m 0.1
to 50 gpm; the average yield is 3

Groundwater flow in the Stockton Formation occurs in pore spaces between the
grains and secondary openings in the rock. The lithology and so r t ing of the
Stockton contribute to the pr imary porosity. This pr imary, intergranular porosity
enables the Stockton Formation to be the most productive aquiferous format ion in

the study area.15'16

3-7
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Site Name: Nor th Penn Area
TDD No.: F3-3512O1 —

In general, groundwater f l o w is d i f f i c u l t to predict throughout the s tudy area due
to variable secondary porosity. The d i f f i c u l t y of predicting groundwater f l o w is
enhanced by industrial and municipal wells which pump large quant i t ies of water .
A cone of depression generally forms around these wells, interfering with the
normal movement of groundwater. However, with proper data collection and
testing, groundwater flow on a local level may be predicted.

3.5 Climate and Meteorology

This area of Pennsylvania is generally considered to have warm humid summers,
moderately cold winters, and ample rainfall. Temperatures generally range
between 0°F to 100°F, with an average yearly temperature of 5<*°F. Summers are
warm, wi th an average of 25 days per year when temperatures rise above 90°F. In
general, winters are comparatively mild, with an average 101 days with min imum •
temperatures below the freezing point.12,13

Precipitation is well distributed throughout the season. The greatest monthly
var ia t ion in precipitation (2 inches) occurs between the wettest month, Augus t , and
the driest month, October. Annual precipitation ranges f rom 43 to k7 inches in the
s tudy area. This yields a net average annual precipitation of 17 inches per
year.12.13

3.6 Land Use

Land use throughout the 227-square-mile study area varies. Most of the land is
still farmed, although an increasing number of new housing developments is
depleting the farm land. Some recreational and undisturbed woodlands are also
located in the study area. In addition, there are metropolitan and industr ia l
pockets located throughout the area; such as the boroughs of Lansdale and
Souderton.

A R O O O I 4 I 2



Site Name; Nor:h Penn A r e a
TDD No.: F3-S512O1—————

3.7 Population Analysis

The greatest population densities in the study area are found within town and
borough limits. These areas include, but are not limited to, Lansdale, Souderton,
T e l f o r d , Ha t f i e ld , Har leysvi l le , Collegeville, North Wales, and Norr is town. The
N P W A serves approximately 52,000 people. I

3.S Critical Environments

There are no critical environments wi th in the study area. Two fede ra l ly
endangered birds may be found as transient visitors in the area. They are the bald
eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), and peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus). There
are no critical habitats for these birds in the study

In addition, the small whorled pogonia (Isotria medeoloides), an endangered plant,
may exist in the study area.**

3-9
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Site Name: N o r t h Penn
TDD No.: F3-8512-31

i».0 AREAS OF CONTAMINATION

a.I Introduction

Through the available informat ion search, 12 areas of VOC contaminat ion have
been identiEied. The contaminated areas were identified by employees of NPWA.
EPA and PA DER performed work at some of the contaminated areas following the
initial discovery by NPWA. Therefore, NPWA resources, along with EPA and PA
DER files, were utilized to ident i fy contamination plumes and po ten t ia l ly
responsible parties.

NPWA has 18 contaminated wells throughout 9 of the 12 contaminated areas. The
remaining 3 areas were discovered and mapped solely by testing private wells. All
12 areas are discussed in the following sections. The discussion includes location'
and mapping of contaminated areas, wells located in each area, and potentially
responsible parties of VOC contamination.
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Site Name: N o r t h Perm
TDD No.: F3-3512-31

4.2 Area 1

Area 1 lies w i t h i n the Souderton Borough l im i t s in the Telford quadrangle {see map ,
page 4-3). The area is served by NPWA and there are no known home wells in the
area. PCE contaminat ion was discovered in this area in August 1979. Service of
N P W A well S-9 was discontinued at that time. Present PCE concentrat ions in well
S-9 are up to 24.7 ug/1, exceeding the proposed PCE limit of 10 ug/U During a
recent pump test, PCE concentrations fe l l f rom 24.7 ug/1 to 10.6 ug/1 a f t e r 2k
hours of pumping (see page 4-4). In addition, NPWA well S-10 is contaminated w i t h
PCE with concentrations ranging from 1.2 ug/l to 2.6 ug/1 (see page 4-5)1.

Both wells S-9 and S-10 are 300 feet deep. Well S-9 has a permitted capaci ty of
144,000 gallons per day (gpd), while S-10 is permitted for 115,200 gpd. N P W A wells
S-2 and S-8, located north and south, respectively, of the contamination plume, are
not contaminated to date (see page 4-2).1

According to N P W A officials , potentially responsible parties for the 'PCE
contamination include Gentle Cleaners, Incorporated, Granite Knitting Mills,
Incorporated, and the Parkside Apartments. Gentle Cleaners, a dry c leaning
service, is a known user of PCE. Gentle Cleaners is located at the topographic
high north of the plume, thus establishing a natural pathway for contaminant
movement to the low-lying areas of S-9 and S-10. Granite K n i t t i n g Mi l l s ,
Incorporated is also a known user of PCE. The well on their proper ty is reported by
N P W A to be contaminated with 61 ppb of PCE. In addition, a dry cleaning service,
now Parkside Apartments owned by Paul Derstein, is believed to be a po ten t i a l ly
responsible party. The dry cleaners may have had an underground storage tank for
PCE. Field identification of this tank was not ve r i f i ed by NUS FIT I I I . The
Parkside Apartments are located about 100 feet south of S-9; thus, they are a
likely additional source of the contamination problem.I

Consider ing the topography of the area, it can be hypothesized that there is a
na tura l pa thway for contaminant movement fro-n Gentle Cleaners and Granite
K n i t t i n g Mil ls to S-9 and S-IO. Considering the concentrations of PCH in the
Grani te Mi l l s well, there is a decreased concentrat ion gradient moving downslope
from the Granite Mill well. This supports the theory of contaminant m o v e m e n t
f r o m upslope (Gentle Cleaners and Granite Kni t t ing Mi l l s ) to low- ly ing areas (S-

andS-10). ^ ,/ ' . , ,.
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5-9 PUMPING TEST,

LOCATION
£-t TE5T, 1 niN
£-T TEST, 10 fll

DATE
27-J*n-86 0.017
27-J*n-86

5-9 TEST, I HQUft 27-J*n-B6
a-9 TEST, 7 HftS 28-J4n-S6
s^-9 TEST, 24 HfiS 28-Jan-86
5-9 TEST END 29-Jin-66

FR
RT
17
17
1
7

24
45

SAMP 1
261
262
263
272
275
282

uq/l
PCE
24.7
13.0
13.7
10.6
10.6
13.6

D C E
0 . 7
O . o
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5

T C E
< > . 7
0 . 6
0.5

^ 0 . 5
•:o.5
< 0 . 5

1 , 1 , 1 - T C A
- . 0 . 5
*« 0 . 5
tO. 5
0.5
0.6
0 .6

zg>—
CE

<J
Zou
Ulo
CL

S-9 PUMPING TEST -- PCE LEVELS
CONDUCTED 1-27-88 TO 1-29-88

PEBCHLOROrTHYVENE

10 20 30

HOURS FROM STA*T OF TEST
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RESULTS 1^85 u q / U
Di'ii *

. _ Jin-55 7
2l-Jan-f l5 21
l i -Feo-o5 42
;:-F«D-a5 5e

• i-r.ir-95 70
l i - r t i r -35 94
: : -Hpr-as 112
•.'o-nay-95 126
IO-Miy-55 1 40
\;:-Jun-85' ' 154
17-Jun-aS I6fi
H-Jun-85 175
Oa-Ju l -SS 199
22-Ju l -o5 203
c5-Aug-85 217
l ? - « u g ~ 5 5 231
03-5ep-85 246
le-5ep-95 259
07-Qct-85 ibO
:i-Oct-85 294
u4-r*ov-85 305
g ? - & e c - o 5 343
3u-Dec-a5 364

S A n P L E 1
63

148
354
443
532
o92
934
971

1063
1160
1247
1286
1351
1466
1534
Io45
1759
1853
1954
2123
2202
2539
2o70

TCE
0.7

<0 .5
^0.5
<0.5
' ,0 .5
MJ.5
-.0.5
vO.5
<0.5
sO.5
<0.5
<0 .5
<0.5
<(3.5
<0 .5
<0.5
•:Q.5
vO. 5
v O . 5
-.0.5
<0.5
v 0 . 3
<0.5

PCE
1.5
2.1
1.9
2.3
2 . 4
1.7
1.5
1.3
2.1
2.2
1.9
2.6
1.2
1.8
2.3
1.8
2.0
2.2
1.3
1.8
1.3
1.7
2 .4

1,1,1-TCA
<o.s
<0.5
tO. 5
< 0 . 5
<0 .5
-.0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
0.6
O.o

<0.5
0.5

<0.5
vO.5
<0 .5
< o . 5
<0 .5

S-10 PCE RESULTS - 1985
3 -i ————

2.8 -

2.6 -
2.4 -

< 2.2-
1 2- N
Z 1 ft - /a 1-8 - /
5 1.6 - /tr. rf
= 1-4 -
Uly i .2 -
0u 1 -
LJu o.a -a

0.6 -
0.4 -

0.2 -
0 - ————

0

a

\/ \VN/a

——— I ———————— i ———
100

^i/M
r

——— r ——

1 n
/Va

——— i ——
200

V Vo a
*

——— i ————— i ————— i —————
300 4<

DAY
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Si te Name: N o r t h Per.n
TDD No.: F 3-8512-31

Area 2

Area 2 lies w i t h i n H a t f i e l d Township in the Tel ford quadrangle (see .-nap, page <*-7),
This area is served by N P W A and some residents rely on private wells. Three
d i s t i n c t c o n t a m i n a t i o n plumes have been discovered wi th in p lume boundaries. Of
major concern in area 2 is NPWA well NP-15. VOCs were f i r s t reported in this
well in 19S2. In 1985t the highest contaminant levels in NP-15 were 't.k ug/l 1,1-
dichloroethylene, 19.2 ug/1 1,1-dichloroethane, and 4,9 ug/l 1,1,1-tr ichloroethane
(see page <*-S). 1,1-Dichloroethane is a transformation product of 1,1,1-
trichloroethane. Well NP-15 is 500 feet deep and permitted for U4,000 gpd.l The
proposed limit for 1,1-dichloroethylene is 7 ug/1 and for 1,1,1-trichloroethane it is
200 ug/1. The proposed limit for. 1,1-dichloroethane has not been set.

Potentially responsible parties for the VOC contamination around NP-15,. as
identif ied by NPWA, include Waste Conversion, Incorporated and B and G
Manufac tures Company. Waste Conversion is a known handler of these VOCs. and
has been reported, by previous employees, to have a sloppy operation. B and G
Manufactures , which was previously Jed Manufactur ing, is also believed to be a
contributor to the contamination problem near NP-15. *»^

Another problem in this area exists around the Ametek Corporation fac i l i ty . Wel ls
on Ametek property are contaminated with TCE in excess of 500 ug/l. An
addi t ional i d e n t i f i e d contamination plume exists along Township Line Road. This
plume is located northwest of SPS Technologies, Incorporated and west of A.
Steier t and Sons, Incorporated. SPS Technologies is a known user of TCE and may
be cont r ibu t ing to the contamination problem in this area. It is unknown if Steiert
and Sons, Incorporated, a brush manufacturer, uses VOCs. They have been
identif ied as a potentially responsible party because their operat ion is v e r y sloppy.
Lagoons and uncovered drums are randomly located throughout the p rope r ty , and
stressed vegetation has been noted. This area is of concern because it is near NP-3
which, to date, is contaminated wi th k ug/l of TCE.l

Area 2 is a large area of contaminat ion. Of major concern is NP-15, w h i c h is an
i m p o r t a n t production well. The contaminants found in NP-15 suggest ' \ aste
Conversion, Incorporated is the major responsible party in this area.
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500 ug/L

100 ug/L - 500 ug/L

25 ug/L - 100 ug/L

5 ug/L - 25 ug/L

0.5 ug/L - 5 ug/L

; AREA 2 (no scale)

••— --TAMETEK CORPORATION-HUNTER SPRING DIVISION
2 WASTE CONVERSION INC.
3 SPS TECHNOLOGIES INC.-AUTOMATED SYSTEMS DIVISION
4 B&G MANUFACTURES CO. ,_^ ,
5 A. STEIERT & SONS INC.
FROM REFERENCE 5 Q A Halliburton Company
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NP-15 RESULTS
DATE
1 l-ret)-85
,>7-nar-85
l [ -»ir-B5
l 4-nar-S5
l5-Mir-55
la-fljr-35
;s-n*r-85
lS-Apr-a5
::-Hpr-85-
va-H»y-o5
2 J-rt*y-85
u3-Jun-85
l7-Jun-S5
:4-Jun-S5
oa-Jul-95
22-Jul-35
03-Aug-85
!9-Aug-85
03-S«p-83
lo-5ep-S5
07-0ct-o5
2l-Oct-85
G4-NOV-63
09-0*C-55
3'j-uec-s5

FuR 19
DAY 1

42
66
70
73
74
77
64
105
112
126
140
154
Io8
175
189
203
217
231
246
259
280
294
308
343
3o4

B5
SnflPLE «

345
493
529
545
546
5o4
675
768
826
9o4

103o
1153
1239
1278,
1345
1459
1527
1638
1732
1845
1947
2115
2192
2529
2664

1,1-DCE
1.3
2.5
2.3
2.1
1.3
1.0
1.4
1.7
1.5
2.1
2.5
2.9
3.3
3.0
4.1
1.7
2.4
2.5
3.6
4.4
3.3
4.3
3.1
3.9
4.3

M-DCA
——
...
...

8.3
8.2
a. a
9.8
8.5

10.1
11.2
12.5
12.4
12.5
13.8
11.8
11.9
11.3
15.8
16.6
16.5
17.2
16.0
17.4
19.2

ug/L
1,1,1-TCA

1.0

2.6
2.6
2.0
2.4
2.0
2.3
2.7
2.3
1.7
3.2
3.5
3. 3
3.o
3.o
3.9
3.7
3.5
4.2
4.7
4,3
4.9
3.7
4.0
4.3

Z

Z
LJ
U
zoo

20
19 -
18 -
17 -
16 -
15 -
14 -

12 -
1 1 -
10 -
9 -
a -
7 -
6 -
5 -
4 -
3 -
2 -
1

NP-15 RESULTS - 1985

C\J

O
CD
CD
or

100 200

1.1-DCE
DAY *•
1,1-OCA

1985
300

» 1.1.1-TO
From Refere .ce 1
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Site Name: North Pein A r e a
TDD No.; F3-8512-31 ""——

Area 3

Area 3 is situated in Towamencin Township in the Te l fo rd and Lansdale quad rang l e s
(see map, page ft-10). Three distinct plumes exist within the proposed plume
boundary for area 3. Two NPWA wells are contaminated in this area.

Contamination of NPWA well NP-5 was discovered in 1980. PCE concentrat ions in
NP-5 ranged from 1.5 ug/1 to 5 ug/l in 19Sft and 1985 (see pages f t - l l and ft-12).
NP-5 is 630 feet deep and has a permit ted capacity of 50ft,000 gpd.*

Contamination of NPWA well NP-33 was also discovered in 1980. TCE
concentrations in NP-33 have ranged from 6.6 ug/1 to 13.2 ug/1 in 1985, well above
the proposed limit of 5 ug/1 (see pages ft-13 and ft-lft). NP-33 is 560 feet deep and
has a permitted capacity of 216,000 gpd. The concentration of TCE in NP-33 has
been increasing steadily in this past year.

Another known contaminated area lies between NP-5 and NP-33. This area is
located in an industrial park area. Known users of TCE and/or PCE in the area are
Creene Tweed Company and Nice Bearings. At this time, it is d i f f i c u l t to a t t r i b u t e
the contamination at NP-33 and NP-5 to Greene Tweed or Nice Bearing. However,
considering the topographic high of these industries and the fact that Nice Bearing
has a surface discharge pipe in the rear of their building (toward NP-33), these
i ndus t r i e s could be the responsible parties for the VOC contamination of the NPWA
wells. In addition, NPWA feels Met-Pro Corporation, Pecora Chemical Company,
and Penn Fishing Tackle Company may be potentially responsible part ies in area
3.1

Additional study of this area is being conducted by NPWA. They are sampling wel l s
between Green Tweed Company and Nice Bearings Division and NP-5 and NP-33 to
better establish the contamination plume and concentrations.. The compilation of
.these data should give NPWA a better understanding of contaminant move-nent and
potentially responsible parties i n Vne"ar«"; ' - - - - - • - - - •

AR0001423
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E

0

>500 ug/L

100 ug/L - 500 ug/L

25 ug/L - 100 ug/L

5 ug/L - 25 ug/L

0.5 ug/L - 5 ug/L

AREA 3
(no scale)

1 GREENE TWEED COMPANY
2 NICE BEARING DIVISION OF SKF INDUSTRIES
3 MET-PRO CORPORATION
4 PECORA CHEMICAL COMPANY
5 PENN FISHING TACKLE COMPANY

FROM REFERENCE 5 and 8
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Nr-5 RESULTS
DATE DAY
L'3-Jin-B4
0?-J*n-54
1 a- J»n-84
"3- Jan-84
30- J*n-54
!3-Feb-94
27-Feb-94
l2-«ar-B4
:2-rt*r-84.
09-Apr-84
23-Apr-B4
07-M*y-84
21-f1iy-84
06-Aug-94
27-Aug-84
22-Oct-84
l2-Nov-84
26-NOV-34
LO-Otc-34

Nr-5 RESULTS
GATE •
2l-Jan-95
1 i-F«6-B5
25-Feb-85
1 l-Mir-95
:2-Apr-85
Ga-fliy-SS
•0-M«y-35
03-Jun-55
1 7-Jun-S5
24-Jun-35
09- Jul -55
22-Jul-a5
05-nug-85
l?-Au5-55.
03-sep-85
la-S>p-B5
07-Qct-85
2l-Qct-85
04-NQV-85
09-Dec-85
:o-D*c-85

FOR 1
•

3
9

16
23
30
44
53
72
32
100
114
128
142
219
240
296
317
331
345

984 . ug,
SAMPLE 1

4
28
60
93

115
181
234
264
322
455
539
605
696
9B7
1103
1316
1448
1548
1665

FOR lv85
DAY t

21
42
56
70

112
I2a
140
154
loB
175
199
203
:i7
231
246
259
280
294
308
243

. 3o4

SAMPLE tt
133
343
438
528
825
963

1055
1151
1238
1277
1344
1458
1526
1636
1751
1844
1946
2144
2201
2529
2663

/L
TCE
0.3
0.3
0

<0
0
0
<0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
<0
<0
<o.s
0.8
0.8

PCE
2.6
3. 6
2.7
2.9
3. I
2.3
2.3
2.2
2.0
2.6
1.8
2.3
1.6
2.7
2.7
4.2
4.8
4.5
4.4

ug/L
T C E
0.5
0.5
0.5
0. 5
0.5
0.5
0.5

.0.5
0.5

<0
<0.5

PCE
2.3
2.3
2.9
2.9
1.9
2.9
3.1
3.6
4.0
4.3
2.5
4.0
3.6
3.8
5. I
4.2
2.7
3.7
2. 1
3.2
1.5

From Reference 1 4-12
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NP-33 f-.E'SULTS
C«TE DAV
03-Jan-84
09-Jan-54
I ~- J in- a 4
Ty-Jin-64
>, s-r CC-64
l3-Ftb-54
2?-FeQ-34
!2-riir-34
25-rtir-S4
u9-Apr-34
23-Hpr-S4
07-H*y-34
2l-l1*y-84
27-rtug-34
::-Qct-S4
i:-Nov-84
2o-Nflv-a4
lu-Dtc-84

FOR
ft

3
9
23
30
37
44
53
72
So

100
114
129
142
240
296
317
331
345

1964
SnhFLE «

7
31
95

119
148
132
238
2o6
325
458
542
008
699

1 106
1318
1431
1551
Uo8

ug/L
TCE
6.9
9.5
7.2
o.7
7.1
7.1
7.2
7.5
8.0
10.3
6.8
8.1
7.6
6.8
9.2
8.7
8.7
7.1

PCE
<0.3
0.3

'.0.3
vu.3
<0. 3
<0.3
0.5
0.3
0.3
0.3

<0.3
0.3
<0.3
\0.3
0.8

<0.5
^0.5
0.8

nr-33 RESULTS
DrtTE I
0?-J*n-85
2:-Jin-85
l3-Feb-a5
2*-Feb-65
1 l-Mir-65
25-M*r-B5
--*npr*&j
'^5~fl4y~Dj

20 — Mjy'-o.j
J3-Jun-55
i7-Jun-55
2-i-Jun-e5
. s- J u I -35
2 2* Ju 1 -a5
v5-hug-a5
1 "Hug-55
^3-5ep-a5
1 o-5ep-55
07-Qct-S5
M-Gct-85
/•i-Nov-as
C9-Oec-35
3 O-Dec-oS

FOR 198
;M| I

7
21
44
5e
70
34

1 12
I2o
140
154
led
175
IB?
2u3
21"
231
24o
259
280
294
:oa
343
lo-i

5
SAHPLE 1

61
137
392
441
530
678
829
967
1059
1155
1241
1282
1348
1462
1530
Io41
1755
1846
1950
2119
2195
2533
2o6a

TCE
6.6
9.4
7.7
7.7
7. 1
7.0
7.9
8.7
9.1
12.6
9.5
8.5

10.3
11.5
9.o
8.9

11.7
12. 1
11.4
9.3

13.2
11.8
11.2

ug/L
PCE

<0.5
s'O.S
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
0.5

•:o.5
-.0.5
<0.5
<0.5
'.0.5
^0.5
\0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
\0. 5
0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

From Reference 1 4-14 A R O O O U 2 8



Site Name: Nor th Penn A r e a
TDD No.:_F>S512-31————~

Area

Area <* is situated in Hatfield Township within the Telford quadrangle (see -nap,
page <*-16). The area does not involve any NPWA wells. Residents within the
contamination plume rely on private wells or are supplied by NPWA. Several
residential wells have concentrations of TCE above the proposed l i m i t of 5

The potentially responsible party in this area is Reclamation Resources.
Reclamation Resources was operated by Leroy Beaver as a waste conversion and
disposal operation. Mr. Beaver has recently sold the property to Gunther Regan,
who built apartments on the property. l»2, 3

In April 1983, NPWA tested the well at Reclamation Resources and 2 other home
wells. The well at Reclamation Resources was contaminated with 180 ug/1 TCE,
and 16 ug/1 PCE. Both home wells were above the limit for TCE of 5 ug/1.1

It appears Reclamation Resources has contaminated residential wells in the area.
The public water system is readily available to individuals still utilizing p r iva te
wells for their water supply.

A R O Q O l + 2 9



0.5 ug/l - 5 uq/L'• •' *• *r ~-*sy *._ V *// ^/~r..,.

1 RECLAMATION RESOURCES

AREA 4

(no scale)

FROM REFERENCE 5 IMUS
_ COflPORATON
A Halliburton Company
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Site Name: North Pgnn A r e a
TDD No.: F 3-8512-31—————

Area 3

Area 5 is situated in Hatfield Township and Montgomery Township within the
Telford quadrangle (see map, page <M8). The majority of the area is not served by
NPWA, but relies on private wells or is served by North Wales Water Authority,
NPWA well NP-21 lies within the contamination plume. Contamination of NP-21
was f irs t discovered in August 1979. TCE concentrations ranged from 1.6 to 19.8
ug/1 during 198* to 1985 (see pages ^-19 and »-20). NP-21 is 500 feet deep and has
a permitted capacity of S5*(000 gpd.l

Several potentially responsible parties have been identified in this area including
American Electronic Laboratories (AEL), Gas Spring Company, Brown, Boverl
Electric, and Linberg Company. l>2

Informat ion generated by NPWA to establish the contamination plume, along with
investigations conducted by PA DER and EPA, indicated that AEL is the major
potential responsible party in the area. Monitoring wells on AEL property have
concentrations of TCE in excess of 500 ug/1. The contaminants have mov-d from
AEL primarily to the south and west, thus contaminating NP-21 and probably some
home wells in the

EPA has named Linberg Company and Brown, Boveri Electric as users of TCE
and/or PCE. In addition, Gas Springs Company uses TCE, which is delivered by
Baron Blakeslee Division of Allied Chemical Company. On 1 occasion, an NPWA
employee saw a Baron Blakeslee tank truck leaking TCE onto the ground at the Gas
Springs facility. *>*

AEL is presently working with PA DER in an effor t to correct the contamination
problem in and around their facility. If home wells in the area are found to be
contaminated, public water supply is available (see map in appendix B).

f tROQQi43 !



CONCENTRATIONS

;REA 5 (no scale)

1 AMERICAN ELECTRONIC LABORATORIES (A.E.L

2 GAS SPRING COMPANY
3 BROWN, BOVERI ELECTRIC
4 LINBERG COMPANY

FROM REFERENCE 5 and 6

4-18

NUS
CX3RPORATON

A HaHiburton Company
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NP-21 RESULTS
DATE DAV
03-J»n-54
u9-J*n-34
13-Jm-34
3u- J*n-34
62-F*b-94
Oo-Fcb-34
lO-Feb-84
l3-Ftb-B4
la-Feb-34.
21-Ftb-84
27-Feb-94
!2-f1*r-94
l9-Mir-94
20-H*r-84
26-rt4r-84
09-Apr-84
23-Apr-84
07-M**-84
2i-«*y-84
Go-Muq-84
27-Auq-84
3l-Auq-i4
22-Oct-S4
12-NOV-84
26-HQV-84
lO-OtC-84

KP-21 RESULTS
DATE D
u7-J*n-85
2:-J«n-85
1 l-Ffo-85
25-Fto-S5
i 3-Mif-95
23-fUr-85
2*:-Hpr-3S
us-fUy-95
2j-n*/-65
w3- J un-65
l?-Jun-S5
2-t-Jun-BS
,3-Jul-o5
22-Jul-8S
OS-Auq-a5
H-Muq-85
u3-5tp-o5
le-Sep-dS
07-oci-as
21-oct-as
u4-NOv-35
o^-otc-as
30-Dtc-35

FQR 1984 ( ug/L
1 SAHPLE « 1,1-OCE C

3
9
23
30
33
37
41
44
47
32
58
72
79
80
86
100
114
128
142
219
240
244
296
317
331
345

FQR
AT 1

7
21
42
!6
72
34

112
126
140
154
168
173
189
203
217
231
24o
259
280
294
308
343
364

5
29
94

114
132
144
165
139
194
209
237
265
297
311
324
456
540
606
697
988
1104
1124
1317
1450
1349
1666

1985
SAHPLE •

60
135
346
439
543
o77
a28
966
1057
1154
1240
12BO
1347
1460
1529
1639
1734
1646
1949
2117
2193
2531
26oS

0.6
0.7
2.3
0.8
o.a
o.a
0.8
0.9
o.a
o.a
1.3
1.2
1.3
1.3
3.0
1.7
2.5
2.1
0.9
1.2
1.0
1.1
1.5
2.0
1.7
2.0

1,1-OCE
2.1
1.3
1.4
1.3
1.7

• 1.4
1.2
2.S
1.2
1.3
0.7
o.a
0.9
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
0.5

<o.s
1.1
0.5
<0.5
<O.S
',0.5

-1,2-OCE 1 , 1 , 1 -
0.2

<0.2
0.2
0.2

<0.2
0.3
0,2
0.2
0.5
0.2
0.2
0.3
1.2
0.2
0.5
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.
<o.s
<0.5
<0.3
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

uq/L
C-l,2-DCE 1,1,

<0.3
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<O.S
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.3
<0.5
^0.3
<0.5
<0.5
',0.5
<0.5
-;u.5
-.0.5
<0.5

. <0.5
<0,5
^0.5
<0.5

•TCA
5.3
6.4
5.6
5.6
5.5
3.3
5.5
5.4
5.2
4.5
a. 9
a. 9
9.3
9.5

10.1
13. 8
13.3
11.4
9.4
14.4
12.1
9.5
9.0
7.4
7.1
5.5

l-TCA
9.4
7.3
5.1
6.3
7.0
9.0
8.3

12.0
4.8
7.1
6.0
3.9
3.7
o.4
* ft^ , u
4. 1
4. a
4.o
3.9
3.8
3.0
4.0
3.2

TCE
10.8
11.2
11. 0
10.6
10.2
10.2
10. 0
10.4
9.9
8.1

14.2
10.2
8.9
9.9
a. a
9.9

- a.i
10.1
9.4

13.5
a. 6

10.3
11.2
9.4
9.1

10.5

TCE
10.5
13.2
7. a
9.5

12.2
tu.a
8.3
19. a
1 0.0
13.7
9.6
7 A/ . O

8.0
1.7
* i^ . i
2. 1
5.5
1 .0

11.7
7.7
7.5
9.o
a *. j

.- Fro-.i Ref :rcnce 1 4-20
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Site Name: North Penn
TDD No.: F3-85I2-TT———

$.7 Area 6

Area 6 is situated predominantly in the borough of Lansdale and 'extends into
H a t f i e l d Township, Towamencm Township, and Upper Gwynedd Township. The area
is located in the southern Tel ford and nor thern Lansdale quadrangle (see map, page
4-24). This area has the greatest areal extent and contamination concentrations
wi th in the Nor th Penn s tudy area. VOC contamination of groundwater was
discovered in this area in August 1979. N P W A wells L-8, L-9, L-10, and L-25 are
not in use due to high levels of VOCs. N P W A well L-23 exceeds the proposed l i m i t
for TCE of 5 ug/1 and would require treatment for continued use. In addition,
N P W A well L-21 is located near the plume and is contaminated with TCE, although
the concentration is below the proposed limit. 1

N P W A well L-8 is the most contaminated well in the area. Chemical contaminants
include v i n y l chloride (15 to 45 ug/1), TCE (300 to 2,000 ug/1), PCE (150 to SOO
ug/1), cis-l,2-dichloroethylene (200 to 1,200 ug/1), 1,1,1-trichloroethane (15 to 50
ug/1), and 1,1-dichloroethylene (10 to 15 ug/1) (see page 4-25). L-S is presently
treated with a carbon-activated f i l ter and discharges into the sewer. L-9 has TCE
contamination ranges of 2S to 190 ug/1 and a PCE contamination range of '4.7 to
172 ug/1 (see pages 4-26 and 4-27), L-10 has TCE and PCE contamination of 25
ug/1. L-25 has TCE contamination of 34 ug/1 and a PCE contamination of 12 ug/l.
L-23 has a TCE concentration of 10.4-30.4 ug/1 (see page 4-2S). The m a x i m u m
concentration of TCE in L-21 to date is 1.3 ug/1 (see page 4-29). 1

Potentially responsible parties in area 6 include 3.W. Rex Company, 3ohn Evans '
Sons, Incorporated, Keystone Hydraulics, Royal Cleaners, Eaton Laborator ies ,
Lansdale Transportation, Andale Company, Philadelphia Toboggan (now HGH
Corporation), and Precision Rebuilders.l»2

The Keystone Hydraulics property was previously owned by the Allied Chemical
fH^-it, and 3.W. Rex owned the property prior to Allied. All 3 industries probably
contributed to the VOC contamination in the area and in part icular to w e l l L-3,
located across the street f r o m the p lan t . In addi t ion, Eaton Laboratories, 3 known
user of TCE, is located near L-8. 3.W. Rex is also believed to have contaminated
the groundwater at its present location, on Eighth Street (see map, page 4-24). ><•

4-21
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Site Name; N o r t h Per.n \r*
TDD No.: F 3 - 3 M 2 - 3 I — —

3ohn Evans1 and Ph i lade lph ia Toboggan, now owned by HGH Corpora t ion , are
believed to be the major sources of VOC contamination in the northeastern section
of the plume. Concent ra t ions of TCE are above 500 ug/1 around and between these
faci l i t ies . *»2

Royal Cleaners and Lansdale Transportat ion, now owned by Lansdale R e a l t y , are
believed to be the responsible parties for the PCE contamination plume. This
plume is mapped separately and is located northeast of the main plume. The
concentration of PCE in groundwater near Royal Cleaners is greater than 100
ug / I . l > 2

Andale Company, located on Hancock Street outside the plume, may also be a
potentially responsible party for VOC contamination. Andale is a known user of
TCE, although there is not a remarkable groundwater contamination problem at or
near their facility.l»*

Precision Rebuilders, who now occupy the building used by K and K Laundry , :may
be a responsible party. Wells at their faci l i ty were reported by EPA to be grossly
contaminated. It is difficult to determine if Precision Rebuilders or K and K
Laundry, or both parties, are responsible for the contamination.1|2

In addition, Crystal Soap and Chemical Company, Decision Data Computer
Company, Skee-Ball, and American Olean Tile Company could be potent ia l ly
responsible parties of VOC contamination, but little is known about their
operat ions, at this time. Lehigh Valley Farms-Atlant ic Processing, Incorporated
may be a responsible party. TCE contamination was recently detected in their
wells, but it is d i f f icu l t to ident i fy them as a party since the plume appears to be
moving slowly toward their fac i i i ty (southwest). Wi l l i am Wilson's Sons is located in
the southern section of the plume and may be a potentially responsible par ty .***

It appears that the VOC contaminants have moved fro;n their origin-in the northern
section of the plume southwest where L-9, L-10, and L-25 are located.1



Site Name: North Penn
TDD No.:F3-85l2-3l

Improper handling and disposal of VOCs has caused a major groundwater
contamination problem in the industr ia l borough of Lansdale. N P W A has 6 w e l l s
contaminated with VOCs in this area. At this time, L-S, L-9, L-10, and L-25 are
out of service due to VOC contamination. Together, these wells have a permi t ted
capacity of <*S9,600 gpd. Water from L-S is presently treated at the well head,
then piped to the wastewater treatment plant for additional t reatment . 'X'ater
from L-23 exceeds the proposed limit for TCE of 5 ug/1 and would require
treatment for continued use. L-23 has a permitted capacity of 1^,000 gpd.
NPWA well L-21 is contaminated below the proposed limit and has a permitted
capacity of S6,<*00 gpd. Potentially responsible parties for the VOC contamination
for this area have been named and their approximate locations have been mapped
on page fc-2*.

<*-23
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IS1US
- .«^*--ir"> ATM—IK. I

N-.

A Halliburton Company ;\ J, j
V

AREA 6
no scale

1 J.W. REX COMPANY
2 JOHN EVANS 1 SONS, INC.
3 KEYSTONE HYDRAULICS
4 EATON LABORATORIES
5 ROYAL CLEANERS
6 LANSDALE TRANSPORTATION
7 ANDALE COMPANY

FROM REFERENCE 5 and 8

8 H.G.H. CORPORATION
9 PRECISION REBUILDERS
10 AMERICAN CLEAN TILE COMPANY
11 DECISION DATA COMPUTER COMPANY
12 SKEE-BALL
13 WILLIAM WILSONS' SONS
14 LEHIGH VALLEY FARMS
15 CRYSTAL SOAP AND CHEMICAL CO.

4-24 f lROOQUS



L-8 PUMPING TEST - JANUARY 1986
CONTAMINANTS

UX-*
ozou

tnchloro«Uiyl«n

c\t-1,2-dIchloro«thyl«n«

p«rcnloro«tnyt«n«

0 TO 101 HOURS

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.6 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2

-r c\l-1.2-OCE PCE

L-8 PUMPING TEST - JANUARY 1986
MINOR CONTAMINANTS

vinyl chlond*

1.1.1-trichloro«tnon»

1.1-dlchloro«thyl«n

O TO 101 HOURSI——i——i——i——i——i——i
0.2 0.4 0.5 0.6 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.fl

LOG TIME
a VC + 1,1.1-TCA

From reference 1 4-25

^f1.1-OCE
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180 -
170 -
16O -
150 -
14O -
130 -
120 -
110 -
100 -
go H
so -
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so -
50 -
4O-
30 -
20 -
10 -
0

L-9 TCE RESULTS 1985

PLES FROM BOTTOM PUMP

M*JN PUMP. BOTTOM OFF

1OO 200 30O 4OO
DAY * 1985

0 TOP ZONE + BOTTOM ZONE

L-9 PCE RESULTS 1985

o»

op
OL

LJ
Uzou
ua

20 -r
19 -
18 -
17 -
16 -
15 -
14 -
13 -
12 -
11 -
10 -
9 -
d -
7 -
f t -
5 -
4 -
3 -
2 -
1 -
0 -

SAMPLES FROM BOTTOM PUMP

MAIN PUMP. BOTTOM OFF

> 1OO 2OO

D TOP ZONE +
From reference 1 4-26
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L-9 C-1.2-DCE RESULTS 1985
SAMPLES FROM BOTTOM PUMP

MAIN PUMP. BOTTOM OFF

100 200 300 4OO

DAY * 1065
0 TOP ZONC * BOTTOM ZONE

enav»*

2
O

<Jz
Ou

13 -

12 -

11 -

10 -

9 -

a -
7 -

6 -

5 -

4 -

3 -

2 -

1 -

0 -

L-9 1,1.1-TCA RESULTS 1985

SAMPLES FROM BOTTOM PUMP

MAJN PUMP. BOTTOM OFF

1OO

O TOP ZONE
From Reference 1

200

4-27

300 4OO

f l R O O O U U



L-23 RESULTS
DATE
07-J*n-85
21-J*n-B5
25-Ft&-85
lI-H*r-8S
25-H*r-S5
22-Apr-85
06-M*y-85
:o-Hiy-85
03-Jun-85
l7-Jun-S3
24-Jun-85
08-Jul-85
22-Jul-85
05-Auq-85

FOR 1983
DAY • SARPLE •

7 37
C-

03-Sep-93
la-Stp-35
07-Dct-8S
2l-0ct-a5
04-NOV-85
04-NOV-85
09-Dtc-85
30-Dtc-93

21
56
70
84

112
126
140
134
168
175
189
203
217
231
246
259
2BO
294
308
308
343
364

146
436
527
673
824
962

1053
1149
1236
1276
1342
1436
1524
1633
1749
1843
1941
2113
2190
2191
2527
2662

ug/L
1,2-DCE

1.7
1.6
2.0
2.0
2.3
1.2
4.0
3.8
2.1
2.2
1.7
2.3
l.S
2.0
2.S
2.8
2.7
2.7
2.9
2.1
2.0
2.1
2.0

1,1,1-TCA
0.6

<0.5
<0.5
0.7
0.7
0.3
O.S

<0.5
<0,5
0.6
O.S
O . S

<0.5
0.6
o.a
0.7
0.7
1.1
L.I
0.6
O.S
0.5

<0.5

TCE
13.8
11.7
IS. 3
18.2
21.6
10.4
IS. 6
18.6
23.1
20.0
18.1
24.4
17.7
18.2
21.5
30.4
26.2
24.9
27. S
16. 6
17.2
20.3
16.0

PCE
1.8
1.6
2.2
2.4
2.7
1.3
2.3
2.8
2.7
2.9
2.5
2.S
2.7
1.7
3.0
4.1
3.2
3.4
3.3
2.6
2.7
2.9
2.2

L-23 RESULTS 1985

zu
U tzo<J

1OO

TCE +
From Reference 1

2OO
DAY * 1965
C-lS-OCE

4-28
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"M RESULTS Fuft 1985 uq/L
i

. J*n-85
:i-J*n-85
1 i-nar-S5
25-f1*r-S5
:2-Apr-a5
Oo-flay-85
20-H*y-85
03-Jun-85
17-Jun-aS •
24-Jun-85
08-Jul-85
22-Jul-85
^S-AuQ-85
19-Auq-85
}3-S«p-B5
Lo-Sep-35
07-Qct-B5
2l-Oct-B5
j4-Nov-85
09-Dec-B5
30-Otc-aS

DAY «
7

21
70
84

112
I2o
140
154

. 168
175
189
203
217
231
246
259
280
294
308
343
364

SAKPlt 1
53
142
522
672
821
959
1049
1143
1232
1272
1338
1452
1520
1632
1747
1839
1940
2108
2186
2523
2656

TCE
0.9
1.3
0.9

<0.5
0.7
0.8
0.8
0.9
0.7
0.7

<0.5
0.7
0.6
0.8
0,7
0.6

<o.s
0.8
0.9
0.8
1.0

PCE
<0.5
<u.S
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0,5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0,5
<0.5
<0,5
<0.5
<0.5
0.5

L-21 TCE RESULTS - 1985

Zg
h^

trh-z
Ulo
Zo<J
Ulo

1.9 -

1.7 -
1.6 -
1.5 -
1.4 -
1.3 -
1.2 -
1.1 -

1 -
0.9 -
0.8 -
0.7 -
0.6 -
0.5 -
0.4 -
0.3 -
0.2 -
0.1 -

0
10O

From Reference 1

————i————
200

DAY * 1085
4-29

300 4OO



Site Name; North Penn Area
TDD No.: F3-8512-31 "———

4.S Area 7

Area 7 is situated in Upper Gwynedd Township (southeast of Lansdale) within the
Lansdale quadrangle (see map, page 4-32). The majority of the area is supplied by
North Wales Water Authori ty or relies on private wells. VOC contamination was
discovered in this area in August 1979. NPWA well L-22 lies within the
contamination plume. The major contaminant in L-22 is TCE, with concentrations
ranging from 50 to 140 ug/1 (see page 4-33). Water from L-22 is treated by a
granular-activated carbon plant before entering the NPWA distribution system.
The well is 645 feet deep and has a permitted capacity of 252,000 gpd.1

Several pump tests have been performed in this area, commonly referred to as the
Wissahickon well field. A major finding was the observation that, when L-22 is not
pumped, VOC contamination levels in L-17 and L-12 (located north of L-22)
increase, TCE concentrations in L-17 and L-12 are 1 to 2 ug/1 when L-22 is
pumping. Continuous pumping of L-22 is needed to keep TCE contamination levels
in L-12 and L-17 below the proposed limits of 5 ug/1. Wells L-12 and L-17 have a
combined permitted capacity of 244,800

Many potentially responsible parties have been identified in this area. They
include, but are not limited to, Spra-Fin, Incorporated, Ford Electronics and
Refrigeration Corporation, Deltron Incorporated, Teleflex, Incorporated, Leeds and
Northrup, Porter Instruments, Greene Tweed Company, and Zenith Electronic
Corporation. 1»2

The major source of contamination appears to be Spra-Fin, Incorporated, with TCE
concentrations in excess of 13,000 ug/1 in groundwater obtained from their on-site
wells.

NPWA has determined, from pump tests and additional geologic and hydrogeologic
data, that there is a direct hydraulic connection between the Spra-Fin,
Incorporated well and NPWA well L-22.u

4-30



Site Name: North Perm Area
TDD No.; F3-8512-31

Ford, Detron, Teleflex, Leed and Northrup, Porter Instruments, Greene Tweed, and
Zenith are all known users of VOCs and are considered potentially respons.ble
oarties in area 7. In addition, Brooks Instruments, Precision Tube Company,
ncorporated, and Merck, Sharp, and Dohme could be potentially responsible
parties. Brooks Instruments may have owned the Leeds and Northrup property at
one time and/or they may have been the owner of Porter Instruments. If e.ther
condition is true, Brooks would be considered a potentially responsible party ,nce
tney are a known user of TCE. It is unknown at this time if Preas.on Tube or
Merck, Sharp, and Dohme are VOC users, but both industries have groundwater

contamination below their facilities. 1
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>500 ug/L

100 ug/L - 500 ug/L

25 ug/L - 100 ug/L

5 ug/L - 25 ug/L

0-5 ug/L - 5 ug/L

'4b' \3&'?Ji'4!J^K . -*1 L-* •» - *fe__._V

AREA 7
(no scale)

1 SPRA-FIN, Inc.
2 FORD ELECTRONICS AND REFRIGERATION CORP.
3 DELTRON INC.
4 TELEFEX. INC.-AEROSCAPE/DEFENSE DIVISION
5 LEEDS AND NORTHRUP
6 PORTER INSTRUMENTS
7 ZENITH ELECTRONICS CORP.
• XGREENE "N̂ 0 COMPANY
9 PRECISION TUBE COMPANY, INC.
10 MERCK, SHARP, AND DOHME
11 BROOKS INSTRUMENT DIVISION
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Site Name: North Penn Area
TDD No.: F3-8512-31 ———

t.9 AreaS

Area S is situated on the Lower Salford Township and Skippack Township border
just north of Skippack. The area can be located on the Collegeville quadrangle (see
map, page 4-35). TCE contamination was first discovered in this area in 1980.
NPWA well NP-39, which is located within the contamination plume, has a TCE
concentration range of 0,5 to 4.6 ug/1 (see page 4-36). NP-39 is 510 feet deep and
has a permitted capacity of 360,000 gpd.l

Residents in the area are serviced by NPWA or rely on private wells. The Rice
home well, located at 991 Store Road, was tested by NPWA. The Rice's well water
contained 63.1 ug/1 TCE. Potential sources -of this contamination are unknown.
However, numerous tanks and drums are located behind the house at 2108 Store
Road (about 300 feet from the Rice home). The contents of these drums and tanks
are unknown at this time. I

Area 8 is a small, localized TCE plume. NPWA well NP-39 has not yet exceeded
the limit for TCE contamination of 5 ug/1. Efforts to find the source of
contamination, prior to continued increase in VOC concentrations, are necessary so
that NP-39 can continue production below the proposed limit for TCE.

In addition, individuals on home wells should consider hooking up to the public
water supply if their VOC contaminant levels exceed the proposed limit.



IS ug/L - 100 ug/L

5 ug/L - 25 ug/L

0.5 ug/L - 5 ug/L

: AREA 8 (no scale)
NO KNOWN POTENTIAL RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
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NP-39 RESULTS
DATE
l2-Ftb-B5
07-«*r-B5
25-M*r-8S
22-Apr-85
Oo-fl4y-B5
20-M«y-85
03-Jun-B5
l7-Jun-B5
24-Jun-65
G8-Jul-8S
22-Jul-B5
C3-Auq-65
19-Aug-85
G3-Stp-85
16-Stp-as
07-Oct-85
2l-Oct-85
04-NOV-85
09-Dtc-B5
30-Dtc-e5

FOR
DAY I

43
66
84

112
126
140
154
168
175
189
203
217
231
246
259
280
294
308
343
364

1985
SAMPLE I

360
497
681
833
970

1062
1158
1245
1285
1356
1465
1533
1644
1758
1852
1953
2122
2199
233B
2669

ug/L
ICE
2 . 1
1 . 6
1 . 6
1 . 1
4 . 6
1 . 5
1 . 8
1.6
1 .4
1 . 4
l . l
0.5
1.5
1 . 5
2 .1
1.6
1 .4

5
8

1.8

PCE
< 0 . 5
< 0 . 5
^ 0.5
< 0 . 5
< 0 . 5
< 0 . 5
< O . S
< 0 . 5
< 0 . 5
< 0 . 5
< O . S
< 0 . 5
<0.5
< 0 . 5
< 0 . 5
< 0 . 5
<0 .5
< 0 . 5
<0 .5
< 0 . 5

NP-39 TCE RESULTS - 1985

Zo
Î
Z
Ulo
Zoo
o

2 -i

1 -

40 00 120 100 200 240 200 320 300
DAY * 1 980
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Site Name; North Perm Ar«a
TDD No.: F3-8512-31————

».10 Area 9

Area 9 is situated in Skippack Township east of Route 113. The area is located on
the Collegeville quadrangle (see map, page 4-38). Contamination in this area was
discovered in August 1979, NPWA well NP-37, which is located within the
contamination plume, has a 1,1,1-trichloroethane concentration range of 1 to 2 ug/1
(see page 4-38). NP-37 is 487 feet deep and has a permitted capacity of 144,000
gpd.l

Residents in the area are supplied by NPWA or rely on private wells. To this date,
no private wells in the area have been tested for VOC contamination.*

The proposed limit for 1,1,1-trichloroethane is 200 ug/1. Concentration levels in
NP-37 are far below this proposed limit. Residential wells should be checked for
contamination. If high levels of VOC contamination are found, residents should
consider hooking up to public water supply. At this time, there are no krtown
potentially responsible parties contributing to the VOC contamination in area 9.1

4-37
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CONCENTRATIONS

>500 ug/L

100 ug/L - 500 ug/L

25 ug/L - 100 ug/L

5 ug/L - :5 ug/L

0.5 ug/L - 5 ug/L

-w- -v: \

AREA 9 (no scale)
NO KNOWN POTENTIAL RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

FROM REFERENCE 7
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NP-37 RESULTS
•£
rur-83

:5-n*r-B5
22-Apr-83
06-fUy-B5
20-Hiy-85
03*Jun*85
17-Jun-85
24-Jun-e5
Oa-Jul-85
22-Jul-e5
05-Aug-fi5
i9-Aug-B5
u3-Stp-85
lb*Stp-B5
07-Qct-85
21-Qct-eS
g4-Nov-85
09-Dtc-85
3u-Oec-B5

FOR 1
DAY I

66
84
112
126
140
154
168
175
189
203
217
231
246
259
280
294
306
343
364

985
SAMPLE I

493
680
B32
969

1061
1157
1244
1284
1330
1464
1532
1643
1737
1851
1952
2121
2198
2537
2668

1,1,1-TCA
1.9
0.8
1.7
0.8
1.8
1.3
2.0
1.9
1.7
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.7
2.1
1.2
1.1
US
1.8
2.2

UQ/L

TCE
<0.5
<0.5
<0.3
<0.5
<0.3
<0.5
<O.S
<0.3
<0.5
<0.3
<0.3
<0.3
<0.3
<0.3
<0.5
<0.3
<0.3
<0.5
<0.5

NP-37 1.1.1-TCA RESULTS - 1985

u
2
Q
U

U

2.8 -
2.6 -
2.4 -
2.2 -

2 -

1.8 -

1.6 -

1.4- -

1.2 -

1 -

0.8 -

0.6 -
0.4--

0.2 -
0

10O 20O 30O
DAY * 1385
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Site Name:^lorth Penn Area
TDD No.: F3-S512-31

4.11 Area 10

Area 10 is situated in Skippack Township at the intersection of Evansburg Road and

Mill Road. The area can be located on the Collegeville quadrangle (see map, page
4-41). Contamination in this area was discovered in August 1979. NPWA well NP-

35, which is located within the plume, has 1,1,1-trichloroethane contamination

ranging in concentrations of 1 to 3,5 ug/1 (see page 4-42). NP-35 is 557 feet deep
and has a permitted capacity of 50,400 gpd. NP-35 is the sole source for the
NPWA satellite system in area 10 (see appendix B).1

Area residents are supplied by NPWA or rely on private wells. No private wells
have been sampled in the area; therefore, the plume boundaries are estimatedJ

The proposed limit for 1,1,1-trichloroethane is 200 ug/1. Contaminations in NP-35
are far below the proposed limit. Residential wells in the area should be checked

for VOC contamination. If residential well concentrations are higher, residents
should consider hooking up to the public water system. At this time, there are no
known potentially responsible parties contributing to the VOC contamination at

area 10.1
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Eyansburg*>
3 /

>500 ug/L

100 ug/L - 500 ug/L

25 ug/L - 100 ug/L

5 ug/L - 25 ug/L

0.5 ug/L - 5 ug/L

AREA 10 (no scale)
NO KNOWN POTENTIAL RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

PROM REFERENCE 7
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Site Name: North Perm Area
TDD No.: F3-8512-31————"

».12 Area 11

Area 11 is situated in Skippack Township near Creamery. The area can be located
on the Collegeville quadrangle (see map, page 4*44). VOC contamination was
discovered in this area in 1980 by PA DER. The entire area relies on private wells
and no N P W A wells are located in the area.1

PA DER performed a well survey in this area in 1981. TCE contamination in
residential wells was up to 89 ug/1. PA DER attributed this contamination to
septic tank cleaning. NUS FIT III has determined 3 other potentially responsible
parties lor the VOC contamination in this area, including W.M. Yocum Machine
Company, EAM Corporation, and Static, Incorporated, These 3 industries are
believed to be users of VOC.1*3

Additional study is needed in area 11. All wells should be checked for VOC
contamination. Residents with TCE contamination should consider hooking up to
public water. In addition, contamination concentrations in home wells may give
additional indication of the potentially responsible parties.

4-43
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7500 ug/L

100 ug/L - 500 ug/L

25 ug/L - 100 ug/L

5 ug/L - 25 ug/L

0.5 ug/L - 5 ug/L

RATEREOTT

-x ,̂ ^fc- v \ i^f^

AREA 11 (no scale)

1W.M. YOCUM MACHINE COMPANY
2 EAM CORP.
3 STATIC, INC.

FROM REFERENCE 7 PBNUS
A Halliburton Company
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Site Name; North Penn Area
TDD No.; F3-85I2-31

*.13 Area 12

Area 12 is situated in Worcester Township. The area can be located on the
Lansdale quadrangle (see map, page 4-46). VOC contamination was discovered in
this area in August 1979 by NPWA when testing a residential well. The entire area
relies on private wells and there are no NPWA wells in the area.*

NPWA detected TCE contamination in Variety Club Camp, Pennsylvania School for
the Handicapped, and residential wells, all located in the northern area of the
plume. This area is close to NPWA service lines and could hook up to their supply.

PA DER discovered high levels of TCE contamination at the Transicoil,
Incorporated facility, located on Trooper Road. Considering PA DER's findings and
the high topographic location of the Transicoil facility, they are the likely
responsible party for area 12. ̂
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CONCENTRATIONS

vaterTank

AREA 12 (no scale).

1 TRANSICOIL INC

FROM REFERENCE 8 IMUS
QORPORATOT

A HaNiburton Company
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Site Name: N o r t h Penn A r « a
TDD No.i F3-S512-31———~

5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Groundwater contaminat ion f r o m the careless handling, use, and disposal of organic
chemicals is a widespread problem in the North Penn area. Twelve individual areas
of groundwater contamination have been documented. Private and NPWA wells
located in these areas have become contaminated.

NPWA has 18 contaminated wells in 9 of the identified areas (see well summary,
page 5-2). Five of the IS wells are inactive due to contamination. With t reatment ,
wells S-9, 1-9, L-10, and L-25 could supply an additional 0.5 mgd to NPWA. Wate r
from well L-S is presently treated, but contaminant levels are still above the
maximum contaminant level (MCL). Presently, NPWA must purchase 1.6 mgd to
meet customer demands. Active wells (NP-33, NP-21, L-22,-and L-23) have VOC
contamination levels above the proposed limit. Water from these wells is either
treated (L-22) or mixed with cleaner water (NP-33, NP-21, and L-23) to bring
contamination levels below the proposed limits. Other wells have VOC
contamination below the proposed limits for each particular chemical contaminant.

The 3 areas that do not use NPWA wells (areas U, 11, and 12) rely on pr ivate wells
or are served by North Wales Water Authority. Private wells in these areas should
be checked for contamination. If contamination levels exceed the proposed l imits ,
residents should hook up to the nearest water authority.

File searches at EPA, PA DER, and NPWA, and a site reconnaissance pe r fo rmed by
NUS FIT 111 have produced 51 potentially responsible parties for the groundwater
contamination in the North Penn area (see potentially responsible parties summary,
pages 5-3 and 5-<0. The first list of industries (primary) are known users or are
strongly suspected to be users of chemicals. Some industries have changed
ownership (indicated in summary). In such a case, both parties are considered
potentially 'responsible parties. The secondary list includes industries that could
have or .nay be contributing to the groundwater contamination in the North Penn
area.
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Site Name: North Penn
TDD No.: F 3 - 3 5 1 2 - 3 1

Summary NPWA \Vel!s

W e l l Area Depth ( f t ) Capacity fg

Maximum Concentration of VOCs in ppb

ICE PCE - Other S t a t e s

S-9

S-1Q
NP-15

1
1
2

300
300
500

144,000

115,200
144,000 no l imi t set

24.7 I n a c t . /
2.6 Act./e

A c t t / e
1,1-dichloroethane 19.2

NP-5
NP-33
NP-21
L-S»*
L-9
L-10
L-21

L-23
L-25
L-22*

L-12
NP-39

NP-37
NP-35

3
3
5

6
6
6

6
6
6
7

7

3

9

10

630
560
500
291
500
264
399
600
492

_,-**3_____

620
510
437
557

504,000
216,000
864,000
100,800
144,000
100,300

144,000
36,400
144,000

252,000

100,300
360,000

13.2
19.S
2,000
190
25
1.3
30.4
34

157.6

0.5
4.6

5.1 A c t i / e
A c t i / e
Act r /e

800- 45(V.C.) ' t n a c t . -
17.2 Inact.
25 . Inact .

ActU-:

4.1 ' .' A c t , / -
12 -- ' -ct.

1.3

Ac:!/
A c t , /

144,000 1,1,1-trichloroethane 2.2 A c t . /
50,400 1,1,1-trichloroethane 3.6 \ c t . .

* Equipped - v i t h ^ranuUr-actuated charcoal t r e a t ' n e n t and pumped to N P \ V ^ d i s t ^ i
** equipped wi th granular-acti /atcd charcoal treatment and pumped to ^asre v-*..?r

5-2
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Site Name: North Penn
TDD No.: F3-8512-31

Summary of Potentially Responsible Parties

Pr imary

Industry Area

Gentle Cleaners, Incorporated I
Granite Kni t t ing Mills, Incorporated 1
Parkside Apartments I

Ametek Corporation - Hunter Spring Division 2
Waste Conversion, Incorporated 2
SPS Technology 2
B & G Manufactures Company (now 3ed Manufacturing) 2

Greene Tweed Company 3 and 7
Nice Bearing Division of SKF Industries 3

Reclamation Resources *

American Electronic Laboratories 5
Gas Spring Company 5
Brown, Boveri Electric 5
Limberg Company 5
Baron Slackestee Division - Allied Chemical Company 5

3.W. Rex Company 6
John Evans1 Sons, Incorporated 6
Allied Paint Company 6
Keystone Hydraulics 6
Eaton Laboratories 6
Royal Cleaners 6
Lansciale Transportation (now owned by Lansdale Realty) 6
Andale Company 6
Philadelphia Toboggan (now H.G.H. Corporat ion) 6
K ic K Laundry (now Precision Rebuilders) 6
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Secondary

Industry

Site Name: N o r t h Pern Area
TDD No.: F 3-3512-31—————

Spra-Fin, Incorporated
Ford electronics and R e f r i g e r a t i o n Corporation
Del t ron Incorporated
Te le f l ex , Incorporated - Aeroscope/Defense Division
Leeds and N o r t h r u p
Porter Ins t ruments
Zenith Electronics Corporation (now Elan Associates)
Green Tweed Company

7
7
7
7
7
7

7

7 and 3

Transicoil 12

A. Steiert and Sons, Incorporated
Met-Pro Corporation
Percora Chemical Company
Penn Fishing Tackle Company

William Wilson's Sons ' 6
Lehigh Valley Farms - At lan t ic Processing, Incorporated 6
Crys ta l Soap and Chemical Company 6
A m e r i c a l Olean Tile Company 6
Decision Data Computer Company 6
Skee-Ball 6

Precision Tube Company, Incorporated
Merck, Sharp, and Dohme
3roo'r<s Instrument Division

Res iden t s at 2001 Store Road
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Site Name: Nor:ui pg
TDD No.: F3-3512-3

W.M. Yocum Machine C o m p a n y 11
EAM Corporation 11
Static, Incorporated 11

CD
CD
CD
CC
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1. COST CENTER:

ACCOUNT NO.:

3. PRIORITY;

Q HIGH

n MEDIUM .
^"^ f

O LOW

2. NO. ;

REM/FIT ZONE CONTRACT
TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE DOCUMENT (TOD) , . • F3-8512-M

4. ESTIMATE OF
TECHNICAL HOURt

4A. ESTIMATE OF
SUBCONTRACT COST:

5.EPASITEID:

5A. EPA SITE NAME:

^Ofth Pcnn *TP*
lansdale. PA

fi. COMPLETION DATE:

5//31/86 77?

7. REFERENCE INFO.:

[] ATTACHED

ft GFNEHAL TASK DESCRIPTION: Perform a Dreliminanr aueHment/ilte Ininectton of the tublect Bite

u*ing available Information.
•

\

9. SPECIFIC ELEMENTS':
./-fc«^««^ l«^»m.HA«

1 t* f

—**& —— Dettrmln
from available rtccrdt

' otMpty \nfnrmmrtnn 1

r»«

H»rry ftrt'^h^Tfi 85'

— 4*J —— Prepare and tubmit report includi ...--.-• ...... ———

. "• '"•• f "j* • •• • • > •••

11. DESIRED REPORT FORM: FORMAL REPORT

OTHER (SPECIFY):

11 AUTHORIZING RPO:
i

• . . • ......... u VP.PA.f, P»v 1 &

TO. INTERIM .
DEAOLINESr

;

-3«17>

.rf nf HB9

VP-SI-1, Rev.l

H LETTER REPORT Q FORMAL BRIEFING Q

State Code 042 Count* Code 091 ... ——————————————

//«-<£/ 0 /J^^

14. DATE:. ,
7 /t'^f & S

/o I 0 1&

(SIGNATURE) C/

IS. RECEIVED BY:
Q ACCEPTED LD ACCEPTED WITH EXCEPTIONS

16. DATE:
[] REJECTED

(CONTRACTOR RPM SIGNATURE)

ShMt 1 Whit* - FITL Copy S*
ShMt 2 C*nwv - DPO Copy Sfe

Wt 3 Pink - Control"* (
Mt 4 Goidtnred - Proi«ci

3fficw'iCopv (WMhinfton. 0. C )
OMIctr1! Copy {Vrtthiftfton, 0. C. )r
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Site Nam«:NorthPenn Area
TDD No.; F-3-8512-31"————
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Site Name: North Perm Area
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1983 DEPENDABLE OA i -T OF THE «ATER SYSTEM - SOURCES j H A t N SYSTEM ONLY

CROUND«ATFB SOURCES(WEILS) U Average Da i l y

*ELL NAME
OR NUMBER

L-7
L-8
L-9
L-10
L-11
L-12
L-14 -
L-16
L-17
L-18
L-19
L-21
L-22
L-23
L-25
L-26
L/pOOl

S-2
S-4
S-8
S-9
S-10
S/pool

NP-2
NP-4
NP-5
NP-8
NP-11

NP-12
NP-14

NP-15
NP-16

NP-17

NP-20

HP-21
HP -26

NP-29
NP-30

--NP-31
NP-33
NP-34
NP-46
NP-48

Depth D1»
f feet l (In.)

378 8
291 8
500 8
264 8
390 8
285 6
325. 10

'399 10
387 10
406 10
430 10
399 10
645 8
600 10
492 6
400 10

216
300
300
300
300

664 8
668 10
630 10
645 8
500 8
620 8
585 10
500 8
500 8
565 11
300 8
500 12
475 8
410 a
400 8
500 10
560 12
335" 10
500 8
492 10

Source Withdrawal
mistered
YES NO CPO (>0ay j )

x 41,205 (365)
mm

x 100,315 (365)
x 23.452 ( 79)
x
x 57,783 (365)
x 24,712 (102)
x 102,153 (365)
x 111,430 (365)
x 267,693 (365)
x 91,353 (365)
x 98,622 (365)
x 149,962 (365)
x 44,603 (208)
x
x 65,411 (365)
x 10,893 ( 62)

x 92,958 (365)
x 29,273" (365)
x 41,578 (320)
x "*
x 59,747 (365)
x 21.547 (110)

x 53,345 (320)
x 117,422 (365)
x 261,175 (365)
x
x 71,178 (365)
x 16,962 (253)
x 152,474 (365)
x 72,613 (365)

x 355,605 (365)
x * 134,405 (365)
x 291 ,4« (365)
x 49,312 (365)
x 65.073 (365)
x 98,416 (365)

. _* . 91,323 (365)
x 132,403 (275)
x 97,159 (365)
x 6,211 < 69)
„ 144.419 (190)

Safe Yield or
Minimal Prod
During Dry Yr»
of Record (CPD)

36,880
37,*40
96,480
36,000
20,160
51,840
63,360
37,440
66,240

120,960
43,200

105,120
51 ,840
64,800
53,280
51 ,840
17,280

84,960
23 ,040
44,640
64,800
46,080
34.560

50,400
92,160

263,160
43,200
64,800

149,760
239,040*

74,880
144,0001
239,040*
93,600*

244,800*
205,920
72,000*
72,000*
89,280*

178,560
100,000*
72,000*-

220.000*

which limit th« Total D« i l y
Output (t.g.,ft*n *it«r Pumpg.Trtatment
1lorlt»,Trin«M »»1on M«in»,D* stM but ion
Svtttmi. ttc...)____ ________,
TYPE
pump

pump
pump
pump
pump

pump
pump
pump
pump
punp

punp

pump
punp
pump
pu«p
pump
pump

pump
pump
pump

pump
pump

pump
pump

putnp

pufltp
ptnnit 1 pump

pennit 4 pump

3,645,617 3,962,840

CAPACITY (CPD1
57,600
100.800
144,000
100,800
50,<*00
57,600
144,000
144,000
144.000
288,000
72,000
144,000
165,600
96,400
144,000
72,000

108,000
36,000
86,400

144,000
72,000

72,000
144,000
360,000

57,600
72,000

172,800
1*32,000
144,000

288,000
576,000
288,000
432,000
216,000
216,000
216,000
216,000
216,000
100.000
144+000

' 220.000

6,944,000

* If pump optrittd 24 houri
t limited by permit
1 emergency (dU»el power only)

page 1 of 2
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M 1 LY OU:P,T Of THE .ATE* SYSTEH - SOURCES

CROUNOWATER SOURCES(WELLS) |
WELL NAHC
OR NUMBER

NP 28
ff 35
iP 36
NP 37
NP 38
NP 39

Total 5,
plus Totil

» Av.rio* Dji 1 v
Sourct Withdraw*!

Dtpth D(«M
(ft«t) (In.)

300 8
557 6
3*1 6
<»87 6
350 6
510 8

lU'lttt Systtms
Main Systt*

mtttr.d
YF5

X

X

X

X

X

X

NO CPO

3,189
*,046
7,180

27,99*
1,02*

M.90*

85,337
3.6*5.617

(Day»)

(365)
(365)
(365)
(365)
(365)
(365)

or
Hlnlmua Prod
During Dry Yrt
.of Rteord (CPO)

89,280*
28,800*
67,680*

3,730,954

21,600*
161.280*

393,120
3,962.8*0

*,355,960

- - - rotj) u-1,-
Output (•.Q..R.I.w.t,r Pump9.Tr.atm.nt

Nains.DUtMbution

TYpC CAPACITY (CPDl
Pu""P ' U*,000
PW"P 80,<iOO
punp 115,200
pump 93,600
pump 36,000
pump 360.000

799,200
6,9»*.DOQ

7.7*3,200

* if pump optrattd 2* houri

p«g« 2 of 2
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Z2NIT5: LAGOON CLOSURE RZPORT

AHC Project No. 223GS '

LIST OF APPENDICES

1. Zenith Lagoon Study, AGES Corporation, June, 1SS3.

2. Zenith Site Assessment, BCM Eastern, Inc., November, 19S6.

.3. Liquids .disposal agreements with the Upper Gwynedd Tovmship
Authority, jabruary, 1S34 through June, 19S3.

-1-. A2.C Closure Plan and related corresponder.es, August, 1935 (

r.!o3j.r-3 Vr'; ;uj=:3 a;:d D.iR approval letters,

o, 271 disposal documents for non-hazardous wssto generated fror.z the

7. Disosal dccuznencs for !i^zaru:us v/astss cor.tair.e.i in I a o c v i 3 -rl

C*. Ground \vr.^r cc.t:i cuv: ?i;;r:io^£nta! infbrtnccion.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of the clean closure often (10) wastcwater lagoons
located at 1180 Church Road, Lansdal'e, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania (see
Figure 1). The sit3 was formerly owned and operated by Zenith Corporation.
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3.0 LAGOON CLOSURE PP.CG2AM

3.1 Liquids Removal

In preparation for the closure of the Zenith lagoons, rainwater which had filled the
lagoons over the years had to be removed and properly disposed of. In February, lES-i
the owners of the property entered into an agreement with the Upper Gwynedd
Township Authority (UGTA) (see Appendix 2). The agreement set the conditions fcr
discharge of the liquids into the UGTA sewer system.

During- the period from March, 10S3 through June, 19S6, ARC obtained permission to
discharge the liquids into the sewer system. Appendix 3 contains the ARC / UGTA
ccrrc-s^cncsnca which led to an acceptable procedure to sample, analyze, and
document the discharge of the lagoon liquids.

Di-.riii2 tl-.A enti:-3 t\vo (2) and one-half (L;2) ysr.r closure program, £.11 li^uidi
crvizcir.sd in c"-»lagoons --vere costod and discharged into the UGTA sewer sy3C3r.: ir.
ac^orrlancs v.-i.;h the above rsfarsncad acraemcnts.

f l R O O Q l * 8 9



3.2 Solids Removal

Upon UGTA authorization to begin the liquids removal process, ARC held a series of
discussions with PA DER to conceptualize a closure methodology acceptable to tha
Department. By letter dated August 29, 1986 ARC presented the Zenith Lagoons
Closure Plan to DER for approval. After review of the closure plan, DER, by letter
dated October 20, 19S6, sent a comment letter to ARC. The DER comment letter \vas
addressed by ARC en November 10, 1956, and DER approved the closure methodology.'
by letter dated December 29, 19S6 (see Appendix 4).

f l R O O Q t * 9 0



3.2.1 Non-Hazardous Solids Removal

Upon approval of the closure plan by DER, the closure program commenced in the
spring of 19S7. The closure program began with the removal of the PVC liner in
lagoon #10. A grid system was established and soil samples were collected at
discrete points and saved. Each sampling point was also blended to created a
composite sample for analysis.

Upon receipt cf the analytical data, the data was transmitted to PA DER with a
request to backfill lagoon £10.

This prccsdura was followed with lagoons S9( f?5, £6, f 7, -r?3, £1, and £4, in that ordir
('see Figure 4). In each caso DER approved the backfilling of the lagoons. Append::: 5
cflnUiin.5 the ARC backfill approval letters and analytical data, as well as ths DE75

approve.! letters. .^_^

Ar^u/ii.- c: :h:- c::cava:od 2011 / liner / clucks waste showed this material iz be
rioii-iiazardcuj. Several discosal faciiirlos were contacted relativ3 to the ace e* tar.:: -2
of ch:s material and uldmateiy Brovming-Fsrris Industries (BFI) was chosen to
L'3ccive tho non-hazardous \v,iste.

Appsr.dix 5 c::ncair.3 tha BTI approval dccunancs cs v/eil as ail ir^:iS::crcai.io:\ ar.'.;.
T • / • _ . * • »« « i - . t __ . T*i-"— »1 x^ T T 1 * * / " 1 1 T » • » . . « •* c •" — <~ *• ! ^-i *^i»ras~.*e r^i"^t*s^/*jnl r^r r.*^o it*—c~.i -^ r .~. -i : z : ' . / ill <it^^ ! •* — — -• : .•• . « • • * —-i — w-.^l iTl'.-*lilS5 L3 IJt tl.C^Oi-J.1 <*i LliJ - • >ci2-C b * W M _ id V_/ i__/ / O— IvSiil AJI.**!^. .... .'j _.;. ,c—
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3.2.2 Hazardous Solids Removal

During the summer of 1987, as the closure of the non-hazardous lagoons proceeded,
ARC was directed to develop a sampling protocol which could deal with the extreme
variability of the sludge contained in.lagoons £2 and #3. Over time as grab samples
were obtained from these lagoons, some samples resulted in data which shov/ed the
sludge to be non-hazardous and some resulted in hazardous levels of lead. Upon
excavation of the sludge it was determined that the sludge mass was made up of
discrete layers from one-eighth of an inch to an inch or more in depth.

To deal with this situation ARC developed a sampling protocol which called fcr tha
compositing of over ICO core samples in each lagoon. The result of this sampling
activity was a "super composite" sample for lagoon £2 and lagoon ~2. The results of
the analysis of the super composite samples would be used to make removal and
disposal decisions.

7;:? •-•2iulf.3 cf th-3 analysis of the super composite samples showed the sludge in
lag: or. ̂ 2 to be hazardous (1.91 tng/1 cf cadmium and 19.2 cag/l of lead) and the
sludge in la^con £3 was also hazardous (131.2 m:zA of lead).

Based upon :'.ns data, several contractors, with hazardous v/aste trar.3pcr:a::cn and
diiisc-iC,! a::;:2:-ience were evaluated, \Yaste Conversion, Inc. (PAD035S3G532;
ov..alua:c-d the feasibility of removing the siud^e in slurry form. Twelve (12) Ir^d.? o:
i iuf :: = '"vei'S transported t* cha V/aste Ccnversicn facility In HitScld. It v-r.s
v.::v;.:a:^ly caterrviined thr.t this i^cthcd cf di^yOSeil \vc.s no: faasibie. •

C7;: ;n :-./;;ror.?.l I:/ the ?A DER ?icc2bur^h R^plcnal Ofli:e, one (1) l^o.d of slu::.-.- w:.

A R O O O U 9 3
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Finally, the waste was approved for disposal at the Four County Landfill in
Rochester, Indiana (IND0007S0544). The waste was transported to the landfill by
Honvith Trucks. Inc. (PAD064035S19). Between May, 1988 and August, 19S3 a tocai of
197 loads of sludge and soil was transported to the Four County Landfill.

In all, approximately 4200 cu.yds. of hazardous waste was transported to Waste
Conversion, Mill Services, and Four County Landfill.

After completion of the sludge and soil removal program, bottom samples were
obtained and analyzed. The results of the analysis of the bottom samples were *
forwarded to DER with the request to backfill lagoons #2, and #3, by letter dated
September 12, 19SS.

Appendix 5 contains the September 12, 19S3 request to DEE to backfill'lagoons #2 .and
r.'v and the November 15, 19S3 letter from DER approving1 the bacldiiling of b.scc 2

Append!:: 7 contains the supar composite samples' results as well as ail disposal
manifests.
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-3.3 Ground Water Monitoring

In accordance with the ARC Closure Plan and the PA DER criteria for approval of
the plan (see Appendix 4), two (2) existing monitoring wells, and one1 (1) new
monitoring well have been used to evaluate ground water quality in the area of the
lagoons. Figure 5 shows the location of each monitoring well used by ARC to
evaluate ground water quality, Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 reflect the results of the analysis
of ground water samples, and Appendix B contains copies of all analytical data and
associated ground water information. Additionally, a November 13, 1936 BC^F
Report (see Appendix 2) has also been reviewed relative to on-site ground water
conditions.

Table 1 shows the re-suits of ARC'S 1/6/37 pre-closure monitoring of MW-1 (ARC-1).
At that time only tv/o (2) drinking water parameters exceeded established standards,
chromium (0.055 vs. 0.05) and selenium (0.013 vs. 0.01). It is our opinion, however,
chut tiles:: slight e;ev2.;ion3 are due to natural conditions, and not lagoon impiic;.
^.r.V-1 cculd r.a: hi jaiaplad during post-closure monitoring since the well was
desiirsy-id cu.ir.g ragvading of lagoon £10.

Table 2 shows the resulcs of 19C3 BCM and 19ST and 193S ARC monitoring of }.7\V-2
(N?-i;. Tliis well exliibitsd slight elevations of cadmium (0.014 vs. 0.01) and
selaiuuin (0.013 '*s. 0.01) during the 1/5. o7 pre-closure monitoring; however, both
oarsrns^i'S v/ere v-athin drinking water standards during posc-ciosuro mcnitorin-j.
Tiiii J:.:c. rlso shov.-s a slight Lncreass ir. total dissolved sclids (7DS), fluorid-3. and
• ;;;-c;,':-: •: ;~duc;anc3 during cicsura acii'.'idos: hov/cvar, this char.sa was ancicic-:ca

, 4 • * ^ *

uu;; co ths nic..=3;v« -:-rth novinj acrAncie,-- during1 closure.

A R 0 0 0 4 9 5



Table 3 shows the results of 1SS6 BCM and 1987 and 19SS ARC monitoring of MV/-3
(BCM-2). This we'll exhibited elevated levels of chromium, load, and selenium in the
19S6 BCM data, however, BCM related this situation to grab sampling undeveloped
wells. The ARC pre-closure data showed a slight elevation of selenium, which was
not confirmed during post-closure- monitoring. ARC post-closure monicorir.g did
reveal slight elevations in TDS (422 vs. 510), fluoride (0.16 vs. 0.2), and specific
conductance (685. vs. 793); hc.wever, this change was also anticipated due to ear;h
moving activities.

Table 4 shows the results of BCM and ARC monitoring of the North Penn well (NP-2)
which has consistently shown the impact of oflf-site VOC contamination. This well
e;:hibit3d a sigTiificar.t increase in the concentration of total VOC's (101.4 vs. 1221.0
ug-1) between 1/6/S7 and 9/S/SS. This VOC contamination has nothing to do with
either past operation, or closure of the lagoons.

In summary, tha required ground water monitoring has shown minimal impac:
from cha closure of the lagoons. Monitoring wells £2 and £3 exhibited sligh:
increases in TDS, specific conductance and fluorides which can be attributed to
closure of the lagoons. It is ARC'S opinion, however, that these levels will approach
background (MW-1 and NP-2) after final grading and stabilization of the area.

AR0001496
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MONITORING WELL #1 (ARC - 1)

TABLE 1

Arsenic
Barium
Cadmium
Chromium
Load
Mercury
Selenium
Silver
Cyanide
Flue-ride
COD
IDS
pH
Spac. Corid.
Total VOC's

(02617)
ABC
1/6/S7

0.003
<0.5
<0.001
0.055
0.001

<O.C002
.3

<0.001
<0.005

0.13
11.3

0.010

27-;.
7.91

ARC
9/8/88

This well was destroyed
during the closure of
Lagoon #10 and as a
result could not be sampled.

A R O O O U 9 8



MONIT ORD;G WELL #2 CNP - D

TA

Parameter (MW-1)
BCM
11/26/86

(02G19)
ARC
1/6/87

(03334)
ARC

9/8/88

Drinking
Water

Standards

Arsenic
Barium
Cadmium
Chromium
Lead
Mercury
Selenium
r*i **GL.V:-:*
Cyaruce
Fluoride
COD
TDS
oH
Spac. Cond
Total VOC's (ug/l)

<0.005
0.013
0.002

<0.004

7.4
626.
2.1

O.C05
<0.5

0.014
0.003

<0.001
<O.CCC2

0.013
<0.001
<0.005

0.13
=10.

<0.05
0.062

<0.01
<0.05
<0.05
<O.G01
<0.01
<0.05
<0.05

0.2
2.

0.05
1-0
0.01
0.05

' 0.05
0.002
0.01
0.05
0.2
1.4 to 2.4
•

351.
7.94

OwW,

423.1

4SO.
7.70

731.
NT)

500.
6.5 to S.5

;" I-.lr.:::r.-::^ ccnt^niinant lavais (MCL's) r.rs available for seleczad compounds.
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17

MOMTORING WELL #3 (BCM #2)

TABLES

Parameter (B-2)
BCM

1V26/S6

Arsenic .
Barium
Cadmium <0.01
Chromium 0.132
Lead _ 0.079
Mercury
Selenium O.OSO
Silver
Cyanide
Piuoride
COD 650.
TDS •
?H
Spec. Coad 549.
Total VOC's (ugfl) 5.8

(02618)
ARC
V6/87

0.005
<0.5
<0.001

0.004
<O.C01
<0.002

0.014
<0.001
<O.C05

0.16
10.4

422.0
7.S5

625.0
120.1

(03S35)
ARC
9/8/88

<0.05
0.064

<0.01
<0.05
<0.05
<0.001
<0.01
<0.05
<0.05

0.2
2.

510.0
7.35

793.
914.9

Drinking
Water

Standards

0.05
1-0.
0.01
0.05

' 0.05
0.002
0.01
0.05
0.2
1.4 to 2.4
.

500.
5.5 to S.5
-
*

AR000500



Parameter (MW-2)

BCM

11/26/36

NP-2

TABLE 4

(02620)

ARC

1/6/87

(03336)

ARC

9/S/S8

Arsenic
Barium
Cadmium
Chromium
Lead
Mercury
Selenium
Silver
Cyanide
Fluoride
COD
pH -
Spoc. Cond
Total VOC's(ug/l)

<0.01
<0.02
<0.002

<0.040

472.
353.2 101.4 1221.0

R R 0 0 0 5 0 1



4.0 CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the preceding closure report, the following conclusions can be drawn:'

1) The Zenith Lagoon Closure program has been completed in accordance
with the PA DER approved closure plan (see Appendix 4);

2) All liquid waste contained in the lagoons was discharged into the UGTA
sewer system in accordance with the agreement (see Appendix 3);

3) All solid and semi-solid process waste, lagoon liner material, and
contaminated soil associated with the lagoons has been removed and
transported to permitted disposal facilities (see Appendix 6 and
Appendix 7);

4) Eased upon sampling and analysis of lagoon bottom samples, PA DEP.
has approved the backfilling1 and final closure of lagoons £1, #2, #3, £4,
;?5, £6, #7, £8, £9 and #10 (see Appendix 5);

5) Based upon pre-and post-closure ground water monitoring, no long
term impact from the lagoons or the lagoon closure program is
anticipated (see Appendix 8);

6; Continued, lagoon specific, ground water monicoring is not necessary:
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M N M I T I V A H I A

January 26, 1989

COMMONWEALTH Of PlNNSYlVANIA
DCPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

1673 Mew Kopt Street
Norristown, PA 19601

213 270-1973

Mr* Coward H. Prout, Jr.
American Resource Consultants, Inc.
430 Cut Street
Doylestown, PA 18901

Re: Zenith lagoons-Closure Report
Upper (Xrynedd Township
Montgomery County

Dear Mr. Prout:

This is in reply to your letter of November 16, 1988 in which you request our
review of che final Closure Plan, dated November, 1988 for the subject site.

Based on our review of the data provided, we concur with the conclusions
presented in che Closure Plan. We recoocnend that all existing monitoring wells
and borings be abandoned in accordance with approved industry procedures, such
as those contained in ABA Standard A 100-84. Hocify this office when this has
been accomplished.

If you have any questions, please call ne or Robert Day-Lewis, Hydrogeclcgist.
at (213)270*1973.

V«ry truly yours

JOSEPH A. FEOU
Regional Water Quality Manager

cc: Upptr' Owynadd Township
Mr. Jolly
Re 30 (DAQ24.12
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FINAL REPORT ON LANSDALE PROPERTY

30 May 1990

SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

During November 1989, Roy F. Weston, Inc. (WESTON)
conducted a field investigation of the property at 1180 church
Road in Lansdale, Pennsylvania. The purpose of the field
investigation was to determine: (1) if there was soil and/or
groundwater contamination at the site, and (2) if there was
contamination present, whether it was from previous operations
conducted at the site or from surrounding sites.

The site had previously been owned and operated by Philco-
Ford, and then Zenith as a production plant for television
picture tubes. When Zenith owned and operated the facility
(1973 & 1974), it used eight settling ponds (lagoons) for
effluent containing wastes which included heavy metals and
other chemicals (see Figure 1). The lagoons have since been
closed under a Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Resources (PADER) approved closure plan. The present field
investigation by WESTON was also designed to confirm that all
contamination from the lagoons was removed.

Currently the area of the site where the lagoons were
located is covered with backfill excavated from the adjoining
property. WESTON concentrated its efforts on the lagoon area
in measuring degradation of the soil and groundwater. The
foundation of one of the pump houses associated with the
lagoons is still visible but the pump house has been
demolished. Another pump house and holding tank are intact but
badly deteriorated.

To determine if any soil contamination was present, five
soil borings were drilled and sampled. Four of the borings
were located in the vicinity of the former lagoons. The fifth
soil boring was located in an undisturbed area to determine
background conditions.
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WESTON attempted four monitor wells. One monitor well
(MW-3) was drilled to 80 feet below ground surface and
encountered no groundwater. The other three wells (MW-i, MW-2,
and MW-4) yielded water at varying levels (explanations of the
well drilling process and the explanations for the variability
in groundwater depths can be found in Sections 3 and 4). The
wells that were eventually used for the measurements contained
in this report were wells MW-l, MW-2, MW-4, and an existing
well in the parking lot of this site, adjacent to Church Road.
The soil boring and monitor well locations can be seen in
Figure 1.

The soil samples obtained at the site were analyzed for
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), fluoride, and EP Tox
leachate metals. The groundvater samples were analyzed for
VOCs, fluoride, and soluble metals. The parameters chosen were
based on the historic use of the site and previous studies.
The site is located within Zone 7 of the Lansdale TCE
Contamination Area, which is on the National Priorities Lis*
(NPL) for environmental cleanup under Superfund. Therefore
there was sufficient written history on the area and on the"
site to allow a determination of what compounds to look for in
the samples. All samples were analyzed using current EPA-
approved methods. All QA/QC and standard chain-of-custody
protocols were observed.

Section 2 of this report details the methodologies used
for drilling, well installation and development, surveying, and
sampling. Section 3 discusses the results of the investigation
including soil and bedrock descriptions and analytical results.
Section 4 contains the summary and conclusions.

SECTION 2

METHODOLOGIES

2.1 SOIL BORINGS

Five soil borings were completed using hollow stem augers
and split spoon sampling. Samples for laboratory analysis were
collected using clean dedicated stainless steel trowel
directly from the split spoon and into clean labeled laborator.

1-2
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containers. The samples were immediately put in -a cooler on
ice after collection. The borings were located so as to sample
soils from lagoons 2 (SB-1), 3 (SB-2),4 (SB-3),and both 6 and
7 (SB-4). One background sample (SB-5) was collected as shown
in Figure 1.

2.2 WELL INSTALLATION

Four monitor wells were drilled and three were completed
using air hammer drilling at locations shown in Figure 1. The
holes were advanced until groundwater was encountered. The
diameters of the open holes were 6 inches and the wells were
completed using ten feet of 2 inch schedule 40 PVC slotted
screen (with a minimum of 6 feet submerged into the
groundwater) and schedule 40 PVC riser pipe. The sand pack (#1
sand) was installed by downhole methods followed by a 2-foot
bentonite pellet seal and cement/bentonite grout to surface.
The wells were completed with a protective casing with a
lockable lid. The wells were developed with a teflon bailer
until the water was clear (as practical) . For details of well
construction and development see Table 6.

2.3 GROCNDWATER SAMPLING

Because of the very low yields, the onsite wells were
purged with clean teflon bailers one day before sampling. The
wells were then sampled with laboratory cleaned dedicated
teflon bailers within 24 hours after purging. VOC samples were
collected first, followed by fluoride and soluble metals. The
metals samples were filtered immediately after collection using
dedicated (disposable Nalgen) filterware with a 0.45 micron
pore size and then preserved at a pH of 2 with nitric acid.
The samples were put in a cooler with ice immediately after
collection and filtering.

2.4 DECONTAMINATION

To ensure that cross-contamination between samples did not
occur, all sampling instruments were thoroughly cleaned before
use. All drill rig equipment including rods, augers, drill
stems, split spoons, and tools were thoroughly steam cleaned
between sampling and/or drill site locations. Details of

HR000508



CLIENT: ROUSE, INC.
FINAL REPORT ON LANSDALE FACILITY

decontamination of sampling instruments can be found in Table
1.

2.5 MONITOR WELL ELEVATION SURVEY

The three newly completed monitor wells on-site (MW-i, MW-
2, and MW-4) and the existing monitor well in the parking lot
adjacent to Church Road were surveyed to obtain relative
elevations of the top of the well casing. This was completed
by assigning a relative elevation of 100.00 feet to the
foundation of the former on-site pump building. The top of the
well casings were measured using level and stadia rod relative
to the assigned benchmark. Two transit locations were used to
check the accuracy of the measurements. The accuracy was +/~
0.03 foot. During the survey, a round of water level
measurments was obtained.

SECTION 3

RESULTS

3.1 SOIL SAMPLING

Five soil borings were completed during the field
investigation which included four borings (SB-1 through SB-4)
in the former lagoon area and one boring (SB-5) completed in an
undisturbed area just east of the lagoons (See Figure 1) . The
soil borings (and nearby excavations) revealed that bedrock is
within ten feet of the surface outside of the lagoon area and
15 to 20 feet below ground surface in the lagoon area. The
soil profile in the soil borings SB-1 through SB-4 consisted of
a red silty clay (weathered shale). In SB-5 the soil profile
also consisted of a red silty clay and appeared undisturbed.
In the soil borings in the lagoon area the soil profile was the
same .red silty clay material, but was disturbed (fill). Table
2 is a summary of the soil borings completed at the site. The
soil profile across the site was consistently found to be a red
silty clay material.

2-4
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The analytical results of the soil sampling are summarized
in Tables 3, 4, and 5 and indicate the following:

o No significant volatile organic contamination was
found.

o The only metals (using EP Tox leachate analysis)
found were selenium in SB-2 and SB-3 and cadmium in
SB-3.

o Fluoride was found in all the soil samples in the
lagoon area ranging in concentration from 11.4 to
49.7 ppm. No fluoride was detected in SB-5.

We compared the levels found at the site with contaminant
levels acceptable for soil. Pennsylvania does not specify
acceptable/unacceptable contaminant levels for soils. We
therefore used the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) ECRA Action Levels for comparison. They are
4,000 ppb for selenium and 3,000 ppb for cadmium.

Based on the analytical results it appears that the soils
in the former lagoon area are not a source for significant
contamination. We base this statement on the fact that the
levels found at the site (selenium - 134 ppb and 340 ppb;
cadmium - 150 ppb) are well below what are considered
"acceptable*1 levels.

3.2 GROUMPWATBR SAMPLING

Wells MW-1, KW-2, and MW-4 were drilled using air hammer
methods until the first water bearing zone was reached. The
wells were completed using 10-feet of 2-inch Schedule 40 PVC 20
slot screen penetrating the ground water for a minimum of six
feet and 2" schedule 40 PVC riser to the surface. The sandpack
was installed in each well by downhole methods to a depth of 40
feet below ground surface followed by a 2-foot bentonite pellet
seal and cement/bentonite grout to surface. The well was
completed with a 6-inch diameter steel protective casing and
locking lid. For details of well completion sea Table 6. The
wells were developed by bailing until the water was clear (as
practical). During development and subsequent purging for
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On 17 November 1989, MW-1, MW-2, MW-4 and the monitor well in
the parking lot adjacent to Church Road were sampled. The
results of the analysis indicate that:

o Trichloroethylene (TCE) was the only volatile
organic compound found in the groundwater below the
site. It was found at trace levels on the site
further away from Church Road, and was found at
higher levels in the parking lot well adjacent to
Church Road.

o chromium was found in the groundwater samples from
two of the on-site wells away from Church Road. No
chromium was detected in the third well away from
Church Road and in the parking lot well. No other
metals were detected in any of the wells.

o Fluoride was found just above the detection limit in
all the wells (including the parking lot well). The
levels detected were all below the limit range of
1.4 to 2.4 ppm specified in the drinking water
standards.

Monitor well MW-2 was sampled two times in order to
evaluate whether priority pollutant metals were present in the
groundvater. Preliminary analysis results indicated that the
groundwater contained chromium at a concentration of 975 ug/1.
No other groundwater or soil samples collected at the site were
indicators 6f chromium contamination at unacceptable levels.

The initial groundwater sample from MW-2 was collected
immediately after the well installation and development, and
may not have been representative of aquifer conditions. The
results of the subsequent sampling round (performed 23 February
1990) indicated no detectable quantities of chromium in the
well. This result was confirmed by reanalysis of the sample.

The second sample was collected after aquifer conditions
near the borehole had stabilized. Consequently, the later
results are more representative of the concentrations in the
vicinity of well MW-2 and are consistent with other results
obtained at the site.
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3,3 Groundvatar Levels

Groundwater level measurements were obtained during the
relative elevation well survey to confirm groundwater flow
direction and gradient.

Relative Relative
Depth to Elevation Groundwater

Well Water (12-29-981 of Well Casing . Elevation

MW-1 65,89 94.58 28.69
MW-2 70.92 100.37 29.45
MW-4 58.41 106.18 47.77
Pkng Lot 51.00 93.06 42.06

Based on these results, it appears that the change in
bedrock noted during drilling may be significantly affecting
static groundwater levels on-site, A groundwater investigation
by SMC Martin in November 1981 determined the direction of flow
of the groundwater. Using surveyed well elevations and depth
measurements, SMC Martin established that groundwater at the
site flows in a "westwardly" direction. This means that the
flow of groundwater is "generally" from Church Road onto the
site. BCM Eastern, Inc. confirmed the direction of flow and
stated the following in their report of November 1986:

"... the groundwater flow direction information
indicates that the TCE and other organic compounds
probably have a source south and east of Church Road,
rather than the Zenith plant property."

SECTION 4

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of the investigation indicate the following:

o Small amounts of fluoride are present in all soil and
groundwater samples taken at this site. This was not

3-7
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unexpected since past reports noted the presence of fluoride at
the site. The levels which were found are not a problem.

o Selenium was detected in two soil borings (SB-2 and
SB-3) at 0.134 and 0.340 ppm respectively. This element had
been detected in previous site investigations also and still
exists, but are well below maximum contaminant levels (MCLs)
acceptable for soils.

o Soluble chromium was detected in groundwater samples
from MW-l, and MW-4 at concentrations of 0.022 and 0.026 ppm,
respectively. These again confirmed the results of previous
site investigations, and also are below the reference MCL (New
Jersey) that we used.

o Cadmium was detected at 0.15 ppm in soil boring SB-3.
Again, this sample was well below the reference MCL (New
Jersey) that we used.

o Barium was detected at 0.216 ppm in the parking lot
well. This is well below the drinking water standard of 5 ppm.

o The samples were analyzed for volatile organic
compounds. Methylene chloride was detected in most samples
including the blank. Methylene chloride is a common laboratory
contaminant and the analytical results do not indicate that
samples taken from the site contain this contaminant. Minor
amounts of acetone were also detected in some samples. This is
probably attributable to laboratory contamination as it was not
detected in confirmatory reanalysis of the samples.

o Trichloroethylene (TCE) was detected in the parking
lot well at 80 ppb and in MW-1 and MW-4 at 27 ppb and 23 ppb
respectively. The higher concentration of TCE in the parking
lot well would confirm the fact that the TCE is moving onto the
site from a source south and east of Church Road rather than
coming from the site. Other studies of the site all indicate
that the TCE contamination was historically confined only to
the area of the property adj acent to Church Road. This
assessment indicates that the TCE has migrated further onto the
property thus affecting MW-l and MW-4.

o There appear to be two aquifers underlying the site.
Based on information collected in the field and from background
literature (Longwill and Wood, 1965), it appears that the
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differences found in the groundwater levels may be controlled
by the nature of the bedrock encountered. In the parking lot
well and MW-4 the relative static water levels measured are up
to 19 feet different than the measurements from MW-1 and MW-2.
From the drilling logs and the literature it is apparent that
there are two different rock formations (New Brunswick Shale
and Lockatong Shale) and the contact between the two formations
probably runs through the site. At this time it cannot be
determined where the exact contact may be. Based on the
drilling logs the New Brunswick overlies the Lockatong in MW-1,
MW-2 and MW-3 (dry well) . The drilling in MW-4 did not
encounter the Lockatong Formation. It appears that the static
water level in the Lockatong Formation may be below that of the
New Brunswick Formation. At this time, the exact nature of the
connection between the two aquifers at the site cannot be
determined. More drilling and an aquifer test would need to be
done to determine how the change in bedrock affects groundwater
levels and the interconnections between the two aquifers.

However, based on past groundwater analyses and sample
results, it can be determined that flow direction is from
Church Road onto the site.

a:\rouserpt.lns
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TA "£ 1

Decontamination Procedures
Rouse and Associates

Landsdale, PA Facility

Item

Drill rig, augers, tools,
split spoons, drill stems

Procedure

1. Steam clean

Bailers and stainless steel 1. Alconox and potable
trowels water scrub

2. Potable water rinse

3. Deionzed water rinse

4. 10* nitric acid rinse

5. Deionzed water rinse

6. Acetone (pesticide
grade) rinse

7. Total air dry

8. Deionized water rinse

Dedicated polyethylene rope was used to sample each well.
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TABLE 5

Fluoride Results

Groundvater

MW-1

MW-2

KW-4

Parking Lot Well

Field Blank

Soils

SB-1

SB-2

SB-3

SB-4

SB-5

Fluoride

0 . 4 3

0 . 2 2

0. 13

0 . 2 4

ND

18.4

11.4

4 9 . 7

12.6

ND

R R Q 0 0 5 2 I
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ENVIRONMENTAL
LAW PRACTICE

Frances L. CosUnzi
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region III
841 Chestnut Building (3HW22)
Philadelphia, PA 19107

RE: North Penn Area 7 Superfund Site, Lansdale,
Montgomery County. Pennsylvania_____

Dear Fran:

Please be advised that we represent Rouse &. Associates, whose three
partners, Willard Rouse, David Hammers and George Congdon, received your
letter regarding the above matter, dated June 27, 1995. The letter inquired
whether the three Rouse partners were willing to participate in future
negotiations concerning this site.

As you know, it is my understanding that Fran Burns, rather than you,
is serving as the RPM for the site. I spoke briefly with Fran last week, and
told him that this was the first letter that the three Rouse partners ever
received from EPA, and that in order to answer his question I needed to find
out the following information:

1. Are there any other potentially responsible parties other
than those listed on Attachment 1, so that I can do a conflicts check?

2. The letter indicated that "EPA has reason to believe that
[Rouse & Associates] owned and/or operated a facility at the site during the
time hazardous substances were disposed in a manner contributing to
contamination of the groundwater beneath the site." As I told Fran, Rouse &
Associates purchased this tract long after there was any disposal of hazardous
substances, and therefore as a subsequent owner having purchased from
someone in the chain of title who had__oieviously contaminated the site, there
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Frances Costanzi
July 13, 1995
Page 2

had been no such disposal by Rouse. I therefore question whether that sentence, which is
part of the Form 107 Notice, applies to Rouse.

3. I asked Fran to let me know why at this late date the 107 letter went
out to the three Rouse partners.

4. I made certain that Fran was aware of the attempt by Liberty Property
Trust, the REIT that acquired the site from Rouse last year, to enter into a prospective
purchaser agreement, during which negotiations an amount was agreed upon as a premium
that could be paid but the prospective purchaser policy was held, inapplicable because of
Willard Rouse's relationship to Liberty Property Trust. Fran said that he was aware of that
but would get all the details on these negotiations.

5. Finally, I asked him what, if anything, EPA had in mind with respect
to a de minimis cash-out for the three Rouse partners.

Unfortunately, Fran and I have been trading phone calls all week so that I am unable
to have the benefit of the information requested, but did not want to let the two week
deadline from the receipt of the letter pass without indicating a willingness to continue to
discuss this matter if I am able to clear conflicts and ultimately represent the three Rouse
partners.

I am sending copies of this letter to Fran Burns, Jim D'Alessandro and Abe Ferdas at
EPA, as well as Don Becker at Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, so
that they will be aware of the situation which I find myself in the time of dictating this letter.

Sincerely,

^-Joseph M. Manko
For MANKO, GOLD & KATCHER

JMM/dms

cc: Frances Bums, Esquire (3HW22)
James D'Alessandro, Esquire (3HW11)
Abraham Ferdas, USEPA
Leslie Reid Price, Esquire
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Ntw JtRiEY OFFICE;
SUITE 111
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MAKITON. N) 080S3

'^09)596-4062
1596-7299 FAJC

AN
E N V I R O N M E N T A L
LAW PFUCTICE

September 26, 1995

James D'Alessandro, Esquire
United States Environmental

Protection Agency
Region m
841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re:

Dear Jim:

North Penn Area 7 Superfund Site, Lansdale,
Montgomery County. Pennsylvania______

Reference is made to my letter to Fran Costanzi, dated July 13, 1995
(copy enclosed), copies of which were also sent to you, Fran Burns and Abe
Ferdas. In my letter I posed a number of questions, including as the final
question, "what, if anything, EPA had in mind with respect to a de minimis
cash-out for the three Rouse partners",

I would appreciate your getting back to me to discuss this.

Sincerely,

M. Manko
O, GOLD & KATCHER

JMM/kl/.o.owo.
Enclosure
cc: Leslie Reed Price, Esquire
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MANKOJOLD&CATCHER
November 30, 1995

SUITE 500
401 CITY AVENUE
BA.LA CYNWYD. PA 19004

(610)660-5700
(610)660-5711 Fw

JOSEPH M.
MARC E. GOLD
SRUCI S. KATCHER'
KINNETH ]. WARRIN
IQRMIT L RADER
NmS.WiTKES'
MICHAEL M. MEIOY
ROBERT D. Fox
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M. HYMAN
m H BARTLETT

...MELA H. WOLDOW'
JONATHAN E. RJNDE'
RANDI S. GARNICK*
]OHN F. GULIACE
BART E. CASSIOY'
MADELEINE H COZINE'
BUNDA HUSTIS GOTANOA'
JONATHAN H. SrtRCEL1

'AliO *DM!IT(D IN N)

D &ORRELLI
CONSULTING ENGINUR

James D'Alessandro, Esquire
United States Environmental

Protection Agency
Region III
841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re: 1180 Church Road. North Penn Area 7. Lansdale. PA

Dear Jim:

Last summer, I inquired as to whether my client's could discuss a dg
minimis settlement of any potential liability in connection with the above
property. I wrote you again on September 26, and subsequently spoke with
you on October 17. At that time, you told me that you had been tied up with
end of the fiscal year matters, but that you would look into it within the next
several weeks and get back to me.

I would appreciate your doing that since it has now been several
months since I first raised this matter with you.

Sincerely,

For MA
>h M. Manko

;O, GOLD &, KATCHER

JMM/nba
N E W J E R S E Y OfHCI.

SUITE 11!
1 EVES DWVE
MAW.TON. N| 08053

(609) 596-4062
(609) 596-7299 FAX

AN
ENVIRONMENTAL
LAW PRACTICE

bcc: Leslie Reid Price, Esquire
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\ANKO
^OLD&KATCHER

SUITE 500
401 CITY A V E N U E

CYNWYD. PA 19004

(610)660-5700
(610)660-5711 FAX

JOSEPH M. MANKO
MAHC E. GOLD
BRUCE S. KATCHW*
KINNETH |. WARRIN
KIRMIT L RAOER
NEIL S. WITRES'
MICHAU M. MEIOY
R.OHRT 0. Fox
""VIN T. MlANO

THY F. MALLOY'
M. HYMAN

UIANE H. BAHTLEH
TAMEU H. Woioow*
JONATHAN E. RjNDf'
RANOI S, GARNICK*
JOHN F. GULLACE
BART E. CASSID'I '
MADELEINE H. COZINE'
BFUNDA HUSTIS GOTANDA*
JONATHAN H.

•AIIO *DMiniD IN

DAfiRYl D BORREUI
CONSULTING ENCINEIR

December 4, 1995

James Q'AIessandro, Esquire
United States Environmental

Protection Agency
Region HI
841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re: 1180 Church Road. North Penn Area 7. Lansdale. PA

Dear Jim:

This is a brief follow up to my letter to you of last week regarding the
1180 Church Road property owned by the 3 Rouse affiliates. I note that Carol
Browner* s announcement of administrative reforms for Superfund on October
2 included the intention to expand protections for dS minimis and &
micromous parties. Perhaps that would be helpful in allowing you to respond
to my request.

Sincerely,

Joseph M. Manko
For MANKO, GOLD & KATCHER

JMM/bad
cc: Leslie Reid Price, Esquire

Niw URSEY OFFICI:
SUITE 111
I EVES DRIVE
MARLTON. N] 08053

(609) 596'4062
'^9) 596'7299 FAX

AN
ENVIRONMENTAL
LAW PRACTICE
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MANKO
"jOLD &.KATCHER

SUITE 500
401 CITY AVENUE
BA.LA CYNWYD, PA 19004

(610) 660-5700
(610) 660-5711 FAX

JOSEPH M. MANKO
MARC L GOLD
BRUCE S. KATCHER'
&NNETH I.WARRIN
KERMIT L RADER
NUL S. Wrrus'
MICHAEL M. MELOY
ROBERT D. Fox
STEVEN T. MIANO
TIMOTHY F. MALLOY'
1 •' M. HYMAN

THAN I RINDE'
.EtA H. WOLDOW'

KANDI S. GARNICK"
JOHN F. GuiiACi
BART E. CASSIDY'
CYKTHLA A, KING*
MADELEINE H.COZINE'
&RINDA HUSTIS GOTANDA'
JONATHAN H. SPERCEL'
CHRISTINE G. MOONEY*

'ALSO ADMlTTtD IN H]

DARIWI D. BORRUU
CONSULTING ENGINEER

NEW JERSEY OffICE:

SUITE 111
1 EVES DRIVE
WAKITON. NJ 08053
(609) 596-4062
(609) 596-7299 FAX

AN
E N V I R O N M E N T A L
LAW PRACTICE

November 6, 1996

VIA TELEFAX
Neil Wise, Esquire
Chief, CERCLA Removal

and Pennsylvania Remedial Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region m (3RC2)
841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re: 1180 Church Road. North Penn Area 7. Lansdale. PA

Dear Neil:

This letter will (1) confirm my request to you last week that we revisit
a prospective purchaser agreement ("PPA") or a prospective tenant agreement
("PTA") for the above site and (2) bring to your attention a new development
in the law which we believe entitles Liberty Property Trust, the current owner
of the site ("Liberty"), to come within the CERCLA §107(b)(3) third-party
defense.

As to the PPA and the PTA, you advised me that the $277,000 and
$93,000 figures that were offered to us earlier this year as appropriate
premiums, respectively, would still be "on the table." I would appreciate your
factoring in the §107(b)(3) defense (discussion below), which I believe should
have a very significant downward impact on the numbers. In any event, by
sending you this letter, I am requesting that we have an opportunity to meet
with you and your staff to discuss an expedited negotiation as soon as possible.

Secondly, you will recall that your staff took the position that Liberty,
as a PRP, could only settle with the agency by paying in excess of $1 million
since it was, at this stage of the investigation/remedial process, to be offered
no different status than the other PRPs who actually released hazardous
substances. Although we were assured that this "per capita" allocation would
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Neil Wise, Esquire
November 6, 1996
Page 2

change if we were to await the completion of the CERCLA process, we found this position
to be unacceptable and with the prospective sale/lease of the site then falling through, this
question went into a hiatus.

In light of the recent decision in New York v. Lashins Arcade Co., 91 F.3d 353 (2d
Cir. 1996) (a courtesy copy of which is transmitted herewith), in which the court interpreted
the third-party defense of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(b)(3), we arc asking that the agency
reconsider its position and remove. Liberty Property Trust and Rouse Associates from the list
of potentially responsible parties ("PRPs") in the North Penn 7 Area (as well as reduce the
PPA and PTA premiums previously suggested).

In Lashins, the court held that a current owner of property, who had no direct or
indirect contractual relationship with either the party who caused the pollution or with the
property owner at the time when the pollution occurred, may avoid liability under
CERCLA's third-party defense. 91 F.3d at 359-361. The Lashins case involved a retail
commercial property at which a dry cleaning business had operated from 1958 until 1971 and
its operator had dumped the volatile organic compound PCE behind the store. After 1971,
no other dry cleaning establishment ever operated there. Id. at 356. The property was sold
to an individual who owned the property until her death in 1977, at which time her husband
inherited it. Id. Lashins purchased the property from the husband.

Subsequently, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (the
"NYSDEC") and the EPA investigated the property and confirmed that PCE was
contaminating private wells near the site. The NYSDEC issued a Record of Decision setting
forth a plan to abate and remedy the contamination. The state filed an action under
CERCLA and state law against the current owner of the property, Lashins, and other co-
defendants. Lashins and the State filed opposing motions for summary judgement on the
issue of Lashins' liability under CERCLA as a current owner of the site. Id. at 359.

The district court granted Lashins' motion and the Second Circuit Court of Appeals
upheld the decision, concluding that Lashins satisfied CERCLA's third-party defense in
§9607(b)(3). In support of its decision, the court reasoned that the offending release was
clearly caused by third parties, that Lashins had no direct or indirect contractual relationship
with either of the third party dry cleaners who released the PCE, or with the owners of the
site at the time the dry cleaners operated and when the pollution occurred, and that Lashins
had done everything that could reasonably have been done to avoid or correct the problem.
Id. at 359-360.
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Neil Wise, Esquire
November 6, 1996
Page 3

The Lashins case is persuasive authority in the instant matter. Like the site in
Lashins, the 1180 Church Road Site (the "Site") was owned, operated and contaminated by a
previous party. The Site was purchased and operated by a division of Philco in 1965, and on
June 29, 1973, was sold to Zenith Electronics Corp. ("Zenith"). Zenith used the facility for
a brief time before closing its operations at the Site in December 1974. After 1974, there
has been no manufacturing activity at the Site.

In June 1983, Applied Geotechnical and Environmental Service Corp. ("AGES") was
retained to conduct a lagoon sampling program at the Site. The extensive chemical analysis
indicated that there was an absence of volatile organics in the samples. There were,
however, certain other chemicals with elevated concentrations.

Several months later, the Site was transferred to Elan Associates ("Elan"). (Although
Elan owned the Site as has Rouse Associates, it has not been named a PRP.) During its
ownership, Elan, in conjunction with the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Resources ("DER"), commenced investigatory and remediation work, including the
installation of groundwater monitoring wells.

In late 1986, Rouse Associates performed due diligence on the Site and entered into a
purchase agreement whereby Elan was specifically required to be exclusively responsible for
cleaning up all contamination at the property so that there would be no impact on the
environment. In addition, Rouse Associates had obtained an indemnity from Elan to protect
it from any other liability arising from environmental contamination at the Site. Rouse
Associates paid full value for the Site and did not receive any purchase price discount due to
the environmental contamination. Elan performed a RCRA closure of the lagoons and DER
approved the closure plan and the removal of the groundwater monitoring wells in 1989.
EPA knew as early as 1986 which parties it considered to be PRPs for TCE contamination in
the North Penn 7 Area, but failed to name Rouse Associates as a PRP for nine years. The
Site was transferred by Rouse Associates to Liberty when Rouse Associates transferred its
real estate holdings to Liberty in connection with Liberty's public offering several years ago.

In this matter, the offending release was clearly caused by previous owners. Rouse
Associates and Liberty, like Lashins, had no direct or indirect contractual relationship with
either of the previous operator/manufacturers who released contaminants, or with the owners
of the site at the time the pollution occurred, and they have done everything that could
reasonably have been done to avoid or correct the problem. Consequently, EPA should
remove Rouse Associates and Liberty as PRPs.
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Neil Wise, Esquire
November 6, 1996
Page 4

As indicated to you by phone and earlier in this letter, Liberty now has a potential
buyer for the Site and due to the time sensitivity of a sale, needs to resolve these two items
as promptly as possible. Accordingly, I await your call.

Sincerely,

/),1 //,\ /

toseph M. Manko ' r'LkJ
For MANKO, GOLD & KATCHER

Enclosure
cc: Mr. Willard G. Rouse, m (via first-class mail w/encl.)

Mr. John Gattuso (via first-class mail w/encl.)
Pamela H. Woldow, Esquire (w/o encl.)
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JOSEPH M. MANKO
Muc E. GOLD
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(609) 596-4062
(609) 596-7299 FAX

AN
E N V I R O N M E N T A L
LAW P R A C T I C E

January 6, 1997

Beth Termini, Esquire .[3RC32]
United States Environmental

Protection Agency
Region III
841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re: 1180 Church Road

Dear Beth:

As I interpret your voice mail message of December 20, EPA is taking
the position that (1) the dollar figures that it provided for a prospective
purchaser or prospective tenant earlier this year would be applicable, subject to
a possible small inflationary increase; (2) the Region is not following the
Lashner decision in the 2nd Circuit finding current owners who had no
relationship with the contaminator qualifying to be "innocent owners" under
Section 101(35)(A) (even in this case where all remediation required by DEP
was implemented by my clients); and (3) neither my client's previous
significant remedial expenditures to satisfy DEP nor their innocence would be
taken into account in reducing what EPA previously told us would be a per
capita division of an estimated $6.6 million cleanup (i.e.. a payment of $1.1
million by Liberty Property Trust) to obtain a covenant not to sue and
contribution protection.

If this is so, then EPA is offering no change from its prior position,
notwithstanding the fact that (1) EPA Region III has advised me it would not
pursue Liberty Property Trust or the three Rouse affiliates if they became
former owners under the CDMG rationale (not having caused or disturbed any
contamination while in ownership) and (2) Liberty Property Trust's obligation
to make a payment to effectuate settlement would be eliminated or reduced to
a de minimis amount once the site is fully investigated and cleaned up (there
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Beth Termini, Esquire
January 6, 1997
Page 2

being five or six "RPs" who would be looked to for all or substantially all of the
reimbursement.)

Please advise me whether this is the agency's final decision in this regard; obviously
if it would be helpful for me to raise this with someone at headquarters or elsewhere, I
would want to do so.

If this is the agency's final positipn (with which I obviously strenuously disagree),
then I will get back to you if, as and when Liberty Property Trust secures a prospective
purchaser or tenant to negotiate a prospective purchaser or lease agreement antf to confirm
the continued applicability of CDMG on Liberty Property Trust after the sale or lease.

I am disappointed that ail the positive Brownfield policies and statements that EPA. is
making to the public would appear to have had no effect on this particular matter.

Sincerely,

Ibseph M. Manko
For MANKO, GOLD & KATCHER

JMM/dms

cc: Neil Wise, Esquire
John S. Gattuso, Vice President
Leslie Reid Price, Esquire
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