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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 Roéd, North Penn Area 7, Lansdale, PA

Dear Tom:

As we agreed, we are writing to summanze 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™' qualify for the defense to liability provided in

' 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 2 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 Parmership (which later

changed its name to 900 Church Road Land Limited Partnership} purchased two
additional parcels, consisting of approximately 20 acres neighboring the (180 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
becarne the general parmer 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 parmer, 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
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Section [07(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 contamunation at the North Penn 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)(1)(B) of
CERCLA. 42 US.C. § 9622(g)(1 XB).

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 US.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.” 1d.

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
envirgnmental 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 tt
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 wll
concentrate on the inquiries made in connection with the original 1180 Church Road property (hereinafter

sometimes reterred to as the “Property ™).
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Property Ownership

Until approximately 19635, 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 tumn 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 bu1ldmg, and 10 former sludge
fagoons were located on the Property.

Investigation and Knowledge Regarding Property at Time of Purchase

At the time Rouse & Assoclates 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 n 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 resulis 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 cailed 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 Reauthonzation
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 [” was,
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not yet routinely tollowed when purchasing real estate. Nonetheless, Liberty Property engaged
m 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 Penn
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 1ts 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 assoclated 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 accouat 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 ume Liberty Property purchased 1180 Church Road, it was generally aware that
there was a groundwater contamination issue in the North Penn area. Consequently, Bogue
Wallin, an employee of Liberty Property, contacted the director of the North Penn 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-fin).

In the summer of 1981, NPWA had drilled seven test wells on the Property. The resuits
of this sampling showed detectabie 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 env1ronmental 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

?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. [d. 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 Property.
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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 ume 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 Ekercised by Liberty Property

At the time Liberty Property purchased 1180 Church Road, it was only aware of the
lagoon closure and heavy metal contamination concem. 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 prionty 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/l) 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. [d. 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). Ndtably,
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 prior 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 and
MW-4.

Id. at 4-8 (emphasis added). A copy of this report was forwarded to EPA on October 1, 1990.°

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 Penn 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 Penn Area 7
Superfund Site. However, apparently without any additional information, EPA sent the general
partners of Rouse & Associates notice letters in June, 1995.* Since that time, Manko, Gold &
Katcher 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.
Nonetheiess, 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
tiability 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 concemn at the North Penn 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 Propcr}y
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 approprate inspection.

See 42 US.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 leve!l 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 gffect at the
time of the purchase™ rather than imposing *“the impossibly high standard of complying with
current perceptions of aEpropriateness 1n an area where perceptions change quickly™); H.R.

~ Conf. Rep. No. 962, 99" Cong., 29 Sess. '86-87 (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 Penn
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)(1)(B) of CERCLA. See “EPA
Guidance on Landowner Liability under Section 107(a)(1) and De Minimis Settlements under
Section 122(g)(1)(B) of CERCLA, and Settlements with Prospective Purchasers of
Contaminated Property,” OSWER Directive No. 5835.9, 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)(1)(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;™ and (iii) “did not
contribute to the release or threat of release . . . through any act or omission.” [d.; 42 U.S.C.

3 As stated in foomote 6 of the Landowner Liability Guidance, EPA interprets the phrase “any hazardous substance”
to mean 2 hazardous substance which is the subject of the release or threat of release. In our case, it would refer to
TCE or PCE.
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§ 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.”®

As described in more detail above, 1180 Church Road is part of the facility identified by
EPA as the North Penn 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.

I[f EPA concurs that Liberty Property has demonstrated that it qualifies for the innocent
landowner defense, a de minimis settlement under 122(g)(1)}(B) is ¢learly 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)(1)(B). Ifthis 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

¥ 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. [f you have any questions or [ can provide you with any
additional information, please give me a call. I look forward to talking to you soon.

Sincerely, ’ '
iy
I,/'. ) // /

D P N

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

JHK had/10103-001

Enclosures

ce: 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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ZENITH LAGOON STUDY

AGES Project No. 41383

June, 1983

Applied Geotechnical and Environmental Service Corp.

1151 S. Truoper Road. Norristown. [a. 19403
215-606-7404
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FORWARD

AGES Corporation of Norristown, Pennsylvania has been retained by
1180 Church Road Realty Corp., also of Norristuwn, to assess the
condition of aqueous and sludge material in ten lagoons on the
Zenith property in Lansdale, Pennsylvania. AGES responsibilicty
included implesentation of & sampling program to quancify and
qualify the lagoon material, In addition, based on estimated
volumes and analytical results, ACES deveibped four

environmentally safe disposal scenarics for the lagoon material.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report presents results of a lagoon sampling program
conducted by AGES Corporation on June 1, 2, and 1U, 1983 for L1180
Chureh HKoad Realty Corporation (AGES Project No. 41383).
Composite aqueous and tludée samples vere taken from ten lagcoons
on Zenith's property 1in Lansdale, Pennsylvania. The site

location is identified in Figure |[.

- Resulcs of the sampling program identify concentrations of EP
toxic metals and volatile organics present in the lagoon
material. Based on these data and volume estimates, four aqueous
and sludge removal scenariocs are presented. Each scenario
consists of several activicies, 1including pumping the {queoul.
&euntering and/or vacuusing the sludge, and hauling and dispoeing

of the sludge material. Costs are esticated for each activity.
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I1l. SAMPLING METHODOLUGY

Representative coomposite samples of aqueous and sludge were taken

freom the ten lagoons which are schematically shown in Figure Z.

Aqueous perimecters as wvell as squeous and sludge thickness .uere

measured.

Sample matrics were set up for each lagoon depending' on the

;agoons' size and the type of sample being collected as shown in

Figure 3. The sampling equipment consisted of a glass beaker

attached to the end of a l5~foot telescopic rod. At each lagoon,

the beaker wvas wused to collect individual samples «which were
combined in gallon containers.

Duplicate 250-al asqueocous samples were collected at each p;in: in
a lagoon matrix at various depths and emptied into one clear and
one amber gallon container. The aqueous in the clear container
was thoroughly homogenated whereas the squeous in the awmber
container was s:ored for future analysis, if required.

From the clean container, three quart samples wvere ctaken: one
for EP toxic metals (fixed with HNO to & pH of 2); one for
cyanide (fixed with 10N NaOH to a pH :f greater than 12); aad one
for total orgesnic carbom and pH (not fixed). In addition,
aqueous vas poured from the clear container into two air free 40-
ml vials tor.volatilc organic analysis. All quart samples,

visls, and amber colored countainers were placed into ice chests

io the field sod kept under refrigeration until analyeis.

AROO032L AC%
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Exploratory perimeter sludge sawples were taken to determine the
appropriate aresa within each iagoon from which to <collect a
composite sample. These samples were not analyzed. Based on the
exploratory points, conposit? ssoples vere taken from the center
of each lagoon wusing 400-ml beakers and emptied into a <clear
gallon container. Sludge samples were taken starting with lagoon
10 and working ¢to lagoon 1, This sequence was selectad to
sinimize potential contaminant cnrryover'be:yeen‘lagoon-. It vas
not necessaly to homogenate or fix the sludge-sanplcn nor were
duplicate samples taken, A; with the aqueous. samples, sludge
samples were kept under reafrigeration.

For each lagoon sample, AGES quality con:;ol govergiﬁk lanpi
handling was fully inplcnggtcd as presented ino Appendix A.

During the sludge ssmpling, aqueous and sludge thizknetncl wvere
measured at various sampling points. A second 15-foot telescopic
rod, demarcated in six-inch increwments, wvas used (0 wmeasure
depths. The rod vas held perpecdfcular to the aqueous surface.
The first resistance to downvard aovement vas noted as the
aqueous depth while the second resistance was noced as the Dase
of the lagodn, the difference baing the sludge thickness.

In the lovnr‘llgocnc, 1 through 7, personnel sampled under lavel
C protaction. This level consists of cyvec suits, full face
Tespirstors, two pairs of Tubber gloves, sud ons psir af tubber

boots. - The telescopic rod and: glass beaker vare rinsed with:

distilled wvater after each lagoon was sampled.

AR000327 AG



111. ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE

Aqueous and sludge samples wvere analyzed for a variety of
constituents according to the analytical procedutre stated {n cthe
following references:

© Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes,
EPA 625/6~74=-003

0 Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Wastes, SWw-84o,
August 1980

o Methods for Organic Chemical Analysis of Huniﬁip.l and
lndustrial Waste Water, EPA-600/4-82=-057 '

o] Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Waste -
Water, 15th Edition, 1980.

Aqueous samples were analyzed for EP toxic metals (including
arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromiusm, lead, mercury, seleniuam, and
silver); 15 volatile organics (including wmethanol, mecthylene
chloride, acetone, chloroform, wmethylethyl ketone, benzene,
methylisobutyl ketone, 1,1 dichloroethane, 1,1,1 trichloroethane,
1,2 dichloroethana, trichloroethylene, tetrachloroethylene,
toluene, ethyl banzene, asnd xylenes), total organic carbon, pH,
cyanide, and totsl and suspended solids.

Sludge samples were anslyzaed for EP toxic metals (as above) and

cyanide. The density of the sludge vas also determined.

AR000328 AGE



IV, RESULTS

 Physlical Measurements

Lagoons 1 through 3 have an earthen liner, as shown {n Figure 4.
lagoons & through 7 have an ssphalt liner as showvn in Figure 3,
and lagoons 8 through 10 h;ve a4 rubber liner as shown in Figure
6. Physical measurement data which yield volume estimates for
each lagoonm are listed in Table 1. The cotiultcd volumes o
" mqueous and sludge to be removed are 4.3 million gallons and 570¢C
cubic yards, respectively.

Chemical Analyvsis

The <chemical analysis of the composite aqueous nn-p}es is
presented in Table 2 wvhereas the chemical analysis of che
composite sludge saaples is presented in Table 3. Appendix B
contains AGES' Aunalytical Reports.

As the data in Table 2 indicste, the 4.3 million gnllonl. of
aqueous are relscively clean and suitable for direct discharge
into a wunicipsl sevage tresatment plant. AGES' has reaceived
written approval fre-.-thc Qppcr Guynedd Township Authority's
Wastevater Treatment Fscility, to discharge this aqueocus into the
Uppear Gwyuedd Tovaoship Authority system. Appendix C contains the
correspondence betveen AGES 4and the Upper Gvynedd Towvuship

Authority. Rules and regulastions governing the diescharge of

AGS

r
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sanitary and {ndustrial wastevaters into the pyblic sewers of the
Upper Gwynedd Tounghp Authority are also included in Appendix C.
Essentially, up to a 100 gallon per minute discharge is permicted
1f the suspended solids concentration in the aqueocus 1s less than’
or equal to 200 milligraus per liter. The highest level of
suspended solids, which occurs in lagoon 2, is only 59 milligrams
per liter (see Table 2)}. 1f, howvever, this limit is exceeded,
the discharge flow would be limited to 20 galloos per winute,
Furthermore, if ' the ctotal solids <concentration exceed 1,000
eilligrams per liter, then no discharge wvould be accepred..
.Lagoon 7, which has 1,924 ﬁilligrlns per liter of total solids
(see Table 2) should be reduced to an acceptable level following
dilucion with wmake-up water in lagoon 10, The use of ;ake-up
vater 1s explained in Phase I of the reacval and disposal of
aqueous and sludge (see Sectionm V of this report).

Aqueous levels of EP toxic metals are less than 1.0 wmilligrams
per liter, whereas all volatile orgavics are less than 1.0
micrograms per liter. Table 4 presents the gaximum
concentrations for the eight EP toxic metals.

Due to the sbsence of volatile of;nnicl'in the aqueous, sludge
-aaples'ucrc oot analyzed for volatiles. In general, levels of
EP toxic metals are below EP maximuam concentrations. However,

elevated conceantratiome of lead wvere detected ia lagooas 2, 3,

AROCD338 A@



MAX1IMUM

Metal
Arsenic
Barium
Cadmiun
Chromiunm
Lead
Mercury
Seleniun

Silver

TABLE 4

CONCENTRATIONS FUR EP TOX1C METALS

Maximum Concentration

in og/l
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and 4. In addltion. lagoons 6 and 7 voere found to have elevared

concentrations of cyanide. Consequently, these 6ludges should be
considered hazardous and bhandled accordingly, There are
approximastely 4,700 cublc yards of hazasrdous sludge and 1,100
cubic yards of non-hazardous sludge.
The approximate quantities of lagoon wmaterial which w©ust be
removed to safeguard the environment are summarized below.

Clean Aqueoug~—--~=--e-=-c~-cocccccceo-- ==h.3 millibh gallons

Non-Hazardous Sludge (in-place):

Solig-===-m-e----eeero s emccc - 110 tons
AquUeoys ="~ - - - eeeme s m——cseas—————— 0.2 million gallons

Solid==-===-r--eremr e 500 tons
AQUEOUE==-~"~---==-=e---—cccccc-s-----= 0.9 million gallouns

L
contaioing lead or cyanide

It should be noted, however, that the condition of the soils
beoesth the lagoons was 1ot invescigasted 1in cthis  ecudy.
Therefore, it is possible that further escavation (ie., soil
removal) may be required to ensure that the immediate area

surrounding the lagoons is free from contaminstion.

wrooo3so A
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V. DISCUSSION

Based on the analycical data (see Tables 2 and 3), asjuell a8 cthe
physical layout of the lagoons, the removal and disposal of
aqueocus and sludge can be achieved by 1nplementing‘ode of several
scenarios. Four scenarios are outlined below:

Scenario 1

o Pump the clean aqueoui to the publice sewver, rTeserving some
aqueous for wuse in moving the non-hazardous and hazardous
sludge through the filter belcx. :

© Dewaster the non-hazardous and hazardous sludge and box,.

o Dispose of the non-hazardous sludge fa-stacte (Location A).

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

i

Scenario 11

© Pump the clean aqueocus to the public sewver, reserving some
aqueous for wuse in moving the son~hazardous and hazardous

sludge through the filter belt.
¢ Dewvater the non-hazardous and hazardous sludge and box.
o Dispose of cthe non-herardous sludge in-state (Location A),

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

0 Dispose of the hazardous sludge containing lead 1&-0:::.
(Location C).

Scenario 111

o Pump the clean aqueous to the pudlic sever, reserviog some
aqueous for use 4in moving the son-hagardous asod hasardous

sludge contaiaing cysnide through the filcer belt and the
bhazardous sludge containing lesd through the vacuum syscenm.

Ag
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o Dlewvater the non-hszardous and hazardous sludge cen
t
cyanide and box. ¢ dintng

o VDispose of the ndn-hazardous sludge in-sctate (Locaction A).

o DLispose of the hazardous sludge containing cyanide out-of-
stacte {(Location B),.

© Vacuum cthe hazardous sludge containing lead.

o Dispose of the hazardous sludge containing lead out-of-state
{Location D).

Scenario 1V

o Pump the clean aqueous to the public sewver, reserving some
aqueocus for wuse in moving the hazardous sludge coacaintng
cyanide through the filter belt and the non-hazardous and
hazardous sludge contaioning lead through the vacuum SYystCen,

0 Dewater the hazardous sludge containing cyanide and box.

o Dispose of the hazardous sludge containing c¢yanide out-of-
state {(Location B). :

¢ Vacuum the non-hazardous and hazardous sludge contsining lead.

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

Depending on the scenario, it may be cost-effective to distribute
the work among several phases. FEach phase wvould be designed to
safely handle the clesn aqueous and the hazardous and non-
hazardous sludge (inmcluding the filtered aqueous). As an

¢xample, Scemario I, which consists of three phases, is outlined

belowvw.

Phase 1

o Discharge the clean aquecus from lsgoons 1 and 5 directly to
the pudblic sewer. ’

o Pump the clean aqueous from lagoom 10 into lagocus 8 aad 9 and
" discharge the excess to the public sewer. Clean aquecus fros
lagoons 8 and 9 sre to serve as s source of make-up vater - 1in
moving the sesludge through the filter belt (ie., devatering
unit) whereas lagoon 10 will serve as & holding lagoon for the

aqueous temoved from the sludge (is., filtersd aqueous). ‘}\‘Eié
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o Dewater the non-hazardous sludge fronm lagoon 10; box the
devatered sludge and prepare it for hauling to' a santear
landfill; test the quality of filcered aqueous and i;
suitable, discharge it to the public sewer.

o Dewater the non-hazardous sludge from lagoons 1 and 5; box the
dewatered sludge and prepare {(t for hauling to a sanitarv
landfill; puap the filtered aqueous to lagoon 10; tak;
composite sasples and cesc the quality of the filtered aqueous
and {f suictable, discharge it to the public sewver.

Phase 11

o Discharge the clean aqueous from lagoons 2, 3, 4, 6, and J
directly to the public sewver.

¢ Dewater the hazardous sludge ftom lagoons 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7;
box the dewatered sludge and prepare it for hauling to
hazardous waste landfill; puop the filtered aqueous to lagoon
lu; take composice samples and test the quality of the
filtered aqueocus and if suitadle, discharge it to the public
sever.

Phase 111

o Discharge the clean aqueous from lagoons 8 and 9 directly t:to
the public sever.

0 Dewvater the non-hazardous sludge from lagoons 8 and 9; box the
devatered sludge and prepare it for hauling to & sanitary
landf1ll; puep the filtered aquecus to lagoon 10; take
composite samples and test the quality of the filtered aqueous
and if suicable, discharge it cto the public sewver.

The estimsted quaniticies of lasgoon wmaterial and costs associlated

with each phase of Scenario I are preseated io Table 5. Similar

estimates prapared for Scenarios 1I, L1I1, snd IV appear in Tables

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

8 taclude user (or di{scharge) fees; the pumping, devataring, and

boxing of the devaterad lludjc; the vacuumiog of the sludge (if

applicable); the hauling of the sludge; the dispossl of the

.
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TABLE 3

AQUEOUS AND SLUDGE QUANTITIES AND COST ESTIMATES FOR
SCENARIO 1, PHASE I, 11, AND 111 '
ZENITH LAGOON STUDY, LANSDALE, PA

-23-

Cost Estimate, in Dollars

Phase Phase Phase
Lagoon Material 1 11 111 Total
Clean Aqueous, gal 1,213,221 1,332,559 1,782,437 4,328,217
‘ .
Sludge(in-place);gal 185,840 938,942 17,978 1,142,760
solids, tons ' 99 499 ig €08
aqueous, gal 173,748 877,848 16,808 1,068,404
Activity
Discharge Clean Aqueous 1,751 1,923 2,572 6,246
@ $1.443/1,000 gal
b
Dewater Sludge and Box 41,442 209,384 4,009 254,835
@ $0.223/gal of sludge
(in-place)
Haul Hazardous Sludge NA 42,415 NA 42,415
@ 585,00/ton
Disposal of Hazardous Sludge Na 22,455 NA 22,455
@ $45.00/cton
Haul Non-Hazardous Sludge 500 NA 200 700
@ $§100.00/20 tons :
Disposal of Nono-Haszardous 2,970 NA 300 3,270
Sludge N
@ $30.00/con
Discharge Filtered Aquecus 251 1,267 25 1,543
€ $1.443/1,000 gal
Engineering Support 4,700 28,000 150 33,450
Total $351,614 $305,444 §7,856 536&,916
s

Used 8.85 1b/gsl for sludge (lea-dtod); 8.33 1b/gal for aqueocus

(assumed & 70 P); sad 122 solids by weight for -ludgn‘ln-plnca

(assumed).
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QUALITY CONTROL PROTOCOL
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Sample Handling and ldentificarion

Each seample container is labeled i1mmediately. The ugse of
the sample labels are nececssarv to prevent eisidentifi{cazion
of samples., Cummed paper labels or tags are adequste. The
label includes the following information:

o Name of Collector

o Date snd Time of Collection

o Place of Collection

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

The saomple is refrigerated between 4 and 6 C (39.2 and 42.8
F).

Field Reports

All field information relevant to the sampling program 1is
recorded in the field and transformed into a field report at

the offi{ice. Entries include the following:

° Purpose of sampliong (i.e., technical support ot
monitoring)

o Location and address of sampling esite

o Name and address of sampling site

o Name and address of field contact (1if applicable)

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

o Number and volume of sample taken

o Location of sampling point including pertisent field
obsarvactions

o Date and time of collection

A-1
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o Collector's sample identificactivn number(s)

0 References gsuch as mape of photograplhis of the sampling
sice
Sampling situations vary widely. No general rule can be

Eiven as to the extent of information that must be recorded.
A good rule, however, s to record sufficient informacion so
that someone can reconstruct the sampling si{ituacions without
reliance on the collector's mesory.

Chain of Custody Record

To establish the documentation necessary to trace sample
possession from the time of collection, a chain of custody
record {s filled out and accompsanys every sample. The
record ccutains the followving minimunm ({nformation: |

o Collector's sample number

© Signature of collector

o Date and time of collection

0 Place and address of collection

o VWaste type

© Signatures of persous involved in the chain of possession

o laclusive dates of possession

st Sheep

The eample anaiysis request sheet accompanys the sasple ot

Saaple Analysis Requ

delivery to the ladoratory. The field portion of this form

ie completad by the person collecting the sample vherecas the

- laboratory portion of this form 1is completed by laboratocr~

personnel and {ncludes:

A2 ARO0OO347 E



o Name of person receiving the Gample
o Laboratory sawmple tiumber

o Dlate of sauﬁle receipe

o Sample allocation |

o Analysis to be chforned

Sample Delivery to the Laboratory

Preferably, the sample is delivered 4in person to the
laboractory for anslysis as soon as pracéicablg.

The sample is accompsnied by the chain of custody record and
by a sample analysis request sheet,

The sample is deiivered to the ladboratory’'s sample custodian
who is authorized to receive samples.

lnspection of Sasple and Assignuent of Laboratory Nusbers

The custodian inspects the condition of the sample and notes
his findiogs on the sample analysis request sheet. If any
problee (such as a leakiog container) 1is detected, the
sawple is rejected oo the basis that it is no longer 3
representative sample. The custodian also reviews the chain
of custody record and sasple snslysis request sheet aad
resolves any discrepancies prior to analysis. Samples
receive a lsboratory ousber, wvhich are consecutively
recorded in the laboratory log book, and are stored under

refrigeration until analysis.

AG
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Assignment of Saople for Analysis

The laboratory supervisor assigns the saople fﬁr analysis.
A chemist reviews the information on the sample analystis
request sheet, He decides on the sample allocation and
d?lineatel the types of analyses to be perfotrmed on each
allocation. He is prepared to testify chat the sample {5 1in
his possession or secured in the laboratory at all <ctiges
from the moﬁent it was received from the custodian un#il the
analyses Gere perforoed.

The chemist records in his labtoratory notebook the
identifying information about the sample and the date of

analysis. This is 1in additicen to analycical data and

calculations.

. AG
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APPENDIX B

AGES ANALYTICAL REPORTS
AQUEQUS AND SLUDGE SAMPLES
ZENITH LAGOON STUDY

LANSDALE, PA
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LABORATORIELS

11515 Trouper Koad Narmsioun. FA 19401 (315) 666-7404

tagincering Comultanry — Analytical Serees

ANALYTICAL REPORT
-ure 16, 1983

Zenith

118@ Church Rd. Realty Corp.
Box 1189

Norristowr, PA 19428

AGES_Project No. #1383

Re: Aralysis of Lagoon Samples
Submitted 6/2/83

AGES_Lab_1.D, 830678 _ ' _

" ammamamawnBIE® ]

Aqueocus Aqueous Aquecus AQuecus

—— —— —— _—
TOC 12. 102. 32. 99.
pH 9.26 8.99 8.8 8.24
Cyanide 2.002 (2.001 (Q.001% (@, 001
Suspendod_Sol ids 11. S8. 6. 8.
Arsenic (6. 001 0.015 (2. 001} (0. 001
Barium Q.14 8. 88¢ Q. 268 Q.32

Cadmium (0. 202 (0,082 (9. 002 0. 205
Chromium, Total (0.010 2.029 (0.210 (.010
Copper Q. 006 Q.15 (2. 906 e.012
Iron, Total e.57 9. 40 0. 42 Q.72
Lead o. 31 Q.40 9.12 Q.99
Mercury (0. 2001 (0. 8001 (0, 2001 (2. 90001
Seleni um { B *1 (9. 003 (0. 001 (0. 001
Silver e.010 0.015 0. 083 2.023
The results are expressed as mg/]l except pH.
AROCO3SH
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Re: aralysis of Lagoor Samples
Submitted £/2/83

The above samples, Agqueocus 1, a‘ 3 and 4 were aralyzed for vejatile
orgarics by the Purge and Trap method. The analysi1s was performec
with a gas chromatograph equipped with a flame ioriizatior detector.
Sample components were 1dentified by comparison of peak retertion
times with the standard compournds listed below. The results of the
analysis are:

Qqueohs AQueocus ARqueous Aquecus

- _ ———Eo ——eo ———t
Methanol 1.@ {(1.@ . (1.@ (1.9
Methylene Chloride (a.e {(1.@ (1.@ (1. @
Rcetone (l.e@ (1. @ (1. e (1, @
Chloroform (1.2 {1.Q (1. @ (1. @
Methylethyl Ketone 1.@ (1.@ (1.@ (1.
Berzene (1.0 (1.0 (.e , (1.0
Methylisobutyl Ketone (1.0 (1.8 (1.9 (1
1,1-Dichloroethane (1.0 (1.0 (4.0 (1.0
1,1,1-Trichlorcethane (1.0 1.0 (1.@ (1. @
1,2-Dichloroethane (1.9 a.e (1.0 (1.9
Trichlorcethylene (1. @ (1.9 (1.0 (1.9
Tetrachloroethylene (1.@ (1.0 (1.@ (1.9
Toluere (1.8 (1.9 (1.2 (1. ¢
Ethyl Benzens (a.e (1. @ (1.@ (1.@
Xylenes 1.0 (1.0 (1.0 1.9

The results are expressed as ug/l.
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TOC
pH
Cyanide

Total Sclids

Suspended Solids

Arsenic

Barium

Cadmium
Chromium, Total
Copper

Iron, Total
Lead

Marcury
Selenium

Silver

1.

(2. 001
.62
2.025
e.1@
0.812
2.67
2.19
(2. 0201
(2. 201
(9. 005

Rrialys1s of Lagoor. Samples

Submitted &/2/83

AGES_Lab_l1.D, «820678 ____

Aqueous

31.
9.19
(0.001

S9.
4.
(8. 001
D. 44
.93
©.010
2. 006
2. 52
2.15
(0, 0001
(0.001
9. 905

The results are expressed as mp/l except pH.

AQueous

10.14
(2, 021
1924.

12.

(B.001

Q.68
.12
(0.01@
Q. 206
Q. 85
.15
(2. 2001
(0, 01

(2. 005

AR000353

Aguecus

(2. 001
45.

- s.

(@. 001
Q.040
(2. 00z
(2,210
Q. 026
.59
2.19
(2.0001
(@, 001

(Q.005



Re: Aralygis of Lagoor Samples
Submitted 6/2/83

The above ewamples, Aquecus 4, I, 7 arg 8/9/1Q were aralyzed feor

volatile organics by the Purge and Trap method. The analysis was
performed with a pas chromatograph equipped with &4 flame jonizatior
- detector, Sample components were 10ertified by comparisor, of peak

retentiorn times with the stardard compcurnds listed below.,, The results
cf the aralysis are:

Aquecus Rguecus Rgueous Rquecus
-2 s S 8/3/1e_
Mathanol , (1.0 (1.0 1.@ | (1.0
rethylere Chloride (1.0 (1.0 (1.0 (1.0
Acetone 1,9 (1.0 (1.0 (1. @
Chlorcform (1.9 (1.0 (1.@ 1.Q
Methylethyl Ketone (1.9 (1.@ (1. (l.@
' Ber.zere (1.9 (1.0 (1. @ | (t.e
Methylisobutyl Ketone 1,9 (1. Q (1.@ (1.
1, 1-Dichloroethane (1.9 (1.9 (1.0 .0
1,1,1-Trichlorcethane (1.9 (1.2 (1.@ (1.@
i,2-Dichloroethare (1.0 (1.2 (1.9 a.e
Trichloroethylens (1.@ (1.9 (1.@ (1.@
Tetrachloroethylcn; 1.0 (1.9 (1.9 (1.@
Toluene (1.9 (1.9 . (1. @
Ethyl Berzene (1.0 (1.9@ (1.8 (1.0
Xylenes 1.0 (1.0 (1.9 (1.9

The results are expressed as ug/l.

Respectfully submitted,

_ AGES Laboratoriess

aboratory Manager A R 0 0 0 3 5 ll» AGE
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LABORATORILS

11815 Tronprr Road Morristoun P'A 19407 (218) 666 7404

lenith

Laginecring Cuonigltamiy = Anglyiical Sermvrers

ANALYTICON. REPORT

-une 28,

1188 Church Rd. Realty Corp.

Box 1189

Norristowr, PR 1948

AGES Froiect No, 41383

TOC
pH

Cyanide
Suspended Sclids

Arseriic
Barium

Cadmium
Chromium, Total

Copper
Iron

Lead
Mercury

Selenium
Silver

1983

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

AGES Lab_1.D. 830725 ___

Sample #1 -~ Total
__iRs _Recejved) _

€696. mg/kg
8. 54

57.4 mg/kg
102560, mg/kg

3.49 mp/kp
1695. mp/kg

B-3

— e e SN M el S e —

s maE s amARa®mBa»

Sample #1 - E.P.
Toxjgity-Leachate

9. 006 wp/1l
2.44 mp/]

0.018 =g/l
Q.8356 =3/1

.63 mpg/1l
(0. 0002 wp/1

(@, 001 mp/l .
(0. 010 mg/1

AR0003S5
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TOC
pH

Cyanide
Suspended Sclids

Rrsenic
Barium

Cadmium
Chromium, Total

Copper
lron

Lead
Fercury

Selenium
Silver

TOC
pH

Cyanide
Suspendec Solids

Arser.ic
Barium

Cadmium
Chromium, Total

Copper
lron

Lead
- Mercury

Selenium
Silver

Re: Aralysis of Sludge Samples
Submittea 6/10/83

AGES_Lab_I1.D._ 830725 ____

3494, mp/kp
12. 28

9.8 mp/kp
99520. mp/kp

S.89 mg/kg
1866. mpg/kp

Sample 43 - Total
-i0s _Received) _

S9905. mpg/kp
7.74

S.2 mpg/kg

125668. mg/kp

7.4% mg/kp
S388. mp/ky

Sample 82 - E.P,
Toxigity-Leagchate

—

2.216 mg/1l
3.78 mg/1

Q.84 mg/]
Q.14 mg/l

32.8 mpg/)
{3.0003 mp/1l

(@.001 mg/i
2.01@ mg/1l

Toxjcity-Leachate

Q.004 mpg/1
2. 984 mg/1l

.17 mg/1
(2. 218 mg/1

(0. 0082 mg/1

0. 021 mp/]
2.01@ mp/1

AROC0O0356
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Re: Aralysis of Sludpe Samples
Submitted 6/10/83

AGES_Lab_1.D._®83@723 _ _

Sample #4 - Total

Sample #4 - £,p.

--{As_Received) _ Toxicity-ieaghate
TOC 12928. mg/kp -
pH 6. 48 -
Cyanide 177. mp/kp -
Suspended Solids 39380. mg/kp -
Arsenac - .01 mg/1}
Barium - 0.14 mg/1
Cadmium - Q.02 mp/1l
Chromium, Total - @.218 mg/1
Copper . S.00 mg/kg -
Iron c74. mg/kg -
Lead - 36.3 mg/l
Mercury - (0.00082 mg/1

Selenium

(2.921 mg/l

Silver - (@.212 mg/1
Sample #5 - Total Sample #5 - E.P.
_As Received) _ Toxicity-Leachate

TOC S882. wmp/ky -

DH 8. 13 -

Cyamide 29.4 wmg/kp -

Susperced Solids

13940, myp/kp

e. 3 =3/l

Rrsenic -
Barium - 6.72 mp/1l
Cadmj um - 2.21T mp/1}
Chromium, Total - (@, 018 mg/1
Coppar 3.25 wmg/kp -

lron 608. mpg/kp -

Lead - 2.18 mg/1
Mercury - (.02 mg/1l

Selenium -
Silver

(2. 001 mp/1
(. 01¢ mp/1

ARQ00357



TOC
pH

Cyanide
Suspended Sclids
Density

Arsenic
Barium

Cadmium
Chromium, Total

Coppar
Iron

Lead
Mercury

Selenius
Silver

70C
pH

Cyanide
Susperncec Solids

faenic
Barium

Cadmniums
Chromfum, Total

Copper
1ron

Lead
Mercury

Selenium
Silver

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

AGES_Lab_J.D, #3070 __

Sample #& - Total

7481, mg/kpg
9.28

2333. mpg/kp
111342, mpg/kyg
1.6 gm/cc

12.9 mg/kg
916. mg/kg

Sample #7 - Total
--LAs Recejved) _

4158, mg/ky
8.31

2033, mg/kyp
71340, mp/kp

9.26 mg/kg
1884. mp/kg

Sample 45 - E. P,

2.003 mp/l
30.6 mg/1l

@.022 mp/1
Q.45 mgsi

2.5@ mg/1
(0. 2002 mp/1

(8.9@1 mg/1
2.010 wg/l

Sample #7 - E. P,
Toxigity-Leachate

S.002 wmg/l
40.3 mpg/l

0.040 mp/1
(0.018 mp/1)

.25 mg/1l
(0. 0082 mg/1

(@, 01 mp/l
e.212 wmp/1l

AROCO358
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T0C
pH

Cyar.id.
Suspernded Sclids

Arsenic
Barium

Cadmium
Chromium, Total

Copper
Iron

Lead
Mgrcocury

Seleriium
€ilver

TOC
pH

Cvarice
- Suspernced Solids

Arseric
Farius

Cadmium
Chromius, Total

Copper
I1ron

Lead
rercury

Seleniur
Silver

Re: Aralysis of Siudge Samples
Submitted 6/19/83

AGES _Cab_ 1 LQ:.-!QSQZE:..____

Sample #8 - Total
__fAs_Recejved) _

2733. mp/kg
7. 28

3.53 mp/kg
164308, mg/kp

6.25 mpg/kp
7877. mg/kg

Sample #9 - Total
__iAs _Received)

8814. wmp/kg
6, 60

1.7S mp/kg

1.356 mg/kp
762. wmp/kp

Sample #8 - E. P,
Toxigity-Leaghate

(@. 001 mg/1
1.83 mg/1l

©.9088 mp/1
1,42 mg/1

2.18 mp/}
(0.0002 mg/1

(0.221 wp/1
(0.010 mg/1

S.l"pl. 9 - E.P.
Joxjgity-L.eachate

. e.oe)] myg/l
.58 mp/}

0.918 =mp/1]
2.018 mg/1l

9.13 wp/kp
(0. 0002 mp/l

(@, 001 wp/1
(. 018 wg/}

ARGG0359
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TOC
pH

Cyanide
Susperded Sclids

Arsenic
Barium

- Cadmijum
Chromium, Total

Copper
Iron

Lead
Mercury

Selenium
Silver

JT/bbk

Re: ARralygis of Sludge Sampleg
Submitted 6/19/83 '

— . e e B S e A e i R A e

Sample 910 - Total
tAs_Received)

92%4. mg/kg
6.81

4080. mg/kg

- 9.96 mp/kg
257. mg/kg

- - b3 P-4

2.1 mg/1
2.01S mg/1

2.015 mg/1
(0.9018 mg/})

(2.Q€ mg/1
(0, 2002z mgr1

(@.001 wg/1
(0. 01¢ wg/1

Respectfully submitted,

AGES Laboratories

ack Thorne
Laboratory Manager

AROOO360
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APPENDIX C

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN AGES AND UPPER
GYWNEDD TOWNSHIP AUTHORILTY

AND

RULES AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE

"D1ISCHARGE OF SANITARY AND INDUSTRIAL

WASTEWATERS INTO THE PUBLIC SEWERS OF
THE UPPER GWYNEDD TOWNSHIP AUTBORITY

AR00O36|




A Apphed Geotechnical and Environmental Sorvic

1151 % Tf(\‘!pr- hag: hn!rr\hﬂu.':. Pc 15403
21i-o0r 74

Juoe 2, 1963

-—-

Earl Warbrick, Adminietrator
Upper Cwynedd Tounship Avthority

* Box 1307
hortt Lales, PA 19459

Fe: Zepith Site Study
AGES Froject Ko. 41363

Dear Mr. Wezrbrick:

yepresentinog JJBO Churct Koséd FRealty Corporstior,
purchlesing the Zepnith property.

FPleasse
evaluate 1this request snd, 35 possible,

vbich discharge vould be pervitted.
be much appreciated.
heritste to call. Theok you Jfor sour cooperation.

"Sincerely Yours,

AGLS CORT.

<ol u: ﬁ’
EJ!stroz. -

Fobert ¥.

RVE/pabd
ce: Mr. Dvorak

AROOD362

Y THITN T N M O m e o

sdvise us as to vhat inforzation yYour Authority needr
the guidelines

Your proept refpoost woulc
1f you tave apy gquestions, fplizse do

e Corp

letter is 10 recuest pernissrioc to dincharge vaster effluent

This

frogs the 1t1ep lazgoons located on the Zeritdb property into

Upper Gevypnedd Tovnship Sewer Systex. AGES C(Corpcration
vhich

voder



@Jpper

Gwynedd
Township
Authority

VidA AT @r Treateent FIC 0y

June 8 19813

Mr. Robert W, Elfstrom,Jr.

Applied Geotechnical and Environmental Service Corp.
1151 S. Trooper Road

Norristown,Pa. 19403

Dear Mr. Elfstrom:

Re: Zenith Site Study
AGES Project No. 41383

This letter 1s to grant permilssion for the discharge of
the waste water effluent from the ten laguons 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 sclids 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 the Authority when any pumping is to
occur, so that we may monitor the influence of the discharge

on the cperation of the treatment plant.

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

Sincerely,

UPPER GNYNEDD TONNSHIP auraoazfr

Earl R. Warbrick
Administrator

ERW/Db
e AR000363
VT FAN U TR L IC I U Rty DR RPN T e et .
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RULES AND REGULATIONS COVERNINC THE DISCHARCE QOF
SANITARY AND INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATERS INTO THE PUBLLIC SEWERS
' OF THE UPPER CWYNEDD TOWNSHIP AUTHORITY

|

. CENERAL PUNPOSZ

i
The Upper Cwynedd Townehip Authority has provided facilities for the
collection and treatment of sevege to prunote the health, safety and
convenience of the people it serves and for the safeguard of che waters

and vatercourses of the Commonveslth of Pannaylvania,

Provision has besn made in the design, construction and operation of
such facilitias to sccommodate certain types and quancities of industrial
vastes 1o excess of, and 1in sdditios to, normal dowestic sevase.

To implement this provision, the Upper Cwynedd Towvnship Authortty has
ptepared these Rules and Regulations to provide the Authoricy wich

coatrol aover the qualicy asd quancity of cthe sascitary and {nduscrial
wastevaters adajcted Co {ts sewerage oysced and Wastevater Treataent Planc.

Now, therafore, ba {t promulgated by the Upper Gvynedd Township Authority,
as follows:

ARTICLE 1

Definitions

Unless the context specifically indicates othervise, cthe mesning of
termas used 1a these Rules and Regulations shall be sa follows:

Sec. 1 "Authority"” shall msan the Upper Cwynedd Township Autherity
wvhich owvas and operates the sevage vorks sarviang Sever Discrict
No. 1 18 Upper Cwynedd Towvnship, Montgomery County, Panoeylvania
with a Vastevatar Treatnent Plant located off Tovaship Line lcad
vaat of Swedesford Road, and having sa aziling address: P.O0, Boz
203, Nocth Vales, Pennsylveais 19454,

Sec, 2 "3.0.D.” (denoting Riochemical Oxyges Demand) shall mesn the
quancticy of oxygen utilized im the biochemical oxtdation of
organic matter sader standard laboratory procsdurs ia five (3) '
days at 20°C, expressad in silligrema per liter (mg/l).

Sec. 3 "Color" shall mean the "true Color"” dus to substances 1ia the
indugtrial vastes after ramcviag the suspendad matter’dy fil-
(r“‘“.

Sac. & '"Department of Eavirocamentasl lcoéurecn“ shall wean the Departsent
established by the Peannsylvasis State Lagislature ia Act 278,
effeactive oa Januacy 19, 1971,

See. 5 "Garbage” shall mess solid wvastea from the domsestic end coe-

marcial preparation, cooking, sad dispensing af food, and from
the bandling, storage and sale of produce,
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"lndustrisl Wascas" shall meas the liquid vastes from
commsrcial and f{ndustrial processes asd operaticns as
distinst from sanitary or domsstic sevaga,

"Perscn” shall masc aoy {ndividusl, firm, cowpasy, corpore
stiom, asssocistion, society or group.

"pB" ‘(denoting bydrogen fon potential) shall wean the
logsritha of the reciprocal of the weight of hydroges fous
in grame per litaer of solutiocan,

"Properly Shredded Garbage” shall mean the garbage that has
bean shredded to such & degree that sll particlas will be
carried frealy under the flowv conditions normally prevatling
in public esevers, vith 8o particles greatar thas 1/2 tach tus
any dimension,

“Publi{c Sever' sbhall masn s sever ia vhich all owvners of
abutting properties have squal rights, snd fs controlled dy
public authority.

"Recaiving Streas” shall mean that body of vater, streas,
or watarcourse raceiving the discharged vatars froa the
Wastevater Treatmeant Plant or formed by the discharge of
the Vastevatar Ireatmant Plaanc,

“Sanitary or Domestic Sevags”™ shall mean vatar-borms vastas
normally discharging into the sanitary conveaiences of
dvellings (inecluding apartment houses snd hotals), office
buildings, factories and other industrial establishmests,

freae of indu.trial vastes and ground, surfacs and storm vaters.

“San{tary Sever™ shall masn s sever which cerries sevege and
to vhich storm, surface, and ground waters sre not iotesationslly
adaitted.

“Sevage"” shall mean a cowbination of all of the vaterborne
vestes from residences, businsss bduildings, fastitutiocs, and
fadustrial establishaaats, together with such grouad, surfasce
add storm waters as may be praseat.

"Sevage Vorks™ shall mean all faci{lities for esllecting, pusping,
tresating, asd diaposing of sewage.

“Sever” shall meas a pipe or couduit for carryiag sewvage.

“Severasge Systss” shall mess the system of sanitary severs
aad appurtenances fer the collsetion, traasportstion, sud

pumping of sewags. .
“Shall" {s masdatory; "May" Ls perailssivs.

"$lug”, shall mess sny discharge of sevage vtich ia eoncentratior
of auy gives counstitsent or ia quantity ef tlow escaeds for anmy
period of duration looger thaa fifteas (1%) wfiastes more thas
five (5) times the average tveaty-four (24) bour concestratios

or {lows dnfiu mormal cperatioca. AROD0O036S
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"Sutcharge™ shall sman the charge, 18 additios to the normal
sevage sarvice chatrge, vhich is made 08 parscas wvhose vastes

ares greater {a screagth thsa the concentrations establishad
berein,

"Suspendad Solida” shall mean sclids that afcher float om
the surface of, or are ia suspemsion ia vatar, sevage or other
1iquida, and wvhich ars removable by laboratory filteriag.

"Wesceveter Treatment Planc” shall wmass any arresgemant of
devices and structures used for trsating sevage,

“Watercoursa” shall waan & chanasl (a which a flow of vater
occure, elther coacinucuasly or iatermitcaatly.

ARTICLE II

Probibitive Usa of Sanitary Sewvara

No parson shall discharge or cause to be digcharged to any
sanitary sever sy vatsr-bsariag vaste othar thas domastice
sevage that {s vot approved by the Aucthority ia accordancs
with cthe ptovieions ia these Rules and Regulatiocns.

No perscn shall discharge or causs to be discharged to aay
sagitary sever any stora watasr, surfacs vatar, ground vater,
rocf runoff, or subsurface drainage. .

Ko person shall discharge or cause to ba discharged to any
sanitary sever any cooliag vater or umpolluted iadustrial
process vater unless, ia the opinion of the Departmant of
Zaviroummatal Resources, such discharges dirasct to the vater-~
coursee of the Commouvealth may result ia the pellution
thersof. .

¥o parsca shall discharge or casuse to be discharged any of
the folloving descrided vatars or vagtes to aoy public severs:

(a) Aay pulh'o. bensene, uaphtha, fual eil, or other
flasmable or exploeive liquid, solid, er gas.

() Aay watars er vastes coataising toxic er pelscuous solids,
1iquide, or gases ia sufficient quantity, sither eisgly ec
by {atersetion with ocher vestes, to iajure or {aterfere vith
amy sevage trsatmeat process, constitute a haszard to humans °
or aaisals, creste a publia’suissncs, er c¢resta say hazard {a
the receiviag vetars of tha Vastewater Treatmsat Plant, includisg
but net limited te cysaides is excsss of tve (2) wg/l as ON
in the wastes as discharged te the publis sever.

(e¢) A.'ly vatars or vastes haviag s pi lover thas 5.3 or higher
thas 9.0, or having any other corrosive preperty capable
of casusiag damaga or hasard to structures, equipmsnt, and

Pcnn-ul of the savage vorks. AR0O00366
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Solid or viscous substances in quantities or of euch size
capsble of causiog obstruction to the flow 1o severs or
other iotarference with the proper operation of the ;.v. .
vorks such es, but not limited to, aghes, cinders, sand ‘
sud, strav, ‘hl'iqtl. uetal, glase, rage, festhers, t‘:.
Plesetice, vood, wvhole bleed, paunch mapure, hailr and !
fleshings, entraile end paper dishes, cups milk containgrs,
etc, either vhole or ground by garbage grinders,

Any garbags that has oot beeo properly shredded.

Any ges from ioternal combueticn engines or any other
noxious or mslodorous gas or subetence capable of causing
8 public nuissnce or hatard to life or praventing entry
into a sanitary sever for its saintenance and repatr.

Sec, 5 No person shall discharge or cause to be discharged to any
S8NitArY sever any vaters or vastes containing eny materials,
substances, or constitutents in excesaive of unusual quantities
ot concentrations above that of normal domestic sevage, {f 1in th
opiniocna of the Authority they: , o

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

(3)
(6)

Can hare the sevage vorks or treatment processes.
Can have so sdverse effect on the receiving stream.

Contaic substances vhich are not aasensble to treatment
or reduction by the sevage treatsment processes employed.

Are apensble to treatment only to such degres that the
Wastevatar Treatment Plant effluent or the

receiving streas cannot meet the requiresents of the
Department of Environmentsl Resources.

Can endanger life, limd or public property.

Constitute & nuisance.

In arriving at the scceptability of the constitusocy of such vatars or
wastes, the Authority shall give constderstion to such factors s the
quanticties of subject vastes or vaters ia relation to flowe and velocities
fo the sewers, materiale of coanstruction of the sevage wvorks, nsture of
the sevage trestasent processas, capacity of the Vastevater Treatmant
Planc, degres of treatability of the wvaters or vastes in the Treatwent
Plant, and othar partineat factors. The saterials and typee of flov
vhich can exert or cause such problems are:

(a)

®)

*

Any 1iquid or vapor having & teaperaturs higher than one
hundred €4fty (150) °F (65°C).

Ay vater er waste containing fats, vex, greass, or oils,
vhether esuluified or not, in excess of one hundred (100)
ag/l or costaining substances which may solidify or becom

viscous at temperstures batveen thirty-twe (32) and ode
bundred f1fcy (150) °F (0° and 65°C). |
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(¢) Any vater or vaste, auch as metal-fin{ahing vaste, cont

. mare than the fallowing concentrations of cthe fol
ot polsonous chemicals or gubstances:

4ining
lowing toxic

(1) Cadmium (Cd) - 1.0 ag/l

(1) Cyanide (CN) - 2.0 mg/1

(3) Chrame (Cc hex) - 1.0 mg/l

(4) Chrowe (Cr trl) - 2.0 mg/l

{(5) Copper (Cu) - 1.0 mg/1

(8) Iron (Fe) = 15.0 mp/1

{(7) Nickel (Ni) - I.O me/1

(B) Ztine (in) - 2.0 mgl/ld

(9) Arsentic (As) Only (n such
(10} Bariuas (Ba) limited concen-
(11) Lead () tracions as {s
{12) Selenium (Se) appruved by the

(1)) sSilver (Ar) Authoricy

(d) Any water or waste containing dyes or othar coloering ,
macter, in such councenctrations exceeding li{mice which way
he established by the Authority as necessary, after tregt-
ment of the composice sevace, to orevent dlscoloration of
the dastevater Treacment Plant ef(luent,

(e} Any vater or vaste containing phenols or other taste-
or-odor=producing substances, in such concentrations ex- °
ceeding limits which may be established by the Authority
as necessary, after treatoent of the compogite sevare, to
meet the requiremencs of the Department of Enviroamental
Hesourcas,

{(f) Any radioactive vastes having greater than the allowabdle
release specified by the current U.S. Byresu of Standarda
llandbook dealing with the handlins and release of radio-
activity or as further modified by the Neparteent of
Eavironsental Resources.

(g) Excessive or unusual concencrations of dissolved sclide
" such as the calctium, magnesium and sodium salts of tha

chlorides, fluorides, nitractes and sulfacas.
() Excess strength of vestes, including:

(1) Suspended Solids over 350 mg/l
(2) B3.0.4. over 300 ug/l1

(3) Phosphates (ss PUy) over J) ag/l
(4) Chleriss Demand over 10 mg/l

(1) Existesce of slugs is the dischargs.

Sec. 6 Mo ltqtcna;t contained in this Article shall be construed as
peonibiting any special Agraesent betwaen the Authority and any
person vhersby that person, at his own expenss, may of shall
provide such pre-treatment ot {lov control facilitiee as necessary

nodify a proposed discharge of vaters and vastes 80 as to be
AROUU368 mhtn the-acceaptable limits enumerated ia Secticn 3.



ARTICLE 111

Permisstble Use of Sanitary Severs

Sec. 1 Any person proposing to discharpe anv mecertals, suhstancaes,
waters, or industrial vaates, other than domestic sevagze,
into the severage system OF a4ny sever connected thereto ahall
make written Application to the Authority for acceptance of
the vaste. The Applicant shall submit the following data:

(1) The manufacturing process or processes wvhich are the
sources of the fndustrial wastes .

(2) Expected averags, maxisus snd mini{sum daily rates of
flow,

()}) Proposed schedule of such discharpes,

(4) Expected cheaics]l characteristics of the industrial
vastes,

{5) Flow diagram shoving the route of and method of conveying
the industrial vastes from their source to the proposed
point or points of connection to the severs owned by the
tndustry and, {n turn, to the severage svstex of the
Authority, ‘

(6) Facilities, as outlined in Article IV, svailsble or pro-
posed to be available for f{nspecting, observing, measuring,
saapliog and testing of the proposed industrial vastes,

(7) Any other pertinent inforsation that wmav be requested
by the Authority or offsred by the Applicantg,

1f the application shows that the industrial vastes proposed

to be discharged to the sanitary severe contsin the materials,
substances, waters, vastes or characteristices eoumerated io Ar-
ticla Il or coetain other matearials, substances, vaters or vastes
vhich mav have 8 'deleterious effeact on the sevage vorks, the
sevage treatmeat processes, or the receiving stream, or create s
hagard to 11ife or limb or create 8 public nuissnce, the Authority

[ ¥ ]

Sec.

say:
() Reject the industrial wvaste. :
(b) Accept the industrial vaste on same basis as normal domestic

sevage .

(c} Accept the iodustrisl vaste but require sddit{onal paymsat
or surcharge to defray sdditionsl costs to the Authority ‘for
handling aad trestine the Applicsnt’s i(ndustrial vaste.

(d) Require the applicant to pretreat the indubtrial wvaste to
an acceptable leval or conditica,

(e} Require the applicant to provide control over the quantities
times aad rates of industrial vastes tilscharged to the sanitary
sever,

AROGO0369



Sec. ) Should the Authority require pre-trestoment gnd/oc flow centenl
factlities prior to the scceptance of the f(ndustrial vastes g
the sanitatry sever, the Applicant ehall aubmit to the Authar{cy
for reviaew and approval plane and specificacions for such
facilitlies shoving:

(1) Partinanct details of the construction.

(2) Schenatic flow dlagram with the route of conveying the
vestes (rom their sources to and through the pre-treatzent
plant and/er flow controlling facllities to the polint or
poilnce of couanection ¢o the sanitary sever,

(1) Uames and expected quantities of cresatment chemicale and
their points of applicacion.

(4) Hechods of cootrolling the chemical feeds and vaste flovs,

(5) Expected average, wmaxfaum, snd ainimun Jatly rstes of flov
froe the treactment and/ot flow controlling faci{lities.

(6) Proposed schedule of such discharges.

(7) Expected chemical characteristics of the effluent fron
such factlit!'es,

(8) WVaste control facilities outlined fa Arcicle IV, {f in
variance with that presented in the Applicatioa.

(9) Any other percinent information that may be requested by
the Authority or offered by the Applicant,

Sec. & Should tha Authority require grease, ofl and send incerceptors or
all reclaimers, tha Applicant shall subeit to the Authority for
reviev and approval desigo and pertinent data f{or such devices,
The devices provided shall be of acceptable capacity, vatartighe,
constrtucted of impervious materials and capable of withsctaading
abrupt aad extrema chasges {a tempersture, Thaey shall be equipped
with ceadily remevable access covers and shall be located s0 av to
be raadily and casily accessible for clasning and inspection.

Sec. 3 The plans, specifications, and other pertinent information raquired
" undex Sections ) and & above and submitted to the Autharity for
revigw and approval must have the approval of the Authority prior
to any coastructiom or instsllatfoa of such facilities snd thav shall
be subject to the requiresents of all spplicable codes, crdinancas

aad lave,.

-

Sec. ¢ lf the planae, specifications, and other pcrtisent lnlor-ntlon.
subsiteted to the Authority for reviev have beean spproved by the
Authority, there shall be ezacuted betweeaan the Authority and the
Applicant & formal Agresment setting (orcth im detsil the character-
1atics*of the tndustrial vastes, both bafore and after precrascment,

AROCO0370



Sec., 7

Sec. B

Sec. 9

Sac, 10

Sec. 11

Sec, 12

the flow conditione under which the facilities are to Operata
and discharge the pre-trested and/or flow concrolled TYIYY)

to the sanitary severs, any conditions which asre applicabla

to and perhaps unique to the operstions of the particular indus
try, and any special or unique condition with respect to thae
physical connection or connections to the sanitary severs.

Aoy approval by the Authority of pre-creattent and/or flow
control facilitias furnished by the Applicant shall be contin-
gent upon the ability of the proposed facilities to perform

as required, Shoyuld the propoeed facilittes fail to do so,

the Authority shall have the right to either require the
Applicant to submit a nev Application with the revisfons he
proposes to make, or tha Authority may reject the vaste.

The Authority's approval 1s also subject to revision and

chaange depending upon the change in concentration of a coasti-
tuent in the sevage delivered to the Wastevater Trestment Plaar.

The cost of prepariog and submitting all data and any other
infermatioe for any Application, for Plana and Specificetions

for tha pre-trestment and/or flowv control faci{lities to be
provided by the Applicant at his ovn expense, and the Applicant's
part ip obtainiog a formal Agreesant, as set forth herein, shall
ba boroe by the Applicancg,

Ko connection for the diacharge of any untreatsad industrial
vastes, any pre-treated industrial vastes, or any flov-controlled
industyial vastes or any other industrial vastes to the severa
systaem of the Authority shall be made until ¢ Latter of Accept.
has best issuad or s formal Agreemant has besn exscuted and signed
by the Authority and the Applicant, until] all requiraments of all
applicable codes, ordinances snd lavs have been met, and the pre-
treatsent and/or flowv contrel faciliti{es as constructed and
installed have been inspectead snd approved by the Authoricy,

All pre-trestment and/or flowv control facilitfea provided by tha
Applicant shall be maintatined continuously {n satisfactory and
effective cperaticon by the Applicant or Ownar,

Any person vho discharges {ndustrial vastes, trested or untreated,
to the sevarage systea of the Authority and vho contemplates altarin
the type or quantity of wvastes as described in his Applicacion,
referred to in the Letter of Acceptance, of as etsted in the formal:
Agreement vith the Authority, shall notify the Authority, 4in writing
at lesst fiftesn (13) days prior to suash intended changes, etating
the quantity snd quality of the contesplated wastes and the expected
chemical charactartistics of such wastes aftar passing through any
existing preliminary treatment facilitias.

1¢ the Authority theresfter considers the wastas sufficiently {n
variance im quantity and/or quelity froe that described at the

time the lLetter of Acceptance vas writtes or the formsl Aprees

vas exmcuted, the Authoricy reservas the right to iaform the

persoa that the contesplated vastes shall be considered as nev
tndustrial vastes and therefore subject to & nev Latter of Acceptanc
of nev formal Agreemant starting with a new Application as set forech
fa this Article of these Rules and Repulations. AR0O00371



ARTICLE LV

Control of Admisaible Wasce co Saverage Systam

Sec. 1 Any person dlecharging I{nduetrisl wastes into the feverage
aysteas shall provide » suitable control structure wvhare the
wastes may be observed and sampled., When requirad by thae
Autbortity, the control structure shall include facilittes
for cthe measurement and recarding of {lov rates, contlinuous
aytomatic sampling of the vastes, continuous messurement and
recording of the pH of the wastes, and any ccher davics or
equipment che Authority deeds necessary for the proper control
of a parcticular induatrial waste,

Sec. 2 The control structure shall be located dovwnatream from asny
preliminary treatament, equalization, etorage or othar works,
cest the outlet of tha {ndustrial wvastes sever into & ssnitary
sewar oo the person’s property, or on s sanitary sewver connected
to the severaga systas. Such a control facilitv ashell be
accessible and safely locacted. It shall be of such design and-
construction ae to facilitate inspecting, obeerving, seasuringp,
sampling, aod testing of the induecrial waates ss fequired for
the cootrol of the fndustrial vasetes discharged to a sanitary
savar.

See, ) Whaets, in the opinton of the Authority, direct messurement of
industrial vastes flov 1s not justified, the volume of wastes
nay be¢ detarmined as follows:

(a) Vater meter on the process vater line,
(b) ELstimsted f(rom water utility meter readings.
(¢) Aoy other mutually agreed upoun basis.

Sec. & P?lans for ths coastruction of tha control facflicy, includting
any sassuring snd sampling devices as say be required by the
Authortity, shall be subaitted to and must be approved by the
Authority prior to any construction or installaction. The
facility shall be constructad and tnetalled by the persocan at
hia owvn expense snd shall be maincained by him so as to bde
accesaidle and safe at all times.

Sec. 5 All sampling, téscing, and anslyzing of the industrial vastes
shall de made by the Authority in sccordence vith the latest
edition of “"Standard Maethods for the Examination of Water and
Vastevater” prepared and publtshad jointly by the Aserican Public
flealth Associatios, the Asmeri-sn Water Works Assocfatioe and .
the Watar Pollution Control Federation. Sampling of the industrisl
wastes may be sccomplished manuslly or by the use of mechanical
squipsant te obtain a composite sasmple rapresencative of - the total
datly flov of induscrial vastes delng discharged to the sanitary
sever. All measuring, testing and sampling shall be takans at the
control structure. 1a the event thaet no such facility has been
required, the coatrol sachole shall de considared either as the
last menhole ou the sapitary sever of thd cwnar just shead of the
pelnt vhere 1t 18 connected to the public sanitary sever or et the
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Sec. 1

Sec., 4

Sec, 1

Sec. 2

nearest downetrear manhole on the public sever helow the point
vhere the aanitary sever of the owner (s cnnnected. Samplees
shall be taken at {ntervale entahlighed by the Authority as
Necessary to the control of the {ndustirtal vastens discharges.
All expenses for the sampling and the analvses shall be borne
by the owner,

ARTICLE ¥

Powere and Authority of Inspectors

The msewbare of the Authority and duly authorited emprlavees of

the Authority bearing proper credentiale and identification ghsll
be permittad to enter all properties for the purpose of tnspec~
tion, observetion, measurement, sampling, and teerine {n accordancs
with the provisions of these Rules and Rapuletions. The members

of the Authority or their representatives shall have ne autharity
to inquire Into anv procesees uaed in thie Indurtry other than
those havine a direct besring on the kind snd mource of discharees
to the sanitary severs and facilities [oOf warte Cfealrent.

While perforwing the necessary work on the private properties
referred to in Sectjon ] above, the mambers of the Authoricy or
duly authorized esployees of the Authoritv shsll cobserve all
safety rules applicable to the premises estsblisghed bv the ovoe
The ownar shall be held hareless for injury or descth to the
menbers of the Authority or dulv suthorized employees. The
Authority shall indemnify the owner againat loss or damgge to
ite property by the mesbers of the Authority or dulv suthorfzed
ewplovees and againet liabilicy claims and demands for personal
fojury or property damage asserled agsinst the ovner and growing
out of any foepection, observation, messurtment, sampling, and
tescing, except such as may de caumed by neglirence or failure
of the owvaoer to maintsin safe conditions as specified in these
Rules and Regulations.

ARTICLE VI

Surcharpes

As provided fa Article 111 Sectionm 2, the Authority may accept
industrial vastes but require additionsl psyment or surcharge
to delray addittional costs to the Authority for traating the
\Illtll. .

Industrial wastes which the Authority, at [te diacretion, may
accapt but subjatt 1o aurcharge ass those containing:

(1) Suspendad Solids over 350 mp/l
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(3) Phoephates (a3 PO.) over 311 me/}

(4) Chlorine Demand over 30 es/l

(5) Aov other constictuent in streneth greater than
‘that found in normal domestic sevaga.

Sec. ) Prior to accaptsnce of any such industrtal vaste, the Applicantg
shall ectar into an sgreement with the Authority setting focth
the basis {or paymant of tha eurchargas.

ARTICLE vII
Penalties
Sec. 1 Any parson viclating any of the provisiona of these Rules

snd Ragulactiooe shall become liable to the Authority for anv

expanse, loss, or dacage occaeioned by the Authority by reason
of such violacion,

ARTICLE VILI

Validity

Sec. 1 All Ryles and Regulations or parts of Rules and Repulations
1o conflict wich these Rules and Regulations sre hereby repesled.

Sec. 2 The validity of any saction, ¢lause, sentence, ot provision of
these Rules and Regulattions shall not alfect the validicv of
aay other part of the Rules and Regulactions, vhich can be given
affect withoue the invalidatad part or parts.

_ ARTICLE IX

Effactiva Date:

Sec. 1| Thaee Rules and Regulations shall be tn full force and effect
on and aftar June 7th, 1972.

-

UPPER GWYNEDD TOWNSHIP AUTHORITY
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TABLE o

AQUEQUS AND SLUDGE QUANTITIES AND COST ESTIMATES EOR
SCENARLIO 11, ZENITH LAGOON STUDY, LANSUALE, PA

) Coscr,
Activicy Lagoons Quantity in Dollars
Discharge clean aqueous l through 10 4,328,217 gal. 6,246
@ $1.443/1000 gal aqueous
Dewater and box sludge ' 1l through 10 1,142,310 gal. 254,735
{in-place) s .

@ 50.223/gal sludge

Discharge filtered aqueous 1 through 10 1,068,404 gsl, 1,542

@ $1.443/1000 gal aqueous

Haul non-hazardous sludge 1,5.,8,9, & 10 109 rons 600

(boxed) b

@ $100.00/load

Disposal of non-hazardous 1,5,8,9, & 10 109 tons 3,270
@ 530.00/ton

Haul hazardous sludge

(boxed)

2 $85.00/ton b 6 and 7 S tons 425
@ $100.00/10ad 2, 3 and 4 494 tons 2,500
Disposal)l of hazardous

{boxed)

@ $45.00/ton _ 6 and 7 5 tons 225
@ $580.00/tomn 2, 3, and & 494 tons 039,520
Engineering Support NA NA 31,000
TOTAL ' $340,063
a

Used 8.85 1b/gal for sludge (messured); 8.33 1lb/gal for asqueous
(assumed @ 70 F); and 12X solids by weight for sludge in-place
(assumed).

b
Assume 20 tous equals one load.
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TABLE 7

AQUEOUS AND SLUDGE QUANTITIES AND COST ESTIMATES FOR
SCENARLQ ILll, ZENITH LAGOON STUDY, LANSDALE, Pa

Cost,
Activity __Lasgoons Quanticy in Doilars
a3
Discharge clean aqueous I through 10 3,770,939 gal. 5,441
@ $1.443/1000 gal aqueous

Dewater and box sludge - 1,% chrough 10 203,818 gal. 45,451
(in-place) b
@ $0.223/gal sludge

Discharge filtered aqueous 1 and 5 thrOuéh 190,556 gal. . 2175
@ $1.443/1000 gal. aqueous 10 :

Haul non-hazardous sludge 1,5,8,9, and 10 109 tong a0
(boxed). c : :
@ 5100.00/1load

Disposal of noon-harardous 1,3,8,9 and 10 109 tons 3,270

(boxed)
@ 530.00/ton’

Haul hszardous sludge b and 7 5 tons 425
(boxed)
¢ $85.00/con

Disposed of hazardous sludge 6 aand 7 5 tons 225
(boxed)
@ $45.00/ton

Vacuum and haul hazardous 2,3 and & 1,486,074 gsl 92,467
sludge

(bulk liquid) d

@ $§280.00/10ad
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TABLE 7 (CONT'D)
AQUEQOUS AND SLUDGE QUANTITIES AND COST ESTIMATES FOR
SCENARICU 111, ZENITH LAGUON STUDY, LANSDALE, Pa
Ceost
Activity Lagoons Quantity in Dollars
Treat and disposal of 2,3 and 4 1,486,074 gal 178,328
hazardous sludge
(bulk ligquid)
e
@ S50.12/gal
Engineering Support NA NA 33,000

TOTAL - ‘ $359,482

a

Adjusted for consumption of 557,278 gallons of make-up aqueous
to be used in vacuum removal of sludge from lagoocns 2, 3, and &4,
b .

Used 8.85 1b/gal for sludge (measured); 8.33 1b/gel for aqueous
(assumed @ 70 F); and 121 solids by weight for sludge in-place
(assumed).

c

Assume 20 tons equals one load

d

Assume 4,500 gsllons equals one load and 557,278 gallons of make
up aqueocus counsumed in vacuum removal process (ie., a mulciple
of 1.6 applied to total gallons of sludge).

A
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TABLE 8

AQUEOUS AND SLUDGE QUANTITIES AND COST ESTIMATES FOR
SCENARIO 1V, ZENLTH LAGUON STUDY, LANSDALE, PA

Cost
Activicy Lagoons Quantity in Dollars
' a
Discharge clean aquecus l through 10 3J,64B,649 gal 5,264
@ $1.443/1000 gal aqueous

Dewater and box sludge’ 6 and 7 . 9,696 gal 2,162
(in-place) b :
@ 0,223/gal sludge

Discharge filtered aqueous 6 and 7 9,065 gal 13
@ $1.443/1000 gal aqueous

Haul hazardous sludge 6 and 7 5 tons 425
{boxed)
@ $85.00/ton

Disposal of hazardous 6 and 7 5 tons 2"
(boxed)
@ 545.00/cton -

Vacuus and haul sludge l through 5, 1,812,182 gal 112,840
(bulk liquid) e 8,9,aund 10
@ $280.00/1load

ARGCO0378 AEE
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TABLE 8 (CONT'D)

AQUEOUS AND SLUDGE QUANTITIES AND COST ESTIMATES FOR
SCENARIO 1V, ZENITH LAGOON STUDY, LANSDALE, Pa

_ Cost
Activity Lagoons Quantity in Dollars
Treat and disposal of l through 5, 1,812,182 gal 217,462
hazardous sludge 8,9,and 10
(bulk liquid)

d
@ $0.12/gal
Engineering Support NA NA ] 34,000
$372,391

TOTAL

a
Adjusted for consumption of 679,568 gallons of wmake-up aquecus

to be used in vacuum removal of sludge from lagoons 2, 3, and &,
b

Used 8.85 1b/gal for sludge (measured); 8.33 1b/gal for aqueous
(assumed @ 70 F); and 12X solids by weight for usludge in-place

(assumed).,

¢
Assume 4,500 gallons equals one load and 679,568 gallons of

make up aqueous consumed in vacuum removal process (i{e., a
multiplier of 1.6 applied to toctal gallons of sludge).

d
Based on suspended solids concentration of 122 and @ 0.,01/1.02

of suspended solids.
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sludge; and the engineering support (including analytical work).
However, mno cost allowance has been made for tnitjal site
preparaction guch as clearing the vegetacion, removing any fence

l{ines, and setting up the pumping lines and making 'the public
sewer connectian,

In the event the filtered aqueous in lagoon 10 fails to meet the
influent limitacions of the Upper Gwynedd Township Authority, no
cost allowance has been made for possible crestment and/or
special disposal techniques.

Due to the fact that the condition of the so0il and ground water
has yet to be determined, it 1is not practicsl to provide any cost

estimates for final closure of cthe site.

ARGCO0380 AE{
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Vi. RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to determine the 1mpac£ the operation and “idie”
existence the ten lagoons have and ®ay continue 0 have on (Che
surfrounoding so0ll and groundwater, asdditional {nvestigation g
recommended, This investigation includes:

o Design and iwplementation of a soil boring program to determine
the depth and lateral extent of potential contaminacion

© Subsequent containment and/or removal of the potentially
contaminated area{s) '

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

Furthermore, due to cthe high levels of cyanide in the sludge from
lagoons 6 and 7, on-site treatment of this sludge is recommended.
This trestment would essentially consist of oxidizing the cyantide
to a cyanate which is @& significantly less toxic substance. lao
the cyanate staste, the disposal costs could decrease and the
liabtlity would be reduced. However, this treatment process
which costs approximately § has not been accounted

for ia the cost estimates for any of the scenariocs.
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/Z = \4‘\ COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

RT
SENNSYLVANIA | DEPARTMENT 02 Erzx 'RONMENTAL RESOURCES
lm Norriscom, PA . 19401
. 215 270-1975

December 29, 1986

James LaRegina, Geologist

Aperican Resource Consultant's Inc.
450 East Street

Doylestown, PA 18901

Re: Zenith Lagoon Closure
Upper Gwynedd Township

Motgomery Coumty
Dear Jim:

Regarding your letter of November 10, 1986,the responses therein to aur comments
of October 20, 1986 are satisfactory and you may begin work at your convenience.
ImldappreciateitLfymmldmti.fymeorBobYomgn&myouhmthe '
starting date'of the work to be done.

Very truly yours

L flle f

Chief, Operations "Section

cc: Bob Yamg
Upper Gwynedd Township
Re 30 7W363.2
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nNoORTH PENN WATER AUTHORITY R EAAL Mimsi g Foma

200 M. CHESTNUT ST. LANSDALE, PENNA. 15448 T W Nz e -

TEL 213-98%-3617 MARVIN & ANDERRS. Asi's + ——rurve
0 RCHALD 4 THOMAL
Fasinhi Towesiiy

Qcteober 12, 1981

John Nutar

Zanith Radio Corp.

1800 W. Austin Avenuye
Chicage, Illinois 606139

Qear Mr. Huter:

Enclosed is the information collecrad about the test holas drillagd
cn the Zenith property, Church Road, Upper GQwynedd Township.

Only the three coapounds noted wars checked in the watar sarple
analysir. Tha locationy of the test holes on the encloscd sketch are
approximate, The test holas are sasy to joCate if ascurate mapping
is needea.

T 7 7 I will laave the interpretation of the data t3 you. 1f you have
LA any questions about the duta or the procedures involved in obtaining

chis data, please fceal free to call.
Sincerely,

NORTH PENW WATER AUTHORITY

 Luranec Meton

Lawrenca Martin

M/{1lb
Enclosures

a : LOCM'ION
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yELL NO. DATE DEPTH (FT.}) FlPE SIZE KM AFKS (SOIL/ROCK TYPE, ETC.)

z=1 4~11-81 7'¢c" to 4" perfo- red, clay=1like soil
rock rated arain very dry
f pipe
(clastie)
2-2 6-11-81 S'0" 1o A3 ABOVE snil as above
rock dry (hole in fiald)
D3 6-11-81 6'6" to A3 ABOVE red, clay-like soil
rock ) dry (hole insida fence
2~4 &=11=81 3'0" to . AL ABQVE s0il as above = water at
. rosk bottom (just inside fence

buhind treatmant plant

7-5 6-11-81 g9'3" o AS AROVE brown fill soll on top ( 2')

rock red clay & more £ill deepar
lots of water
2% 6-11-81 7'6" to AS ABOVE rYued clay-like soil
rock very dry (bahind parking lo¢
Z=17 6-11-81 7'5% to A€ ABOVE hrown clay on top ~ red
rock clay down the rest

(back_near railroad)

s S A ™

!
NAME LOCATION

y &
2351542”"2252-2§F7

SHEET 2 OF ¢

- NORTH PENN WATLR AU‘I’HOR‘ITY
- ARO00387
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WISSAHICKON PROJECT

WATER LEVEL DATA

TEST HOLE
: ELEVATION® WATER LEVEL/DATE

TEST HCLE & (Feet) {Femt)

z-1 363.5 DRY/6~16-8B1
2-2 162.2 4.0/6~16-81
Z=3 as7.1 DRY/6-16~81
Z2-4 369.9 6.4/6~16-81
z2=5 365.9 7.7/6-16-81
2-6 376.3 2.3/6-16-81
=-7 357.1 DRY/6~16-81

WATER LEVEL/UATE
(Feat)

6.1/6-24-81
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/6-24-8B1

* plavation of top of valve box cover for each test hole

NOTE: Water elavatian ¥ test hole elevation - water level

LOCATION

KAME
0. _E.DVeRsLY 21
— &

!RG&:.:JT:;EJLlJ:a:!E.

T \:?

G.

NORTH PENN WATER AUTHORITY __A.B.ﬂ.ﬂ-ﬂa.s.a___—-..
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WISSAHICKON PROJCUT

TEST ROLE WATER SAMPLY DATA

£

Ly

N 4RV TN
SAMPLE # #L£-£-~-—-----pps——~-----~----
TCP PCE 1-1-1
NONE {DRY) - - -
64-81 * £0.5 <0.5 «0.5
NONE (DRY) - - -
61-81 0.8 «0.5 0.6
62-d1 1.6 «0Q.,5 g.9
60-81 £0,.9 £0,8 G.6
NONE {DRY) - - -

Date sampled, &-16-Al, by pumping.
Date analyzed, 6-19=81 by solvent extraction/GC.
Date ra=ported, 6-30-81

Analysis done by Quality Contrel Laboratery, Ine.
Southaxpton, PA.

TCE, Trichloroethylenc
PCE, Tetrachloroathylenc
1-1-1, 1,1,1 - Trichlorcethane

Only the above three (1) ccapounds were tested,

* DIP SAMPLE

NAME LOCATI%

T0O: V- X,
FROM, M

SHEET & OF &

LI TR 8§
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Wissahickon Valley
Watershed Association

12 Morris Road, Ambier, Pa. 19002 Telephone 646-8888

TCE STUDY - PHAST IT SUMMARY

Fzllzwing a 1979 spill o® Trichlorcethylene (T0E) at ,
Superisr Tuke in Rahms, Pennsylvanla, groundwater in tha Nozeh
Fann area was tested for contamination. Several water supsly

walls 2f the North Penn Water Authority were contanminated in-
cluding 2 well known as L-22 next %o %he Wissahickon Creek. A

1980 s%u.y of numercus test holes drilled along the Wissanickon
setveen Wissahickon Avenue and Sumneyhown Pike revealed wide spread
722 polluzion of subsurface wuker,

T: me summer of 1981 a sac.nd rhuse of the TCE study was

zunducesd, Existing deep wells in £ S22 yare pumped for eighs
V1.5, 2ne akt a time, and the water taken from ths wells was taen
cagse2d fzr Tricnloroethylene, Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and l-1-1
Trichlarzethane (1-1-1 TCE), It was hoped tha“ the punp tasts
woul< shzw any relaticnships betwean wells and would identis
szurcss ¢f contaminatkion.

Tnasa II tests demonstrates that TCE and/»r PCEZ or 1l-1-1

)

[ ]
e
1]

]
i

<rasant in virtually all the wal's testad.

v
{
i

~e Z2aza als»n gshowed that the sources of pollutisn ware szat-
—erwsi and ex+<remely localized with at least six separat-e scurces
s siv~aninatizsn for the sevan deep wells tested.

ool

- -

i<~ the exception of a retationship between L-22 and Clearlire

w21l =2, and Clearline wells #2 and #3, no pumping orf any Jiven
ce=3 well caused a drawdown of anotrar well. A drawdown at one
w21l caused ty pumping anvther woula indicate a relatiosnship be-
ti22= the two wells and wo.ld help explain any changes in pollution
lavels during the test.

Jata collected during the study strongly indicates thal
Spra Tin ls at least cne probable source of the contamination of
L-22.

There warwe also high concentraticons of TCE found in test holes
and/-r in the soil at Teleflex, Deltron, and the former Leeds and
Nez=ncup plant on Church Road., Cleanup efforts should be under-
“azan or cantinued at these loca*tions to eliminate the TCE <on-
canuratisns which are a likely source of at least localized ground-
watar csnsamnination.

The szurces of the contamination of the Precision Tu;e, rard,
ans Leads and Northrup main plant wells should be identified tarcugh
Soreher work so clean up of thoss wells can taka place.

. h

AR000392
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TAELE 17
ANALYSIS OF WELL AND TEST HOLE WATER
SAMPLES TAXKEN ON 7-20-81

-==r Bg/lemmemasone- ———-e-- -- --3Total Pellution--
WELL TOTAL :
NO. POLLUTION TCE PCE 1-1-1 cE PCE 1-1=1
L&N1 16.0 12.4 1.0 2.6 77.5% 6.2 16.3
L&N2 14.4 13.5 <0.5 0.9 93.8 0 6.2
NWWAS  40.7 3.6 26.1 1l.0 8.8 64.2 27.0
NWWAT  13.1 2.1 <0.5 1l.6¢ 156.0 0 84.0
L&NTH 373.2 358 0.7 14.5 95.9 0.2 3.9
44144 13%.0 15.5 «0.5 3.5 8l.6 0 18.4
Walton 980.2 972 4.4 a.8 99.2 0.4 0.4
Saner 17.6 15.0 <0.5 2.6 8S5.2 0 14.8
91185 4.8 4.1 %<0.5 0.7 85.4 0 4.6
SF2  37301.0 16605 569 127 38.1 1.5 0.3.
SF(0)10840.1 10666 145 29.1 98. 4 1.3 0.3
SF1 898.9 871 6.7 21.2 96.9 0.7 2.4
Gillen 1.9 1.3=0.5 0.6 68.4 0 31.6
L-22 24.7 23.8%=0.5 0.9 96.4 0 3.6
crl 28.9 28.0 <0.5 0.9 96.9 0 3.1
Ford3 447.4 443 1.5 1.9 99.0 0.4 0.6
Ford4 1.3 ¢0.5 1.3 «0.5% 0 100 0
PTL 6.7 3.1 2.7 0.9 46.3  40.3 13.4
PT2 43.9 8.5 2.4 3.0 87.7 5.5 - 6.8
Coke 357.3 148 0.7 8.6 97.4 0.2 2.4
cL3 126.1 116 «0.5 10.1 92.0 0 8.0
L-17 4.8 4.2 €0.5 0.6 87.% 0 12.5
T7 1721.4 1719 <0.5 2.4 99.9 0 0.1
T6 402.6 153 1.6 248 8.0 0.4 61.6
TS 42.1 ©37.4 20,5 4.7 88.8 0 11.2
ol 367.0 307 0.9 %9.1 83.7 0.2 16.1
32528 2.2 1.6 <0.5 0.6 72.7 0 27.3
z2 o] «0.5 «0.3 +0.% - -— -
2s ) <0.5«0.5 «<0.5 .- - -

NOTES: 1. All samples with concentrations less than the laboratory detection
limit agre assumed to be zero in calculating "Total Pollution®.

2. Total Pollution is the sum (u 4G/l of the PCE, TCE, and 1l-1-l
concantrations.

3. Sample analysis done on 7-28-81 by Quality Contrecl Laboratory,
Southampton, PA.
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Site Name: North Penn ez

TDD No.: F3-3512.3]

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Authorization

NUS Corporation performed this work under Cnavironmental Protection Agzency
Contract No, 68-01-6699., This specific report was prepared in accordance with
Technical Directive Document No. F3-8512-31 for the North Penn Arez site

located in north-central Montgomery County, Pennsylvania.

1.2 Scope of Work

NUS FIT IlI was tasked to perform a high priority site discovery using available
information, from the North Penn Water Authority (NPWA), EPA, and the
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PA DER). Presented herein
are the tindings of the available information search.,

1.3 Summary

NPWA is a major water supplier in central Montgomery County, In 1973, NPWA
discovered that 8 of their production wells were contaminated with the volatile
arganic chemicals (VOC) trichloroethylene (TCE) and tetrachioroethylene (PCE).
These contaminated wells were shut down to prevent additional contamination of
the distribution system, The discovery led to the initiation of an extensive
research program by NPWA to locate the potentii[ sources and responsible parties
of the VOC contamination. In addition, PA DER and EPA have conducted studies
in the North Penn area.

It was determined by FIT IIl that there are 12 distinct areas of grouncwater
contamination in the North Penn area. NPWA has wells in 9 of the [2
contaminated areas. To date, |8 of 53 NPW.\ wells are contaminated by VOCs.
After reviewing EPA and PA DER [iles, meeting with officials from NP'WA, and
conducting a reconnaissance of the study area, 3 list of 51 potentially rasponsidie
parties was compiled. The areas o roundwater contamination, 27T A
contaminated wells, and potentiaily responsible parties for the VOC contaminatian
are presented herein. Section 4 dJiscusses cach contirainazion plune irzxn a2iadd,

and section 5 presents a sumrmary of the contaminated NPWA welis and the

potentially responsible parties identified.
-1
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Site Name: North Pern Area

TDD No.: F3-8312-3]

2.0 THE SITE
2.1 Location

The North Penn area is located primarily in central \Mlontgomery County. The area
includes th‘e Perkiomenville, Collegeﬁille, Lansdale, and Telford quadrangles. An
3.5-mile radius is utilized to encompass the study area. The center point of the
radius is located about [,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 lie within a J-mile radius of several contamination plumes |

(see map, page 2-3). The total area of concern is 227 square milas.}0

The study area includes the metropolitan areas of Lansdale, Souderton, Unionﬁlie,
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 NPWA

and sone rely on private wells (see appendix B). 1,10

Other inetropolitan areas within the 8.5-mile radius include Norristown, Trooper,
Cotlegeville, and Sellersville, These areas are within the area of concern but rely
on groundwazter sources other than NPWA for water,1:10

2-1

ARCOOLO!



~ - wy i

\ a“\\‘\/

) Aunxer M. -

) y X/ ;‘ Lol
PO TS :

TR PBA R I T S

P
ELEY TN

2 e

N

SITE LOCATION MAP
approximate scale
TNM REFIRENCT 10 172225 miles — c
‘ CORPCARATION
o A Haliburton Company

|

AROOOLOZ



—
P I [ .
=3, Doyies ==&/ &
MIormers, cgE L 3

AL sn‘ﬁr:’:-—-:ulu"s\/’_-‘z‘ty f
AR [
At AN ;_.,‘ -

A~ frons

SITE LOCATION MAP WITH AREAS OF CONTAMINATION

approximate scale

"=2.25 miles
FRCM REFERENCE 10

) 2 Halburion Company
2-3 ARQOOLO3



SECTION 3

AROOOCLOL



——

Site Name: North Penn Area

TDD No.:ig_;_i_z;;_;_

3.0 ENYIRONMENTAL SETTING

3.1 Water Supply

This stucy involves NPWA; therefore, their service district is of major concern. A
distribution map of NPWA is included in appendix B. Areas between NPWA
distribution lines rely an private wells for water, except for Hatfield Borough,
which has a municipal supply utilizing groundwater., NPWA 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 984, NPWA customers included 13,384
domestic, 557 commercial, 164 industrial, 78 public, and 1 utility, with an average
demand of 5.2 mgd., The majority of the NPWA 'distributioﬁ system s
interconnected; however, there are 6 satellite systems within the NPWA
distribution system (see appendix B).!

NPWA has 18 wells that are contaminated with VOCs. Nine of the 13 wells ?:*oave
VOC concentrations above the proposed limits of 5 ug/l for TCE and 10 ug/l for
PCE, suggested by EPA. Five of the 9 wells that are over the propesed limit are
inactive. The remaining % wells are either treated or mixed with cleaner water to
bring the VOC concentration level below the proposed limit. NPWA loses

approximately 0.6 mgd of available water due ta VOC contamination. |

_Other public water suppliers in the 8.5-mife radius study area include Hatfweld

Vater Department, North Wales Water Authority, Telford Borough Water
Authority, Schwenksville Borough Water Authority, Lower Frederick Township
Water Company, Collegeville-Trappe Joint Water Works, and Keystone Water
Company. These municipalities primarily use groundwater for public water supply,
with the exception of Keytone Water Company, which has surface water intakes

outside the study area.29
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3.2 Surface Water

The study area is situated in the Schuylkill River drainage basin. \Major creeks
which flow through the study area into the Schuylkill River include Perkicmen
Creek, Skippack Creek, Neshaminy Creek, Wissahickon Creek, Towamencin Creek,
and Indian Creek. These creexs flow predominantly south to the Schuylxill River,
which in turn flows southeast to the Delaware River. Surface water is nct used for

public water supply in the study 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 n
the area are found in topographic low areas and collectively form a dendritic
draijnage pattern. Stream f{low js generally northeast-southwest, parallel to the
principal topographic features.l7,18

Rocks of Triassic age underlie the study area (see map, page 3-4). These rocks,
known as the Newark Group, form the largest Triassic Basin in the eastern United
States, extending from Nova Scotia to North Carolina. The basin was formned in a
nostorogenic depositional environment. Rocks of the Newark Group are generally
red conglomerate, arkose, sandstone, siltstone, argillite, and shale, locally, with
interbedded basalitic lava flow and intruded diabase dikes and sills. The Newark
Group has been divided, proceeding from oldest to youngest, into the Stockton,
Lockatong, and Brunswick Formations. The 3runswick and Lockatong Formations
are of primary concern in the study area, since all contaminated areas are

underlain %y these 2 formations.! 1,13

AROOOLO®



———

' degrees toward the northwest. The Lockatong is up to 4,000 feet thick. 13

Site Name: North Penn Area
TDD No.: F3-8512-3]

The DBrunswick Formation c¢onsists generally of soft reddish-brown shale,
interbedded with reddish-brown sandstone, and siltstone. The shale heds are lacally
sandy and silty and interbedded with gray, dbrown, and greenish shale. Shales of the
Brunswick Formation consist primarily of feldspar, illite, chlorite, quartz, and
calcite and are locally micaceous., The fractures within the BRrunswick are
cornmonly filled with calcite and gquartz, with occasional occurrence of barite and
pyrite.  Beds are generaily thin with irregular and discontinuous bedding
planes.13,17,18

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

The Brunswick Formation is reported to reach a thickness of 9,000 to 16,000 feet in
the area., The rocks generally strike N 450 € to N 55C E and dip 5 to 1|5 degrees
northwest in the study area. Near the base of the Brunswick Formation, the rock is
a tough, thick-bedded red argillite and is interbedded with dark-gray argillite of
the Lockatong Formation. The Brunswick also grades laterally into the Lockateng
Formation.l5,17,13

The Lockatong Formation subcrops over a small portion of the study area,
principally south and southeast of Lansdale, in the Souderton area, and in 2 thin
bands in Salford Township. The Lockatong Formation consists principally of
nedium to dark gray argillite, interbédded with thin beds of gray to black shale,

'siltstone, and marlstone. The Lockatong consists of up to 40 percent anacline,

along with dolomite, feldspar, and clay. Fractures are commonly filled with

quartz, calcite, or pyrite. Bedding is generally massive, with an average dip of 13
17,18

ARQGOLOY



-~

~

]

~, Lo
”

cq
1
= —t————

|
vy b=

1 4
Ll N
- J;'.ﬁ]
- '#
- Tme -
e W Aiag g ort,e A ANy,

. e ——

~

. 7-.:'\\‘5‘ Al

~ T~
TRIASSIC
.l---.: R 71! I Mnbrae

Rropswiek Formulion or

e,
P pigioamioee fifila.

Lowrksitnng Formation
{ Tl b grow o Rdork, iR Tl L v andiete
TR T PP IO

NeecR{on Formntwon or
vizfarl Formation

T TR TN TR Y TT T E e
YT red nact hpawn fne graiped,
b rip minufatoas, Ans res abale

.' ";\‘ -
N
. |

A4, Ambler (5]
. 7 -
PEA Fort
2 4 ™ 5 ‘I"—\\‘(n' ]
Ik"/ A .'/‘/'_' "'
\ ‘,?‘\\:/\/';.';._,_’_:—f =ET
i e

RRISTOWN / e r,f:fif &
P B ) S - W -

GEQLOGIC MAP OF SITE AREA (no scale)
FROM REFERENCE 11

| =

NS
CORPORATIC

o A Halliburton Company

34 AROCOLOS



Site Name: North Penn irea

TDD No.: F3-8512-3]

The Stockton Formation subcrops in the southernmost section of the study 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 fine-
grained arkosic sandstone, The thickness of the Stockton Formation ranges from
1,000 to 6,000 feet, 13,16

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 metamerphism of the Brunswick
Formation has occurred. The shales of the Brunswick Formation are altered to’
dark, tough hornfels in the metamorphic zone. The width of the altered zone in the
study area averages about | mile,[7,18

A major structural feature in the study area is the Chalfont fault. This fault is
about 4.5 miles north of Lansdale and generally trends east-west, The Chalfont
fault and its associated faults appear 1o have significant vertical and lateral
displacement, as seen by the truncation of the Lockatong Formation zlong the fault
(see geologic map, page 3-4).11,18

Soils

General soil associations in the study area include the foliowing:
Reaville-Penn-Klinesville Association is a shallow to moderately deep, well drained
to somewhat poorly drained soil, which is generally underlain by shale and found on
rolling uplands.n'13

Abbottstown-Readington-Croton Association is a deep, moderately well drained 10

poorly drained soil, generally underlain by shale and sandstone, and found on

undulating uplands. 12,13

3-5
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Lawrenceville-Chaifont-Doylestown Association is a deep, moderately well drained

to poorly drained soil that is generally formed in wind-blown siit deposits and found

on undulating uplands.!2,13

Lenigh-Brecknock-Croton Association is a moderately deep to deep, poorly drained

to well drained soil, which is generaily underlain by metamorphosed shale and found
on uplands.!2,13

These 4 associations are generally level to sloping and are found on undulating
uplands. The location of the 4 associations does not correlate with the location of
the contaminated areas or possible responsible parties.

3.4 Gre ndwaters

Groundwater in the North Penn area is obtained primarily from the Brunswick
Formation. The Brunswick Formation is composed of very fine-grained rock;

therefore, primary porosity is very low.1%,17

Groundwater flow is largely through secondary openings that were developed after
the deposition of the strata, These secondary openings are usually bedding planes,
fractures, and joints. Bedding plane fractures are usually narrow and contribute
little to the total permeability of the formation, Of greater importance are joints
and fractures which criss-cross throughout the beds. These openings comprise a
network through which water may flow. The number and size of these openings
vary laterally from bed to bed. Lithologic differences within the lens-shaped
deposits of the Br‘unswick Formation also contribute to lateral changes in flow.
Therefore, the interconnected network of openings provided by joint, fractures, and
bedding planes may be locally altered by structural anomalies and/or lithologic’
differences. 14,17

Therefore, aquifer parameters of the Brunswick Formation may vary greatiy fro
nlace to place, Depth to water-bearing zones and direction of groundwater flow
are 2 factors which vary from place to place throughout the Brunswick Formation.
The viriable nature of Brunswick aquifers is shown in well depths (65 to 653 feet)

and yields (4 to 55 gallons per minute (gpm)),lfi,lﬁ,ﬂ

3-6
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The lithology and structure 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 Farmation, wells driiled

into the Lockatong generally have lower yields than those drilled in the
Brunswick,! 3,16

There is substantial formation contact and interfingering between the Lockatoeng
and Brunswick in the North Penn area, These contact areas generally have a
greater number of fractures. Fractures enhance secondary porosity; thus, there is
mote groundwater flow, Wells drilled in these areas generally have greater yields
than those drilled solely in the Brunswick Formation,14:13,17

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
feat 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 all saturated openings encountered by the borehole in the
uncased {open) zone. A summary of NPWA wells and some weil logs can be found
in appendix D.1sl¥

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.!!

Groundwater flow in the diabase is also through secondary porosity. The best
water-bearing area in the diabase is in the highly weathered uppet zone, generally
less than 100 feet below the surface. Well yields from the diabase range from 0.1

-’

to 50 gpm; the average yield is 3 gpm. 14

Groundwater flow in the Stockton Formation occurs in pore spaces between the
grains and secondary openings in the rock. The lithology and sarting of the
Stockton contribute to the primary porosity. This primary, intergranular porosity
anables the Stockton Formation to be the :nost productive aquiferous formation in
the study area.!5,16

3.7
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TDD No.: F3-3512-31

In general, groundwater flow is difficult to predict throughout the study area dye
to variable secondary porosity. The difficulty of predicting groundwater flow is
enhanced by industrial and municipal wells which pump large quantities of water.
A cone ol 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 geherally considered to have warm humid summers,
moderately cold winters, and ample rainfail. Temperatures generally range
hetween Q°F to L0OOF, with an average yearly temperature of 54°F. Summers are
warm, with an average of 25 days per year when temperatufes rise above 90°F, In
general, winters are comparatively mild, with an average 10l days with minimum -
temperatures below the freezing point.12,13

Precipitation is well distributed throughout the season. The greatest monthly
variation in precipitation (2 inches) occurs between the wettest month, August, and
the driest month, October. Annual precipitation ranges from 43 to 47 inches in the

study area. This yields a net average annual precipitation of |7 inches per

1.6 Land Use

Land use throughout the 227-square-mile study area varies. Most of the land is
still farmed, aithough 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 industrial
pockets located throughout the area, such as the boroughs of Lansdale and

Souderton.

3-8
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3.7 Population Analysis

The greatest population densities in the study area are found within town and
borough limits, Thase areas inciude, but are not limited to, Lansdale, Souderton,
Telford, Hatfield, Harleysville, Collegeville, North Wales, and Norristown, The
NPWA serves approximately 52,000 peaple.!

3.8 Critical Environments

There are no critical environments within the study area., Two federally
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 area.l?

In addition, the small whorled pogonia {lsotria medeoloides), an endangered plant,

may exist in the study area,l?
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Site Name: North Penn Araa

TDD No.: F3-.8512-31

4.0 AREAS OF CONTAMINATION
4.1 Introduction

Through the available information search, 12 areas of VOC contamination have -
been identified, 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 identify contamination plumes and potentially

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 privafe wells, All
12 areas are discussed in the following sections. The discussion includes [ocation
and mapping of contaminated areas, wells located in each area, and potentially
responsible parties of VOC contamination.

4=
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Site Name: North Penn Area
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42 Aceal

Area | lies within the Souderton Borough limits in the Telford quadrangie (see map,
page 4-3). The area is served by NPWA and there are no known home wells in the
area. PCE contamination was discovered in this area in August 1979. Service of
NPWA well 5-9 was discontinued at that time, Present PCE concentrations in well
5-9 are up to 24.7 ug/l, exceeding the proposed PCE limit of 10 ug/l, During a
recent pump test, PCE concentrations fell from 24.7 ug/l to 10.6 ug/l after 24
hours of pumping (see page 4-~4). In addition, NPWA wel]l 5-10 is contaminated with
PCE with concentrations ranging from 1.2 ug/l to 2.6 ug/! (see page 4-5)L.

Both wells 5-9 and 5-10 are 300 feet deep. Well S-9 has a permitted capacity of
144,000 gallons per day (gpd), while S-10 is permitted for 115,200 gpd. NPWA wells
$-2 and 5-8, located north and south, respectively, of the contamination plume, are
not contaminated to date (see page 4-2).!

According to NPWA officiais, potentially responsible parties for the ‘PCE
contamnination include Gentle Cleaners, Incorporated, Granite Kaitting Mills,
Incorporated, and the Parkside Apartments, GCentle Cleaners, a dry cleaning
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 Knitting Mills,
Incorporated is also a known user of PCE. The well on their property is reported by
NPWA 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 potentially
responsible party. The dry cleaners may have had an underground storage tank for
PCE. Field identification of this tank was not verified by NUS FIT Il The
Parkside Apartments are located about 100 feet south of 5-9; thus, they are a
likely additional source of the contamination problem. !

- Considering the topography of the area, it can be hypothesized that there is a
natural pathway for contaminant movement fron Gentle Cleaners anc Granite
Knitting Mills to S-9 and S-10. Considering the concentrations of PCL in the
Granite Mills well, there is a decreased concentration gradient moving cownslooe
from the Granite Mill well, This supports the theory of contaminant movement
from upslope (Gentle Cleaners and Granite Knitting Mills) to low-lying areas (S-

and S'lO)- ,,-; rf‘ s ket L - ‘
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-9 PUMPING TEST, 19as

MIN FR ugr/h
LACATION DATE START  SamP » PCE  C-1,2-0CE TCE I,l1,1-TCA
S-% TEST, 1 MIN 27-Jan-84 0.017 281 24,7 0.7 wu.? V.5
2-% TE3T, 16 MIN 27-Jan-846 0,17 262 18,8 0.8 V.4 0.9
5-9 TEST, 1 WOUk 27-Jan-Bé 1 283 13.7 0.5 0.5 e 8
3-9 TE3T, 7 MRS 28-Jan-86 7 272 1u.é 0.9 <0.5 v.5
S~3 TEST, 24 HRS 28-Jan-84 24 275 10.8 {0.5 <0.5§ 0.6
5-9 TEST END 29-Jan-84 43 282 13.8 0.5 €0.§ 0.8

S—9 PUMPING TEST —— PCE LEVELS

CONDUCTED 1=-27-88 TO 1-29-88
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© 1y KEZYLTS FOR 1985 ug /L

Dai ® SANPLE 8 TCE FCE 1,1,1-TCA
.. Jan-35 7 63 G,.7 t.5 0.5
Zi-Jan-35 21 148 V.5 2.1 SU.5
[i-Fep~83 42 154 0.5 1.9 (g, 5
“S-fFep=-a% Sa 443 - NULg 2.3 (3.5
Ti-Mar+85 70 532 (VIR 2.4 0.5
~i-Mar-~35 g4 od2 NIV 1.7 0.5
Zi-apr-as 112 834 0.5 1.5 (UL S
us=may~8% 123 271 v0.5 1.8 Q0.5
:O-H&y-ES_ 14y 1063 <¢.5 2.1 0.9
vi-Jun-83 ‘ 154 fle0 0.5 2.2 0,5
t7-Jun-45 16§ 1247 0.5 1.9 (0.5
Z4-Jun-85 17% 128¢ 0.5 l.8 (U.§
vB~Jul -85 189 1351 (0.5 1.27 (U, &
22-Jui-B8s 203 1448 0.5 1.8 0.8
vS~Aug-85 217 1534 0.5 2.3 G.a
15~Aug=-85 22 1645 0.5 1.8 v.a
wi~Sep-85 244 1759 ~0.5 2.9 0.5
lo~Sep-85 25¢9 1853 .5 Z.2 u.$
wi=dgt-85 ZBY 1554 0.5 1.3 0.3
21-3ct-8% 194 213 ~0.5 1.8 .
ud=hov-485 Ius 2202 {0.§ 1.3 (0.5
w?-Lec-83 343 2339 .9 1.7 (u.d
Su-Dec-85 S84 2870 0.5 2.4 (0.5
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Site Name: ~North Pern yray
TDD No.: F3-8512-3]

4.3 Area 2

Area 2 lies within Hatfield Township in the Telford quadrangle (see map, nage 4-7),
This area is served by NPWA and some residents rely on private wells, Tbhres
distinct contamination plumes have been discovered within plume boundarias. Of
major concern in area 2 is NPWA well NP-{5. VOCs were first reported in this
well in 1982, In 1985, the highest contaminant levels in NP-15 were 4.4 ug/l |,l-
dichloroethylene, 19.2 ug/l |,l-dichloroethane, and 4.9 ug/l 1,l,l-trichloroethane
(see page 4-3). l,1-Dichloroethane is a transformation product of 1,l,1-
trichloroethane. Well NP-15 is 500 feet deep and permitted for 144,000 gpd.! The
proposed limit for 1,l1-dichloroethylene is 7 ug/! and for |,1,l-trichloroethane it is
200 ug/l. The proposed limit for [,!-dichloroethane has not been set.

Potentially responsible parties for the VOC contamination around NP-135, as
identified by NPWA, include Waste Conversion, Incorporated and B and G '
Manufactures 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 Manufacturing, is also believed to be a

contributor to the contamination problem near NP-15.1,2

Another prablem in this area exists around the Ametek Corporation facility, Wells
on Ainetek property are contaminated with TCE in excess of 500 ug/l. An
additional identified contamination plume exists along Township Line Road. This
plume is located northwest of SPS Technologies, Incorporated and west of A,
Steiert and Sons, Incorporated. SPS Technologies is a known user 2f TCE and may
be contributing to the contamination problem in this area. 1t is unknown i{ Steiert
and Sons, incorporated, a brush manufacturer, uses YOCs. They have been
identified as a potentially responsible party because their operation is very sloppy.
Lagoons and uncovered drums are randomly located throughout the property, and
stressed vegetation has been noted. This area is of concern begause it is near NP-3

which, to date, is contaminated with 4 ug/l of TCE.!

Area 2 is a large area of contamination. Of najor concern is NP-13, which is an
i.aportant production well, The contaminants found in NP-1J suggest ‘1aste

Conversion, Incorporated is the major responsible party in this area.

46
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Site Name: North Penn Araa
TDD No.: F3-85{2-3]

5.4 Area }

Area 3 is situated in Towamencin Township in the Telford and Lansdale quadrangles

(see map, page 4-10). Three distinct plumes exist within the proposed plume
Soundary for area 3. Two NPWA wells are contaminated in this area,

Contamination of NPWA well NP-3 was discovered in 1980, PCE concentrations in
NP-5 ranged from 1.5 ug/l to 5 ug/l in 1984 and 1985 (see pages 4-1! and &-12).
NP-5 is 630 feet deep and has a permitted capacity of 504,000 gpd.!

Contamination of NPWA well NP-33 was also discovered in 1980. TCE
concentrations in NP-33 have ranged from 6.6 ug/l to 13.2 ug/! in 1985, well above
the proposed limit of 5 ug/l (see pages 4-13 and 4-14), NP-33 is 560 feet deep and
has a permitted capacity of 216,000 gpd. The concentration of TCE in NP-32-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 difficult to attribute
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
industries could be the responsible parties for the VOC contamination of the NPWA
. wells, In addition, NPWA feels Met-Pro Corporation, Pecara Chemical Company,
and Penn Fishing Tackle Company may be potentially responsible parties in area
3.1

Additional study of this area is being conducted by NPWA, They are sampling wells
between Green Tweed Company and Nice Bearings Division and NP-5 and NP-33 1
better establish the contamination piume and concentrations, The campilation of
‘these data should give NPWA a hetter understanding of contaminant movement and

" potentially raspdnsible nafties (A the'arexy -~ - " - T
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AREA 3
(no scale)

1 GREENE TWEED COMPANY

2 NICE BEARING DIVISION OF 3KF INDUSTRIES
3 MET-PRO CORPORATION

4 PECORA CHEMICAL COMPANY

5 PENN FISHING TACKLE COMPANY

FROM REFERENCE 5 and B

4-10

CONCENTRATIONS
2500 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

HINILE
F— A -
CORPORATION
A Haliburton Company
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NF-5 RESULTS FOR 1984 g/t

LATE DAY # SAMPLE o TCE PLE
G3-Jan~-84 > 4 0.3 2.6
Ji-Jan-54 9 28 3.3 3.6
la-Jjan=-84 la &0 0.4% 2.7
13-Jan-ad 23 93 0.3 2.9
Ju=Jan-gé WV 115 0.4 3.1
13-reb~84 44 18! 0.3 2.3
27-Fep-84 %8 234 0.3 2.3
12-Mar-84 72 264 0.8 2.2
I2-Mar-84. @2 322 0.4 2.0
03-Apr-84 100 455 1.5 2.6
I3-Rpr-g84 114 539 0.2 1.8
ul-May-g4 128 608 0.3 2.3
Z1-May-84 142 854 0.2 1.4
Ga-Aug-54 219 987 0.3 2.7
27-Aug-d4 240 1103 {0.5 2.7
22=-0ct-84 294 1316 <0.9% 4,2
12-Nov-84 It7 1448 0.5 4.8
26-Nov-84 331 S48 0.8 4.5
19-Dec-24 o495 1465 0.8 4.4

NF-5 RESULTS FOR 1985 ug/L '
CATE - DAY SAMFLE ¢ TCE FCE
21-Jan-85 21 133 0.5 2.3
li=-Fep=-835 42 343 (0.3 2.3
25-Fep-85 e 438 0.8 2.9
1i-Mar -85 79 228 0.5 2.9
22-Apr-gs 112 823 -] 1.9
Us~-Miy=89 128 a3 0.5 2.9
To-Hay-35 149 1055 0.5 3.1
¢I-Jun-8% 154 1151 0.5 J. &
17=Jun=-65 lob 1238 0.5 4.0
24-Jun-39 175 1217 0.9 4.3
vg=-Jul-85 189 1344 0.5 2.5
22-Jul-88 203 14358 - {0.5§ 1.0
US=hug-55 117 1526 0.5 3.8
{5-Aug-85 231 1a36 0.5 3.8
U3-Sep-89 244 1751 0.5 5.1
la-Sep-8% 259 1844 0.5 4,2
¢7-0ct-835 RO 1944 Q0.5 2.7
21-0ct-85 294 2144 <0.35 3.7 .
vi-Nov-83 J08 2201 0.5 2.1
“5-Dec-85 o+3 2528 0.5 3.2
sY-Jdec-83 oSod . 26483 0.3 1.%

o Bgterence | AR00OL 26
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NF=33 RESULTS FOR 1783 g/l

LATE DAY » SAnFLE # TCE FCE
ui-Jan-g4 3 7 B.9 0.3
v-Jan-&4 9 31 9.5 0.3
Z3-Jan-34 23 33 7.2 ‘U3
Tu=Jan-84 YY) P19 6.7 £0.3
va-Feg-o4 37 1489 7.1 0.3
}I-Feb-34 44 182 7.1 .3
2T7<Fep~a4 SE 239 7.2 0.%
12-Mar-d4 72 Y 7.5 0.3
25-Mar-54 Ba 329 8.0 0.3
vi-Apr-84 - 100 453 10.3 0.3
~I-npr-a4 114 S42 ] 0.3
07-May-84 128 608 8.1 0.3
21-Mtay-84 142 699 7.8 0.3

7 Mug-d4 2490 11086 4.8 0.3
22-0ct-§4 2%s 1318 9.2 V.8
12-Nov-84 317 1451 8.7 0.5
Zo-MNov-d+4 231 1531 8.7 0.5
lu-Dec-B4 345 1508 7.1 0.8
nF=33 RESULTS FOR 198S ug/iL
DAaTE LAT ¥ SANPLE ¥ TCE FCE
u?’-Jan-85% 7 61 6.6 0.9
Zi=Jan=-g8% o 137 9.4 0.5
15-Feb-35 44 392 7.7 (V.95
iS-Fen-83 Sa 441 7.7 0.5
L1=-Mar-8% 70 530 7.1 0.3
si-Mar-gs 84 678 7.0 0.5
Zi-npr-8s 112 829 7.9 0.9
us=May=-g3% lie 967 8.7 £ 0.5
I19-May~-63 14u 1059 9.1 0.9
12=Jun=-85 <4 1155 12.8 (0.5
17-3un-85 led F241 9.5 €0.5%
Za=-Jun-£gS 175 1282 8.5 {0.5%5
;2=Jui-a$ Clad §348 16.3 0.5
Zi=dul-as vl 1462 11.5 <0.5
wS-Rug-8% Il7 1539 9.8 $0,%
15+~Aug-§5 231 ladl 8.9 <0.5
i2=Sep-8% i40 1753 11.7 6.5
le-Sep-5% 259 1648 12.1 <0.5
Ui-0gt-6% 280 19%0 1t.4 W, 3
M-dgt-85 294 rage 9.3 9.3
s4=Nogw=-39% -ud 2195 13.2 0.5
¢9-Dec-89 343 2533 i1.8 0.9
JU-Gec-38% lad Zabé 11.2 0.5

‘ Jnaa #3 From Reference ! 4-14 ARQOOOL28B
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Site Name: North Penn Arag

TDD No.: F3-3513-3]

4.5 Area §

Area 4 is situated in Hatfield Township within the Telford quadrangle (see map,
page 4-16). 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 limit of 5 ug/l.!

The potentially responsible party in this area is Reclamation Resourges.
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. 12,3 '

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

1t appears Reclamation Resources has contaminated residential wells in the atea.

The public water system is readily available to individuals still utilizing private
wells for their water supply.

R A T EEPEN, .- - o am a . m e e
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V500 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

ANUS
CORPORATION
o A Halliburton Company
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Site Name: North Penn Arma
TDD No.: F3:8512-3

§.6 Area

Area 53 is situated in Hatfield Township and .\1ontgomery'T6wnship within the
Telford quadrangle {see map, page 4~18). The majority of the area is nof served by
NPWA, but relies on private wells or is served by North Wales Water Authority,
NPWA well NP-2] lies within the contamination plume. Cantamination of NP-2{
- was first discovered in August 1979, TCE concentrations ranged from 1.6 to 9.8

ug/l during 1984 to 1985 (see pages 4-19 and 4-20). NP-21 is 500 feet deep and has
a permitted capacity of 354,000 gpd.l

Several potentially responsible parties have been identified in this area inciuding
American Electronic Laboratories (AEL), Gas Spring Company, Brown, Boveri
Electric, and Linberg Company,ls2

Information generated by NPWA to establish the contamination pilume, 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 héve
concentrations of TCE in excess of 500 ug/l. The contaminants have moved from
AEL primarily to the south and west, thus contaminating NP-2] and probabiy some
home wells in the area.l»2,3

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 deiivered by
Baron Blakeslee Division of Allied Chemical Company. On | g¢ccasion, an NPWA
employee saw a Baron Blakeslee tank truck leaking TCE onto the ground at the Gas
Springs facility.lrz.

AEL is presently working with PA DER in an effort to correct the contamination

problem in and around their facility, [f home wells in the area are found to be'
contaminated, public water supply is availabie (see map in appendix 8).

AROOOL3!



CONCENTRAT IONS
%500 ug/L
100 ug/L - 500 ug/L

25 ug/L - 100 ug/L

§ ug/L - 25 ug/L

0.5 ug/L - S ug/L

*REA § (no scale)
1 AMERICAN ELECTRONIC LABORATORIES (A.E.L.)

2 GAS SPRING COMPANY
A3 gROWN, BOVERI ELECTRIC

4 LINBERG COMPANY EE NUS
l

FROM REFERENCE 5 and 6 CORPORATION
o A Halliburton Company
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NP-21 RESULTS FOR 1984 . ug/L

DATE - DAY & gAMPLE ¢ 1,i-DCE C-1,2-0CE 1,!,1-TCA TCE
u3-Jan-34 3 S 0.6 0,2 5.3 10.8
g¥-Jan-d4 9 29 9.7 «0,2 6.4 11,2
Z3-Jan-84 23 94 2.3 0.2 £. 4 1.0
Zu-Jan-84 39 116 0.8 0.2 4.4 10.6
G2-Feb-94 33 132 0.8 0.2 5.5 16.2
Co-Feb-84 37 144 0.8 0.3 9.3 19.2
10-Feb -84 4] 143 0.8 0.2 5.5 10.0
13-Feb-B84 4 189 0.% 0.2 5.4 10.4
15-Feb-84. 47 194 0.8 0.5 5.2 9.9
21-Feb-84 32 209 0.8 0.2 4.9 8.1
27-Feb-84 b1 237 1.3 0.2 a.9 14.2
12-Mar-94 72 268 l.2 0.3 e.9 10,2
19-Mar-94 79 297 1.3 1.2 9.3 8.9
245-Mar-84 80 3l 1.3 0.2 9.5 8.9
Zi-Mar-84 8é 324 3.0 0.9 10.1 8.8
G3-Apr-84 100 156 1.7 0.3 13.8 9.9
23-Apr-84 114 540 2.5 0.2 13.5 8.1
07-nay-dd 128 ade 2.1 0.2 il.4 10.1
21 -May-84 142 8?7 0.9 0.2 9.4 9.4
Ga-hAug-84 219 9848 1.2 0. 14,6 13.5
27-Aug-84 249 1104 t.Q 0.5 12.1 8.6
31-Aug-d4 244 1124 1.4 0.5 9.5 1¢.5
22-0ct-64 2% 1317 1.$ 0.9 ?.90 11.2
12-Nov~-84 317 1450 2.0 0.5 7.4 9.4 :
25-Nav-B84 331 1549 1.7 0.5 7.1 9.1
1¢0~0ec-84 345 laaé 2.0 0.3 5.5 16.9
NP=21 RESULTS FOR 1983 ug/l
DATE Lt # SAMPLE & 1,1-DCE C-1,2-DCE 1,1,1-TCA TCE
w7-Jan-885 7 oy 2.1 0.3 9.4 10.5
2l=Jan=-85 21 135 1.3 0.9 7.3 13.2
11-Fep-8% 42 34e 1.4 0.9 5.1 7.8
ZS-Fep=85% cs 439 1.3 0.5 8.3 .5
13-Mar-88 72 £43 1.7 (0.5 7.9 12.2
2%-Mar-a8 84 877 < il.4 0.3 9.0 tv.8
Zienmpr-8% 112 ald 1.2 0.5 8.3 §.3
ve-May-85 126 960 2.5 0.9 12.9 159.6
Su-May-a83 140 108? 1.2 <0.9 4.8 12.6¢
vi-Jun-as 154 1154 1.3 0.9 7.1 13.7
17-Jun=-85% 1a8 1240 0.7 0.5 5.V 9.5
24=Jun=-853 1798 1280 0.8 0.9 3.9 7.8
c8=Jul-a% 189 1347 0.9 0.3 2.7 6.8
22-Jul-8% 203 1460 {0.% 0.5 a.% 1.7
vS~Aug=85 217 1529 (0.5 “G.9 .0 S.1
19-hug-63 231 1439 0.5 0.5 4.1 2.1
ui-Sep-83 240 1794 0.5 IRV 4.8 5.5
lo=-Sep=-83 239 1848 0.9 0.5 4.0 l.o
07-0ct-8% 289 1549 1.1 0.9 3.9 1.7
21-0ct-43 294 2117 G5 0.5 3.8 7.7
vé-Nov-8% 308 2193 0.5 (u.5 3.0 7.5
03-Dec~8% 343 2531 0.5 0.5 4.0 9.0
J0-Dec-89 Ja4 28a% ¢.5 0.9 3.2 8.5

- i M "20
ddﬁ— P Fro'a Ref :rence ]

. AROOOL 34



Ky
w2 /

Site Narne: vorth Penn 3ray

TDD No.: F3-8512-1]

4,7 Area 6

Area 6 is situated predominantly in the borough of Lansdale and ‘extends into
Hatfield Township, Towamencin Township, and Upper Gwynedd Townshin, The area
is located in the southern Teiford and northern Lansdale quadrangle (see map, page

4-24), This area has the greatest areal extent and contamination concentrations

- within the North Penn study area. VOC contamination of groundwater was

discovered in this area in August 1979, NPWA wells L-8, L-9, L-19, and L-25 are
not in use due to high levels of VOCs., NPWA well L-23 exceeds the proposed limit
for TCE of 5 ug/l and would require treatment for continued use. In addition,
NPWA well L-21 is located near the plume and is contaminated with TCE, although
the concentration is below the proposed limit. !

NPWA well L-8 is the most contaminated well in the area. Chemical contaminants .

include vinyl chloride (15 to 45 ug/l), TCE (300 to 2,000 ug/l), PCE (150 to 809
ug/l), cis-1,2-dichloroethylene (200 to 1,200 ug/l), I,I,l-trichloroethane (15 to 5
ug/l), and 1,l-dichloroethylene {10 to 15 ug/l) (see page 4-25). L-3 is presently
treated with a carbon-activated {ilter and discharges into the sewer. L-9 has TCE
contamination ranges of 23 to 190 ug/l and a PCE contamination range of 4.7 1o
172 ug/! (see pages 4-26 and 4-27), L-10 has TCE and PCE contamination of 25
vg/l. L-25 has TCE contamination of 3% ug/! and a PCE contamination of 12 ug/l,
L.-23 has a TCE concentration of 12.4-30.4 ug/l (see page 4-28). The maximum
concentration of TCE in L-21 to date is .3 ug/l (see page 4-29).1

Potentially responsible parties in area 6 include 1.W. Rex Company, John Evans'
Sons, Incorporateci, Keystone Hydraulics, Royal Cleaners, Eaton Laboratcries,
Lansdale Transportation, Andale Company, Philadelphia Toboggan (now HGH
Corporation), and Precision Rebuilders. 112 '

frrnt o

The Keystone Hydraulics property was previously owned by the Alhed hemesl
P+r1t and J.W. Rex owned the property prior to Allied, All 3 industries probably
"on[rjbured to the YOC contamination in the area and in particular to well L-§,
iocated acrass the street from the nlant. In addition, Saton Laborataries, 3 xnown
user of TCE, is located near L-8. J.W. Rex is alsd believed to have contaminated

. . - a ! {l‘,
the groundwater at its present location, on Cighth Streat (see map, page 4-24) 00

4-21
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Site Name: North Pens Araz
TDD No.: F3-3512-31

John Evans' and Philadelphia Toboggan, now owned by HGCH Carporation, are
believed to be the major sources of VOC contamination in the northeastern section

of the plume. Concentrations of TCE are above 500 ug/l around and hetween these
facilities.1»2

Royal Cleaners and Lansdale Transportation, now owned by Lansdale Realty, 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 190
ug/l.isz

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

Precision Rebuilders, who now occupy the building used by K and K Laundry, ‘may
be a responsible party. Wells at their facility 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 potentially
responsible parties of YOC contamination, but little is known about their
operations, at this time. Lehigh Valley Farms-Atlantic Processing, Incorporated
mey be a responsi.ble party. TCE contamination was recently detected in their
wells, but it is difficult to identify them as a party since the piume appears to be
moving stowly toward their faciiity (southwest). William Wilson's Sons is located in

the southern section of the plume and may be a potentially responsible party. 2

‘It appears that the VOC contaminants have moved {from their origin4n the nortiern

section of the piume southwest where L-9, L-[7, and L-25 2re located.!

4-22

. AR00O436



Site Name: North Penn Area
TDD No,: F3-85] 2-1]

Improper handling and cdisposal of VOCs has caused a major groundwater
contamination problem in the industrial borough of Lansdale, NPWA has § wells
contaminated with YOCs in this area. At this time, L-8, L-9, L-10, and L-25 are
out of service due to VOC contamination. Together, these wells have a permitted
capacity of 439,600 gpd. Water from L.3 i.s presently treated at the well head,
then piped to the wastewater treatment plant for additional treatment. Water
. from L-23 exceeds the proposed limit for TCE of 5 ug/l and would require
treatment for continued use. L-23 has a permitted capacity of 144,000 gpd.
NPWA well L-2! is contaminated below the proposed limit and has a permitied
capacity of 86,400 gpd. Potentially responsible parties for the VOC contamination

for this area have been named and their approximate locations have been mapped
on page 4-24, '

4-23
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ENUS

o A Hatliburton Company

.- T
v+

g .
N

CONCENTRAT[ONS

\\, Paenth )
-_.’_.‘\f’o-."f 500 Ug/L
Joam 100 ug/L - 500 ug/L
g 5o 25 ug/L - 100 ug/L
&
i: § ug/L - 25 ug/L
i /‘ * o ’
o/ ¢
B - 0.5 ug/L - 5 ug/L '
N S —
AREA 6
{no scale)

8 H.G.H. CORPORATION

| J.W. REX COMPANY

2 JOHN EVANS' SONS, INC.
3 KEYSTONE HYDRAULICS

4 EATON LABORATORIES

5 ROYAL CLEANERS

& LANSDALE TRANSPORTATION
7 ANDALE COMPANY

FROM REFERENCE 5 and 8

§-24

g PRECISION REBUILDERS

10 AMERICAN OLEAN TILE COMPANY

11 DECISION DATA COMPUTER COMPANY
12 SKEE-BALL

13 WILLIAM WILSONS' SONS

14 LEHIGH VALLEY FARMS

15 CRYSTAL SOAP AND CHEMICAL CO.

AROCOL3S8
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L—8 PUMPING TEST — JUANUARY 198§

MAJOR CONTAMINANTS

-

-

-

e\t=-1 .2-dlchloro¢thyloi'lo/._/d

-

perchioroesthylens

0 TO 101 MOURS

0 .2 0.4 0.8 08 1 1.2 1.4 1.8 1.8 2

LOG TIME
a TCE +  e\t=-1,2-DCt o PCE

L—8 PUMPING TEST — JANUARY 1986

MINOR CONTAMINANTS

- vinyl ¢chloride
1.1, 1~=trichlorcethane
-
1.1—dichioroethylend
QO TO 101 HOURS
0 LBl T T T T T T T T T T | L] T LERLS L) T Ll
0 0.2 0.4 0.8 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.8 1.8 2
LOG TIME
a Ve +  1,1,1=TCA o 1,1-DCE
From reference | 4-25
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L—9 TCE RESULTS 1985

PLES FROM BOTTOM PUMP

MAIN PUMP, BOTTOM OFF

TCE CONCENTRATION (ug/L)
Iy

DAY # 19388
o TOP ZONE + BOTTOM ZONE

L-9 PCE RESULTS 1985

20
19 -
18 SAMPLES FROM BOTTOM PUMP
17 -
18
15
14 =
13 -
12 -
11 ~
10 <
9 -
8 —
r
8 -
sﬂ
4 =
3 - MAIN PUMP, BOTTOM OFF
.24
1 =
o L) k1 ] LN 1 ] Le

0 100 200 300 400

Y 16888
a TOP ZONE oA '1' BOTTOM ZONE

Jusen *6 From reference 1 4-2? AROOOLLO
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L—92 ¢c—1,2—-DCE RESULTS 1985

Y
3 SAMPLES FROM BOTTOM PUMP

32 -
30 4
28
26 -
24 ~

20 ~
18
18
14 =
12

10 -
° MAIN PUMP, BOTTOM OFF

c¢—1,2—-DCE CONCENTRATION (ug/L)

o 100 200 300 400

DAY # 1948
o TOP ZONE + BOTTOM ZONE

L-9 1,1,1—-TCA RESULTS 1985

3
o
32
r4
9 SAMPLES FROM BOTTOM PUMP
&
2 7 -
3
Z € -
Q
Q 5
3,
4
-, 3 1 MAIN PUMP, BOTTOM OFF
° T Y H -1 T ] LI}
) 100 200 300 400

DAY 1088
a TOP ZONE '? BOTTOM ZONE

duss "é From Reference 1 4-27
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L-23 KESULTS FOR 1983

DATE

07-Jan-83
21-Jan-835
25-Feb~-83
1i-Mar-83
25-Mar-83
22-Apr-83%
Og=-May=-83
2J-May-83
03-Jun-a%
17=Jun=-83
24-Jun=-8%
08-Jul-85
22-Jul-85
vS-Aug-83
19-Aug-33

U3-Sep-85

la-Sep-83
ul-0ct-89
21=-0ct-85
O4-Nov-B3
Q4=-Nov-83
09~-Dec-83
30-Dec-83

-

CONCENIRATION (ug/L)

ug/L
DAY & SAMPLE & C-1,2-DCE 1,1,1-TCA 1CE FCE
7 57 1.7 0.6 " 13.8 1.8
21 146 1.6 0.5 11.7 f.8
sS4 436 2.0 <0.%5 15.3 2.2
70 327 2.0 0.7 18,2 2.4
g4 673 2.3 0.7 21,4 2.7
112 824 1.2 0.9 16.4 1.3
124& 2 4.0 0.9 13.6 2.3
140 1053 3.8 <0.5% 18.4 2.8
154 1149 2.1 0.5 23.1 2.7
168 1236 2.2 0.4 20.0 2.9
175 1276 1.7 0.8 18.1 2.5
189 1342 2.3 0.5 24.4 2.3
203 1456 1.5 <0.9% 17.7 2.7
217 1524 2.0 0.6 18.2 1.7
231 1638 2.5 0.8 21.58 3.0
244 1749 2.8 0.7 30.4 4.1
259 1843 . 2.7 0.7 26.2 3.2
280 1941 2.7 1.1 24.9 3.4
294 2113 2.9 1.1 27.5 3.3
308 2190 2.1 u.b 16.8 2.6
vl 2191 2.0 0.5 17.2 2.7
343 2527 2.1 0.3 20.3 2.9
J&d 2442 2.0 Q.3 14.0 2.2
L—23 RESULTS 1985
a2
3,0—1
28 =
28 -
24
22
20 -
18
16 -
14
12 -
10
a -
s
4 -
2-
o _g=,,__ﬂ,‘::!:;::=:..1_¢=:=:a,¢ﬁr"*r*""'?t____-?-.ﬁ
o] 100 200 300 400
DAY 1683
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71 RESULTS FUR 1983 ug/L

T DAY ¢ SANPLE # TCE PCE
.. Jen=83 7 53 G.% £0.9%
Z1-Jan-8% 21 142 1.3 0.5
1l-Mar=-6S 70 522 0.9 0.8
Z5-Mar-53 B4 472 0.5 <G.§
22-Apr-835 112 821 0.7 Q.5
vo-May=-83 [2a- 959 0.8 <Q.%
20-May-83 144 1049 6.8 {0.9%
U3-Jun~85 154 114% 0.9 - £0.9%
17-Jdun~8S - . Le8 1232 0.7 <0.§
24-Jun~-85 178 1212 0.7 0.5
¢8-Jul-85 189 1338 <0.5 <0.5
22-Jul -BS 203 1452 0.7 {0.5
vS-Aug-83% 217 1%20 0.4 {0.5
{9-Rug~-6% 23t 1632 0.8 <0.85
}J3~Sep-85 244 1747 0.7 0.5
la~Sep=-85 259 1839 0.6 0.9
07~0ct-83 280 1940 £0.% 0.5
21-0ct-85 294 2108 0.8 <0,%
74-Nov-BS 308 2186 0.9 0.5
vi-Dec-BS 343 2523 0.8 0.5
J30-0ec-8% 354 2654 1.0 .5

L-21 TCE RESULTS — 1985

o v
1

9
I

.5 -
.5
4 -
.3 4
2 -
.1
1
0.9 -
0.8 -
0.7 -
0.8
0.5 -
0.4 -
0.3
0.2 -
0.1 =

- wh b b ah ah b b s

1CE CONCENTRATION {ug/L)

1
200 300 400
DAY p 1983
From Reference 1 4-29
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Site Name: North Penn Area

TDD No.: F3-8512-3]

4.8 Area?7

Area 7 is situated in Upper Gwynedd Township {southeast ot Lansdale) within the
Lansdale quadrangle (see map, page 4-32), The majority of the area is supplied by
North Wales Water Authority or relies on private wells. VOC contamination was
discovered in this area in August 1979, NPWA wel] L-22 lies within the
contamination plume, The major contaminant in L-22 is TCE, with concentrations
ranging from 50 to 140 ug/l (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.!

Several pump tests have been performed in this area, commonly referred to as the
Wissahickon well tield, A major finding was the observation that, when L-22 is not
pumped, VOC contamination levels in L-17 and L-{2 (located north of L-22)
increase, TCE concentrations in L-17 and L-12 are | to 2 ug/l 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/l. Wells L-12 and L-17 have a
combined permitted capacity of 244,800 gpd.ln“‘ ‘

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
Corporatic::n.l:2

The major source of contamination appears to be Spra-Fin, Incorporated, with TCE
concentrations in excess of 13,000 ug/l 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-22.14

4-30
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Site Name: North Penn Area
TDD No.: F3-8512-31

" Ford, Detron, Teleflex, Leed and Northrup, Porter Instruments, Greene Tweed, and
7enith are all known users of VOCs and are considered potentially responsible
parties in area 7. In addition, Brooks Instruments, Precisibn Tube Company,
Incorporated, 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. 1f either
condition is true, Brooks would be considered a potentially responsible party since
they are a known user of TCE. It is unknown at this time it Precision Tube or
Mlerck, Sharp, and Dohme are VOC users, but both industries have groundwater

contamination below theit facilities.!

4-31
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CONCENTRATIONS
V500 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

p

>dd Square, ™\ 7 P

=
Sewage _

y o~ Disposai s’ N o A e HL//
: ; . Y/ \
= 2 fe oS00 v ‘
';-.t X '\ ~ .{ . . .. ..- .‘N/\ \\ /‘ oo

AREA 7
{no scale) .

-1 SPRA-FIN, Inc. FROM REFERENCE 8

2 FORD ELECTRONICS AND REFRIGERATION CORP.

3 DELTRON INC.

4 TELEFEX, INC.-AEROSCAPE/DEFENSE DIVISION

S LEEDS AND NORTHRUP

& PORTER INSTRUMENTS

7 ZENITH ELECTRONICS CORP.

o X GREENE TWEED COMPANY N' ':'
9 PRECISION TUBE COMPANY, INC. A | Y
10 MERCK, SHARP, AND DOHME CORPORATION
11 BROOKS INSTRUMENT DIVISION o A Halliburion Company
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Site Name: North Penn Area

TDD No.: F3-8312-31

4.9 Area $

Area 3 is situated on the Lower Salford Township and Skippack Township border
just north of Skippack. The area can be located on the Collegevilie quadrangle (see
map, page 4-35). TCE contamination was first discovered in this area in [580.
NPWA well NP-39, which is located within the contamination plume, has a TCE
concentration range of 0.5 to 4.6 ug/l (see page 4-36). NP-39 is 510 feet deep and
has a permitted capacity of 360,000 gpd.!

Residents in the area are sérviced 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/l 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.l

Area § is a small, localized TCE plume, NPWA well NP-39 has not yet exce:eded
the limit for TCE contamination of 5 ug/l. Efforts to find the source of
contamination, prior to continued increase in YOC 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.
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CONCENTRATIONS

100 ug/L - 500 ug/L
25 ug/L - 100 ug/L
5 ug/L - 25 wg/t
8.5 ug/L - 5 ug/L

Y500 ug/L

(no scale)

AREA 8

NO KNOWN POTENTIAL RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

FROM REFERENCE 7

o A Halliburton Company
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NP-39 RESULTS FOR 1983 ug/L
DATE DAY & SAMPLE ¢ TCE PCE
12-Feb=83 43 340 2.1 {0.%
Q7-Mar=-83 b 457 1.4 £0.%
25-Mar-89 B4 481 1.6 {0.8
22-Apr-85 112 833 1.1 {0.9%
ve-May-83 1264 70 4.6 <0,%
20-May-8% 140 1042 1.5 <0.%
03=-Jun-85% 154 1158 1.8 {0.9%
17=-Jun=-8% 168 1245 1.6 0.5
Z4=-Jun-g5s 178 1285 1.4 {0.3
vB-Jul-8S 189 1354 1.4 <0.5
22-Jul-8% 203 144635 1.1 0.5
¢$-Aug-83 217 1533 0.3 €0.5
19-Aug-89 231 1644 1.5 0.9
03-Sep-85 246 1758 1.5 0.8
le-Sep-83 259 1852 2.1 0.3
07-0ct-8% 260 1993 Lo 0.5
21-Qct-83 294 2122 1.4 0.3
Ud4=-Nov-85 308 2199 1.3 0.9
09-Ruec-85 343 2338 1.8 {0.93
30-0ec=-85 a4 2489 1.8 <0.3
NP-—39 TCE RESULTS — 1985
S
3 -
:?
o
[=
3
§ 31
&
Zz
3
- 2 -
3
Q
b
e
. 1 _'
o 1 13 T T 1§ ¥ L) LI L ) L] 1 1 L1 ] L
40 80 120 180 200 240 280 320 380
CAY § 1983
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Site Name: North Penn Area
TDD No.: F3-8512+3]

510 Area?

Area 9 is sityated in Skippack Township east of Route [13. 'f'he area is [ocated on
the Collegevilie 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-trichloroethane concentration range of 1 to 2 ug/l
" {see page 4-38). NP-37 is 487 feet deep and has a permitted capacity of 144,000
gpd.!

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 [,l,I-trichloroethane is 200 ug/l. 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 krown
potentially responsible parties contributing to the YOC contamination in area 9.1
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FROM REFERENCE 7

AREA 9
NO KNOWN POTENTIAL RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

4-38

CONCENTRATIONS

V500 ug/L
100 ug/L - 500 ug/L

25 ug/L - 100 ug/L

S ug/L - 75 ug/L

0.5 ug/L - 5 ug/L

(no scale)




NE-37 RESULTS FOR 1985

E

Mar~83
CE-Mér~85
22-Apr-~85§
Ue=-May-8S
20-Hay~8%
¢3-Jun~85%
i7-Jun~-85
24-Jun-~8S
VE8~Jul~-85

22-Jul-8%

0S-Ryg=-83
t9-Aug~-85
vl~Sep-83
lo~Sep-BS
07-0ct-8%
21~0ct-85
04~-Nov-8S
uvi-0ec-85
J0=-Dec-85

3
2.8
2.6
o -
:a 2.4
3 2.2+
5 2 -
3 1.8 -
Z 1.6 =
3
g 1.4
Q 1.2 1
3 14
 d
g 0.8 -
™ 0.5 -
-
! 0.4 B
0.2
0 i LI T T T
Q 100 200 300
CAY ¢ 1988
4-39
M P 9 From Reference 1

DAY ¢
44
g4
112
{26
140

1S4

Y]
175
189
03
217
i3
244
259
280
294
3u8
343
a4

SAMPLE #  1,1,1-

493

5890

€832

969
1061
1157
1244
1284
1350
1464
1332
1643
1757
1851
1952
2121
2L98
2537
2468

ug/l

TCA
t.9

= 8 » & &+ 8 s & s & 2 ®

B o bt bt pon B et b pen el g s B e e O e O
P DA R e b e e g D O L4 QD OO~y 0D

- & & 5 =

TCE
<0.5%
<0.5
0.5
Q.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
<0.5%
0.5
<0,9%
{0.%
(015
<0.%
{0.5%
<°ls
<0.8
0.5
{0.9%
0.5%

NP—37 1,1,1—=TCA RESULTS — 1985
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Site Name: North Penn Area
TDD No.: F3-3512-31

.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
4-4]1). Contamination in this area was discovered in August 1979. NPWA well NP-
35, which is located within the plume, has 1,l,l-trichloroethane contamination
ranging in concentrations of 1 to 3.5 ug/l (see page 4-42), NP-35is 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).l

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 estimated,!

The proposed limit for 1,1,1-trichloroethane is 200 ug/l. Contaminations in NP-35
are far below the proposed limit, Residential wells in the area should be checked
for YOC 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.!
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. 1 AREA 10 (no scale)
_ -MD KNOWN POTENTIAL RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

FROM REFERENCE 7
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NP~-35 1,1,1-TCA RESULTS - 1985

NP-35 1,1,1-TCA RESULTS - 1984
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Site Name: North Penn Area

TDD No.: F3-35[32-3]

.12 Area ]l

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 welis
and no NPWA wells are located in the area.l

PA DER performed a well survey in this area in (981, TCE contamination in
residential wells was up to 89 ug/l. PA DER attributed this contamination to
septic tank cleaning. NUS FIT IlI has determined 3 other potentially r.esponsible
parties for 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 [l. 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.
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CONCENTRATIONS
2500 ug/L

[/ /A 100 ug/L - 500 ug/L

25 ug/L - 100 ug/L

5 ug/L - 25 ug/L

- 0.5 ug/L - 5 ugsL
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‘ L AREA 11 (no scale)
"1 wW.M. YOCUM MACHINE COMPANY

2 EAM CORP.
3 STATIC, INC. o
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Site Name: North Penn Area

TDD No.: F3-8512-31

5,13 Area 12

Area 12 is situated in Worqr{ester 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 NRWA service lines and could hook up to their supply.

PA DER discovered high levels of TCE contamination at the Transicoil,
In.corpor'ated tacility, 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 12.3
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| CONCENTRATIONS
?500 ug/L
Z 100 ug/L - 500 ug/L

25 ug/L - 100 ug/L

§ ug/L - 25 ug/L

0.5 ug/L - 5 ugsL

Water Tank
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Site Name: North Penn Aras

TOD No.: F3-8512-3}

5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Groundwater contamination from 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 weils

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 |8 wells are inactive due to contamination. With treatment,
wells 5-9, L-9, L-10, and L-25 could supply an additional 0.5 mgd to NPWA. Water
from well L-8 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-2{, 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-2i, and L-23) to bring
contamination levels below the proposed limits. Qther wells have VOC

contamination below the proposed limits for each particular chemical contaminant.

The 3 areas that do not use NPWA wells (areas 4, [, and [2) rely on private 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 limits,

residents should hook up to the nearest water authority,

File searches at EPA, PA DER, and NPWA, and a site reconnaissance performed by
NUS FIT Il have produced 51 potentiaily responsible parties for the groundwater
contamination in the North Penn area (see potentially responsible parties summary,
pages 5-3 and 5-4), 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 may be contributing to the groundwater contamination in the North Penn

darea.
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Site Name:

Narth Penn Area

TDD No.: F3-3512-31

Summary NPWA Wells

Maximum Concentration of VOCs in opo

We!| Area  Depth (ft) Capacity (end) TCE PCE - Other
5-9 1 300 144,500 26,7
5-10 i 300 115,200 2.6
Ne-15 2 500 144,000 no limit set
l,l-dichloroethane-" 19.2
NP-5 3 630 504,000 5.1
NP-33 3 560 216,000 13.2
NP-2l 5 500 864,000 19.8 B
L-3*% 6 291 100,800 2,000 800 45(v.C.)
L-9 6 500 144,000 190 17.2
L-10 6 264 100,300 25 25
L-21 6 399 144,000 [.3
L-23 6 600 36,400 30.4 4.1
L-25 6 492 144,000 34 12 -
L-22¢ 7 645 252,000 157.6 1.3
B I o e D S D o B L
L-t2 7 620 170,330 0.5
NP-39 3 510 360,000 4.6
NP-37 9 437 144,000 1,1,l-trichloroethane 2.2
NP-3S 19 557 50,400 [,1,1-trichloroethane 3.6

B T i €2 N0 o i (b B PR T T Tl it i Sl e D e Tl S il e, < SRS S BT RS o,
' » "".upped vith granular-acti/ated charcoal treat'nent and pump

b
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+ Zquipped with granular-actizated charcoal trzatment aad pumped to wiste vaitr
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Site Name: North Pann Area

TDD No,: F3-85]2-3]

Summary of Potentially Responsible Partjes

Primary

Industry

© Gentle Cleaners, Incorporated

Cranite Xnitting Mills, Incorporated
Parkside Apartments

Ametek Corporation - Hunter Spring Division
Waste Conversion, Incorporated
SPS Technology

B & G Manufactures Company (now Jed Manufacturing)

Greene Tweed Company

Nice Bearing Division of SKF Industries
Reclamation Resources

American Electronic Laboratories
Cas Spring Company

Brown, Boveri Electric

Limberg Company

Baron Blackeslee Division - Allied Chemical Company

J.W. Rex Company
John Evans' Sons, Incorporated
Allied Paint Company

Keystone Hydraulics

Eaton Laboratories

Royal Cleaners

Lansdale Transportation (now owned by Lanscale Realty)

Andale Company
Philadelphia Toboggan (now H.G.H. Corporation)
K & K Laundry (now Precision Rebuilders)

5-3
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Spra-Fin, Incorporated

Ford Clectronics and Refrigeration Corporation
Deitron Incorporated

Telefiex, (ncorporated - Aeroscope/Delfense Division
Leeds and Northrup

Porter Instruments

Zenith Electronics Corporation (now Elan Associates)
Green Tweed Company

Transicoil

Secondary

Industry

A. Steiert and Sons, Incorporated
Met-Pro Corporation

Percora Chemical Company
Penn Fishing Tackie Company

Williain Wilson's Sons

Lehigh Valley Farms - Atlantic Processing, Incorporated
Crystal Seap and Chemical Company

Americil Olean Tile Company

Decision Data Con;puter Company

Skee-Ball

Precision Tube Company, Incorporated
\lerck, Sharp, and Dohme

‘Brouks Instrument Division

Residants at 2991 Store Road

5-4

Site Name; North Pern Area

TDD No.:; F3-8512-3]
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Site Name: Yyortn Pann Y2z
TDD No.: F3.3512-34 T

Il
1l
Ll

W.M. Yocum Machine Company
EAM Corperation
Static, Incorporated
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[ 1. COST CENTER:

REM/FIT ZONE CONTRACT

2.N0.:
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~

8. GENERAL TASK DESCRIPTION:__ Perform a preliminary assessment/site ingpection of the subject site

using availabte {nfprmation,

~

9. SPECIFIC ELEMENTS:

_L.;Wm
—Z—iocontact-scate and local agencisg far relavane information
—3J)— Contacs-Wates authosity fos water supply informarion (Harey Borchers 85%-3617)

—A)—Determinepossiblesesponsible pacties in the water supnly ares
—fLrom—availabletecords.

H. INTERIM |
DEADLINES:

—5 ) —Mainsain-contact-wmith.Laura Booenazian-and Burch Byer
—6)—PRropare-and-submit-report,-includeincoves lectes tecommendariang for ne

to: WP-PA-t Rev |

e —————————

daof HRR
WP-SI-1, Rev.]

DTHER {SPECIFY):

11. DESIRED REPORT FORM:

FORMAL REPORT [X]

LETTER REPOAT ]

FORMAL BRIEFING [}

12. COMMENTS:

State Code 042 County Code 091

13 AUTHOH!ZING RPO:

!
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14, DATE:

(SIGNATURE)

4‘«"\
&

1/5756
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16. DATE:
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White = EITL Copy
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L1

Site Name: North Pann Area

TDD No.: F3-83512-3]

References
North Penn Water Authority. File information.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. File information for the
North Penn area.

Pennsylvania Department of Environmenta! Resources. File information for
the North Penn area.

United States Department of the Interior Geologic Survey. Perkiomenville,
Pennsylvania Quadrangle, 7.5 Minute Series, Yopographic Map, 1973,

United States Department of the Interior Geol6gic Survey.  Telford,
Pennsylvania Quadrangle, 7.5 Minute Series. Topographic Map. 1573,

United States Department of the Interior Geologic Survey. DOylestéwn,
Pennsylvania Quadrangle, 7.5 Minute Series. Topographic Map, 1983,

United States Department of the Interior Geologic Survey. Collegevilie,
Pennsylvania Quadrangle, 7.5 Minute Series. Topographic Map. 1983,

United States Department of the Interior Geologic Survey. Lansdale,
Pennsylvania Quadrangle, 7.5 Minute Series, Topographic Map. 1983,

United States Department of the Interior Geologic Survey, Ambler,
Pennsylvania Quadrangle, 7.5 Minute Series. Topographic Map. 1933,

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, Traffic and Legislative Route
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1983 DEPENCABLE DA 1.7 > P.7 OF THE WATER SYSTEM - SOURCES (MAIN SYSTEM ChLY)

AR Ty e Y e s o
) rod Output (e.g. ,Rew Watar Pumpg,Treatment
OR NUMBER Depth Diam metered During Dry Yrs  Works,Transmission Mains,Distribution
(feet) (in.)  YES NO CPD Days) of Record (CPD) _ Systems, etc...) '
TYPE CAPACITY (CPD)
L-? 378 8 x 41,205 (365) 18,880 pumg - 57,600
L-8 291 8 -- 37,440 pump 100,800 Thushot
L-% 500 8 X 100,31%  (365) 96,480 pump 144,000 Taaserd®
L-10 264k 8 x 23,052 ( 79) 36,000 pump 100,800 It TR
L-n 390 . x - 20,160 pume 50,400
L-12 185 8 x 57,783 (165) 51,840 pump 57,600
L-1% . 3. 10 x 6,712 (102) - 63,380 pump 144,000
L-16 199 10 x 102,153 (265) 37,440 pump 144,000
L-17 387 10 x S111,430 (365) 66,2480 pump 144,000
L-18 406 10 x 267,693 (368) 120,960 pump 288,000
L-19 830 10 x 91,153 (185) 43,200 pump 72,000
L-2 3199 10 x 98,622 (365) 105,120 punp 144,000
L-22 €S (] x 149,962 (165) 1,840 pum™® 165,600
L-23 600 10 x 4k 603 (208) 64,800 pume 86,400
L-25 492 8 x .- 53,280 pumg 1es,000 1.
L-26 400 10 'y €5,811  (365) 51,880 " pump 72,000
/pool x 10,693 ( 62) 17,280 pump . .
5-2 216 6 x 92,958 (365) 84,960 pump 108,000
S-4 00 8 x 29,27y (365) 23,060 pump 36,000
5-8 300 ] x 41,878 (320) 4b 640 pump ‘ 86,400 o
$-9 30 8 x - 64,800 pup ae,000 Tmachive
5-10 300 ] x 59,747 (368) 46,080 pump 72,000
5/pool x 21,547 (110) 14,560 pump -
NP-2 664 8 x 53,385 (320) 50,400 pump 72,000
NP -4 668 10 x 117,822 (385) 92,160 pump 144,000
NP+$ 630 0 x 261,175 (365) 263,160 pump 360,000
NP-8 645 ] x - 43,200 well 57,600
NP-11 500 8 x 71,178 (363) 64,800 pump 72,000
NP-12 620 ] x 16,962 (253} 149,760 pump 172,800
NP-18 sas 10 x 152,476 (365)  239,080% well 32,000
NP-15 500 ] x 72,613 (365} 74,880 pump 144,000
NP-16 500 % -- 144 ,000% pump 288,000
NP-17 565 11 x 155,608 (36%)  239,040% well 576,000
NP-20 300 ] x " 134,808 (365) 93,600% well 288,000
NP-11 s00 12 x 291,432 (368)  244,800% well 432,000
NP-26 878 ] x 49,312 (36%) 205,920 pump 216,000
NP-29 #10 ] x 65,073 (365) 72,000% well 216,000
NP-30 400 8 x 98,816 (365) 72,0000 .. well 216,000
P31 500 10 .. —=x 91,323 (365) 89,280 well 216,000
NP+13 560 12 x 132,803 (275) 178,560 pump 216,000
NP-3A 335 10 x 97,159 (365}  100,000¢ permit & pump 100,000
NP-46 500 8 x 6,211 { 69) 72,00Q0- - _ wel) We,000 _ ___ . L .
NP-48 492 10 x 188,819 (190) __220,0004 permit & pump 120,000
31,645,617 3,962,040 6,944,000

* {f pump operated 2% hours
¢ limited by permit
T emergency (diesel power only)
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1983 DEPENDABLE DALY QUTPLUT OF THE WATER SYSTEM = S50URCES {SATELL I TE SYSTEM ONLY)

CROUNDWATER SQURCES{WELLS) i Aversge Daily Safe Yiglg or

Factiitios whien 1imit the Total OliT;-

WELL NAME Source Withdraws! Minimum Prod Output (e.g.,Raw Woter Pumpg, Trestment
OR NUMBER leth Dfam metered During Df‘y Yrs 'Ofkl.Tf.nmiggion N.ins.oistribution
{feat) {in.) YES NO CPD {Days) of Recard (CPD) Systems, ate..,)
TYPE CAPACITY (CPD)
NP 28 100 E x 3,189 (365) 89,280 pump © 144,000
K} 557 6 x 4,006 (36S) 28,800w pump 80,400
P 36 kY| 6 x 7,180 (365) 67,680 pump 115,200
NP 37 487 6 x 27,994 {365) 24 480w pump 93,600
NP 18 150 [ 13 1,024 {365) 11,600 pump 36,000
NP 39 510 8 x 41,904 {363) 161|280* pump 360.000
Total Satelltte Systems 85,337 393,120 799,200
plus Total Main System 1,645 617 3,962,840 6,944,000
3,730,9% 4,155,960 7,743,200

* {f pump cperated 2% Rours

page 2 of 2
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1.0 CNTRCDUCTION
This report presents the results of the clzan closure of ten (10) wastewater lagoons

locatad at 1180 Church Road, Lansdale, ontgomery County, Pennsylvania (see
Figure 1). The sits was formerly owned and operated by Zenith Corperaticn.
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3.0 LAGCON CLOSURE PRCGIANM
3.1 Ligquids Rermoval

In preparzticn for the closure of the Zenith lagoons, rainwater which had flled the

lagoons over the years nad to be removed and properly disposed of. In February, 109

the owners of the property entered into an agrzement with the Upper Gwynedd

Township Avthority (UGTA) (see I-\Dp"’ldl.. 2). The agrezment set the concitions icr
‘discharge ol the uqu.cl'= into the UGTA sewer system.

During the period frem Liarch, 1883 tarough June, 1286, ARC obtzined permissicn to
dischiergs the liquids into the sewer svstem. Appendix 3 contains the .-.RC/ JGTA

corTesTendance wnich led to an accaniable procedure to sampls, analvze, and

- - -~ M - ’
document the dischargs of the lageon iiquids
S
-y - o aw * ST 4. - -y = ~11 7 PRy
urig rle entice owo (2) and one-nalf (L'2) rzar closure srogram, 2l liguiss
eratoinsdin O i UiZTA szwerzvitantin
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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 presanted the Zenith Lagoons

lcsura Plan to DER for approval. ARer review of the closura plan, DER, by letter
dated October 20, 1986, sent 2 comment letter to ARC. The DER comment letter vas
addressed by ARC cn Novernber 10, 1938, and DER approved the closure methodslogy
by letter dated December 28, 1286 (see Appendix 4).
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2.2.1 Non-Hazardous Solids Removal

Upon approval of the closure plan by DER, the ¢losure program commenced in tv‘ne
spring of 1987. The closure program began with the removal of the PVC liner in
lagoon #10. A gnid system was established and soil samples were collected at
discrate points and saved. Tach sampling point was also blended to creatad a
composite sample for analysis.

Upon receipt of the analytical datn, the data was transmitted to PA DER with a
request to backfill lageon 710.

Tais procaduras was followad with lagoons 59, #5, 6, £#7, #3, £1, and %4, in that orczr
(sce Iigure <), Inecch case DER approved the back*‘ilhn; of the lagoons Aprendiz 3

a
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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 extrems
variability of the sludge contained inlagoons #2 and #3. Over time as grab samples
wera obtained from these lagoons, some samples resulted in data which shovved the
sludge to be non-hazardous and some resulted in hazardous levels of lead. Upon

excavation of the sludge it was determined that the sludgé mass was mada up of

discrete layers from one-eighth of an inch to an inch or mnore in depth.

To deal with this situaticn ARC develcred a sampling protocol which called for tha

gamriing

-

compositing of over 1C0 core samples in each lagoon. The result of this

octivity was a "suger composite” sampie for lagoon #2 and lagoon #3. The results of

of the super composite samples would be used to make remaval 223

Chacasulis of tho ancivsis of the supar composite samrles showed tie sludge in
lagzon #2 t9 be hazardous (1.91 =gl of cadmium and 18.2 mgl oflead) and ths
sludzz inlazzon #3 was also hazardous (151.2 m1 of lead).

2azed uzon s data, several ccntrnctors. with hazardous waste transpericicn and
Qiznezal exnzasisnce ware evaluated, Waste Conversicn, Inc. (PADO3ESECI2E]

- - L3 . o_'! -! . . ct — 3 -
suoieated the faasibility of removing the sivdze in slusry form. Twelve (220 nads o
y a VAt - Thee dem TTALZ T T x

Iz cvare -trans:ortad 45 the Wasie Cenversisn nadlitr in matlld, Itwos
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Finally, the waste was approved for disposal at the Four County Landfill in

" Rochester, Indiana (IND000780544). The waste was transported to the landfill by
Howrwith Trucks, Inc. (PADQG4035819). Between May, 1988 and August, 1988 a total of
197 loads of sludge and soil was transported to the Four County Landfill.

In all, approxmately 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 saﬁlples were
obtained and analyied. The restlts of the analysis of the bottom samples were
forwarded to DER with the raguest to backfill lagoons #2, and #3, by letter dated
Secstember 12, 1988. |

Appendix 3 contains the Sentember 12, 1988 request to DER to backiill'lagoons €2 an

¥ 3
# and the Novembuer 13, 1¢83 letter from DER cpproving the backfiiling of lagee 2
ard #3 ~
Anpendin 7 coniains the supar coniposite samples’ results as well as all cispoaal
manilests.
—_
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3.3 Ground Water Monitoring

In accordance with the ARC Closure Plan and the PA DER criteria for approval of
th:e plan (see Appendix 4), two (2) existing monitoring wells, and one (1) new
monitoring well have been used to evaluate ground watar quality in the area of the
lagoens. 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 ¢f the anaiysis
of ground water samples, and A.ppendix B contains copies of all analytical datz and
associated ground water information. Add.i'tionally, a November 13, 1936 BCM
Report (see Appandix 2) has also been reviewed relative to on-site ground water
onditions.

Tabie 1 shows tiie rasuiis of ARC's /6/87 pre-closure monitoring of X0W-1 (ARC-1).
At that time cnly two {2) drink .u:; water parametars exceeded establishéd standards,
chromium (0.055 vs. 0.0. ) and selenium (0.013 vs. 0.01). Itis cur opinion, however,
oasions are due to natural conditions, and not lagoon impac:.

aring sost-clesure monitering since the well was

Tabhlz 2 shows the results of 1928 BCM and 1637 and 1935 ARC monitoring of 2T3W-2
(NT-1) This well exhibited slight zlevations of cadmium (0.014 vs. 0.01) and

e [} ‘

selamiwin (0.0120 vs. 0.01) curing the 1/5°37 pre-closure monitcring; however, tath

LI P - - - - aa g
narametars were within diinldng water standards during post-closure r!".un‘tm-:"-:-
— . . 8 . ‘l'-
Tie 4ot also ehovrs a slight increasza in total dissoived sclids (TDS), duorida, and
suaclie condusiance during slosure ::cti'.-i:ies; nowever, this czang: was andeipored

0

Cuaontha m
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Table 3 shows the results of 1886 BCM and 1967 and 1988 ARC monitoring of A[W.2
(BCM-2). This well exl-ublted elevated levels of chromium, lead, and selenium in the
1986 BCI 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 monitering did
reveal slight elevations in TDS (422 vs. 510), fluoride (0.16 vs. 0.2), and specific
conductance (685. vs. 793); however, this change was also ant1c1pated due to earth
moving activities.

Table 4 shows the results of BCM and ARC monitoring of the North Penn well (NP-2)
wihich has consistently shown the impact of off-site VOC contamination. This well
e::hibited a sigrificant increase in the ccneentration of total VOC's (101.4 vs, 1221.0
ug) betwween 1/6/37 and 9/8/88. This VOC contamination has nsothing to do with
either past operation, or closure of the lagoons. '

S
In sumerary, the required ground water monitoring has shown minimal impac:
frem the closurs of the lagoons. Monitoring wells ar.f:‘. #3 exunioited sligh:

increases in TOS, specific conductance and fluorides which can be attiizuiedi ¢
clesure of the lagoons. It is ARC's opinion, however, that these levels wiil zppreach
dackground (MV-1 and NP-2) after final grading and stabxhzat;on of the area.

AR0ODOL 96
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ar. ra

Arsenic
Barium
Cadmium
Chromium
Lead
Liercury
Selenium
Siiver
Cyranide
Flueoride

COD

S

J

H

n

]

pac. Cond.
Lotal VOC's (uz?)

MONMITORING WELL #1 (ARC - 1)

TABLE 1

(02617)
ARC ARC
1/6/87 9/8/88

0.003 This well was destroyed
<0.5 during the closure of
<0.001 Lagoon #10 and as a

0.055 resuit could not te sampled.

0.601 |
<0.C002

0012
<0.001
<0.003

0.13
113

Ly 2l }
275,

g1

L o
{8 ]
Ca =1

i;
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TABLE2

Parameter (MW-1) (02619)

BCM ARC

11/26/86 1/6/87
Arsenic - 0.C05
Barium - <0.5
Cadmium <0.005 0.014
Chronuum 0.013 0.C03
Lead 0.002 <0.001
Mercury - <).CCC2
Selenium <0.0C% 0.013
Stvar - <2.001
Cyanice - <0.005
Fluoride - 0.13
COD <l <10.
T8 - 351,
oH T4 7.94
Epec. Cond 626. 555,
Total VOC's (ugl) 2.1 4931

B S m et g vwm e Ry d
PR DS S AR

LT

MONITORDYG WELL 42 (NP - 1)

(03334)
ARC
9/8/85

PR T i - sl
~togdnans lavels (OICL3) ara avaln

16

Drinking
Water
Standards

0.05
1.0
0.01
0.05

' 005
0.032
0.01
0.05
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MOMNITORING WELL #3 (BCM #2)

TABLE3
Parameter (B-2) (02618) (03835) Drinking
BCM ARC ARC Water
11/26/86 1/8/87 9/8/88 Standards
Arsenic _ T ' 0.C05 <0.05 0.05
Barium . <0.5 0.064 1.0,
Cacdmium: <0.01 <0.001 <0.01 0.01
Chromium 0.132 0.004 <0.05 0.05
Lead 0079 <0.001 <0.05 1 0.05
Mercury - <0.002 <0.001 0.0G2
Selenium 0.080 0.014 <0.01 001
ilvar - .01 <0.05 0.05
Cyanide - <0.C05 <0.03 0.2
Fluoride - 0.18 0.2 l4to2.4
COD 650. 104 2. -
DS - . 4220 510.0 300.
»H - 7.83 733 5.53t08.3
Spec. Cond ’ 549, 633.0 793. -
Total VOC's (ug’l) 5.8 170.1 014.9
minzimum conraminant levals (ZITL's) ars available for selected comzsunds.

ARG00500



NP.2
TABLE 4

Parametar (MW-2) (02620) (03336)

BCM ARC ARC

11/26/86 1/6/87 _ _ 9/5/88
Arsanic | - | . .
Barium - - .
Cadmium <0.01 - -
Chromium <0.02 - -
Lead <0.002 . .
Merguy -
Selenium <0.040 -
Silver - _ - | -
Cyanide - - -
Fluoride - . -
COD <l. -
pH . . .
Snee. Cond 472, -
Total VOC's (ug/l) 2532 1014 12210

ARCOO0SO0I
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS )

Based upon the praceding closure report, the following conclusions can be drawn:’

1)

3)

The Zenith Lagoon Closure program has been completed in accordance

with the PA DER approved closure plan (see Appendix 4);

All liquid waste contained in the lagoons was discharged into the UGTA
sewer system in accordance with the agreement (see Appendix 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); -

Based upon sampling and analysis of lagoon bottom samples, PA DER
has approved the backSlling and final closure of lagoons #1, #2, #3, 74,
£3, #6, #7, #8, #2 and #10 (see Appendix 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}

Continued, lagoon specific, ground water monitoring is not necessary:

AR000502
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. COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES
" 1875 New Hope Street ‘

Norristam, PA 19401
215 270-197%

PENNISYLVANLA

Jaruary 26, 1989

. Mz. Edvard H. Prout, Jr.
American Rescurce Consultancs, Ine.
450 Cast Street
Doylestown, PA 18901

Re: Zanith Lagoons-Closure Report

Upper Guynedd Tomship
Montgomery County

Dear Mr. Prout:

This ts in reply to your letter of November 16, 1988 (n which you request our
review of the final Closure Plan, dated November, 1988 for the subjec: sfce.

Based 1 qur review of the data provided, we concur with the conclusions

presented in the Closure Plan. We recomrend that all existing monitoring wells -
and borings be abandoned in accordancs with approved industry procedures, such

as those contained in AMA Standard A '00-84. Nocify this office when chis has

been acconplished.

. 1f you have any questions, please call me or Robert Dey-lewls, Hydrogeclcgise,
at (215)270-1975.

Very truly %ourl:

d:osm A. FEOLA
Regional Wacer Quality Mansger
ce: Upper Gwynedd Toumehip

Mr. Jolly
Re 30 (DAC)24.12

AROOOSOL
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FINAL REPORT ON LANSDALE PROPERT
30 May 1990

SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

During November 1989, Roy F., Weston, Inc. (WESTON)
conducted a field investigation of the property at 1180 cChurch
Read 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 previcusly been owned and operated by Philco-
Ford, and then 2Zenith as a production plant for televisicn
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 1l). 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 cne 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, ;ive
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.

AR0ODODS06



CLIENT: ROUSE, INC.
FINAL REPORT ON LANSDALE FACILITY

WESTON attempted fouxr monitor wells. One monitor well
(MW-3) was drilled to 80 feet below ground surface and
encountered no groundwater. The other three wells (MW-1, 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-1, MW-2, MW-4, and an existing
well in the parking lot of this site, adjacent to Church Read.
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 groundwater 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 1is located within 2Zone 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
inecluding 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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CLIENT: ROUSE, INC.
FINAL REPCRT ON LANSDALE FACILITY

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 & 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 1lid. 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 GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

Baecause of the very low yields, the onsite wells were
purged with clean teflon bailers cne day before sampling. The
walls 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 DECO NATION

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

2-3
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FINAL REPORT ON LANSDALE FACILITY

decontanmination of sampling instruments can be found in Table
1l

2.5 (o] v (o)

The three newly completed monitor wells on-site (MW-1, 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 beorings (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 bhelow 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.

ARQOOS09
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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 $B-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-S.

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 cadmiun.

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” levels.

3.2 GRQUNDWATER SAMPLING

Wells MW=-1, MW-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 1id. For details of well completion see Table 6. The
wells were developed by bailing until the water was clear (as
practical). During development and subsequent purging for

3-5 AROOOSI10
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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:

Q Trichloroethylene (TCE) was the only volatile
organic compound found in the groundwater below the
site. It was found at trace levels on the site

fgrther away from Church Rcad, and was found at
higher levels in the parking lot well adjacent to
Cchurch Read.

o] Chromium was found in the groundwater samples from
two of the con-site wells away from Church Reocad. No
chromium was detectead in the third well away fronm
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.

Menitor well MW-2 was sampled two times in order to
evaluate whether priority pollutant metals were present in the
groundwatar. Preliminary analysis results indicated that the
groundwater contained chromium at a concentration of 975 ug/l.
No other groundwater or soil samples collected at the site were
indicators &f 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 28 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.

AROOOS! |
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3.3 Groundwater lavels

Groundwater level measurements were ocobtained during the
relative elevation well survey to confirm groundwater flow
direction and gradient.

\ Relative Relative
Depth to Elevation ‘Groundwater
Well Wat 12-29-98 of Well casing . Elevation
MW-1 65.89 94.58 28.69
MWw-=-2 . 70.92 : 100.37 29.45
MW-4 58.41 106.18 47.77
Pkng Lot 51.00 33.4Q6 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 Read 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 problen.

o Selenium was detected in two soil borings (SB-2 and
SB-3) at 0.134 and 0.240 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-1, 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 seoil 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.

e 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 adjacent to Church Road. This
assessment indicates that the TCE has migrated further onto the
property thus affecting MW-1 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

4-8
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CLIENT: ROUSE, INC.
FINAL REPORT ON LANSDALE FACILITY

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 MwW=-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 Lockateng 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 sitae.

a:\rouserpt.lns
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PWESTEN

TA "E 1

Decontamination Procedures
Rouse and Associates
Landsdale, PA Facility

i1ten Erocedyure

Drill rig, augers, tools, - 1. Steam clean
split spoons, drill stems

Bailers and stainless steei l. 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. Deicnized water rinse

Dedicated polyethylene rope was used to sample each well.
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WESTEHN
N

TABLE 5

Fluoride Resul%ts (ppm)

Groundwater Fluoride
MW-1 0.48
MW=-2 0.22
MW-4 0.13
Parking Lot Well 0.24
Field Blank ND
Soils

SB-1 i8.4
SB=-2 11.4
SB-3 49.7
SB~-4 12.6
SB-5 ND

AR000521



ARO00DS22



_—

'MANKO
JOLD &

KATCHER

SuiTe 500
401 CITY AVENUE

Bawa CynwyD, PA 19004

(610) 660-5700
(610} 660-5711 Fax

|osErH M. MaNkQ
Marc £ Golp
Bruct §. KaTCHEr
KENNETH |. WARREN
KirauT L. RaCER
Nei 5. WiTkes
MICHAEL M. MELOY
Rostar D. Fox
STevin T MIano
[itt M. Hyman
Diant H. BARTLETT
1Eia H- Wolpow'
ATHaN [, RINDE"
_ N0l S GARNICK
JoHn F. QUUACE
MARC L FROHMAN
Bant £ Cassiov*
MantLeine H. Cozne
Brenna HusTis GoTANDA
JosaTHAN H. SrerGil

'ALSO ADMITIED IN N

Darryt D. BORRELL
ConsuLlinG ENGINEER

Niw Jersty OFnice:

Suite 111
1 Eves Drive
MarLTON, NJ 08053

(609 5964062
{609 596:7299 Fax

\

~ENVIRONMENTAL

Law PRACTICE

Tuly 13, 1995

Frances L. Costanzi

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 Bums, rather than you,
is serving as the RPM for the site. [ 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 previously contaminated the site, there

FiL
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L hpt

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 [ 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 Bums, Jim D’Alessandro and Abe Ferdas at
EPA, as well as Don Becker at Pennsylvania Deparunent of Environmental Protection, so
that they will be aware of the situation which I find myself in the time of dictating this letter.

Sincerely,

g seph M. Manko
For MANKO, GOLD & KATCHER

IMM/dms
ce: Frances Burns, Esquire (3HW22)
James D’Alessandro, Esquire (3HW11)

Abraliam Ferdas, USEPA
Leslie Reid Price, Esquire

4313
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1ANKO
GOLD &

KATCHER

SuiTe 500
401 CITy AVENUE
Bata CynwyD. PA 19004

(610) 660-5700
(610) 6605711 Fax

JOsEPH M. MANKD
Marc E. Gotp
BRUCE 5. KATCHER® .
KENNETH [. WARREN
KirmiT L RADER
NEtL 5. WiTess®
MICHAEL M. MELOY
Roseat D. Fox

N T. MIANO

A HYman

e H. BarTiETT
Pameis H. Wolpow'
JonaTHAN E. RUNDE"
RanDL 5. GarniCk”
JoHn F. Quitact
Bart £. Cassipy”
MapeLeing H. Cozing'
Brenoa Hustts GoTanpa'
JoNaTHAN H. SPERGHL

"ALSO ADMITTSD IN N}

Darayl D BORRELLI
CONSULTING ENGINTER

Niw Jersey OFFICE:

Suite 1
1 Eves Daive
MARLTON, N} 08053

1aN9) 596-4062
' 596-7299 Fax

AN
ENVIRONMENTAL
LAW PRACTICE

September 26, 1995

James D’Alessandro, Esquire

United States Environmental
Protection Agency

Region III

841 Chestnut Building

Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re:  North Penn Area 7 Superfund Site, Lansdale,
Montgomery County, Pennsylvania

Dear Jim:

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,
seph M. Manko
For 0, GOLD & KATCHER
IMM/k1/ 10108001
Enclosure

cc:  Leslie Reed Price, Esquire

46160
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'\{\AN KO
JOLD &
KATCHER

Sutte 500
401 Ciy AVENUE
BaLa CynwyD, PA 19004

(610) 660-5700
{610} 6605711 Fax

joser M. MANKG
Marc £ GOLD
BRUCE S KATCHER'
KENNETH |. WARREN
Kermir L RaDER
NEL S, WiTkes
MICHAEL M. MELOY
RostrT D. Fox
STEVIN T MiaND
TimOTHY F. MaLLoY'
M. Hyman
NI H. BARTLETT
. aMEL M. Wolpow'
jonatHaN E. Runpt’
Ranon S, Garnick”
Jorn F. GuLiace
Bart £ Cassior®
MaptLeint H Cozing”
BrenDa HusTIS GOTANDA'
JoNATHAN H. SetaGEL’

*AL50 ADMITTED IN N}

Dakrrt O BORRELLI
 CONSULTING ENGINEER

Niw JiRsey OFsicE:

Surte L1
1 Evis Drive
MariToN, NJ 08053

16039) 596-4062
1609) §96:7299 Eax

AN
ENVIRONMENTAL
Law PRACTICE

November 30, 1995

James D’Alessandro, Esquire

United States Environmental
Protection Agency

Region III

841 Chestnut Building

Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re: | rch Road. North Penn Area 7. Lansdale. PA
Dear Jim:

Last summer, I inquired as to whether my client’s could discuss a de
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,

Josebh M. Manko
For MANKO, GOLD & KATCHER

JMM/nba

bec:  Leslie Reid Price, Esquire

FILE
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1ANKO
GOLD &

KATCHER

SuiTe 500
401 Citr AvENut
Bata Cynwyn, PA 19004

(6101 6605700
(610) 6605711 Fax

JosErH M. MANKO
Mar¢ £ Goo -
BRUCE §. KATCHER'
KINNETH |. WARREN
KermiT L RADER
NEIL 5. WITKES
MICHAEL M. MELOY
RoBERT D. Fox
“mrviN T. MIsNO
THY F. MaLLoY”
M. Hyman
UIANE H. BasTLETT
Pamia H. Wowoow®
JonaTHaN E. RunDE®
RanDt §, GamNick”
Jonn B GuuLace
BaRT E. Cassioy”
MaptLEINE H. Cozine®
BrENOA HUsTIS GOTANDA'
JonaTHaN H. Seercit’

TALSQ ADMITTED IN N|

Darkvl D BORRELLI
CoNSULTING ENGINEIR

Now Jersey OTHCE

SuiTe 111
| Eves Drive
MagrLToN. NJ 08053

(609) 5964062
29) 5967299 Fax

AN
ENVIRONMENTAL
Law PRACTICE

December 4, 1995

James D’Alessandro, Esquire

United States Environmental
Protection Agency

Region OI

841 Chestnut Building

Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re: I nn_Area 7 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 d¢ minimis and de
micromous parties. Perhaps that would be helpful in allowing you to respond
to my request.

Sincerely,

oseph M. Manko
For MANKO, GOLD & KATCHER

JMM/bad
cc.  Leslie Reid Price, Esquire

L9367
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MANKO
JOLD &
KATCHER

Sutte 500
401 CiTy AVENUE
Bata CyNwyp, PA 19004

(610) 660-5700
(610) 660-5711 Fax

foserPH M. MaNKO
Masc E Golp
Bauce S. KatcHik
KENNETH |. WaRRENR
KermiT L RADER
N 5. Wit
MICHAEL M. MELOY
Roserr D. Fox
STEVEN T. MND
TimoTHy F. Malioy®
Tt M Hyman

THAN T RINDE"

£ia H. Wolpow*
KanDI S, Garmick’
Joun F Guliace
Bart E Cassipy’
CynTHia A KING'
Mapetene H. Cozne”
BrenDA HusTis GOTANDA
JONATHAN H. SPERGEL”
Chustine G. MoonEy

"ALSO ADMITTED IN M)

Darrye D, Borretll
CONSULTING ENGINEER

New Jersey OFricE:

Suite 111
1 Eves Drive
Mas1TON. NJ 08053

(609) 596-4062
(609 596-7299 Eax

AN
ENVIRONMENTAL
LAW PRACTICE

November 6, 1996

VIA TELEFAX
Neil Wise, Esquire
Chief, CERCLA: Removal
and Pennsylvania Remedial Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region III (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 miilion
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

63457
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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 are 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. Jd. 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.

63457
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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.

63457
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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.

cerely,
AN/ ¥/ %z/o /
oseph M. Manko ﬁ/ U
For MANKO, GOLD & KATCHER
JTVI]VI/;ﬂi\Vflmuunm
Enclosure

cc:  Mr. Willard G. Rouse, III (via first-class mail w/encl.)
Mr. John Gattuso (via first-class mail w/encl.)
Pamela H. Woldow, Esquire (w/o encl.)

52887 11/4/96
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MANKO
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KATCHER

Sutte 500
401 CiTy AVENUE

Baia Cywwyp, PA 19004

(610) 660-5700
(610 660-5711 Fax

Josern M. Manko
Marc £ Golp
Bruce §. KatcHer'
KENNETH |. WaRREN
KemmiT L RADER
N S Wirees'
MiCHAEL M. MELOY
Roeexr D. Fox
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-t H. Wolpow®
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Bany £ Cassioy’
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MapeLeine H, Cozing
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JomaTHA H. SrercEd’
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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 gualifying 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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being five or six "RPs" who would be looked to for all or substantially ali 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, [
would want to do so.

If this is the agency’s final position (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 and 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,

< %
QZM. Manko
For MANKO, GOLD & KATCHER
IMM/dms
cc: Neil Wise, Esquire

John S. Gattuso, Vice President
‘Leslie Reid Price, Esquire
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