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Executive Summary

The renmedy for the North Penn Area 1 Superfund Site in Souderton, Pennsylvania
i ncl uded excavation of contami nated soil at two properties to |evels established in the
ROD, and the installation of an extraction systemin one well where high concentration of
PCE were detected in the upper level of the well. The site achieved construction
conpletion with the signing of the Prelimnary Cl ose Qut Report (PCOR) on Septenber 24,
1998. The trigger for this five-year review was the conpletion of the PCOR

The assessnent of this five-year review found that the renedy was constructed in
accordance with the requirenents of the ROD for QUL, dated Septenber 30, 1994, as well as
the changes included in two Explanation of Significant Differences (BSD) reports issued
on Cctober 29, 1997 and on Septenber 30, 1998, respectively. After the renedy was
i mpl emented, nonitoring of the groundwater has been conducted in four (4) nonitoring
wel | s downgradient fromthe Site. The remedy is functioning as desi gned; however,
further investigation is needed near one nonitoring well where | evels of Perchl oroethene
(PCE) have been increasing to deternmine if there exists a source in the soil close to
this well which naybe contributing to this increase in contam nation



Marrh Fenn Atea 1 Five-¥ear Review Seprember 2003

Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site name: North Penn Area

EPA ID: PADD02342475

City/County: Borough of Souderton, Monigomery

NPL status: « Final [ Deleted [ Other (specify)

Remediation Status (choose all that apply): ( Under Construction v/ Operating [ Compiste

Multiple OUs?* v YES [ wno | Construction completion date: Septamber 24, 1998

Has site been put into reuse? [IYES LI NO v NA

Lead agency: v EPA [ State [ Tribe [ Other Federal Agency

Author name: *™ Maria de los A. Garcia

Author title: Remedial Froject Manager Author Afflliation: U.5. EPA - Region 3
Review period:™ May, 2003 - Seplember 2003
Date(s) of site inspaction; 08/26/2003

Type of review: v’ Posl-SARA dprre-sara [ nNPL-Removal only
[J Non-NPL Remedial Action Site [ NPL StatefTribe-lead
M| Regional Discretion

Review number: v 1 (first) 1 | 2 [sacond) D A (third) l.I Othar{specify)

Triggering action:

[ Actual RA Onsite Construction at OU #1 [ Actual RA Start at OU#

v Construction Completion D Previous Five-Year Review Report
|:| Other (specify) Informed public review would be conducted

Triggaring action date: Septamber 24, 1008

Due date (five years after triggering action date): September 24, 2003

* ("OU” refers fo operable unit.)
**(Review perind showdd comespond to the actual start and end dates of the Five-Y ear Rieviaw in WastalLAN.)
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FI VE- YEAR REVI EW SUMVARY FORM CONT' D

| ssues/ Recommendati ons and Fol | ow up Actions

& Monitoring well NPA1-S1, which is |ocated next to an area where contamn nated soi
was removed, is showing high concentrations of PCE. Further investigation in the
vicinity of this well is needed to deternine the source of the increased
concentrations.

Protectiveness Statenents

& The renmedial action at OUl is protective of human health and the environment. The
contam nated soil was renoved to the cleanup levels outlined in the ROD, which are
protective of groundwater, and any potential exposure to contam nated soil has been
el i m nat ed.

& The renedial action for QU is protective of human health and the environnment in
the short-term Although there is no current exposure to contam nated groundwat er
and the groundwater extraction systemis effectively capturing the site plung,
fluctuating high concentrations of PCE have been detected in a site nonitoring
well. To confirmthe |Iong-termprotectiveness of the remedy, the source of this
groundwat er contam nation must be investigated and appropriate response actions
undert aken.

& Because all the renedial actions undertaken at OU2 are not considered protective in
the long-term the site remedy is considered protective of human health and
environnent in the short-term EPA expects the site to be fully protective of
human health and the environment when the source of the contamination is determn ned
and appropriate response actions are undertaken



U S. Environnental Protection Agency Region ||
Fi ve- Year Revi ew Report
North Penn Area 1 Superfund Site
Bor ough of Souderton,
Mont gomery County, Pennsyl vani a

I ntroduction

The purpose of five-year reviews is to determne whether the renedy at a site is
protective of human health and the environnent. The nethods, findings, and concl usions
of reviews are docunmented in Five-Year Review reports. |In addition, Five-Year Review
reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and recomendati ons to address
t hem

The Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this Five-Year Review report
pursuant to the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) 8§ 121 and the National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Pl an
(NCP). CERCLA § 121states:

If the President selects a remedial action that results in any

hazar dous substances, pollutants, or contam nants remmining at the
site, the President shall review such renedial action no | ess often
than each five years after the initiation of such renedial action to
assure that human health and the environnent are being protected by the
renedi al action being inplemented. |In addition, if upon such review it
is the judgnent of the President that action is appropriate at such
site in accordance with section [104] or [106], the President shal

take or require such action. The President shall report to the
Congress a list of facilities for which such reviewis required, the
results of all such reviews, and any actions taken as a result of such
revi ews.

The Agency interpreted this requirenment further in the NCP, 40 CFR § 300.430(f)(4)(ii)
states:

If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances,
pol lutants, or contam nants remaining at the site above |evels that
allow for unlinmted use and unrestricted exposure, the | ead agency
shall review such action no | ess often than every five years after the
initiation of the selected renedial action

EPA Region II1, has conducted a five-year review of the renedi al action inplenented
at the North Perm Area 1 Superfund site in the Borough of Souderton, Montgomery County,
Pennsyl vania. This review was conducted for the entire site by the Renedi al Project
Manager (RPM from May 2003 through Septenber 2003. This report documents the results of
the review

This is the first five-year review for the North PermArea 1 Site. The triggering
action for this policy reviewis the conpletion of the PCOR dated Septenber 24, 1998
whi ch documents conpl etion of construction activities as part of the renedial action.
The five-year reviewis required due to the fact that hazardous substances, pollutants,
or contaminants renmin at the site above levels that allow for unlinmted use and
unrestricted exposure.



Site Chronol ogy

Table 1 lists the chronol ogy of events for the North Perm Area 1 site.

Table 1: Chronology of Site Events

Site Events Dat e
The NPWA di scovers PCE contanmination in well S-9; 1979
sampling is initiated
EPA requests information from PRPs under CERCLA Section June 1986
104(e)
EPA' s contractor conpletes the Site D scovery July 1986

EPA' s contractor sanples residential and other wells at
the site

August 1986

The site is scored using the Hazard Ranki ng System

Sept enber 1986

The site is proposed for the NPL

January 1987

The site is listed on the NPL

January 1987

EPA' s contractor conpleted RJ report for the site

March 1993

EPA' s contractor conpleted FS report for the site

June 1994

ROD for GUI (final) and OU2 (interim signed

Sept enber 30, 1994

RD approved by EPA

Sept enber 12, 1996

ESD #1 signed. Extraction of Wll S-9 is not necessary
and docunentation of no soil renpbval at the Parkside
Apartnments property

Cct ober 29, 1997

Start of Renedial Action

March 26, 1998

RA Onsite

June 8, 1998

Start of soil excavation activities

June 17, 1998

Fi nal excavation of soil activities

July 7, 1998

Final activities conpleted related to the installation
of extraction systemand first round of sanpling was
al so conduct ed.

July 8, 1998

EPA, USAGE, and State, conduct pre-certification
i nspection of the conpleted renedial action

July 28, 1998

Al punch list itens identified in pre-certification
i nspection were conpl et ed.

August 13, 1998

ESD #2 signed. The interimaction for OJU2 is the fina
action.

Sept enber 24, 1998

Prelimnary C ose Qut Report signed for Site
construction conpl etion.

Sept enber 24, 1998

New wel |l was installed to replace Wll S- 9 which was
cl osed by the NPWA

Cct ober 30, 2000

Ground water monitoring

On-goi ng




I11. Background
Physi cal Characteristics

The North Penn Area 1 Site is located in the Borough of Souderton in Mntgonery
County, Pennsylvania. The site consists of three properties in close proximty to each
other. The site is in an area with a gently rolling topography with lowlying ridges and
hills. In the imediate area of the site the land slopes gently fromthe northeast to
the southwest. The site is located in an area that contains a m xture of commercial and
residential uses.

Land and Resource Use

The Site consists of three properties, former dry cleaners (CGentle C eaners), a
knitting mill facility (Ganite Knitting MIIls), and a property with apartnents (Parkside
Apartnments). GCentle d eaners began operating before 1953 and operated unti
approximately the late 1990s. Ganite Knitting MIls has operated the knitting m ]l
since the early 1960s and is still conducting the sane type of operations. The Parkside
Apartrments once included a dry cl eaning establishment. Before that, the property was
used as a beer distributor, and before that as a sl aughterhouse.

The site is in an area that contains a mxture of comercial and residential uses.
Al'l residences within the i mmedi ate area use public drinking water supplies. The nearest
known downgradi ent well currently in use as a drinking water supply is approximately 1/2
mle away. There is a park |located approximately 1A nmile just south of the site

Hi story of Contani nation

The North Penn Area 1 site is one of 12 sites identified in the North Penn area on
the basis of contam nation of ground water by volatile organic conpounds ("VOCs") in
production wells. The contamination at the site was first noted in 1979 in North Penn
Water Authority (NPWA) well S-9. The well was inmmediately taken out of service because
PCE levels in the range of 10-13 ppb were found in the ground water. EPA docunmented a
spill of 75 gallons of PCE occurring in the early 1970s at the Gentle Ceaners facility.
PCE reportedly flowed out the rear door onto the grassed area behind the building. In
addi tion, discharge of PCE to a sink that drained into the sane grassed area may have
contributed to soil contamination. At the Granite Knitting MIls facility a dry cl eaning
machi ne using PCE was mai ntai ned from 1967 to 1979. Property owners in the area reported
past discharges fromthe facility into the alley that runs al ong the southeast side of
the building. These discharges were described as solvents and dyes, but their point of
origin along the building was not identified. Reportedly, druns containing waste oi
wi th sonme sol vent contam nation were stored outside along the southwest side of the
bui I ding prior to disposal. The Parkside Apartnents once included a dry cleaning
establishment. Before that, the property was used as a beer distributor, and before that
as a sl aughterhouse. Three underground storage tanks contai ning petrol eum hydrocarbon
fuels were once located on the property, but were allegedly renmoved around 1980. Area
residents reported that part of the facility may have been landfilled with dirt and
construction debris.

On the basis of this contami nation, the site was proposed for the Nationa
Priorities List (NPL) in January 1987 and was placed on the NPL in March 1989

Basis for Taking Action

On February 28, 1990, EPA issued general notice letters to the owners and/or
operators of the five properties pursuant to Section 107 (a) of CERCLA, to informthem of
their potential Superfund liability as operators or owners of the properties. On My 20,
1991, EPA again notified the owners and/or operators of these properties of their
potential liability for this Site. After several discussions with them concerning the
nature and extent of EPA's work to be perforned, the owners or operators of the



properties indicated that they were not willing and/or able to performor finance
activities at the site to prevent a release or threatened rel ease of hazardous

subst ances, pollutants, or contam nants fromthe facility. Therefore, EPA decided to
performthe Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) activities with funds from
t he Hazardous Substance Superfund as authorized by Section 104 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S
7604.

Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) searches conducted by EPA identified five
facilities in the area that nay have contributed to the ground water contam nation
These facilities and the ground water contam nation were evaluated in the Renedia
Investigation/Feasibility Study ("RI/FS"). The results of the sanpling work done during
the RI/FS reveal ed contamination at three of the five properties. These three properties
are: GCentle Cleaners, Ganite Knitting MIls (&KM and Parkside Apartnents. The results
of the soil sanpling revealed that the contanmi nation at the three properties was
primarily PCE. The results of ground water sanpling showed primarily PCE and TCE. The
| evel s of contanmination detected in the wells sanpled were | ow except for a packer test
sanpl e at the GKM whi ch had a concentration of 330 parts per billion at the top interval

The results of the risk assessnent showed that for the potential future on-site
residential use of groundwater the excess lifetime cancer risk for a child was 2E-06
while for an adult was 3E-06. Potential future on-site residential use was al so
calcul ated for groundwater infiltrating fromfractures above the water level in the GKM
wel | which had a high PCE concentration. This groundwater scenario yielded an excess
|ifetime cancer risk of 2E-04 for a child and 3E-04 for an adult, and a hazard i ndex of 8
for a child and 3 for an adult. These |levels are above EPA s risk managenent criteria
for the exposure scenarios eval uated,

For soil at Gentle C eaners, concentrations detected at the 8- to 10-foot interval
showed a reasonabl e maxi mum excess lifetinme cancer risk of 1E-04 for both child and
adult. These concentrations were detected at 8 to 10 feet and this was only a concern if
the area was disturbed. However, these levels were high enough that continued mgration
fromsoil to ground water could result in ground water concentrations that pose a threat
to anyone consuming the water.

I V. Renedi al Actions
Renedy Sel ection

The Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit (OU) 1 and QU2 - interimaction was
signed on Septenber 30, 1994. The selected renedy included the follow ng nmajor
conmponent s:

& For contanminated soil (OUl) the selected remedy included the excavation of
contam nated soils at each of the three properties with PCE contam nation. Soils
were to be excavated until the |evels of PCE were bel ow 270 ppb for the Gentle
Cl eaners property, 260 ppb for the Granite Knitting MIls property and 820 ppb for
t he Parksi de Apartnents.

& For contam nated ground water (OU2) the interimrenedial action was extraction of
the upper interval (0-28 ft) of the well at the GKM property and the entire (0-270
ft) NPWA well (S-9). The extracted water was to be conbined and treated in one
treatment system An option to treatnent was the direct discharge of the extracted
water to a publicly owned sewage treatnment plant.

The Renedi al Action Qbjectives (RAGCs) were as foll ows:

QUL (Contami nated soil)
& Elimnate any threat of direct contact exposure to contaninated soil



& Mnimze or elimnate contam nant mgration to the groundwater to | evels that
ensure its beneficial reuse.

QU2 (Cont am nat ed groundwat er)
& Elimnate the high levels of contamnation entering to groundwater fromthe GKM
well. Elinmnate exposure to contan nated groundwater.

Expl anation of Significant Differences (ESP) #1

On Cctober 29, 1997 EPA issued an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) for
the site. The purpose of the ESD was to docunent EPA's decision not to punp well S-9.
Thi s deci sion was based on the | ow PCE | evels detected in this well during the RI/FS
(5ppb of PCE) and the renmedi al design (6 ppb) sanpling activities, as well as, a change
in the Conmonweal th of Pennsylvania's renediation standards. At the tine the ROD was
prepared, the Commonweal th of Pennsylvania's renediati on standards required that ground
wat er be cl eaned up to background levels, i.e. those |evels of each contam nant that
woul d be found in the area in the absence of a source of contam nation (0 for PCE).
Subsequent to the issuance of the ROD, the Commpnweal th of Pennsylvania signed into | aw
the Land Recycling and Renedi ation Standards Act (ACT 2 of 1995). The Commonweal t h of
Pennsyl vani a, Departnent of Environnental Protection identified Act 2 as an ARAR. EPA
determined that Act 2 does not, under the circunstances at the Site, inpose any
requirements that are nore stringent than the federal standards. Based on this change in
Pennsyl vani a' renedi ati on standards, EPA determi ned that Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels
(MCLs) would be used instead of the background | evels. The MCLs are the maxi num
perni ssi bl e concentrations of a chemical in drinking water as established in the Safe
Drinking Water Act. EPA determ ned that punmping well S-9 was not necessary since
contami nation levels at well S-9 were low and the | evels were not expected to increase
because the contani nated soil was to be renoved.

This ESD al so docunented the deternination that no soil would be renmbved fromthe
Par ksi de Apartnents since PCE | evels were bel ow the renedi ati on goal established in the
ROD.

Expl anation of Significant Differences (ESD) #2

A second ESD for the Septenber 30, 1994 ROD was i ssued on Septenber 24, 1998 to
docunment EPA's decision that no further renedial action was necessary in connection with
QU2 (groundwater) since the source of contam nation (contam nated soil) was renoved and
the extraction systemwas sufficient to renmediate the contam nated ground water. The
interimaction conducted during construction activities will be the final renedial action
for QU2

Renedy | npl enent ati on

On February 2, 1995, EPA issued an interagency agreenent (IAG to the U S. Arny
Corps of Engineers (USAGE) to conduct the renedial design (RD) for the Site. EPA
approved the design on Septenber 30, 1996. As part of the renedial design, soil sanpling
was conducted at the three properties of concern to determ ne the volume of soil that
woul d need to be renpved. Levels of contanmination in soils at the Parkside Apartnents
property were bel ow the renedi ati on goals established in the ROD. Therefore, excavation
of soils was not required at this property, only at the Granite Knitting MIls and the
Gentle Cleaners properties. Also, as part of the renedial design activities, three new
wells were installed. These newwells, in addition to well S-9, were sanpled at that
time. Since sampling results in all wells revealed |low | evel s of contamination, it was
deternmined that extracted water would be discharged to a sewage treatnent plant instead
of treating with an air stripper. On Cctober 29, 1997 EPA issued an Expl anation of
Significant Differences (ESD) for the site. The purpose of the ESD was to docunent EPA' s
deci sion not to punmp well S-9 and also to docunent the determi nation that no soil would
be renoved fromthe Parkside Apartnents since PCE | evel s were bel ow the renedi ati on goal
established in the ROD.



On March 26, 1998, EPA issued an IAGto the USACE to conduct the renedial action at
the Site. USAGE through the use of the Rapid Response Program hired Roy F. Weston Inc
(WESTON) to conduct the construction activities. On June 8, 1998 WESTON nobilized to the
site. A total of 482 tons of contam nated soil were excavated fromthe entire backyard
at the Gentle C eaners property and in four (4) different areas at the Granite Knitting
MIls property. The contam nated soils were transported to the Clean Earth facility in
New Castle, Delaware where it was thermally treated, and then ultimtely disposed of at

the Sal em County Muni cipal Landfill in New Jersey. The ground water extraction system
was installed at the GKMwell and it consisted of an extraction punp and conveyance
piping, with direct discharge to the sanitary sewer. 1In addition, sanples were collected

fromthe three existing nonitoring wells and well S-9. Construction activities were
conpleted on July 13, 1998, On July 28, 1998 a pre-final inspection was conducted by EPA,
PADEP, and USAGE. During this visit, a list of minor punch itens to be conducted was
devel oped. Items on this list included: 1) paving an area in the parking ot at the GKM
property and an area in the alley behind the GKM building, 2) fixing a portion of the
fence at the GKM property next to the parking lot that was cut out for access fromthe
trailer to the alley behind the GKM building, 3) constructing a collar around a grate

| ocated at the alley behind the GKM building to inprove drainage, and 4) putting a pipe
filled with concrete a corner next to a shed at one of the residents property to protect
it. Al of these activities were conpleted on August 13, 1998.

The Site achi eved construction conpletion status when the Prelininary O ose Qut
Report was issued on Septenber 24, 1998 for the Site

On COctober 30, 2000, a new well (NPA1-S3) was installed to replace well S-9 since

the North Penn Water Authority nade a decision to close it out. |In order to continue
nonitoring activities in the vicinity of well S 9, EPA requested USAGE to construct a new
well in close proximty to well S-9 and with the sane characteristics. Therefore, well

NPALl-S3 is included in the groundwater nonitoring program
System Operati on/ Operati on and Mi nt enance

The ROD established a nobnitoring systemto be inplenented in coordination with the
operation of the air stripper treatnent system Since the option to directly discharge
the extracted groundwater to the POTWwas inplenented i nstead of treating the groundwater
via air stripping, the BSD #1 i ssued by EPA on Cctober 29, 1997 indicated that the
noni toring program established in the ROD would continue to be used to nonitor the |evels
of contami nants in the groundwater. This nmonitoring programrequired quarterly sanpling
for the first two years, and sem -annual sanpling thereafter until the |evels of
contam nants of concern in these wells reached background | evels (as per BSD #1 this
changed to the MCL).

After the renedial action was conpl eted, USACE started conducting the nmonitoring
program |In 2002, EPA approved a work assignnent for a contractor to continue the
nonitoring activities. Currently, the nonitoring wells are sanpled twice a year. The
control panel associated with the extraction systemis checked to ensure that it is
wor ki ng adequately when the sanpling is conducted. Only once, the control panel was not
wor ki ng properly and the contractor was able to fix it pronptly.

There were sone gaps in conducting the sanpling activities as outlined in the ROD
These occurred after the renedi al action was conpleted, during the time that USAGE
finished conducting the nmonitoring activities, and when the new contractor took over
The nonitoring programis currently being conducted as outlined in the ROD

The costs of the Long Term Response (LTR) activities at the site are estimted at
an average of $47,000. These costs include sanpling twice a year, electrical bill for
the operation of the extraction system and the discharge cost to the | ocal POTW



V. Progress Since Last Five-Year Review
V. Progress Since Last Five-Year Review

This was the first five-year review for the Site.

VI . Fi ve- Year Revi ew Process
Admi ni strative Conponents

The five-year review of the North Penn Area 1 Site was |led by Maria de |os A
Garcia, EPA RPMfor the Site. The State RPM April Flipse was notified of the initiation
of the 5-Year Review in June and both RPMs conducted a Site inspection on August 26,
2003. Al'so, the EPA hydrogeolist, Kathy Davies reviewed the results of the nonitoring
data conducted to date.

Conmuni ty I nvol venent
An advertisenent appeared in the North Penn Reporter on July 29, 2003 indicating

t hat EPA was conducting a Five-Year Review for the Site. The advertisenment provided
poi nt of contact information, and identified the location of the information repositories

for the site. Another notice will be sent to the sane newspaper to announce that the
Fi ve- Year Review report for the North Penn Area 1 site has been conpleted. |Information
on the results of the review and the report availability will be part of the
announcenent .

On August 26, 2003, the RPM conducted interviews in some of the houses that are
behind the site and that are next to the areas where contam nated soil was renobved.
Al so, an interview was conducted with the operator of the Ganite Knitting MIlls
facility.

Docunent Revi ew

The five-year review consisted of a review of relevant docunents including the R
and FS reports, ROD, ESD #1 and #2, the Prelimnary C oseout Report, and the nonitoring
data reports.

Dat a Revi ew

Groundwat er sanpling conducted during the RI showed | evels of PCE contami nation in
wells up to 5 ppb (3ppb in the GKMwell and 5 ppb in well S 9). Sanpling conducted
during the renmedi al design and during the nonitoring activities has shown | evels
consistent with the levels detected during the Rl for these two wells. However, well
NPAl- S1 installed during renedial design activities has shown higher levels of PCE. \When
it was first installed, the level of PCE detected in this well was 32 ppb. A sanple
coll ected soon after the remedi al action was conducted showed 19,000 ppb of PCE
Subsequent sanpling conducted during the nonitoring activities, showed that the | evels of
PCE were going down to levels up to 165 ppb. However, levels of PCE started increasing
again gradually to up to 6,500 ppb this Spring. Besides PCE, |evels of (TCE) and 1, 2-

Di chl oroet here (1,2-DCE) began increasing in concentration in this well to levels up to
32 ppb and 24 ppb respectively. The |levels of contam nation began increasing to much

hi gher levels in the this well last year. The levels of contam nation in the rest of the
nonitoring wells have been at about the sanme |evels.

Since the soil renpbved fromthe Gentle C eaners property and the Granite Knitting
MIls property was renoved to cl eanup goals established in the ROD, an investigation of
the source of this increase in contam nation needs to be conducted.



Site Inspection

The site inspection occurred on August 26, 2003 and was conducted by Maria de |os
A. Garcia and April Flipse

I ntervi ews

On August 26, 2003, the RPM conducted interviews in sone of the houses that are behind
the site and that are next to the areas where contani nated soil was renmpved. Al so, an

i nterview was conducted with the operator of the Granite Knitting MIls facility. For
the residents interviewed, the RPMindi cated the purpose of the interview and asked if
they had any concerns about the site. Some residents had no know edge about the site and
the RPM expl ained briefly the remedial action that was conducted. All the residents

i nterviewed indicated that they had no concerns. The operator of the Granite Knitting

M1 Is expressed no concerns about the site, except that he would like to know if EPA
woul d consi der noving the control panel fromits |location. He indicated that in the
future he may need access to the building through that area because he nmay have a | oadi ng
dock there.

VI1. Technical Assessnent

Question A: |Is the renedy functioning as intended by the decision docunents?

Cont ani nat ed Soi |
Yes. Soil renoved fromthe two properties of concern was renoved to | evel s bel ow
those established in the ROD

G oundwat er

Yes. The levels of contamination in the extraction well are in the range of 3-5
ppb for PCE which is below the cleanup level (MCL) of 5 ppb. No residents are using the
groundwat er for drinking purposes in the i mediate area of contami nation. However, high
| evel s of contani nati on have been detected in one of the nonitoring wells. This needs to
be investigated to find out the source of this contam nation

No institutional controls have been established to prevent the use of contam nated
groundwater. Residents in the i nmedi ate area of contamnation rely on public water
supply, and therefore, are not exposed to contamni nated groundwater.

Question B: Are the exposure assunptions, toxicity data, cleanup |levels, and RAGCs used
at the time of the renmedy still valid?

Changes in Standards and To Be Consi dereds

The standards outlined in the ROD, as nodified by the subsequent ESDs are stil
valid. See Table 2 for the standards for both QUL and OU2.

Changes i n Exposure Pat hways, Toxicity, and O her Contani nant Characteristics
The exposure assunptions and the RAGs for the Site have not changed. There have
been no changes in the toxicity factors for the contam nants of concern that have

resulted in changes to the MCLs and therefore in the protectiveness of the renedy.

Question C. Has any other information cone to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the renmedy?

Yes. Concentrations of PCE have increased in one of the nonitoring wells at the
Site and therefore, it needs to be investigated to determ ne the source of contami nation



VI11. |ssues

Currently Affects Affects Future
| ssue Prot ectiveness Prot ectiveness
(Y N (Y N
Level s of PCE have increased in N N
one of the nonitoring wells
I X. Recomrendati ons and Fol | ow Up Actions
Affects
Reconmendat i ons/ Party Over si ght M | est one Protectiveness?
| ssue - - YI'N)
Fol | ow up Actions Responsi bl e Agency Dat e (

Current | Future

Conduct an
Increasing | investigation to
| evel s of deternine the

PCD in one | source of the EPA Spring 2004 N Y
nmonitoring | contam nation in
wel | this nonitoring
wel |
X Protectiveness Statenent

The renedial action at QUL is protective of human health and the environnent. The
contanmi nated soil was renpved to the cleanup levels outlined in the ROD, which are
protective of groundwater, and any potential exposure to contam nated soil has been
el i m nat ed

The renedi al action for OU2 is protective of human health and the environnent in
the short-term Although there is no current exposure to contam nated groundwater, and
the groundwater extraction systemis effectively capturing the site plunme, fluctuating
hi gh concentrations of PCE have been detected in a site nmonitoring well. To confirmthe
| ong-term protectiveness of the remedy, the source of this groundwater contam nation nust
be investigated and appropriate response actions undertaken

Because all the renedial actions undertaken at OU2 are not considered protective in
the long-term the site renmedy is considered protective of human heal th and environnent
in the short-term EPA expects the site to be fully protective of human health and the
envi ronment when the source of the contamination is determnmi ned and appropriate response
actions are undertaken.

Xl . Next Revi ew

The next five-year review for the North Penn Area 1 Superfund Site is to by conpleted by
Sept enber 2008, five years fromthe conpletion date of this review
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Table 2
Appl i cabl e or

Rel evant Requirenments and To be considered for the

North Penn Area 1 Superfund Site

Soi |

Comment s

25 PA Code Chapter 260. Establishes criteria in
det erm ni ng whether soils and treatnent residuals
are subject to RCRA hazardous waste regul ati ons

ARAR net when renedi al
action was conpl et ed

25 PA Code Chapter 262 Subpart A. Establishes
criteria to determ ne whether soils and treatnent
residuals are subject to RCRA hazardous waste
regul ati ons.

ARAR net when renedi al
action was conpl et ed

25 PA Code Chapter 262 Subparts B and C.

Establ i shes requirements for a generator who treats,
stores, or disposes of hazardous waste, including
packagi ng, |abeling, manifesting, and record keeping
requirenents.

ARAR net when renedi al
action was conpl et ed

G oundwat er

Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. " " et. seq.

a. Maxi num Cont ami nant Levels (40 CFR "" 141 .11-16
and 141.50-51 (MCLs). These are enforceable
standards for public water supply system

This requirenent is still
appl i cabl e and extraction of
groundwater will continue
until the MCLs are achieved.

40 CFR 403.5. Discharge nmust conply with | ocal POTW
pretreatnent, including POTWspecific pollutants,
spill prevention programrequirenents, and reporting

and nonitoring requirenents.

This is still applicable.
The di scharge to the |oca
POTW was approved based on
the very low |l evel s of
contam nants in the
groundwat er .
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