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Executive Summary 

The remedies for the Resin Disposal Superfund Site in Jefferson Township, Allegheny 
County, Permsylvania included: installation of a multilayer cap over the contaminated soils, and 
management of leachate through an oiVwater separator. collecting and separating wastewater and 
oil from the leachate collection system. (The wastewater is sent to the wastewater treatment 
facility and oil is collected and disposed off-site.) The fence around the landfill restricts access. 
Institutional controls, which alert prospective buyers of contaminants on-site and place 
prohibitions on funrre development, have been implemented. lbis is the third five-year review 
for the Site. The trigger for this five-year review is the signature date of the previous Five-Year 
Review report, September 21 , 2005. The purpose of a Five-Year Review is to ensure that the 
cleanup remains protective of human health and the environment and is functioning as designed. 

A protectiveness determination of the remedy at the Resin Disposal Site cannot be made 
at this time until further information is obtained. Further information will be obtained by taking 
the following actions: 

Update the well survey and documenting the location of the waterline. If residential 
wells are in use, EPA recommends collecting samples to ensure their protectiveness. In 
addition, a preliminary investigation should be performed to determine if a groundwater 
barrier exists between residents located over the former mine area and the potentially 
contaminated mine voids in the Pittsburgh Coal Formation. This investigation will 
determine the necessity for a vapor intrusion survey of residences located over the mine. 

Re-sample all 2010 surface water locations to verify detections of contaminants at SW-l. 
If detections are verified and remain above ecological protectiveness levels, then an 
investigation of contaminant sources should be conducted. 

Perform maintenance on the potentially contaminated fittings downstream of the 
oiVwater separator carbon treatment system. 

Sample the Jefferson Hills sewer line at key locations (on-site, upgradient, downgradient, 
and at on-site sewer intersections) to establish a baseline for the current water quality of 
the sewer system near the oiUwater separator discharge. 

It is expected that these actions can be conducted in the next year and that an Addendum 
to this Five Year Review will be completed by January 2012, at which time a protectiveness 
determination will be made. 

GPRA Measure Review 
As part of this Five-Year Review the GPRA (Government Performance Results Act) Measures 
have also been reviewed. The GPRA Measures and their current status are provided as follows: 
Environmental Indicators 
Human Health: HEUC - Current Human Exposure Under Control 
Groundwater Migration: GMUC = Groundwater Migration Under Control 
Sitewide RAU: The Site achieved SWRAU on 6/15/2006; however, because the protectiveness 
of the remedy is deferred as a result of this Five-Year Review, the SWRAU will be reviewed for 
retraction. 

5 



Five-Year Review Summary Fonn 

~~ -- ------ - --- --, 
Sill ' 1111 .' IIH( \ 110' 

Site Dame (from WasteLAN): Resin Disposal Site 

EPA ID (from WasteLAN): PAD063766828 

Region: m State: PA 

NPL status: 0 Final Jq Deleted 0 Other (specify) 

Remediation status (choose all that apply) 0 Under Construction 0 Operating !81 Complete 

Multiple OUs?* 181 Yes 0 No Construction Completion date: 1112011996 

Lead agency: 181 EPA 0 State 0 Tribe 0 Other Federal Agency 


Author name: Robert Wallace 


Autbor title: Remedial Author Affiliation: EPA 

Project Manager 

Review period:·· 09/02/2009 to _12122/2010 

Date(s) of site inspection: 12/1512009 

Type of review: 
X Post-SARA 0 Pre-SARA 0 NPL-Removal only 0 Non-NPL Remedial Action Site 
o NPL Stateffribe-lead 0 Regional Discretion 

Review Dumber: 0 first 0 second 181 third 0 other _ ____ ___ ___ 

Triggering action: 

o Actual RA Onsite Construction at OU# o Actual RA Start at OU#_ _ 
o Construction Completion 181 Previous Five-Year Review Report 
o Other (specify) _____ ___ _ ____ _ ___ ____ 

Triggering action date (from WasteLAN): 0912112005 

Due Date 

• "OU" refers to operable unit 
•• Review period should correspond to the actual stan and end dates of the Five-Year Review in Waste LAN 
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Five-Year Review Summary Form, cont'd 

Issues: 

• 	 Results from surface water samples collected near the oil/water separator exceeded the PADEP Surface 
Water Standards for the Protection of Fish and Aquatic Life. 

• 	 The oil/water separator treatment system efficiency dropped significantly from > 95% to 74.4 percent in 
June 2009 and 87.5 percent in August 2009. 

• 	 Residential well RW-4 was sampled for this review and Site-related contaminants were detected. Although 
all results were below the drinking water standards, 1991 results for this location were non-detect. 

• 	 A vapor instrusion evaluation must be completed. 

Recommendations: 

• 	 Re-sample surface water locations in 2011 to verify detections at SW-l. Perfonn investigation if detections 
are verified above ecological criteria. 

• 	 Determine the cause of oil/water separator efficiency loss. Replace or repair oiVwater separator fittings. 
Sample the Jefferson Hills sewer line at key locations (on-site, upgradient, downgradient, and at on-site 
sewer intersections) to establish a baseline for the current water quality of the sewer system near the 
oiVwater separator discharge. 

• 	 Update the well survey and document the location of the waterline. Ifresidential weUs are in use, EPA 
recommends collecting samples to ensure their protectiveness. Continue to monitor residential well RW-4 
to ensure it remains below the drinking water standards. This well is not connected to the public water 
supply and the owner currently uses bottled drinking water. 

• 	 Detennine if an unconfined groundwater barrier is present over the fonner mine area in the Pittsburgh Coal 
Fonnation in the vicinity of the residential area to rule out the potential for vapor intrusion. 

Protectiveness Statement(s): 

A protectiveness detennination of the remedy at the Resin Disposal Site cannot be made at this time until 
further infonnation is obtained. Further infonnation will be obtained by taking the following actions: 

Re-sample all 20 I 0 surface water locations to verify detections of contaminants at SW-I. If detections are 
verified and remain above ecological protectiveness levels, then an investigation of contaminant sources 
should be conducted. 

Perfonn maintenance on the potentially contam inated fittings downstream of the oiVwater separator carbon 
treatment system. Sample the Jefferson Hills sewer line at key locations (on-site, upgradient, 
downgradient, and at on-site sewer intersections) to establish a baseline for the current water quality of the 
sewer system near the oiVwater separator discharge. 

Update the well survey and documenting the location of the waterline. If residential wells are in use, EPA 
recommends collecting samples to ensure their protectiveness. 

Detennine if an unconfined groundwater barrier is present over the fonner mine area in the Pittsburgh Coal 
Fonnation in the vicinity of the residential area to rule out the potential for vapor intrusion. 

It is expected that these actions can be conducted in the next year and that an Addendum to this Five Year 
Reyiew will be completed by January 2012, at which time a protectiveness detennination will be made. 

Other CommeDts: NODe 
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Five-Year Review Report 

For 


Resin Disposal 

Jefferson Borough, Pennsylvania 


I. Introduction 

The purpose of the Five-Year Review is to detennine whether the remedy at a site is 
protective of human health and the environment. The methods, fmdings, and conclusions of 
reviews are documented in Five-Year Review reports. In addition, Five-Year Review reports 
identify issues found during the review, if any, and recommendations to address them. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this Five-Year 
Review report pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) §121 and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA §12Istates: 

Ifthe President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial action no less often 
than each five years after the initiation ofsuch remedial action to assure that human health and 
the environment are being protected by the remedial action being implemented In addition, if 
upon such review it is the judgement of the President that action is appropriate at such site in 
accordance with section [104] or [106], the President shall take or require such action. The 
President shall report to the Congress a list offacilities for which such review is reqUired, the 
results ofall such reviews, and any actions taken as a result ofsuch reviews. 

The Agency interpreted this requirement further in the NCP; 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
§300.430(f)(4)(ii) states: 

Ifa remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 
remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, the 
lead agency shall review such action no less often than every five years after the initiation ofthe 
selected remedial action. 

EPA Region III has conducted a Five-Year Review of the remedial actions implemented 
at the Resin Disposal Site (also referred to as the PICCO Landfill) in Jefferson Borough, 
Allegheny County, Pennsylvania. This review was conducted from September 2009 to 
December 2010. This report documents the results of the review. The Weavertown 
Environmental Group (WEG) representatives assisted in providing data. WEG has been 
contracted by Hercules to provide site management, operations maintenance, and sampling for 
the Resin Disposal Site. 

This is the third Five-Year Review for the Resin Disposal Site. The triggering action for this 
statutory review is the signature date of the previous Five-Year Review report, as shown in 
EPA's WasteLAN database: September 21 , 2005. The Five-Year Review is required due to the 
fact that contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure. The purpose of a Five-Year Review is to ensure that a remedial action 
remains protective of human health and the environment and the remedy is functioning as 
designed. 
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II. Site Chronology 

Table 1: Chronology of Site Events 

D... Enat 

19.50101964 
Pennsylvania Industrial Chemical Corporation (PICCO) utilized the site as an industrial landfill for 
depositing waste materials from PICCO's resins manufacturing plant. 

1973 Hercules Incorporated purchased the business and facilities, including the landfill property from 
PICCO. 

April I, 1979 Ini tial discovery of prohiem or contamination. 

198010 1984 
Field investigations were conducted for Hercules by Roy F. Weston, Inc. and Murray Associates to 
provide information on groundwater conditions in the coal formation, deep bedrock, and on the 
extent of contaminated soils downslope of the landfill. 

April 1982 Superfund Site Investigation completed. 

December 1982 
Site received a Hazard Ranking System score of37.69 and was proposed for the National Priorities 
List (NPL). 

1983 Leachate collection trench installed below the lower landfill dike to collect leachate and ground 
water. 

September 1983 The landfill was placed on the NPL. 

November 2, 1987 
Hercules enters into a Consent Order and Agreement with the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources (PADER) to conduct a Remedial InveS1igation/Feasibility Study (RlIFS). 

February 1988 RI work plan approved by PADER and EPA. 

March 1991 Final RJ submined to PADER and EPA. 

May 1991 Final FS submined to PADER and EPA. 

June 28. 1991 Record of Decision (ROD) selecting the OU- I Remedy is signed. 

February 1992 
Consent Decree issued by EPA for Remedial Design and Remedial Action (RDIRA) for OU-1 
(landfill) 

December 1992 Final RD Work Plan was approved by EPA. 

December 1994 Final OiVWater Separator Design was approved by EPA 

September 29. 1995 
No Further Action ROD for OU-2 (groundwater) including long-tenn monitoring of the groundwater 
was issued and Final Design for landfill cap and fence was approved by EPA. 

September 1996 Administrative Order by Consent (AOC) for OU-2 between Hercules Incorporated and EPA. 

FaJlI996 Landfill Closure complete. 

November 20. 1996 Construction Completion Date. 

November 20. 1996 Final C1ose-out Report 

1999 Based on the RI and groundwater monitoring. it was determined the residential water users were not 
affected by Site related contaminants. Sampling ofresidential wells was therefore discontinued. 

Sep~ber 19, 2000 First Five-Year Review was completed by EPA. 

October 21. 2003 Deletion from NPL. 

September 21 , 2005 Second Five-Year Review was completed by EPA. 
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m. Background 

Physical Characteristics 

The Site is located about one half mile west of the town of West Elizabeth in Jefferson 
Borough, Allegheny County, Pennsylvania and comprises approximately 26 acres (See Figure 1). 
West Elizabeth is a mixed commercial, industrial, and residential area with a population of 565 
(2000 census). According to U.S. Census Bureau 1990 records, the population within a one-mile 
radius of the site is 1,819. The Site was operated as a landfill between 1950 and 1964. The 
landfill is located at the head of a narrow valley on the site of a fonner coal mine in which the 
landfill comprises approximately 2 of the 26 acres. The topography of the area is characterized 
as relatively level highland, with deeply eroded stream valleys. Coal was strip mined from the 
valley prior to 1950 in the area surrowtding the Site. An lUlDamed intermittent stream originates 
in the northeastern portion of the Site and runs downslope through the Site to the southeast, 
ultimately discharging into the Monongahela River approximately one-half mile from the Site 
boundary. 

Land and Resource Use 

The Site is surrounded by a suburban residential area to the north and west and by 
undeveloped property to the south and east. A trailer park and several residential homes are 
located approximately'/. mile southeast and downslope of the Site. 

Major sources of groundwater in the area are alluvial valley fill aquifers in the large river 
valleys. However, groundwater within the Site area is limited to storage within bedrock fractures 
and large chambers left from subsurface coal mining. The quantity of groundwater in the 
bedrock is generally low due to the limited amount of fractures within the deep bedrock. In 
addition, groundwater in the coal seam is not considered potable due to its low pH and high 
concentrations of metals. Perched groundwater is sporadically present in the unconsolidated 
soils downslope of the landfill during wetter periods of the year. The flow of groundwater in the 
unconsolidated soils generally flows towards the Monongahela River paralleling the surface 
topography. It was determined during the RI, and re-confirmed by the 1999 ground water 
monitoring, that residential water users are not affected by the Site related contaminants. The 
majority of residents in the area, near the Site are connected to a public water supply. Some 
private wells are still used for activities such as washing cars or watering lawns. 

History of Contamination 

Between 1950 and 1964, prior to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as 
amended (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq., the Pennsylvania Industrial Chemical Corporation 
(PICCO) Plant generated and deposited an estimated 85,000 tons of production wastes into the 
onsite landfill . As a result of these activities, the Site is known as the Resin Disposal Site. The 
wastes consisted mainly of clay poly cakes and dechlor cakes, which are composed of petroleum 
and coal derived chemicals mixed with clay. The waste materials were converted into slurry that 
was dumped into a topographic chute and deposited into the landfill behind a dike constructed 
across the upper end of the strip-mined valley. Precipitation runoff from the surrounding 
hillsides along with any free water from the waste materials collected within the active landfill 
behind the dike. 
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After the land fiUing activities ceased, PICCO placed a poorly graded. native clayey soil 
cover. ranging in thickness from four to ten feet. over the surface of the landfill. As a result, the 
direct precipitation and runoff from the surrounding hills ponded at times on the landfill cover. 
Some of the water infiltrated the cover and waste materials thereby recharging the bedrock 
aquifer and unconsolidated perched aquifer. The remainder of the water evaporated or ran off to 
the unnamed stream. Over time, residual product oils decanted from the waste materials as free 
product. The free product and perched groundwater within the landfill migrated in two 
directions: to the southeast through the landfill dike into unconsolidated downslope soils and to 
the southwest within the mine voids of the adjacent Pittsburgh Coal Fonnation. 

Prior to 1950, the original coal was strip-mined and deep mined throughout the valley. 
The deep mining was done through a process known as room and pillar mining. which resulted in 
mine voids throughout the Site. At the location of the landfill, approximately 20 feet of waste 
was deposited in place of the mined coal. No records exist of the actual wastes deposited in the 
landfill. 

Hercules purchased the business and facilities, which includes the landfill property, from 
PICCO in 1973. Between 1980 and 1984. a series of field investigations were conducted to 
provide information on grOlmdwater conditions in coal fonnation. deep bedrock. and on the 
extent of contaminated soils downslope of the landfill. Roy F. Weston. Inc.• and Murray 
Associates conducted the field investigations for Hercules. The data from these investigations 
indicated that contaminants had migrated beyond the buried waste in the landfill and could be 
found in groundwater in both the Pittsburgh Coal Formation and the perched groundwater of the 
unconsolidated downslope soils. As a result of these investigations, Weston recommended that 
Hercules install a leachate collection trench in the unconsolidated soils below the lower landfill 
dike to collect leachate and groundwater. This trench was installed in 1983 and is still operating. 
Liquids collected in the trench are directed to an oiVwater separator. The oil was burned at the 
Hercules Jefferson Plant boiler Wltil JWle 2002. Since June 2002, the oil has been transported to 
AES in Morgantown, West Virginia for fuel blending. The treated water from the oiUwater 
separator is discharged to the Jefferson Borough Sanitary Sewer System and then to the West 
Elizabeth sewage treatment plant. 

A Superfimd Site Investigation was completed in April 1982. The Site was proposed for 
the National Priorities List (NPL) in December 1982 and was placed on the NPL in September 
1983. On November 2, 1987, Hercules entered into a Consent Order and Agreement with the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PADER) to conduct a Remedial 
InvestigationlFeasibility Study (RIIFS) at the Site. The Rl work plan was approved by the 
PADER and the EPA in February 1988, and work began on March 17, 1988. The purpose of the 
RIlFS was to characterize the site for potential remediation. This included study of the extent of 
contamination of the soils, groWldwater, and surface water associated with the landfill. A final 
Rl was submitted to the PADER and the EPA in March 1991, and the final FS was submitted in 
May 1991. 

The EPA has categorized the Site into two operable units. Operable Unit One (aU-I) 
addresses remediation of the landfill, the adjacent contaminated soils, non-aqueous floating 
product present in the subsurface mine voids of the Pittsburgh Coal Fonnation, and monitoring 
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of onsite groWldwater. Operable Unit Two (OU-2) addresses offsite groWldwater, seeps, and 
residential wells. 

Basis for Taking Action 

The RI identified and evaluated Site-related contaminants, the potential migration routes, 
and exposure pathways for human and ecological receptors. The following discussion of 
contamination is based on the Rl and is reflective of conditions at the time the Rl was written. 

Free Product 

Over time, residual product oils were decanted from the waste materials as free product. 
The free product and infiltrated water migrated through the landfill dike into downslope soils and 
also southwest into mine voids in the adjacent Pittsburgh Coal Fonnation. 

Mine Voids 

The mine workings within the Pittsburgh CoaJ Fonnation resulted in a honeycomb of 
bedrock voids and chambers below the land surface that act as conduits for groundwater flow. 
Data collected during the Rl has verified that some voids are open while other voids are partially 
or mostly collapsed. Mine voids and collapsed rubble are expected to be the preferential 
pathways for groundwater flow, whereas pillars and walls (i.e., unmined sections of the 
Pittsburgh Coal Fonnation) within the mine are expected to impede groundwater flow. 

Groundwater System and Contamination Found During the Remedial Investigation 

The groundwater system within the Pittsburgh Coal is well constrained since the 
downgradient extent of the system is defined by the outcrop of limit of the coal, which was strip 
mined. Seeps and springs are common along the outcrop and represent groundwater discharge 
from the mines. Based on the significant penneability contrasts between the mine voids and the 
coal, it is anticipated that most of the groundwater flow is through the mine voids. Groundwater 
in the mine voids downgradient of the landfill contain aromatic organic compounds (i.e., 
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene [collectively BTEX1, naphthalene, and 2­
methylnaphthalene) as contaminants dissolved from the waste materials in the landfill and from 
free product in the adjacent mine voids. 

No landfill-related contaminants were detected at the seeps downgradient from the 
landfill during the· OU-2 RI and no Site-related compounds were found in any of the residential 
wells sampled downgradient from the landfill. Through the RI and following groundwater 
monitoring, it was detennined that the residential water users were not affected by Site-related 
contaminants, so sampling of residential wells was discontinued in 1999. 

A groundwater system was found below the Pittsburgh Coal Fonnation, but at the three 
monitoring wells (TW-5, TW-6, and TW-25) where the groundwater was sampled, the formation 
was very tight and the yield was very low. Monitoring wells TW-5 and TW-6 were abandoned 
during the Rl activities. Site-related contaminants were not found in the groundwater zones of 
the deeper groundwater system and subsequent investigation of this unit was deemed 
unnecessary. 
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IV. Remedial Actions 

Remedy Selection 

EPA has categorized the Site into the following two operable units. 

OPERABLE UNIT 1 

OU-l addressed remediation of the landfill, the adjacent contaminated soils, non-aqueous 
floating product present in the subsurface mine voids of the Pittsburgh Coal Fonnation, and 
monitoring of ansite groundwater. A June 28, 1991 ROD docwnented the selected remedial 
action for OU-I, which included: installation of a multi-layer cap; reinforcement and upgrading 
of the lower landfill dike to increase its stability; installation of an upgraded oil/water separator 
downslope of the leachate collection system, with discharge of aqueous phases to a publicly 
owned treatment works; relocation of a sanitary sewer; institutional controls that include use 
restrictions to alert prospective buyers to the presence of hazardous substances on site and to 
prohibit future development; construction of a fence around the perimeter of the Site property to 
prevent unauthorized access; offsite reclamation of non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPLs) via 
recovery wells; and implementation of a Site maintenance and long-tenn groundwater 
monitoring program. 

OPERABLE UNIT 2 

OU-2 addressed offsite groundwater, seeps, and residential wells. The monitoring 
occurred on a quarterly basis for the first three years, and is required semi-annually for the 
balance of thirty years. During the remedial investigation it was detennined the ingestion of 
water from a new well drilled into the Pittsburgh Coal seam is considered unlikely, because a 
public water supply is readily available to residents in the area surrounding the Site. A future 
well in the deeper bedrock aquifer in the vicinity of the site is also unlikely because the bedrock 
in this area is dry. A No Further Action ROD for OU-2, which included. long-tenn monitoring of 
the groundwater, was issued. on September 29, 1995. 

Remedy Implementation 

OPERABLE UNIT 1 

On October 9, 1991, Hercules submitted a good faith offer to perform the Remedial 
Design and Remedial Action (RDIRA) for OU-l. After a period of negotiations with the EPA, 
Hercules signed a Consent Decree on February II , 1992 to perfonn the RDIRA at the Site. On 
May II , 1992, Roy F. Weston, Inc. was approved by the EPA as the RD contractor for Hercules. 
On December 4, 1992, the final RD Work Plan, written by Weston for Hercules, was approved 
by the EPA. A Final Oil/water separator Design was submitted prior to the landfill cap design. 
It was approved on December 21 , 1994. The Final Design for the landfill cap and the fence was 
approved by the EPA on September 29. 1995. 

The remedial objectives for OU-l specified the remediation of the landfill. A multi-layer 
cover equivalent to a RCRA Subtitle C landfill cap was placed over the existing landfill. 
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Infiltration controls were also installed around the perimeter of the landfill to control run-on and 
runoff. Construction of the cap began in June of 1995 and was completed in the fall of 1996. 
The completed landfill cover system included a low penneability clay liner, geomembrane, a 
drainage layer and surface drainage channels. The cap surface is covered in grass. The lower 
landfill dike was reinforced with approximately 5,000 tons of clean soil, regraded, and 
hydroseeded. In total, 57,000 tons of clean fill , 3,200 tons of topsoil and 3,800 tons of tip-rap 
were used to cover and stabilize the Site. A security fence was also installed around the 
perimeter of the Site and the landfill. 

Surface water sampling conducted duting the period 1991 through 1998 showed that the 
multi-layer cover and product recovery program resulted in a decrease of Site-related 
constituents in the unnamed stream to levels at or below Maximum Contaminant Levels. Surface 
water sampling was subsequently discontinued in 1998. 

In addition, the remedial objectives for OU-l specified the monitoring of onsite 
groundwater and recovery of free-phase floating product in the mine voids of the Pittsburgh Coal 
Fonnation. Free phase floating product is collected from on-site recovery wells and by the 
oil/water separator below the landfill. 

The Weavertown Group measures free product thickness and groundwater levels on a 
quarterly basis in on-site wells PH-I , PH-2, PH-10, PH-II , TW-2, TW-7, TW-13, TW-14, TW­
21, TW-22 and TW-24. Recoverable quantities of free product have been historically bailed 
from recovery wells PH-IO, TW-2 and TW-14. and discharged into the Site oil/water separator. 
Since July of 1999, virtually no recoverable free product has been measured in Site recovery 
wells (Appendix 1 - WES Bi-annual Product Recovery Report, Tables 1 and 2). Free product 
recovery was reduced from a monthly to the current quarterly frequency during 1999, due to the 
minimal thickness of free product measured in Site wells. 

Accumulated free product is removed from the oil/water separator on a quarterly basis. 
Product accumulation in the reservoir of the oil/water separator is monitored by a float system 
connected to an autodialer. Free product removal is perfonned upon notification from the 
autodialer. On May 20, 2004, the oil/water separator was emptied, pressure washed and visually 
inspected in accordance with the oil/water separator maintenance program. The separator was 
found to be free oflew, cracks and other damage. 

Quarterly groundwater sampling and laboratory analyses performed in QU-1 initially 
included on-site monitoring wells TW-7, TW-13, TW-14, TW-21, TW-22 and TW-23. Site­
related indicator compounds included in the monitoring program include benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene, xylenes and naphthalene. Since the first quarter of 1998 through 1999, Site­
related constituents were reported at detection levels or as non-detects in wells TW-7, TW-21 , 
TW-22 and TW-24. Consequently, these wells were removed from the on-site groundwater 
monitoring program. 

OPERABLE UNIT 2 

Monitoring initially required under QU-2 included the quarterly sampling of off-site 
monitoring wells TW-17, TW-18, TW-19, TW-20, and TW-24, the quarterly sampling of three 
seeps (designated Seep 3, Seep 4, and Seep 5), and the sampling of residential wells duting 1999. 
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The seeps receive groundwater from the mine voids downgradient of the Site. The OU-2 
monitoring wells listed above also monitor groundwater in the mine voids of the Pittsburgh Coal 
Fonnation, downgradient of the Site. No Site-related constituents were detected in samples 
collected from the seeps (Appendix 2) or the residential wells during the first 5-year review 
period. Consequently, the seeps and residential wells were dropped from the OU-2 groundwater 
monitoring program during the second Five Year Review (FYR) period. However. groundwater 
levels were measured in off-site monitoring wells on a quarterly basis. during sampling events 
for on-site monitoring well TW-13. Groundwater elevations and flow directions for the 
Pittsburgh Coal Fonnation are depicted in Figure 4. Free product has not been observed in any 
of the off-site monitoring wells. 

Instuutional Controls 

In August 2002. Hercules executed and recorded the institutional controls required by the 
ROD. including deed restrictions to alert prospective buyers to the presence of hazardous 
substances on-site and to prohibit future development, excavation or drilling that could disturb 
covered or reconstructed areas. In addition, the security system was upgraded to include a fence 
around the perimeter of the Site with a locked gate restricting access to the Site. An EPA 
Memorandum dated 8/5/2002, which includes documentation of Site Institutional Controls, is 
presented in Appendix 3. 

System Operation/Operation and Maintenance 

The landfill cover, landfill cap, and surface drainage channels are inspected at a minimum 
of every quarter. The landfill cap and landfill dike are periodically mowed to maintain the grass 
cover. In 1999, Hercules perfonned modifications to the drainage channels following a severe 
precipitation event. This work included the lining of drainage channels passing along the landfill 
dike with Reno mats and gabion baskets in order to contain and control surface water during 
precipitation events. In addition, the landfill access road was regraded. The landfill cover and 
drainage channels remain in operational condition. 

The Site management activities were initially conducted by Hercules and Roy F. Weston, 
Inc. and are now conducted by Weavertown Envirorunental Group (WEG) for Hercules. WEG 
provides services for the operation and maintenance (O&M) of the oiVwater separator including 
product removal and disposal . As part of the O&M, product in the discharge from the landfill 
underdrain system is separated from the flow and is accumulated in the product reservoir of the 
facility's oiVwater separator. Based on historical Site work. the product reservoir in the oiUwater 
separator requires evacuation approximately four times per year. Typically, eight 55 gallon 
drums of product are generated during each evacuation event. 

Upon notification by the Site automated monitoring system, WEG evacuates the oiUwater 
separator reservoir using a pump provided by Hercules into new DOT 17H drums, and transports 
the drums of product to the disposal facility (ChemTron facility in Avon, OH), in accordance 
with Department of Transportation regulations. under manifest as a hazardous waste liquid. 
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Site Maintenance and Optimization of Operation and Maintenance 

The following system operationlO&M is required Wltil the next Five -Year Review: 

• 	 Continue quarterly sampling of well TW-13 for BTEX and naphthalene. 
• 	 On-site monitoring wells will continue to be gauged for LNAPL and depth to water on a 

quarterly basis Wltil the next Five-Year Review. In the event that a recoverable quantity 
of LNAPL is detected in an on-site well, the LNAPL will be recovered and the on-site 
wells will be gauged for LNAPL thickness during the following quarter. 

• 	 Periodic (quarterly) inspections of the landfill cover, oil/water separator compoWld, and 
security fence will be perfonned, and maintained as required. 

• 	 Hercules will continue to operate the oil/water separator Wltil the next Five-Year Review 
and perfonn operation and maintenance on the oil/water separator annually. 

• 	 Hercules will provide oil/water separator records detailing the amoWlt of water treated, 
the quantity of product removed, and water quality results from samples collected at three 
locations within the treatment system: before treatment, at the mid-point of treatment, 
and post treatment. Water quality samples will also be collected before and after 
cleaning the oil/water separator. 

Site maintenance activities include: 

• 	 Inspection of the general condition of vegetative cover on the Site landfill . general 
condition of gabions and Reno mats installed along the drainage ways, evidence of 
unauthorized entry or vandalism, condition of access roads, and any other pertinent 
observations. 

• 	 Spraying of landfill ditches, roadways and treatment compoWld with a broad-spectrum 
herbicide (RoWldup or equivalent) to control weed growth. Also perfonn minor weed 
cutting in these areas to address minor, sporadic weed growth in spray areas. 

• 	 Perform rotational mowing of the landfill. Alternate halves of the landfill cap will be 
mowed during two proposed events. The "face" and accessible perimeter of the landfill 
cap will also be mowed. Mowing will be performed with a tractor and brush-hog style 
mower. 

• 	 Check on and maintain operation of the system autodialer. 

• 	 Inspection and cleaning the oil/water separator periodically. 

• 	 Inspection of the condition ofthe groWldwatermonitoring wells and security fence. 

• 	 Quarterly monitoring of designated groundwater monitoring wells. 
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V. Progress Since Last Five-Year Review 

The Protectiveness Statement of the previous Five-Year Review in 2005 concluded, "The 
remedy is protective of hwnan health and the environment. All threats at the Site have been 
addressed through upgrading the multilayer cap of the contaminated soils and through the 
oil/water separator, collecting and separating wastewater and oil from the leachate collection 
system. (The wastewater is sent to the wastewater treatment facility 26 and oil is collected and 
disposed off-site, thus preventing exposure to or ingestion of contaminated groundwater.) The 
fence around the landfill restricts access. The implementation of institutional controls, which 
alert prospective buyers of contaminants on-site and place prohibitions on future development, 
addresses future threat." No issues were identified in the previous Five-Year Review. 

During the period of this Five-Year Review, the Weavertown Group perfonned quarterly 
product recovery and well monitoring from February 2005 through December 2009 (Appendix 
2). No product has been observed in any of the wells since 2007. The LNAPL recovery and 
depth to water will continue on a quarterly basis Wltil the next Five-Year Review. The leachate 
collection trench continues to operate as designed, with accumulated free product being removed 
from the oiVwater sepamtor on a quarterly basis. Currently, product is being transported to 
Chemtron Corporation in Avon, Ohio for proper disposal. The operation and maintenance on the 
oiVwater separator will continue; however, the Responsible Party will provide oil recovery 
records and raw water data for treated water annually and before and after cleaning the oiVwater 
separator. 

Optimization of the Pittsburgh Coal monitoring well network was reconunended in the 
last FYR. Accordingly. LNAPL was measured at TW-13 and TW-14 and the wells were 
sampled quarterly. The remaining wells were sampled at the request of the EPA. EPA 
reconunends that the PRP's submit an updated well optimization plan to include the potential 
abandonment of some wells. 

In 2005 to 2006, the West Elizabeth Sanitary Authority (WESA) was experiencing odor 
issues downstream of the Resin Disposal Site. One of the contributing sources was the discharge 
of the aqueous phase of material from the oiVwater separator from the Resin Disposal Site into 
Jefferson Hills sewer line, which crosses the northeastern portion of the Site before connecting 
with the WESA sewer system. Consequently, a pre-treatment filter was installed on the oiVwater 
separator to treat the water prior to discharge to the sanitary sewer system in August 2008. To 
date, over 450,000 gallons of water have been pre-treated prior to discharge to the sanitary sewer 
system, with typical VOC removal of greater than 95%. However, the treatment system 
efficiency dropped significantly to 74.4 percent in June 2009 and 87.5 percent in August 2009 
(see Appendix 4). As seen in the August 2010 Treatment System Sampling Results, the mid­
point sample between the two carbon filters had an efficiency of 99.9 percent while the effluent 
sample had an efficiency of 87.5 percent. The Site consultant (Cwnmings Riter Consultants, 
Inc.) attributes the high effluent concentrations to the pipe fitting located downgradient of the 
carbon adsorption units. As of December 2010, the pipe fittings have not been replaced. EPA 
reconunends that the contaminated fittings be decontaminated or replaced. 

As noted in the PADEP Summary of Issues related to the Eastman Chemical Resins -
Jefferson Plant, the Hercules - PICCO Resin Dump, and the West Elizabeth Sewer Authority. 
(Appendix 5), "To begin to address the problem of odors in the sewer, the Department had 
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Hercules provide additional pre-treatment of the discharge to the WESA system from the PICCO 
resin Disposal site. Contaminated groundwater from the 837 Tank Fann continues to enter the 
Jefferson Hills interceptor and then into the WESA STP [sewer treatment plant] and may still be 
a source of odors." Since the treated water from Resin Disposal Site oiVwater separator is 
discharged into the Jefferson Hills sewer line. the potential exists that breakdowns in the 
treatment system efficiency will result in contaminated water entering the sewer system. EPA 
recommends that the Jefferson Hills sewer line be sampled at key locations (on-site, upgradient. 
downgradient. and at on-site sewer intersections) to establish a baseline for the current water 
quality of the sewer system near the oiVwater separator discharge. 

VI. Five-Year Review Process 

Administrative Components 

Hercules and WEG were notified of the initiation of the Five-Year Review in September 
2009. The Five-Year Review team was led by the EPA Remedial Project Manager, Rashmi 
Mathur. EPA hydrogeolgist Bernice Pasquini and Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection (PADEP) Project Officer, Barbara Gunther, Mr. Bruce Hough. Hercules Incorporated. 
Bryan Mauer Cummings Riter, and WEG representatives (Mr. Timothy Ratvasky, Kelly 
Hamilton. and Craig Wyda) assisted in the review. The review consisted of the following review 
components: 

• Community Involvement 

• Documentation Review 

• Data Review 

• Site inspeCtion 

• Local Interviews 

Community Involvement 

Notice of the Five-Year Review was published in The Daily News local newspaper on 
April 5. 2010. The results of the review and the report will be made available to the public at the 
Jefferson Borough Building. EPA conducted community interviews in the immediate vicinity of 
the Site with residents having no issues with the Resin Disposal Site. EPA also talked with local 
officials and West Elizabeth Sewer Authority (WESA) technical support staff about the Site and 
the Five-Year Review. On May 26, 2010 WESA provided a letter to EPA regarding the Site and 
its concern that contaminated [overburden] groundwater could potentially impact the Jefferson 
Hills sewer line that traverses the Resin Disposal Site before connecting with the WESA sewer 
line. WESA notes that they continue to experience VOC vapor problems. which the P ADEP 
attributes to groundwater contamination emanating from the State Route 837 petroleum facility. 
However, WESA still believes that the Resin Disposal Site is a potential contributor to their 
sewer line VOC vapor problem. 
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Document Review 

The Five-Year Review included the review of the following docwnents. The 
administrative docwnents were reviewed to provide historical Site conditions and risks, the 
design docwnentation and plans were reviewed to evaluate the system design, and the biarmual 
reports were reviewed to evaluate current operating and analytical data trends. 

• 	 June 28, 1991 ROD for OU-l 

• 	 December 1992 Final RD Work Plan for OU-l 

• 	 February 1992 Consent Decree issued by EPA for Remedial Design and Remedial 
Action (RDIRA) for OU-l 

• 	 December 1994 Final OiVWater Separator Design for OU-l 

• 	 September 29, 1995 No Further Action ROD for OU-2 including long-term 
monitoring of the groundwater was issued and Final Design for landfill cap and 
fence was approved by EPA 

• 	 September 1996 Administrative Order by Consent (AOC) for OU-2 between 
Hercules Incorporated and EPA 

• 	 September 19, 2000 First Five-Year Review completed by EPA 

• 	 September 21,2005 Second Five-Year Review completed by EPA 
• 	 Bi-Annual Progress Reports 
• 	 Patricia Flores-Brown's Evaluation of the Responses to EPA's Questions for the 

PICCO Resin Disposal Vapor Intrusion Assessment 

Data Review 

Groundwater Monitoring 

For this review period, WEG measured free product thickness and groundwater levels on 
a monthly basis from January 2005 until December 2009 in on-site wells PH-I, PH-2, PH-lO, 
PH-II, which are screened withln the landfill, and TW-2, TW-13, TW-14, TW-2l, TW-22 and 
TW-24, which are screened in the Pittsburgh Coal Formation. At times, product globules were 
present in some of the wells. However, no product was recoverable during this period. In 
general, product recoveries from wells screened in the Pittsburgh coal have decreased to a level 
such that no recovery can occur. This data is summarized in Appendix I. 

Quarterly groundwater sampling and laboratory analyses performed for OU-l initially 
included on-site monitoring wells TW-?, TW-13, and TW-2l, TW-22 and TW-23. Monitoring 
wells TW-2, TW-14, TW-18, and TW-24 could not be sampled because the wells were dry or did 
not contain enough water for the collection of a representative groundwater sample. Site-related 
indicator compounds included in the monitoring program include benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene, xylenes and naphthalene. Since the first quarter of 1998 through 1999, Site­
related constituents were reported at detection levels or as non-detects in wells TW-7, TW-21, 
TW-22 and TW-24 (Appendix 2). Consequently, these wells were removed from the annual on­
site groundwater monitoring program. 
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Based on sampling from the first quarter of 2006 through the fourth quarter of 2009, the 
only well with detected concentrations of site related compounds was TW-J3. Low levels of 
benzene were detected in 12 of the 16 quarters sampled. However, the MeL of 5 )lgIL was 
exceeded in only 2 quarters at concentrations of 9.7 ~gIL (2006) and 5.9 ~gIL (2009). The 
average yearly concentration of benzene was 2.6 ~gIL in 2005, 4.9 ~gIL in 2006, 2.5 ~gIL in 
2007, 3.9 ~gIL in 2008, and 1.5 ~gIL in 2009. Naphthalene was detected at a maximum 
concentration of 150 ppb. The average yearly concentration for naphthalene was 102 ",gIL in 
2005, 109 ~gIL in 2006, 61.3 ~gIL in 2007, 58 ~gIL in 2008 and 86 ~g/L in 2009. All other 
samples were non-detect for sampled VOCs or had trace levels. Analytical results for TW-13 
and other bedrock monitoring wells are summarized in Appendix 2 and shown on Figures 2 and 
3. Groundwater samples were not collected from TW-14 because a measurable but 
wrrecoverable thickness of free product was present and an insufficient quantity of water was 
available to collect a groundwater sample. 

At the request of the EPA, Cummings Riter Consultants prepared an assessment of the 
potential for vapor intrusion issues at the Resin Disposal Site (Appendix 6). The docmnent 
concluded that the vapor intrusion pathway related to the Pittsburgh Coal groundwater is not 
likely to present an unacceptable risk to nearby residents. This conclusion was based on the 
limited presence of volatile constituents in groundwater of the Pittsburgh Coal that were below 
relevant state and federal vapor intrusion screening criteria; and the vertical (> 100 feet) and 
horizontal (- 160 feet) separation of the closest residences and the Pittsburgh Coal groundwater 
(TW-13 and TW-14) exhibiting the highest contaminant concentrations. EPA generally agrees 
with this conclusion; however, EPA notes that there is a potential that vapors may still exist in 
the chambers of the former mining operation of the Pittsburgh Coal. These chambers are located 
directly below the adjacent residential neighborhood and no wells were installed within the 
adjacent neighborhood to monitor the former Pittsburgh Coal mine. 

Based on the Conceptual Site Model, groundwater flow through the mining operation 
directly below the residents has been significantly reduced by the presence of the landfill cap and 
by the action of the oiVwater separator. Consequently, as exhibited by TW·14, the potential 
exists that oily residues may remain on the floors and walls of chamber within the former coal 
mine. This condition would potentially lead to vapors filling the mine voids and migrating 
through bedrock fractures to the ground surface. Therefore, EPA recommends that a well survey 
be preformed to locate potential wells in the adjacent neighborhoods. If residential wells are 
located, well construction data, water elevations and groundwater samples should be collected. 
This data will be used to determine water quality in the unconfined aquifer and ascertain whether 
a water barrier exists between the mine and the residents. 

Surface Water Results 

As noted above, surface water samples were collected from three locations for the un­
named stream (Figure 6) in January 2010. Analytical results from SW-l, which was located just 
downstream of the oiVwater separator, had low level detections of ethylbenzene and toluene. 
Detected concentrations of naphthalene (750 ugIL) and Total xylenes (340 ugIL) exceeded the 
PADEP Surface Water Standards for the Protection of Fish and Aquatic Life (43 ugIL and 210 
ugIL respectively). Other detections included isopropylbenzene (4.9 1), 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene 
(550 ugIL) and 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene (300 ugIL); however there are no Pennsylvania or EPA 
Surface Water Standards for the Protection of Fish and Aquatic Life for these compounds. 
Surface water concentrations for the same set of compounds dropped of significantly at SW-2 
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near the property line and to near non-detect levels at SW-3 downstream of the property line. 
Surface water sampling results are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 
Surface Water Analytical Results 

CompouDd 

PADEP 
Surface Water 

Standard 
Fish/Aquatic Life 

SW-I 
111312010 
DearOWS 

SW-2 
1/1312010 
DearOWS 

SW-3 
111312010 
DearOWS 

Ethylbenzene 580 15 0.58J < 1.0 

Isopropvlbenzene none 4.9 J 0.19 J < 1.0 

Naphthalene 43 750 8.6 1.3 J 

Toluene 330 17 1.3 < 1.0 
1,2,4-
Trimethybenzene none 550 66 0.36J 
1,3,5-
Trimethybenzene none 300 110 < 1.0 

Xylenes Total 210 340 69 < 2.0 
Note: Al l KSullS m ugIL Only compounds detected are listed 

Bold witb bigblilbl indiutH detection > SUndlrd 

During the last FYR, product sheen was observed emanating from a seep and pooling in 
the stream near the oil/water separator. At the time, it was postulated that the sheen was related 
to contaminated soils in the overburden between the oil/water separator and the stream. 
Consequently, EPA recommends re-sampling the un-named stream under similar flow 
conditions. Water levels and flow volwne should be measured at the weir to establish 
comparative sampling data to the RI. If contaminated surface water is confinned above the 
P ADEP Surface Water Standards for the Protection of Fish and Aquatic Life, then an 
investigation should be implemented to detennine the nature and extent of contaminated soils 
and groundwater in the overburden. 

Residential Well Results 

As noted above, RW-4 was sampled for this FYR (Figure 6). Detections in groundwater 
included the Site-related compounds: naphthalene (II ~g!L) 1,2,4-trimethylbezene (0.77 J ~g!L) 
and Total xylenes (0.42 J ~g!L) (Table 3). Other detections included acetone (8.3 J ~g!L) and 
carbon disulfide (3.8 JlgIL). In contrast, groundwater results from RW-4 were all non-detect 
when the well was sampled as part of the Resin Disposal Rl (Weston, 1991). Although the 
current groundwater results from RW-4 were all below EPA MeLs and PADEP Act 2 medium 
specific concentrations, the site-related detections are a concern because the R W -4 is not on the 
public water supply and is currently using bottled water. Consequently, EPA recommends 
annual sampling of R W -4 well to establish a concentration pattern. If concentrations approach 
MCLs, then an investigation should be perfonned to detennine the nature and extent of 
contaminants. In addition. a residential well survey should be perfonned to locate other potential 
wells and residents that rely on wells for drinking water. A diagram of the public water supply 
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network in the vicinity of the Site should be obtained to illustrate residences that are currently 
not on the public drinking water system. 

Table3 
RW-4 Residential Wen Results 

PADEP RW-4USEPA
Compound Act2 ResultsMCL MSC 111312010 

Acetone none 3700 8.3 J 
< 1.0Benzene 5 5 

Carbon disulfide none 1900 3.8 

Ethylbenzene 700 700 < 1.0 

Isooropylbenzene none 1 100 < 1.0 

Naphthalene none 100 II 

Styrene < 1.0100 100 

1,000 < 1.0Toluene 1000 

1,2,4·Trimethybenzene none 16 0.77 J 

I 35-Trimet!lybenzene none 16 < 1.0 

0.42)Xylene, Total 10,000 10,000 
Note: All feSLilts in pg/L 

Only compounds detected or associated with the PICCO site gtOLindwater are listed 

PADEP Act 2 Median Specific Concentration is for residential, [ow·TDS, LISed aquifer 

Site Inspection 

Inspection of the Site was conducted on December 15, 2009 by the EPA RPM, EPA 
hydrogeologis!, PADEP Project Officer, PADEP hydrogeologis!, the Responsible Party and the 
Responsible Party' s Consultant. The purpose of the inspection was to evaluate the 
protectiveness of the remedy, including the presence of the security fence around the landfill to 
restrict access, and the integrity of the monitoring wells. Institutional controls alerting buyers of 
the presence of the hazardous substances on Site to prohibit future development were put into 
place in 2002. No significant issues at the inspection were identified regarding the physical 
components of the remedy: cap, drainage features, fence or monitoring wells. thus the 
implemented remedy is operating as designed. 

Interviews 

EPA conducted community interviews in the immediate vicinity of the Site. In general. 
nearby residents have no issues with the Resin Disposal Site. However, during the FYR visit, 
EPA visited the residence closest to the Site and discovered that the residence was not connected 
to public water. EPA subsequently requested the responsible party to sample the well . The 
findings of this sampling event are discussed above. EPA also talked with local officials and 
West Elizabeth Sewer Authority (WESA) technical support staff about the Site and the Five­
Year Review; none of which have issues of concern regarding the Site but asked to be notified of 
the inspection results, especially if any problems are discovered. 
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VIT. Technical Assessment 

Question A: Is the remedy functioning as iotended by the decision documents? 

No. Sampling conducted for this FYR revealed concentrations of two Site-related 
compounds above PADEP Surface Water Standards for Fish and Aquatic Life; if confirmed to be 
present in swface water, these detections could represent a risk to the environment. 
Consequently. the remedial actions may not be protective of the environment. Surface water 
sampling should be repeated under similar water flow conditions to verify the results. 
Otherwise, the remedy is functioning as intended by the decision documents after review of 
docwnents, ARARS, risk assumptions, and groundwater data. 

EPA has detennined that the remedial actions implemented for aU-l (landfill and on-site 
groundwater) and confirmed by OU-2 (off site-groundwater) are protective of human health and 
the environment in the short tenn. The remedial actions were conducted in accordance with the 
requirements of the 1991 Record of Decision (ROD) and the 1995 ROD, and the physical 
remedies are functioning as designed. They have been addressed through the installation of a 
multilayer cap of the contaminated soils, installation of an oiUwater separator, and the collection 
and separation of wastewater and oil from the leachate collection system. (The wastewater is 
sent to the wastewater treatment facility and oil is collected and disposed off-site.) The fence 
around the landfill restricts access. Institutional controls, which alert prospective buyers of 
contaminants on-site and place prohibitions on futwe development, have been implemented. 

Performance standards for the remediation of groundwater were not clearly stated in the 
1991 decision document because the OU-l ROD was source controls remedy that included 
groundwater monitoring. MCL's were cited as ARARs for the OU·l remedy. The OU-2 ROD 
addressed off-site groundwater contamination. The remedy selected for OU-2 groundwater was 
no further action with periodic monitoring of off-site monitoring wells. The data from the 
monitoring wells are compared. to MCLs to evaluate the effectiveness of the source control 
remedy on the groundwater. 

During the last (second) FYR there was an opportunity to optimize the grotUldwater 
monitoring network as no Site-related contaminants had been observed in the following 
monitoring wells for two consecutive years: TW-7, TW-17, TW-18, TW-19, TW-20, TW-21, 
TW-23, and TW-24. These wells were subsequently removed from the standard. ground water 
monitoring program. Monitoring wells TW-19, TW-2I , and TW-24 were not abandoned, but 
were periodically sampled at EPA's request. Quarterly sampling of three seeps was discontinued 
after the last FYR as Site-related contaminants were not detected during any of the sampling 
events. 

As part of the current FYR, monitoring wells TW-07, TW-19, TW-20, TW-21, TW·22. 
TW-23 were sampled for BTEX and naphthalene in the 4" quarter of 2009. Analytieal results 
were non-detect for all compounds at each well with the exception of single detection of 0­

xylene (I ~g/L) at TW-21 (Appendix 2). Monitoring well TW-17 was not sampled due to well 
damage; TW-18 and TW-24 were dry at the time of sampling; and TW-14 was not sampled due 
te the presence of product sheen. TW-13 consistently detected Site-related compounds during 
quarterly sampling performed for this FYR; however, contaminant concentrations generally 
appear to be decreasing. 
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EPA recommends that quarterly sampling of monitoring wells TW-I3 and TW-14 be 
continued for the next FYR. EPA also recommends that monitoring well TW-17 be repaired and 
monitoring wells TW-7, TW-17, TW-IS, TW-19, TW-20, TW-21, TW-22 and TW-24 be 
sampled bi-annually for BTEX and naphthalene starting the first quarter of 2011. After the 
second round of sampling in 2011, the PRP's should prepare a well optimization plan for the 
Pittsburgh Coal monitoring well network. Monitoring wells that have been consistently nOD­

detect for Site contaminants and wells that do not produce water would be eligible for 
abandonment. The monitoring well optimization should result in a well network that will be 
sufficient for the preparation of groundwater flow contour maps and for monitoring for potential 
contaminant migration; this optimized well network will then be sampled again in second quarter 
of the 4" year of the FYR period. 

The institutional controls in place include access restrictions which shall help reduce 
potential exposure to contaminated groundwater Wltil cleanup levels are achieved and prevent 
the disturbance of the cap. The restrictions employed consist of notices of restrictions on 
potential future land use. The restrictions cover any development; excavation or drilling on-site 
that could disturb covered or reconstructed areas and an existing security system including the 
construction of a fence around the perimeter of the Site containing a locked gate system. Access 
controls (fencing) are in place and successfully prevent exposure. These institutional controls 
were executed and recorded in August 2002 (Appendix 3). 

Operation and maintenance of the cap, drainage structures, oiVwater separator and 
monitoring wells has been effective as a whole. Hercu1es has contracted WEG to manage the 
Site and perform all O&M activities as previously described. 

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

Changes in Standards and TBCs 

Have standards identified in the ROD been revised, and does this call into question the 
protectiveness of the remedy? Do newly promulgated standards call into question the 
protectiveness of the remedy? Have TBCs used in selecting cleanup levels at the site changed, 
and could this affect the protectiveness ofthe remedy? 

GroWldwater is currently monitored for five chemicals: benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, 
xylenes, and naphthalene. Naphthalene does not have an MeL, and therefore under the NCP, its 
goal should be a risk-based standard [40 CFR 300.430(e)(2)(i)(A)(2)]. For the chemicals that do 
have MCLs (benzene 5 ~gIL, toluene 1000 ~gIL, ethylbenzene 700 ~gIL, xylenes I 0000 ~gIL), 

the MCLs would not be protective in combination (adult Hazard Index 10, child Hazard Index 7, 
cancer risk 2E-4). 

If the water were used with the currently-monitored concentrations (2008-2009 from 
TW-\3: benzene 3.5 ~gIL, toluene 2.3 ~gIL, ethylbenzene 16 ~gIL, m,p-xylenes 20 ~gIL, 0­

xylene 25 ~gIL), the adult HI would be 2 (due mostly to naphthalene), the child HI would be 0.6, 
and the cancer risk wou1d be approximately 6E-5. Benzene was detected once during this time 
period at a concentration of 5.9 ~gIL, which slightly exceeded the MCL of 5 ~gIL. 

Consequently, the groundwater monitored by TW-13 wou1d not be protective at current 
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concentrations, nor at MCLs. However, this water is not currently consumed and ICs are in place 
to prevent the use of this water at the Site. 

Changes in Exposure Pathways 

Has land use or expected land use on or near the site changed? Have human health or 
ecological routes ofexposure or receptors been newly identified or changed in a way that could 
affect the protectiveness of the remedy? Have physical site conditions or the understanding of 
these conditions changed in a way that could affect the protectiveness ofthe remedy? 

As discussed above, EPA discovered during the FYR Site Visit that a residence (RW-4) 
adjacent to the Site was still using their residential well. The resident reported they used bottled 
water for drinking. However, EPA requested the responsible parties to sample the well for this 
FYR. As presented in Table 3, the detected concentrations in the residential well yielded a total 
Hazard Index of about 0.2 for the adult and 0.06 for the child, and a cancer risk of 5E-6. No 
MCLs were exceeded. Therefore, for the chemicals sampled, the risks are within the acceptable 
range (HI.<: I, cancer risk between IE-6 and IE-4). However, it should be noted that RW-4 was 
non-detect for Site-related compounds in 1989 to 1990 during the RI (Weston, 1991). Given that 
concentrations of Site-related compounds have appeared at RW-4 for the first time, continued 
monitoring is recommended. A full analytical suite (data were provided for only 11 organic 
analytes) would also give a clearer picture of the total risk associated with this well. In addition, 
EPA believes that the well survey should be updated to determine the use of residential wells and 
determine the location of the waterline to ensure there are no other residential wells that require 
follow-up sampling. 

Risks were also estimated for current surface water concentrations. For surface water 
near the oiVwater separator, the recreational risk for a child would be an HI of 0.6 and a cancer 
risk of SE-S. For downstream water at the property line, the HI would be 0.05 with no estimated 
carcinogenic risk. For surface water 500 feet downstream of the property line, concentrations 
were below screening levels. Eco-risk in surface water was not calculated during this period; 
however, EPA recommends re-sampling the un-named stream under similar flow conditions to 
confinn detections of Site-related compounds. Water levels and flow volume should be 
measured at the weir to establish comparative sampling data to the Rl. If contaminated surface 
water is confinned above the PADEP Surface Water Standards for the Protection of Fish and 
Aquatic Life, then an eco-risk evaluation should be perfonned and an investigation should be 
implemented to detennine the nature and extent of contaminated soils and groundwater in the 
overburden. 

As noted above, a potential exposure pathway involving vapors may exist in the 
chambers of the fonner mining operation of the Pittsburgh Coal. These chambers are located 
directly below the adjacent residential neighborhood and no wells were installed within the 
adjacent neighborhood to monitor the fonner Pittsburgh Coal mine. Dewatering of Pittsburgh 
Coal mine voids has occurred since the installation of the landfill cap creating the potential for 
oily residues to remain on the floors and walls of chambers within the former coal mine. This 
condition would potentially lead to vapors filling the mine voids and migrating through bedrock 
fractures to the ground surface. Consequently, EPA recommends that a well survey be 
preformed to locate potential wells in the adjacent neighborhoods. If residential wens are 
located, well construction data, water elevations and groWldwater samples should be colIected. 
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This data will be used to detennine water quality in the unconfined aquifer and ascertain whether 
a water barrier exists between the mine and the residents. 

Are there newly identified contaminants or contaminant sources? Are there unanticipated toxic 
byproducts ofthe remedy not previously addressed by the decision documents? 

No 

Changes in Exposure Pathways. Toxicity and other Contaminant Characteristics 

Have toxicity factors for contaminants ofconcern at the site changed in a way that could affect 
the protectiveness ofthe remedy? Have other contaminant characteristics changed in a way that 
could affect the protectiveness ofthe remedy? 

Toxicity factors have changed since the original risk assessment, as have risk assessment 
methods. For example, assessments ofPAHs now include an evaluation of mutagenicity, and the 
risk assessment guides for dennal and inhalation exposures have changed. 

To evaluate the current and future protectiveness, the following risks were considered: 

• 	 Risks from current groundwater concentrations in monitoring wells (using 
concentrations from the 2008 and 2009 TW-13 data); 

• 	 Risks at MCLs; 
• 	 Risks from current groundwater concentrations in a local residential well; 
• 	 Risks from current surface water concentrations. 
• Risks from vapor intrusion. 

Changes in Risk Assessment Methods 

Have standardized risk assessment methodologies changed in a way that could affect the 
protectiveness ofthe remedy? 

There have been significant changes in EPA's risk assessment guidance since the original 
risk assessment was perfonned. These include changes in basic methodology, dennal guidance, 
inhalation methodologies, and exposure factors. Risks were estimated using cwrent 
methodology; those estimated were discussed above. 

Expected Progress Towards Meeting RAOs 

Is the remedy progressing as expected? 

Monitoring well TW-13 still shows sporadic benzene and naphthalene contamination in 
groundwater above MCLs. However, groundwater at the Site is not currently used; therefore, 
these conditions are currently protective. 

One residential well was sampled, and the concentrations are currently protective for 
potable use. However, chemicals potentially associated with the site were detected, and periodic 
follow-up sampling is recommended as this resident is not connected to the public water supply. 
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Surface water shows site-related contaminants. Continued monitoring is recommended. 

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

Yes. As residual product likely exists in mine chambers located beneath a residential 
neighborhood, a potential exists for vapor intrusion into these residences. See responses to 
Question B and the Technical Assessment Swnmary for a synopsis of the vapor intrusion issue. 

Technical Assessment Summary 

During the Five-Year Review, several issues have been identified that warrant further 
evaluation. 

Groundwater: One residence adjacent to the Site was still using their residential well. The 
homeowner stated they used bottled water for drinking. The well was sampled and was 
determined to be within the acceptable risk range. However, the potentially Site-related 
compounds naphthalene, l,2,4-trimethybenzene and total xylenes were detected; therefore, EPA 
recommends follow-up sampling at this location. In addition, the well survey should be updated 
and the location of the waterline should be confirmed to ensure long-term protectiveness. If 
additional residents that use wells for drinking water purposes are located down gradient of the 
landfill or the Pittsburgh coal outcrops affected by the landfill, then these wells should be 
sampled. 

Surface Water: Sampling conducted for this FYR revealed elevated concentrations of two Site­
related compounds and if confirmed to be present could represent a risk to the environment. 
Surface water sampling should be repeated under similar water flow conditions to verify the 
results. 

Sewer Vapors: On May 26, 2010 WESA provided a letter to EPA regarding the Site and its 
concern that contaminated [overburden] groundwater could potentially impact the Jefferson Hills 
sewer line that traverses the Resin Disposal Site before connecting with the WESA sewer line. 
WESA notes that they continue to experience VOC vapor problems, which the PADEP attributes 
to groundwater contamination emanating from the State Route 837 petroleum facility. However, 
WESA still believes that the Resin Disposal Site is a potential contributor to their sewer line 
VOC vapor problem. Although EPA does not believe this is related to groundwater, it could 
possibly be related to the discharge of Site-related contaminants to the sewer system because of 
the reduced efficiency of the carbon at the oiUwater separator. Therefore, oiUwater separator 
parts should be replaced, efficiencies should be verified, and sampling of the sewer line should 
be performed at strategic locations of the Resin Disposal Site. 

Vapor Intrusion Summary: At the request of the EPA, Cummings Riter Consultants prepared 
an assessment of the potential for vapor intrusion issues at the Resin Disposal Site (Attachment 
4). The document concluded that the vapor intrusion pathway related to the Pittsburgh Coal 
groundwater is not likely to present an unacceptable risk to nearby residents. EPA generally 
agrees with this conclusion; however, EPA notes that the potential that vapors may still exist in 
the chambers of the former mining operation of the Pittsburgh Coal. These chambers are located 
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directly below the adjacent residential neighborhood and no wells were installed within the 
adjacent neighborhood to monitor the former Pittsburgh Coal mine. 

Based on the Conceptual Site Model, groundwater flow through the mining operation 
directly below the residents has been significantly reduced by the presence of the landfill cap and 
by the action of the oil/water separator. As demonstrated by TW-14, the potential exists that oily 
residues may remain on the floors and walls of chambers within the former coal mine. This 
condition would potentially lead to vapors filling the mine voids and migrating through bedrock 
fractures to the ground surface. Therefore, EPA recommends that a well survey be performed to 
locate potential wells in the adjacent neighborhoods. If residential wells are located, well 
construction data, water elevations and groundwater samples should be collected. This data will 
be used to determine water quality in the unconfined aquifer and to ascertain whether a water 
barrier exists between the mine and the residents. 

VIll. Issues 

Issues 

L Results from surface water sampling near the oi Vwater 
separator were above PADEP Surface Water Standards 
for Fish and Aquatic Life . 

Affects Current 
Protectiveness 

(YIN) 

Y 

Affects Future 
Protectiveness 

(YIN) 

Y 

2. Effluent fonn the oiVwater separator has had reduced 
efficiency. The Site consultant (Cummings Riter 
Consultants, Inc.) attributes the high effluent 
concentrations to the pipe fitting located downgradient of 
the carbon adsorption units. 

N Y 

3. Residential well RW-4 was sampled for this review 
and Site-related contaminants were detected. Although 
all results were below the drinking water standards, 1991 
results for this location were non-detect. 

N Y 

4. A vapor intrusion evaluation must be completed. N Y 
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IX. Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions 

Recommendations and 
Follow-up Actions 

1. ResampJc all surface water 
locations under similar water flow 
conditions to verify detections at 
SW-t . lfdctectionsareverified 
and remain above ecological 
protection levels, then an 
investigation of contaminant 
sources should be conducted. 

Party 
Responsible 

PRP 

Oversight 
Agency 

EPA 

Milestone 
Date 

May II 

Affects 
prote,cti~~ness 

YIN 
Current FuW... 

Y Y 

2. The oil/water separator pipe 
fittings have not been replaced. 
This maintenance should be 
completed to ensure the oiVwater 
separator is operating properly. In 
addition, water samples should be 
collected at strategic on-Site 
locations within the Jefferson hills 
sewer line to detennine if the 
Resin Disposal Site is currently 
contributing to volati le odors in 
the WESA sewer system. 

PRP EPA June II N Y 

3. Continue to sample RW-4 on 
an annual basis to -verify detections 
and to determine if contaminant 
levels arc stable or rising. Conduct 
an updated well survey to 
determine the extent of residential 
well use and determine the extent 
of public water use on Circle 
Glenn Drive, Maryland Avenue 
and Riverview Drive. This survey 
should also include homes 
downgradient of the contaminated 
area in the immediate vicinity of 
the Site. Ifadditional residential 
wells are found being used, 
samples should be collected. 

PRP EPA June II N Y 

4. Detennine if an unconfined 
groundwater barrier is present 
over the fanner mine area in 
the Pittsburgh Coal Fonnation 
in the vicinity of the residential 
area to rule out the potential for 
vapor intrusion. 

PRP EPA June II N y 
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X. Protectiveness Statement 

A protectiveness detennination of the remedy at the Resin Disposal Site cannot be made 
at this time until further infonnation is obtained. Further information will be obtained by taking 
the following actions: 

Re-sample all 2010 surface water locations to verify detections of contaminants at SW-l. 
If detections are verified and remain above ecological protectiveness levels, then an 
investigation of contaminant sources should be conducted. 

Perform maintenance on the potentially contaminated fittings downstream of the 
oiUwater separator carbon treatment system. Sample the Jefferson Hills sewer line at key 
locations (on-site, upgradient, downgradient, and at on-site sewer intersections) to 
establish a baseline for the current water quality of the sewer system near the oiVwater 
separator discharge. 

Update the well survey and documenting the location of the waterline. If residential 
wells are in use, EPA recommends collecting samples to ensure their protectiveness. 

Detennine if an unconfmed groundwater barrier is present over the former mine area in 
the Pittsburgh Coal Formation in the vicinity of the residential area to rule out the 
potential for vapor intrusion. 

It is expected that these actions can be conducted in the next year and that an Addendum 
to this Five Year Review will be completed by January 2012, at which time a protectiveness 
determination will be made. 

XI. Next Review 

The next Five-Year Review will be completed no later than five years from the signature 
date of this five-year review. 
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WWW.we.vertown.com 

January 27, 2010 

Mr. Bruce Hough RE: PICCO Resin Disposal Site 
Ashland Hercules Bi~annual Monitoring and Product Recovery 
500 Hercules Road July 2009 through December 2009 
Wilmington, Delaware 19808 WEG Project No. E0161, E8860 
Telephone: (302) 995-3404 
Via email: bjhough@ashland.com 

Dear Mr. Hough: 

Weavertown Environmental Group (WEG) is submitting this bi~annua1 product gauging and 
groundwater monitoring summary report for activities performed between July 2009 and December 
2009, at the PICCO Resin Disposal site located in Jefferson Borough, Allegheny County, 
Pennsylvania. Fluid~level gauging and groundwater sampling were performed in accordance with the 
September 25, 1997, "Response Action Plan" and a request by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) for expanded sampling during the fourth quarter of 2009. A brief 
summary of the groundwater~monitoring event is provided below. 

1.0 FLUID-LEVEL GAUGING AND OCCURRENCE OF FREE PRODUCT 

Prior to well purging and groundwater sampling, the depths to groundwater and free product, if present, 
were measured for each site monitoring well. The depth to groundwater and free product, if present, 
was measured with an electronic dual-phase interface probe in each well. All fluid levels were 
measured from the top of the well casing, after allowing groundwater levels in the wells to stabilize for 
several minutes. The depth to groundwater was measured in wells TW~2, TW-7. TW-13, TW-14. TW­
18. TW-19. TW-20, TW-21 , TW-22, TW-23, TW-24, PH- I. PH-2, PH-IO, and PH- II. Fluid-level 
data is summarized in Appendix A. Tables I and 2 summarize the product recovery activities from 
1997 to the end of December 2009. 

Pennsvlvanla 
Kentucky 
Ohio 
West Virginia 2 Dorring ton Road . Carnegie , PA 15106 . Tel 724-746-4850 . Fax 412-429-0219 



Ashlalld Hercu/~s - PICCO R~sil/ Disposal Sit~ 
W£G Proj~ct NlIlI1b~,.s EOl61 alld E8860 

Jall l/ar)' 27. 2010 

2.0 GROUNDWATER SAMPLING 

Monitoring well TW-13 was sampled during the third quarter 2009 monitoring event. Well TW-14 
could not be sampled because the well was dry. Well purging and groundwater sampling was 
performed in accordance with the "Response Action Plan." A single-use polyethylene bailer was used 
to purge TW-J3 and to collect the groundwater sample . Three well casing volUmes of groundwater 
were purged from well TW-13 prior to sampling. Groundwater pH, specific conductivity, and 
temperature were measured and visual observations of the groundwater opacity and color were 
recorded prior to purging and following the removal of each well volume of groundwater. 

Monitoring wells TW-7, TW-13, TW-J9, TW-20, TW-21, TW-22, and TW-23 were sampled during 
the fourth quarter of 2009. Monitoring wells TW-2, TW-14. TW-18, and TW-24 could not be sampled 
because the wells were dry or did not contain enough water for the collection of a representative 
groundwater sample. Well TW-17 is damaged. Well purging and groundwater sampling was 
performed in accordance with the "Response Action Plan" and a request from the USEPA to sample 
twelve wells in the area. A Grundfos submersible pump and dedicated low-density polyethylene tubing 
was used for well purging and sampling. Groundwater pH, specific conductivity, and temperature were 
measured and visual observations of the groundwater opacity and color were recorded prior to purging 
and following the removal of each well volume of groundwater. 

Sampling was performed by the groundwater being extracted from the well and directly transferred to 
laboratory-supplied 4O-milliliter (ml) vials containing hydrochloric acid preservative. Filled sample 
containers were placed into an iced sample cooler and Shipped to TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc., in 
Savannah, Georgia following standard chain-of-custody procedures. The groundwater samples were 
analyzed for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene isomers, and naphthalene by SW -846 Method 
8260B. Quality control samples for the third and fourth quarter 2009 monitoring events include one 
trip blank, one duplicate sample from well TW-13. and one matrix spike and matrix spike duplicate. 

WEG appreciates the opportunity to provide these services to Ashland Hercules. Should you have any 
questions on the information provided herein , please call me at (724) 746-4850 or email at 
mmccaffrey@weavertown.com. 

Respectfully. 

Michael P. McCaffrey 
Project Manager 

Attachments 

cc; Fi le: ProjecCManagement\\EO I6[ Picco & Poppcs Engineering Site Activities\Reports\DAR21 

MPM/mpm 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION III 

1650 Arch Str..t 
Philadelphia. Pennsylvania 19103-2029 

August 5, 2002 

SUBJECT: Memorandum to the File Regarding the Protectiveness of 
the Institutional Controls during the Fwe Year Review for 
Resin Disposal 

FROM: Rashmi Mathur 
Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Western PA Remedial Section 

TO: Memorandum to the File 

In the Five Year for the Resin Disposal Site dated 9/1912002, EPA detennined that the remedy 
was not fully protective because the institutional controls required by the Record of Decision 
(ROD) had not been implemented. The institutional controls called for in the ROD were deed 
restrictions to alert prospective buyers to the presence ofhazardous substances onsite and to 
prohibit future development at the Site. As ofJuly 10, 2002, the responsible parties executed and 
recorded the institutional controls with the Recorder of Deeds (Declaration of Restrictions); thus 
the remedy is fully protective. Accordingly. this memorandum amends the Resin Disposal Five 
Year Review. dated 9119/00. Please see attached Declaration of Restrictions. 

Pri1lfed on 100" recycled/recyclilble paper wilh 100" PDst-cOII$UlflerJiber Ilnd process cltlorine free. 

Customer Service Hotline: J-81JO..438-2474 
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Hercul.. Incorporlted.HERCULES Hercules Plaza 
1313 North Market Street 
Wilmir\gton, DE 19894-0001 
(302) 594-5000 
www.herc.com 

WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL 
Phone: (302) 594-7020 
Fax: (302) 594-7038 

July 10, 2002 

Michael A- Hendenhot 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region ill 

1650 Arcb Street 

3RC43 

Philadelphia, PA 19103 


Re: Declaration ofRestrictions - PICCO Landfill 

Dear Mr. Hendershot: 

EncJosed please find an executed/recorded copy of the above subject Declaration 
for your files. 

If you have questions, please contact Rich at the above number. 

Assi,,"oull--_ 
Richmond L Williams 
Senior Counsel 
SHERA Team Leader 

cc: Joseph Keller 
Nancy Cantwell 
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Hercules tncorporeted.HERCULES Hercules Plaza 
1313 North Mantel Street 
WilmingtOn, DE 19894"()()()1 
(302) 594·5000 
WWW.Mrc.com 

WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL 
Pbone: (302) 594-7020 
Fax: (302) 594-7038 

July 3, 2002 

Micbael A. Henden 
Uniled Stales 
Region III 
841 Cb ul Building 
Pbil elpbi.. PA 19107 

Re: 	 Declaration of Restrictions - PICCO Landfill 

Dear Mr. Hendenbol: 

Enclosed please find an executed/recorded copy of the above subject Declaration 
for your files. 

Ifyou have questions, please contact Rich at the above number. 

on 
As . I 

Ricbmond L. Williams 
Senior Counsel 
SHERA Team Leader 

cc: 	 Josepb Keller 
Nancy Cantwell 
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DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS 

. . 
TInS DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS (this "Declaration") is riia4.,by:·· "~i/Y.. 

HERCULES INCORPORATED, a Delaware corporation having an addre.. oNtIirtut.. ·· .. · --..... 
Plaza, 1313 North Market Street, Wilmington, Delaware 19894-0001 ("Hercules"), this 

1ST>< day ofMarch, 2002. 

~IINIlSliEIH: 

WHEREAS, Hercules is the owner ofcertain real property located in Allegheny 
County, Pennsylvania, more particularly described in Exhibit A (pucci A) and Exhibit B 
(parcel B), attacbed hereto and made a part hereof (such real property being hereinafter 
referred to II the "Site"); 

WHEREAS, Hercules acquired its interest in Pared A by deed ofPcMsylvania 
Industrial Chemical Company to Hercules Incorporated dated May 31, 1973 and recorded 
in the Office of the Recorder ofDeeda of Allegheny County, Penn&ylvania, in Deed Book 
Volume 5226 hegiMing at Page 601, with the specific description ofthi. pucci 
begiMing at Page 607, this being the same property thai Edward 1. Beedle and Marie B. 
Beedle, hi, wife, conveyed to PeMlYlvania Industrial Chemical Company by deed dated 
April 28, 1949 and recorded in the Office ofthe Recorder ofDeeda ofAllegheny County, 
Pennsylvania, in Deed Book Volume 3061 heginning at Page 5; 

WHEREAS, Hercules lCquired its interest in Pucci B by deed dated 1anuary 13, 
1989 and recorded in the Office of the Recorder ofDeeds of Allegheny County, 
Pennaylvania, in Deed Book Volume 3061 beginning at Page 5; 

WHEREAS, on or about MardI 13,2001, Liedis Engineering.t Surveying, Inc. 
performed a field survey of PICcelo A and B, which survey was finalized Febnaary 5, 
2002 (the ''New Survey"); and 

WHEREAS. attached hereto II Exhibit C i. a metes and bound. description of 
then entire Site bued upon the New Survey; 

WHEREAS. a Consent Decree (the "Consent Decree") was entered in the civil 
case ofUnited,States v. He1'Crlw,lncorporaled. Civil Action No: 92-1027. in the United 
States District Court for the Western District ofPennsylvania for the implementation of 
the Remedial Design and Remedial Action ("RDIRA") at the Site and the payment of 
past and future costs incurTed at the Site by the United Stiles; pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 
9601 , a . sg. \,CERCLA"); 

WHEREAS. pursuant to the Consent Decree, Hercules has implemented the 
RDIRA at the site; 

OB~ I I 2 9 6 PG 3 4 8 
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WHEREAS. the eonsent Decree and the Record of Decision for the Site (the 
"Record of DccisionH

) have been recorded in the Office of the Recorder ofDceds of 
Allegheny County. Pennsylvania, in Deed Book Volume 8748 beginning at Paae 77; 

WHEREAS. the Consent Decree and the Record ofDecision for the Site requiR 
implementation ofinstitulionaJ controls restricting future use of the Site, which controls 
may include restrictive covenants; and 

WHEREAS. Hercules desires to malee known and to declare the covenants. 
agreements, conditions. easements, reservations, restrictions and changes which shall be 
applicable to the Site and binding thereon. 

NOW. THEREFORE. KNOW ALL MEN BY TIlESE PRESENTS, that 
Hercules, holds and stands seized ofthe Site upon the following covenants, agreements. 
conditions. easements, reservations., restrictions and charges. to wit: 

1. 	 PurooD 

<a> 	 to restrict eertain use and development activities at the Site so u to 
prevent any uses orthe Site which would: 

(i) 	 intenere with the integrity ofthe RDIRA implemented punuant to 
the Consent Decree, 

(ti) 	 create a riale to human health or the environment; and 

(b) to provide..,.,... to Hercul .. and fulfill Hercul ..• aa:es, eommitmenta 
under the Consent Dectoe. 

(a) No building, structure or other object shall be built or placed on the Site 
thaI would disrurIJ lhe cap or stabilized contents of the landfill or would 
otherwise disturb any eon,,,,,,,,,nt oftbe RDIRA II the Site without the 
prior written approval ofHorcules and the United Slares Environmental 
Protection Agency ("EPA"). 

(b) No operations shall be permitted which extract, consume or otherwise 
ulilize groundwater or surface water at the Site. except as necessary to 
implement the terms oftbe Consent Decree or Record ofDecision; 
without prior written approval ofHercules and the EPA; 

(c) No activities ,hall be permitted that inlenere in any way with the physical 
integrity of any groundwaler monitoring wells at the Site; 

2 

OBV11296PG3~9 



(d) The use ofthe Site shall be limited to commercial or industrial purposes 
only~ provided, further, that the owner and/or occupant ofthe Site shall not 
use the property for agricultural, institutional, elder care or child care 
purposes without the prior written consent ofHercules and the EPA 

3. Access. 

Hercules. and their r.specti"" .mploy.... ag.nts, and contractors shoJI have 
the right of ingress and egreu from and movement on the Site sufficient to 
conduct, maintain; monilor and JOc:UTO the inlegrily oflhe RDIRA, and to lalee 
other adions required or authorized by Ihe COMOnt Deoree and 10 monilor and 
.nforce compli""" with the lerms oflhil De<:laration. Hen:uI.. acknowledge. 
tha~ notwithstanding any other provision of this De<:laralion, EPA retains an of~s 
access authorilies and rights, u well u ill right 10 require landlwater .... 
restrictions,. including enforcement autboritiea related thereto, under CERCLA. 
the Solid Wast. Disposal Act, u amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901-69921<, and any 
other applicable statutes or regulations. 

4. Enforceability. 

(a) The covenants, conditions and restrictions ofthi. De<:laration shall be 
enforceable by Hercule .. it. auccesaors and usians. 

(b) Such covenants, conditions and restrictions shoJI run with tlte land, shall 
be binding upon any and all au......,... in int~ and all usign.... 
I........ sub-I....... operators, tenants, licensees, and agents, and any and 
.n penons who acquire any int ..... in the Site. 

(c) Violalion ofcovenants, condilions and restrictions contained heroin shall 
give Hercules and ill succ:euon or usigns in addition to aU other 
r.medies. the right to enter upon the land upon or u to which aucb 
violation exists and summarily to abate and remove. at the expense of the 
owner lhereof, any structure, thing or eondition that may be or exist 
thereon contrary to lite intent and meaning ofllte provision ofthi. 
De<:laralion. 

(d) Hercules and its aucceuors and usig", shall be enlilled 10 enforce the 
lerms ofthis De<:laration by resort to specific performance or lepI 
proc:eos. All remedi .. &vailable hereunder &hall be in &ddition 10 any other 
remedi.. at law or in equity, including CERCLA. Enforcement ofth. 
terms oflhi. De<:lualion shoJI be &1 the discretion ofHercules and its 
successon or assigns and any forbearance, delay or omission to exercise 
its rights under this instrument in the event ofa breach ofany term of this 
De<:larslioR ,hall not be deemed 10 be a waiver by Hercul.. or its 
successon or assigns of such term or of any subsequent breach ofme 
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same or any other tenn, or of any of the rights ofsuch parties under this 
instrument. 

s. 	 Miscellaocous. 

(a) Modifications. This Declaration may be modified or terminated. in whole 
or in part, by Hercul~ provided it files a written Modification or 
Termination Notice in the Office of the Recorder ofDoeds ofAllegheny 
County, PeMsylvania and provided that HeraJles has obtained written 
approval from EPA .. Jeut thirty (30) day. prior to filing such Notice. 

(b) Reseryotion ofRjabt.!. Hercules bem.y reserve. unto itself, it.! successors 
and ...igns. all rigbt.! and privileg•• in and to the use of the Site whicb are 
not incompatible with the covenants, conditions and restrictions 
established herein. 

(c) No Public Access. No right ofeece.. or use by the genersl public to any 
portion oftbe Site is conveyed by this instrument. 

(d) Goycmioa Law. The interpretation and performance ofthi. Declaration 
shall be governed by the law ofPennsylvania. 

(e) Rule. ofConstlVClion. Any general rule ofCONlruClion to the contnly, 
notwithstanding, this instrument shall be liberally construed in favo< of the 
grant to affect the purpose ofthi. instrument and the policy and purpose of 
CERCLA !flny provision ofthi. instrument is found to be ambiguous, 
an interpretllion consistent with the purpose ofthis instrumen1. that would 
render the provi.ion valid shall be favored over any interpretation that 
would render it invalid 

(f) Severability. 	Ifany provision oftrus Declaration, or the application ofit 
to any person or circumstance, i. found to h. invalid, the r.mainder of the 
provisions ofthil Declamion. or the application ofsuch provisions to 
persons or circumstances other than those to which it is found to be 
invalid, as the cnse ~y be. stWl not be :!t'f'ected thereby. 

(s) Entire Agreement· Thi. Declaration .... forth the entire undertaking and 
agreement ofHercuI.. with reapect to rights and restrictions created 
hereby, and supersedes all prior discussions, negotiations, und ...standings, 
or agreement. relating thereto, all ofwhich are merged h ....in. 

(h) No Forfeiture. Nothing comained herein will result in a forfeiture or 
reversion of title in Iny respect. 

(i) SucceSSOR. The covenants. tenus. conditions, and restrictions oethi! 
Decl....tion ,hall he binding upon, and inure to the benefit of, Hercules 
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and its successors and usigns and shall continue u a servitude running in 
perpetuity witb tbe Site. 

(j) 	 lennin.tion ofRiahts and Obljllltions. The rights and obligations ofthe 
owner(s) from time to time of the Site under this Decllration terminate 
upon transfer ofthe pa.rty'. interest in the Site, except that liability for act. 
or omissions occurring prior to transfer shall survive transfer. 

(1<) 	Coption.. The captio.. in this Declaration hIVe been inserted solely for 
convenience of reference and are not I part ofthi. instrument and shall 
have no effect upon construction or interpretation. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, HERCULES INCORPORATED hu caused ito 
common and corporate seslto be affixed to tbose _IS by the hand of~. Treuurer, 
who i. duly authoriml to execute the Declaration on behalf of the corporation, and the 
same being duly attested to by it. Secretary on the day and year fir. above written, 
intending to be legally bound hereby. 

ArrEST: 	 HERCULES INCORPORATED, a Delaware 
corporation 

Secretary 	 Treasurer 

[Corporale Sal) 
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EXHIBIT A 
TO 

PECLARATION Of RESTRICTIONS 

ALL that cerWn parcel of Iud situate in Jctrcnoa &roup' !ormerty Jctrcrson Township. AlIqbcDy 

County, Pennsylvania, bcin& lots IJ. 14, 15 and 16. beina more particularly bounded and daaibect as 

follows 10 wit: 

BEGINNlNG at aD iton pm located in die center line otMaryIand Awaue (40 feet in width) and on the 

diviclinlliDe 01 Iud 01Catherine 8raum Estate. which-pouu ct plloe ofbeairmina: is abo distant JOUdt 4$· 

:ro' _ 20 feet fn>m!he.....-...yl>oolndary w.. olllad olOcorp D. _; _ ........ )2' 

was alone lhe c:eNcr Unc ofMarylaDd AYCDUC a dillMCC ot710.70 fed to • .,.,. in the CCDler liac r:I 

GICDb Drive (40 rcct in width); lhenocalon, tbeCClllCr IiDe rlsaid GJema Drive IOUtb 3'" 19' cu:a 

dilWlCc or147 feel 10 a poiat in the omtcr line ofRiver View Drive; tbcacc by • CUM: 10 the riabt with aD. 

an: distance 01225 feet to a poinI; thence POrtb 72° 43' CIIt adilllnCe of 307.79 teec 10. poiDt; tbeDCC 

SOLdh 3- 3' eutl diIi&Dcc of261. " feet to. poiDt; Ibeace soudt. 2()1' 46' CUladilllDCC of330.63 Ccct 10. 

point iathe ceoIer1iDe olCirdc Avenue; tbcDc:c by. CUM to the left wi.. ID M't dilClhcc 01'11' fed 10 a 

poinI; tbcIIIcc c:GD.tinuina by • c:urve to the risbt with aD arc dittanoe of40 rcct or. poW; tbmcc COIM:iDuiA, 

by. cwyc to the ri"" an an: disuace 01135 teet to. poiat to tbcCeDtcr bot Stilley Avenue (<&0 feet iD 

widlhr, _ """""'"" aJooa!he -.,!iDe oloald SIllIcy A .......... ''-00' _ adlot""" olIOS 

feet. men or Ic:a, to a point; tbeDce DOrth 39"' 00' cast J\.IIUIina tbrou&h. stake 011; the bouodIry liDe ollaDd 

.(Lev; Lewis, a _ ol6l2.:U rca ... _ oa!hebowldaly lioe ollllld ofPartiaoa Hdn;­

DORb 45· ,so' west alone the bouDdary liDe r:llIDdolParkiioa Hdnand me catbcriDc BnumEIIItC a 

di"""" 0(1427.40 foet 10 Ibc CCIIICI' lillc tIl Maryland Aveauc. nwtiq die pblcc flfbePzWnl. Bciq 

dai."atal Block 1134-1, Lot W. 
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EXHlBITB 
TO 

DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS 

AU. that ccnaiD loc or piece ofpOUDd dlUlte in }etta.. 
Bo-ah, (fonDcrIy JcJf...... TowuIIip), .....,..." C4w11y. 
Pawyl..... in die SIilIcy Hoip.. PWI. ..."",ntod, bei.. 
boUDd lOCI -..'bod..__ 

BEGINNINO • the c:oraa' of1ft iral pia on Stilley 
A..... lOCI Ibt lot ot_5.......; theac:t by IiDc ot 
SIevens Nortb 39"" e.a. 6j;.04 teet Q)()R .. leu to poi" 011 

IiDc otllOd ol~Hcin; ;1IICaCe by .... North W 
II' W.... l6H..... to. paUlI; _ by_1aod 
fonDCl'ly ofEdwani W. BccdSe. DOW ofHercuIcIlDc .• 
_ J.. 00' W.... 662.2' r.oc to poiaI" """"' ot IiDc 
ofSlillcy A...... _ by said Stilley A....... _.,. 

I!uI, 26'.0' ..... to iron pin and ...... otl>qianiq. 
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EXHIBITC 
TO 

DECLARATION OF RESTIIlCTJQNS 

ALL mAT CERTAlN PARCEL OP LAND oi_ .. Iho .......Jh of Je&noa Hills (tonncrly 
the Towuhip ofJefI'enon). AlJcahmy CowIty, Pennsylvania. hnI,ockd and dclcribcd as ColloM.. to wit: 

BEGINNING &C point 001IUD0a to tbc: c:eMa'Wae ofMarylud AValUC (..0 teet itt width) add rhe 
centcrliDe ofClrdc Gial. I>rm: (40 teet ill widlh); 

IheDc:c, aloaatbc cta&crUnc otsaid Circle Glea Drive. South lr]4' ,..- East. distaDOeol7S4.1S 
feet to a poiDllt the inIcrscaion ofthe CCDterJiDca of said Cirdc Olea Drive IIId Riverview Drive (<40 fed. 
in width); 

thence. aloa, the ~ ofsaid Cirdc: Glen Driwc. by I cwve of. ein:le to the riJIW: with a 
radius of 103.00 fea. an an: diunce 0126&.14 feet to apoinc. aid C\II'V'C haviDa' chord bcarinaofSouth 
H· 36' 29- EuI:; 

tbeoce North ". 27' 06- East. distance 01313.01 fc:c:t to an iroa pin; 

thcDCC Soutb 00&. J.. ,... East • diarxlI: of261.J7 tcec: CD &D. iroa pia; 

lheDcc SouIb 228 01' 54- East. diM,," af340.36 feet toa pou. ill thcocntatiac alsaid Citdc 
GI.aomo; 

thc:DGe. by. CIlIYCcI. circle 10 tbe left llIiaba Jadi..- 01596.46 feet. .aD .-c d istMc:cal7.61 foci 10 
a poUlt. said c:utVc baviDa • c:bard bc:ariq oL South W 51' 51- East 

thcacc, by. CW'VC 01. dldc 10 the Idl wi1.b. mdfuI tl70.00 feet. AD an: dilOnce 0111).21 foct 
to a poiDt. said cun": UvinJ ,chard bearia,afNorQ .7· 111 07- Sa«: 

tbcN:c North 00- 50' 09- East. cUltIDCC af 115.24 fcec to. poiDl; 

theocc. by. (.'QI'YC ofa cirdc to tbcriPt with. radfasol70.96 ftcC. aD are diSIIDCC 0172.69 teet 
to. POiat. said curve havill, • cbcrd bcariq cI Nonb W II' 01- &It 

tbeDI:c. by • curve of, circle to Ibc riJla with al8diua cl21.1' feet. aD an:: distaDcc 0131.36 fcc:t 
to • poUlt. sUd ewve havinc • cbord bcIri:q ofSoulb 79" 59' 29° East: 

IhcDce, by. curve cI. cirdc to the riPl with. racliua 01 2)1 ,17 feet. an Itt dillMCC of74.31 t'cct 
to. poiat. aid cum:: bavin&a dad bc:arinl clSoutb 306 11" Jr EM; 

tbcace by. a&M: ofa circle (0 the left wich. l'Wdius ol2j7.j7 feet.1II11"C di"*",, 01101.$7 feet 
10 ....... ;" .... -... ofSliIJey _ (40 tOOl ;" _~ sUd """ how.,. clioi'll beariDa d SouIh 
33- 10' 44- EMt; 

thence North 3" 41' 25- Ea.a. distance oflO.Ol!cd to a point on the oorthasUrly side oCsaid 
Stilley Road; 

_, oIon& Iho ~y lido ofStilley Rood, South '" 11' 29' East. eli....... oU65,D4 
feet to a c:oncrcIe monumellf. 011 the line of1IDds DOW or formerly ofk. Anbcy, 
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lhenoe, alonglhe line r:I Jands now or formerly ofR.. A.rIlatti, North 37· 42' 2,.· East a diSlanC:e or 
6$9.04 feet to a c:onctCfe monwueat on the 1ine ollaDdl now or formerly ofE. Fiore; 

lheaCe. along the line or Iancb: now or formerly ofE. FMft,. North 4" 35' 33- West a distance 0( 
26S.29 feet to a CODCrde momuntDt; 

thcnc::e., c::oDlinWD&. alone the line ofIands now or tormc:riy orE. FioR. North 4'" 49' SS" West a 
d.iscance 0(&18.' 1 feet to. poiDI; 

Ihcnc::c. akin, the liDe of lands DOW orformcrty orE. FIOR. the IiDe of lands now or formerly ofR. 
Gillie. and the: IiDe of lands DOW or formerly of H. IJoyd. Nonb 4'· OS' 19- WCSI • diaanoc of609.22 feet 
througb an iron pin and acoocrde monumaIt on the IOUtbeutcrty aide tIMatylaDd Avenue: to a point in 
the cenIertine at said Maryland Awnuc; and 

theDce. a1on& the ccNertineoflakt Maryland A'Y'CIIUC. Soulh 63° 16' 41- West a di.ctaooc 01 
730.91 fcellOapoi.al1lIEPLACE OFBlmINND'IQ. 

CONI'AINTNG an :na 0131.149 8CR!I, men or 1csI. 

BEING desiJMlcd as Block 1114·1.1.a1 ru and Bklc:t 1134..p, Lot 150 in the Real EstateTax 
A.sxssmm< _ ofAlIeJl>aly Coumy, _1vaoWo. 
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STATE OF DELAWARE ) 
) IS: 

COUNTY OF NEW CAs·n." ) 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this day before me, an officer duly qualified to take 
aclcnowledgement, penonally appeared Stuart Shears. to me known to be the penon 
described in and who executed tbe foreaoing illJlnlment, and acknowledged before me 
that belsbe is the Treaaurer ofHERCULES INCORPORATED, a Delaware <orporation, 
and that, being duly authorized to do 10, belshe, u such Treasurer executed the asme for 
purposes therein contained for and on behalfofsuch corporation. 

". WITNESS my hand and official seal in the County and Stale last aforesaid this 

I r, day of Lht\'" , 2001.­

• NOlaI)' Public 

My Commission expires: JEANIol WATKIIS 
NOTARY PU8I.1C 

STATE Of IJEl.AWARI! 
[Notarial Seal] My~E·~F~~J. l3.,2X14 
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" " 

MADE BY 

HERCULES INCOkPORAlED, 
• Delaware corponIion 

After recording, please mail to: 

Imel Floyd, Secretary 
Heroule. Incorporated 
1313 North Market Street 
Wilmington, DE 19894 

OBY I 12 96PG358 

,." 
;'''; <:).. 
-';' ~.,(i!O 

," 

c· ':Jr .· · '" m _ " '. ~GV '"'. :r: - , 
~ - ~ .-" 

:T)
~Q ::l"'?" 

~.., ~ 
." 




Appendix 4 






SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

PICCO TREATMENT SYSTEM SAMPLES 


I '"""'"' IE;;:~;'~ 
 I"~)
1"-') 
q.O'.on,.". ,'s'::,< 1.0 " < 1.0 < 1.0 :~~ 1~~ :~ ,,,
O.58J ..." 
 < 1.0 <>0 7S BJ < 1.0as 

O.63J 200 0.28J 99J 8200 < 5.0 8.3J 6200<" 
<4.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 <20790 fl90'90" 1.0 
220 < 1.0 320" 2900 5300 < 1.0 <50~~::: '-' .. 
 < 1.0 
 no' 60 " 1.0 " 1.0 '70"­ "'" 
 "­;.:~~ 

~Fif ::: 
:]E 


I ';''';;;' 

<" 
< 1.0 
<1.0 
2.7 J 

" 1.0 
< 1.0 
< 1.0 
< 1.0 
< 20 

I"~) . P;::' E;;:~;' I"~)' ';:;~;' E;;:~7 

3<00 < 1.0 
3500 " 1.0 

::0 ::: ~ <>'0:i4 <'.0 

I"~) 

§f~r" 

n, 
< 1.0 
<1.0 
<5.0 
< 1.0 

MIO- MIO-MI~M"­
EffI",ent Infl",enl EffI",ent Effl",ent Infl",enl Effl",entCarbon Carbon Carbon Carbon 

ISP-5)1"-5) I"~) 1"-5) 1"-5)I"~) 1"-611"-'1 1"'61 1"-'1 
0.0 no 0.0 <>.0no no <>.00",f.=. ,:.< 1.0 :: < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0" 1.0 " 1.0 " 1.0 " 1.0 

I < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 97 < 1.0" 1.0 " 1.0 " 1.0 "<5.0 0.32 J 0.52J 1.2J 0.93J 3.3J <5.0 < 5.05200 7500 
< 1.0 770 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 <SO < 1.0 < 1.0" 1.0 
< 1.0 O.UJ <700 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.05700~~:.: 0.33J O.UJ 3700 0.34J O.OJ < 1.0 0.42J < 1.0 < 1.0 

i 
< 1.0 < 1.0 "'" 1i 

< 1.0 < 1.0::: 
 :~:~ <2.0 < 2.0 < 2.0 ' .OJ~TO'" ~ i 
o. COlIC. In ug/I (ppb) 

MIO- M ..MI~ MI~ 

Infl",ent Effl",enlEffluent Carbon Carbon Effluent Carbon Effluent CarbonInfl"'ent 
1,,·5) IPHII"~) 1"-5) 1"-5) 1"-511"-'1 I"~I I"~I 1"-'1 ,., •.,n .o no no w nof.=. ',,:,< 1.0 < 1.0 :: < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 ::::2.' " 1.0 

< 1.0 < 1.0I < 1.0 77 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 .. < 1.0 < 1.0 
0.47 ,<5.0 3.0 J < 5.0 < 5.0 < 5.0 <5.0 0.32J6700 7200 

<1.0 < 1.0 <1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0920 3800.43 ' 
< 1.0 0.37 J <1.0 < 1.0 3900 < 1.0 63 !l00 320I:~::: ' .7 ,.•< 1.0 <700 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0< 1.0 5700 "'O J 

<1.0 <1.0 < 1.0'" :~:~ :~:~ ::: 
 <2.0~<20~T"" ~ ~~ ~ 
~ 

oR COlIC. in ug/I (ppb) 
MIO- MIO-MIO· MI~ 

Effluent Carbon Effluent Carbon Effluent Carbon Inlhoent Eff\I,Ient CarbonInfl"'ent 
ISP-,)1"-5) 1"-5) 1"-5)I"~) 1"-') 1"·1) 1"-6) 1"-5)I"" .,,,no no n .o f.=. IJ1::;::< 1.0 ~~ ~~ < 1.0 ': < 1.0 < 1.0 :~ 

< 1.0< 1.0 .. <>0 < 1.0 <20 < 1.0 <202.' 
<5.0 " <5.0 6700 <5.0 <SO < 100 7100 < 100 0.39'"­
< 1.0 <SO <>0 7S 1000 < 1.0 <20" 1.0 " 1.0 " 1.0 

< 1.0~:~;;,: < 1.0 2000 2600 1200 < 1.0 2000 3900 < 1.0 1600 
.. < 1.0 >0 .600 < 1.0 <>0 < 1.0 <20 5500 < 1.0 <20 

IflOO < 1.0 <20 2100 < 1.0 <20 
~~~o :~ :~ < 2.0~T"" -i,~ -T.sol~ ~:::JE:::E§ 

c."\l<vln~,""",'. .... Page 1 of 2 

I 



SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

PICCO TREATMENT SYSTEM SAMPLES 
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Summary of Issues related to the Eastman Chemical Resins - Jefferson 

Plant, the Hercules - PICCO Resin Dump, and the West Elizabeth 


Sewer Authority 


Jefferson Plant 

Eastman Chemical Resins owns and operates the Jefferson Plant that consists of an 
approximately 56 acre hydrocarbon resin manufacturing facility. The Pennsylvania 
Industrial Chemical Company ("PICCO,,) began production of hydrocarbon resins at the 
Jefferson Plant in 1954. Hercules purchased the Jefferson Plant from PICCO in 1973. 
Eastman purchased the Jefferson Plant from Hercules in 2001. Eastman currently 
manufactures hydrocarbon resins at the Jefferson Plant. 

The Jefferson Plant is divided into seven major areas: the Upper Plant, V -8 Area, Office, 
Finished Products Warehouse, C5 Plant, Lower Plant, and the 837 Tank Farm. State 
Route 837 runs between the 837 Tank Farm and the rest of the Jefferson Plant (See 
attached Plant Process Areas figure). 

The Jefferson Plant is located adjacent to the Monongahela River. An unnamed tributary 
to the Monongahela River flows through the Jefferson Plant before entering the 
Monongahela River ("UNT"). The UNT flows through the 837 Tank Farm area and into 
a culvert under Route 837. The culvert discharges to a pond within the Jefferson Plant 
known as Jorgy's Pond C"Jorgy's Pond"). A second culvert, conveying storm water from 
Route 837, runs from the 837 Tank Fann area into Jorgy's Pond. Jorgy's Pond 
discharges through an inverted pipe into another culvert under railroad tracks. The 
culvert discharges into an open stream channel within the C5 and Lower Plant Areas. 
The UNT flows to the Monongahela River. Three concrete overflow dams have been 
constructed within the UNT in order to control oil in the stream. 

Environmental investigations conducted at the Jefferson Plant indicate that shallow 
groundwater at the Jefferson Plant is contaminated with organic compounds used in the 
production of resins at the Jefferson Plant. The contaminated shallow groundwater is 
discharging to the UNT and the Monongahela River. 

On November 16, 1989, the Department and Hercules signed a Consent Order ~d 
Agreement to address the discharge of contaminated groundwater to the Monongahela 
River and the UNT ("1989 COA"). The 1989 COA terminated in 1996; however the 
findings of fact remain in full force and effect. 

Hercules has conducted remedial actions intended to eliminate discharges of 
contaminated groundwater to the Monongahela River and the UNT (See attached Site 
Plan figure). 

In 1989, Hercules installed the Lower Plant Interceptor Trench ("LPIT") to prevent the 
discharge of contaminated shallow groundwater to the Monongahela River. The LPIT 



consists of an approximately 630 foot long underground collection system along the bank 
of the Monongahela River in the Lower Plant area of the Jefferson Plant. Groundwater 
withdrawal from the LPIT is controlled automatically by a float switch on an evacuation 
pump in a manhole. Contaminated groundwater is sent through an oiVwater separator 
then to the Jefferson Plant's industrial waste pre-treatment facility and [mally to the West 
Elizabeth Sewer Authority's ("WESA") sewage treatment plant for disposal. 

In 1995, Hercules installed the Under Creek Interceptor Trench ("UCIT") to prevent the 
discharge of contaminated shallow groundwater to the UNT. The UCIT consists of an 
approximately 550 foot long collection system underneath the exposed portion of the 
UNT within the C5 and Lower Plant areas. Groundwater withdrawal from the UCIT is 
controlled automatically by a float switch on an evacuation pump in a manhole. 
Collected groundwater is sent through an oiVwater separator then to the Jefferson Plant's 
industrial waste pre-treatment facility and finally to the WESA sewage treatment plant 
for disposal. 

In 2004, Hercules's submitted a Remedial Investigation Report to the Department that 
indicated that contaminated groundwater remains at the Jefferson Plant and is being 
collected by the LPIT and the UCIT. However, contaminated groundwater is continuing 
to discharge to the UNT through infiltration into stonn sewers under Route 837 an.d from 
seeps into Jorgy's pond upstream of the LPIT and UCIT. 

On May 23, 2008, Hercules submitted a report to the Department detailing a ground 
water assessment conducted at the Jefferson Plant 837 Tank Farm. The report indicated 
that shallow groundwater in the vicinity of the sanitary sewer lines adjacent to the 
Jefferson Plant 837 Tank Farm is contaminated with organic chemicals and may be 
discharging to the Jefferson Hills Borough sanitary sewer line. 

PICCO Resin Disposal Site 

The Resin Disposal Site consists ofa twenty six acre site previously used for the disposal 
of production wastes from the Jefferson Plant, including clay poly cakes and dechlor 
cakes, which are composed ofpetroleum and coal-derived chemicals mixed with clay. 
The Resin Disposal Site was owned and operated by the Pennsylvania Industrial 
Chemical Company ("PICCO") from 1954 to 1964. An estimated 85,000 tons of waste 
was dumped at the site into voids remaining from prior coal mining activities. The waste 
was deposited in the Resin Disposal Site by dumping wet viscous sludge from trucks 
down a topographic chute above the dump. The waste was contained within the Resin 
Disposal Site by earthen dikes. Hercules purchased the Resin Disposal Site from PICCO 
in 1973 . (See attached Resin Disposal Site Location Figure). 

Hercules conducted investigations of the Resin Disposal Site in 1980 and 1981. The 
investigations indicated that site contaminants were leaching into ground and surface 
waters adjacent to the Resin Disposal Site. In 1983, in order to prevent the migration of 
leachate from the Resin Disposal Site, Hercules installed a leachate collection trench 
down slope oftbe disposal areas. Liquids collected in the leachate collection trench were 



directed to an oil/water separator. The leachate discharge from the oil/water separator 
was discharged into a Jefferson Hills Borough sanitary sewer for treatment at the WESA 
sewage treatment plant. 

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") conducted a Site Investigation of 
the Resin Disposal Site in 1982 and placed the site on the National Priorities List in 1983. 

On November 2,1987, the Department and Hercules signed a Consent Order and 
Agreement to conduct a remedial investigation and feasibility study at the Resin Disposal 
Site ("1987 COA"). In 1991, Hercules submitted a Remedial Investigation Report to the 
Department that indicated that site contaminants were migrating to adjacent soil, shallow 
groWldwater, the Pittsburgh coal mine system, and surface water. 

On June 28, 1991, EPA issued a Record of Decision ("ROD") for the Resin Disposal Site 
that prescribed remedial actions. The ROD divided the remedial actions into operable 
units: OU-l that included the remediation of waste material, upgrading the oil/water 
separator, and control of non-aqueous floating product in the Pittsburgh coal mine 
system; and OU-2 that included assessment and control of the dissolved-phase 
groWldwater contamination in the Pittsburgh coal mine system. The Department 
concurred with the ROD. 

Hercules signed a Consent Decree in February 1992 to provide for the design, 
implementation, operation, and maintenance of the proposed remedial actions ("1992 
Consent Decree"). 

In August 1994, Hercules submitted a Focused Remedial Investigation Report to the 
Department. The Focused Remedial Investigation Report indicated that the majority of 
the leachate from the Resin Disposal Site was being captured by the leachate collection 
system and the remaining leachate was entering the Pittsburgh coal mine system. 
Placement of a low penneability cap was proposed to reduce infiltration entering the 
dump and the amount of leachate generated. 

In March 1997, Hercules submitted a Closure Report for OU-l at the Resin Disposal Site 
to the Department. Closure activities conducted by Hercules included: 

• 	 Installation of a skimmer well system down gradient of the Resin Disposal Site to 
collect floating product from groWldwater wells, hand bailing ofproduct recovery 
wells has been conducted periodically since December 1994; 

• 	 Installation of an upgraded oil/water separator, completed in 1995; 
• 	 Stabilization ofthe lowerlandfill dike, completed in 1996; 
• 	 Installation of a multi-layered geo-composite cap on the Resin Disposal Site, 

completed in November 1996; 
• 	 Installation of a security fence around the site, completed in 1997; 
• 	 Relocation of a sanitary sewer line along the northeast border of the site was 

proposed but was not completed because it was detennined that the sanitary sewer 



line is located at an elevation above the waste and therefore impacted 
groundwater should not be migrating into the sanitary sewer line. 

In July 2008, Hercules installed a pre~treatment system consisting of an equalization tank, 
dual bag filters, dual4,000-pound organoclay vessels, and dual 400-pound aqueous phase 
carbon adsorption vessels to provide additional pre~treatment of the leachate discharge 
from the oiVwater separator prior to discharging to the Jefferson Hills Borough sanitary 
sewer system. 

West Elizabeth Sewer Authority 

WESA owns and operates the West Elizabeth sewage treatment plant, a publicly owned 
treatment works that serves West Elizabeth and Jefferson Hills Boroughs in Allegheny 
County and Union Township in Washington County. 

Jefferson Hills Borough owns and operates sanitary sewer lines located along the PICCO 
Resin Disposal Site and along Route 837 through the Jefferson Plant. The Jefferson Hills 
Borough sanitary sewer lines discharge into WESA's Fourth Street lift station for 
pumping to the WESA sewage treatment plant. 

On numerous occasions WESA has observed excessive levels of organic chemical vapors 
in the Fourth Street lift station. WESA conducted investigations of the Jefferson Hills 
Borough sanitary sewer lines along the Resin Disposal Site and the Jefferson Plant in July 
2006 and July 2007. The investigations indicated that discharges ofpre-treated leachate 
from the Resin Disposal Site and infiltration of contaminated groundwater from the 
Jefferson Plant are causing or contributing to excessive levels oforganic chemical vapors 
within the Fourth Street Lift Station. 

On October 20, 2008, Hercules submitted a report to the Department detailing sampling 
conducted by Hercules of the Jefferson Hills Borough sanitary system in proximity to the 
837 Tank Farm and the Resin Disposal Site and from the WESA Fourth Street lift station. 
The sampling indicated excessive levels of organic chemicals and organic chemical 
vapors within the Jefferson Hills Borough sanitary sewer system and the WESA Fourth 
Street lift station. 

Corrective Actions 

To begin to address the problem of odors in the sewer the Department had Hercules 
provide additional pre-treatment on the discharge to the WESA system from the PICCO 
Resin Disposal site. The additional treatment that has been installed has helped with 
reducing one source of odors to the WESA system. Contaminated groundwater from the 
837 Tank Farm continues to enter the Jefferson Hills interceptor and then into the WESA 
STP and may still be a source of odors. 



The Department is currently negotiating a Consent Order & Agreement with Hercules 
and Eastman to address the migration of subsurface contamination to the WESA system. 

The CO&A will be intended to require Hercules andlor Eastman: 

• 	 To conduct a comprehensive review of all available investigations and sampling 
activities conducted by Hercules or Eastman regarding groundwater at the 
Jefferson Plant. 

• 	 To conduct a comprehensive review of all groundwater control and treatment 
technologies currently in place at the Jefferson Plant. 

• 	 To continue to operate and maintain all installed groundwater collection and 
treatment systems at the Jefferson Plant. 

• 	 To submit a plan and schedule to eliminate the discharge ofcontaminated 
groundwater to the sanitary sewer line in the vicinity of the Tank Fann 

• 	 To submit a plan and schedule to eliminate the discharge of contaminated 
groundwater to Jorgy's Pond. 

• 	 To operate and maintain the leachate collection system and the industrial waste 
pre-treatment system at the Resin Disposal Site. 

• 	 To collect samples of the discharge from the new pre-treatment system at the 
Resin Disposal Site to the Jefferson Hills sanitary system 

• 	 To collect samples from the UNT below the Resin Disposal Site. 
• 	 To conduct a visual assessment of the UNT for the presence of any seeps. 
• 	 To clean and properly dispose of sediments contained in the WESA Fourth Street 

lift station. 
• 	 To conduct on-going monitoring of organic chemical aqueous and vapor 

concentrations within the Jefferson Hills sanitary sewer system in the vicinity of 
the Resin Disposal Site and the Jefferson Plant and within the WESA Fourth 
Street lift station 

• 	 To pay civil penalties for violations and to reimbwse Jefferson Hills and WESA 
for cost spent in response to the odor issues. 
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CRITER July 15,2009 
CONSULTANTS, INC. Project No. 01305.76/03 

Ms. Rashmi Mathur 
Remedial Project Manager (3H822) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Region III 

1650 Arch Street 

Philadelphia, PA 19103 


RE: 	 VAPOR INTRUSION ASSESSMENT 


PICCO REsIN DISPOSAL FACILITY 

ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

Dear Ms. Mathur: 

In response to your reques~ CummingslRiter Consultants, Inc. (CurnmingslRiter), on behalf of 
Hercules Incorporated, a wholly owned subsidiary ofAshland Inc., has prepared this 
assessment of the potential for vapor intrusion issues at the PICCO Resin Disposal site located 
in Jefferson Hills. Pennsylvania. This assessment is being perfonned to provide additional site 
remedy perfonnance infonnation for completion afthe third five·year review for the site, 
which is to be completed in 2010. This assessment has been prepared in accordance with the 
following documents: 

• 	 "Interstate Technology & Regulatory Council (ITRC). "Vapor Intrusion 
. Pathway: A Practical Guideline," January 2007. 

• 	 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), "OSWER Draft 
Guidance for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from 
Groundwater and Soils," November 2002. 

• 	 Pennsylvania Department ofEnvironmental Protection (PADEP), "Land 
Recycling Program Technical Guidance Manual- Section IV.A.4. Vapor 
Iq.trusion into Buildings from Groundwater and Soil under the Act 2 
Statewide Health Standard," January 2004. 

Site-specific documents reviewed for preparation of this initial evaluation included: 

• 	 Roy F. Weston, Inc., "Focused Remedial Investigation (RI) Report," 
August 1994. 

• 	 Roy F. Weston,lnc., "Focused Feasibility Study," April 1995. 

• 	 USEPA, "Second Five-Year Review Report," August 2005. 

• 	 Weavertown Environmental Group, "Bi-annual Monitoring and Product 
Recovery, July 2008 through December 2008," March 2009. 

BACKGROUND 
A detailed site description and history are provided in several of the above documents, and 
thus only those aspects relevant to this vapor intrusion assessment are included in this 
document. 

10 Duff Road • Suite 500· Pittsburgh, PA 15235 
(412) 241-4500 • FAX (412) 241-7500· E-Mail: crc@cummingsriter.com 
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Site Description and LlUld U~e: The site is located approximately one-half mile west of the 
town of West Elizabeth in Jefferson Hills, Allegheny County, Pennsylvania and comprises 
approximately 26 acres (Figure I). The site was operated as a landfill between 1950 and 1964. 
The landfill is located in the head ofa narrow valley on the site ofa former coal mine in which 
the landfill comprises approximately 2 of the 26 acres. . 

The site is s~unded by a suburban residential area to the nor:th and west and by Wldeveloped 
property to the south and east. A trailer park and several residential homes are located 
approximately one-quarter mile southeast and down slope of the site. The topography of the 
area is characterized as relatively level highland. with deeply eroded stream valleys. Coal was 
strip mined from the valley prior to 1950 in the area surrounding the site. An unnamed stream 
originates in the northeastern portion of the site and runs through the site down slope to the 
southeast, ultimately discharging into the Monongahela River approximately one-half mile 
from the site boundary. 

Site Topogrtlphy. Geology, IUId Hydrogeology: The hills surrounding the landfill are covered 
by a relatively thin «IO-foot-thick) mantie ofclayey soil. Figure 2 is a generalized geologic 
cross-section of the site area. The majority of the soils at the site are classified as strip mine 
soil, with high slopes resulting from past strip mining, and are a inixture ofdisturbed native 
soils and fragments of excavated bedrock. 

The bedrock underlying the general area is sedimentary. consisting of interbedded sandstone, 
shale, siltstone, limestone, and coal. Prior to 1950. the Pittsburgh coal was extensively deep­
mined throughout the area surrounding the landfill. There was also, to a lesser extent, strip 
mining of the Pittsburgh coal (along with the shallower Redstone coal formation). The deep 
mining was done through a process known as room and pillar mining, resulting in subsurface 
mine voids which were encountered during the RI drilJing programs. The landfill itself was 
built in a former strip mine. The bottom of the landfill is at approximately the same elevation 
as the base of the Pittsburgh coal (Figure 3). 

Major sources ofgroundwater in the area are alluvial valley fill aquifers in the large river 
valleys. Groundwater within the site area, however. is limited to storage in fractured bedrock, 
the voids left from coal mining. and as perched groundwater in the unconsolidated soils down 
slope of the landfill. The flow ofgroundwater in the unconsolidated soils generally parallels 
the surface topography. Groundwater quantities are low in the bedrock due to its generally 
unfractured condition. The coal seam contains groundwater that is not considered potable due 
to its low pH and high concentrations ofmetals. Although quantities ofgroundwater are 
available for domestic use. most of the residents in the vicinity of the site are connected to the 
public water supply. A limited number of residential wells have been identified in the vicinity 
of the site. none of which draw water from the Pittsburgh coal. 

Groundwater migration from the site occurs along two predominant pathways: southwesterly 
in the Pittsburgh coal, and southeasterly in the overburden toward the landfill interceptor 
trench. Results ofwater balance calculations during the Rl (prior to landfill cap construction) 
suggested that the predominant leachate flow (83 percent) was toward the interceptor trench. 
The secondary pathway is in the Pittsburgh coal. 

r::.uMMINGS 
7(ITER 

305M l 



Ms. Rasbmi Mathur 
July 15.2009 
Page 3 

The extent of the groundwater system within the Pittsburgh coal at the site is well known, as the 
downgradient edge of the coal can be observed along Calamity Hollow, located down slope and 
southwest of the site. Groundwater discharges from the Pittsburgh coal in a series of seeps, 
which were mapped and investigated as part of the site R1 activities (Figure 4). The seeps 
represent the downgradient limit of the groundwater system in the Pittsburgh coal in the site area. 

The shallow bedrock (bedrock overlying the Pittsburgh coal) in the area swrounding the site is 
sedimentary, consisting of interbedded sandstone, shale, silt stone,limestone, and coal. The 
shallow bedrock above the Pittsburgh coal contains little water, and groundwater supplies are 
limited to storage in the fractured bedrock or within the unconsolidated soils above the 
bedrock. Because of the stratigraphic position of the shallow bedrock, this zone has no 
potential to be affected by the landfill leachate. 

The Focused RI supported .the following conclwions: 

• 	 Sitc--related contaminants were not found in any of the downgradient seep 

water samples collected during sampling of the Pittsburgh coal outcrop 

along Lobbs Run. 


• 	 The conceptual model for the site is that some site-related organic 

compounds from the landfill are migrating within the complex, collapsed. 

abandoned, underground coal mine system. Concentrations of these 

constituents in the Pittsburgh coal groundwater significantly decrease with 

distance from the landfill. By the time the groundwater in the Pittsburgh 

coal discharges at the downgradient seeps, the organic compounds are not 

detected in the groundwater. 


• 	 Groundwater velocity estimated for the Pittsburgh coal mine system 

indicates that movement ofgroundwater from the landfiIl area to the seep 

area takes between I and 2 years. The plume has likely reached a state of 

dynamic equilibrium since the landfill has been present since the 1950s 

and 19605. 


• 	 The results from analyses of the off-site groundwater and seep water 

samples suggest that site-related contaminants in off-site areas generally 

do not exceed the federal maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for 

drinking water, although there is a possibility that some off-site 

groundwater near the site boundary could locally exceed the MCLs. 


• 	 Modeling during the Rl indicated that approximately 83 percent of the 

total landfill leachate volume (estimated at that time, prior to cap 

construction, to be 777,000 gallons per year) was being captured by the 

leachate collection trench. Implementation of the Operable Unit 1 

remedy (low penneability cap and drainage controls) was expected to 

reduce the amount of leachate generated (less than 10 gallons per year 

infiltration from the surface), and Significantly reduce or eliminate 

leachate discharge to the downgradient Pittsburgh coal. These 

expectations appear to be confinned. based on the current volume of 
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leachate captured by the collection trench (approximately 350,000 gallons 
per year) and the decrease in volatile organic compound (VOC) 
concentrations in the off~site monitoring wells (Table 1) since cap 
construction in the mid-I99Os. In addition, several of the off-site wells 
have been dry during recent monitoring events, 

GROUNDWATtRANALY'I1CALDATA 
Groundwater samples were collected quarterly in 1998 and 1999 from several on-site and ofI­

site monitoring wells screened in the Pittsburgh coal. as well as three of the seeps at the outcrop 

along Lobbs Run. VOC concentrations (benzene. toluene, elhylbenzene, xylene, and 

naphthalene) in samples collected from each of these locations were below quantitation limits 

for the last five of these sampling events, with the exception of Monitoring Well TW-13, near 

the northwest comer of the site (Figure 5). Accordingly. sampling was terminated for each of 

the locations, except for continued quarterly monitoring at Monitoring Well TW· 13. Samples 

were collected from several wells in support of the previous five--year site review in 2005. with 

similar results (below quantitation limits except for Monitoring Well TW-13). Analytical 

results are provided in Table I. This table also includes relevant vapor intrusion reference 

levels provided in the P ADEP and USEPA guidance documents. 


VAPOR INTRUSION SCREENJNG 

Based on the site information summarized above, Cummings/Riter has perfonned a vapor 

intrusion screening in accordance with the ITRC guidance document. 


Step 1: Does the Site Represent an Acute Exposure Concern? 
Odors have not been reported at residences above the portion of the Pittsburgh coal 
downgradient of the site. The constituents ofconcern (COG) concentrations in groundwater 
have been below relevant vapor intrusion screening levels for each of the past 10 quarterly 
sampling events (Table 1), and the depth to groundwater downgradient of the site is greater 
than 100 feet below the residences (Figure 5). As such, we do not believe the site represents 
an acute exposure concern. 

Step 2: Are There Sufficient Characterization Data to Evaluate this Pathway? 
Groundwater data are available at various on-site and off-site monitoring wells. These data are 
sufficient for the purposes of this preliminary screening. Collection ofa current round of 
groundwater ~nitoring data, as discussed in the 2005 five-year site review to confinn current 
conditions are consistent with the historical data, is recommended. 

Step 3: Are Any of the Site Chemicals of Concern Botb VolatUe and ToxIc? 
Benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene. xylene, and naphthalene have been reported in site 
groundwater, and are considered volatile and potentially toxic. 

Step 4: Are Buildings Located. in Close PrOximity to Volatile Chemicals in Soil, SOU Gas, 
or Groundwater? 
As shown on Figure 5, the residences downgradient and crossgradient from the site along 
Circle Glen Drive. Riverview Drive, and Maryland Avenue sit at elevations ofat least 
1,065 feet mean sea level (MSL). In comparison, the groundwater elevations in the Pittsburgh 
coal system at the off-site wells nearest these residences (TW-13, TW-14, TW-21, TW-22, and 
TW-23) are 95i feet MSL or lower. USEPA guidance suggests a threshold of 100 feet 
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v,ertically or horizontally from a vapor source, outside of which volatile constituents are not 

likely to present a vapor intrusion hazard. The vertical separation between the residences and 

the potentially impacted groundwater is greater than 100 feet. Likewise, given the lack of 

detections ofvolatile constituents at most of the monitoring wells adjacent to the residential 

area, the horizontal separation between the residents and the potentially impacted groundwater 

also exceeds 100 feet in most cases. As such. the volatile constihlents in the Pittsburgh coal 

groundwater arc not likely to present a vapor intrusion hazard to nearby residences. The 

potential for vertical migration ofvapors would also be mitigated somewhat by the presence of 

groundwater in the shallow bedrock above the Pittsburgh coal (including the Redstone Coal at 

an elevation of approximately 1,025 feet MSL) or perched in the unconsolidated soils, 

although based on boring logs from the R1, the presence ofsuch water appears to be limited. 


While this finding is sufficient to conclude no further action under the relevant guidance, 
additional steps in the screening process will be evaluated in order to provide a weight-of­
evidence determination. 

Step 5: Identify tbe ApPrQpriate Occupant Exposure Scenarios and Generic Sereeolng 
Levels for the Site. 
As described above. the primary exposure scenario for this vapor intrusion assessment is 
residential, and as such, residential generic screening levels are appropriate (see Table I ). 

Step 6: Do the Data Exceed the Appropriate Generic Screening Levels? 
As shown in Table I, there have been no exceedances of the relevant generic screening levels 
in the last ten quarterly sampling events, and prior to that only sporadic exce¢ances of the 
naphthalene screening level since 2000. As discussed in Step 2, it is recommended that 
another round ofquanerly groundwater monitoring data be collected to confirm that current 
groundwater conditions ~ consistent with the historical data for the site. 

SUMMARY 
[n summary. based on the limited presence of volatile constituents in the Pittsburgh coal 
groundwater below relevant state and federal vapor intrusion screening criteria, and the vertical 
and horizontal separation of the residences and the Pittsbw-gh coal groundwater, the vapor 
intrusion pathway related to the Pittsburgh coal groundwater is not likely to present an 
unacceptable risk to nearby residents, and no further assessment is warranted at this time. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (412) 241-4500 with any questions. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Cummings/Riler Consultants, Inc. 

&~ 
Bryan R. Maurer, P.E. 
Project Manager 

BRMlPFO/cld 
Attachments 

pc: 	 Ms. Barbara Gunter - Pennsylvania Department ofEnvironmental Protection 
Mr. Bruce Hough - Hercules Incorporated 
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PITTSBURGH COAL GROUNDWATER CONCEp(lRATlONS 
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TABLE 1 

PITTSBURGH COAL GROUNDWATER CONCENTRATIONS 


PICCO RESIN DIPOSA1. FACIUTY 

ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 
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Figure 1 
Site Location Site 
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Landflll Construction Schematic 


PICCO Resin Disposal Site 
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Figure 4 
UMMlNGS Seep Location MapITER 
CONSULTANTS, INC PICCO Resin Disposal Sits 



.... '\ _ ,. Approx. ground surtace contour (USGS topographic quadrangle map) . 
- . _ Approx. Pittsburgh Coal groundwater contour (from Focused AI Report. Fig 3-7) 

Figure 5 o Approx. Pittsburgh Coal monitoring well1ocation 
Topographic and Pittsburgh Coal 

Groundwater Contours 
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