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I. INTRODUCTION
The purpose of a five-year review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy to
determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the environment. The methods,
findings and conclusions of the FYR are documented in FYR Reports.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this FYR pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, consistent with the National
Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 CFR Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)).
This is the fifth FYR for the Ambler Asbestos Piles Superfund Site (the Site). The triggering action for this
statutory review is the completion date of the previous FYR, signed on September 19, 2012. This FYR has been
prepared due to the fact that hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.
The Site consists of two operable units (OUs), both of which are addressed in this FYR. OU1 includes the Locust
Street Pile, the Plant Pile and the filter bed lagoons. OU2 addresses the CertainTeed Pile (also known as
the Pipe Plant Pile). There are currently two parties who are responsible for implementing the selected remedies at
the Site. The two responsible parties (RPs) are Federal-Mogul Corporation (formerly Turner & Newall PLC
(T&N)), which is responsible for implementing the OU1 remedy; and Saint-Gobain S.A (formerly CertainTeed
Corporation), which is responsible for implementing the OU2 remedy.
EPA remedial project manager (RPM) Greg Voigt led the FYR. Participants included EPA community
involvement coordinator Cathleen Kennedy, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP)
project manager Tim Cherry, Travis Fatzinger from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Montgomery County
principal environmental planner Jon Lesher, Tyler Willey from WSP Parsons Brinckerhoff (Federal-Mogul O&M
contractor), and Hagai Nassau and Jill Billus from Skeo (EPA’s FYR contractor). The Site RPs were notified of
the initiation of the FYR. The review began on October 3, 2016.
Site Background
The Site consists of three capped piles of asbestos-containing wastes and a series of backfilled wastewater settling
and filter bed lagoons. The Site covers about 25 acres and is surrounded by commercial and residential areas in
Ambler, Pennsylvania (see Figure 1 and Figure C-1). OU1 covers roughly 20 acres, and OU2 covers roughly 5
acres. Three asbestos product manufacturing companies used the Site as a disposal area from the early 1930s until
1974.
The Site is currently owned by a private party, and there are currently no buildings or active operations on-site.
The perimeter of the Site is fenced and approximately 3,000 people live within a half mile. A residential
neighborhood and a small park are located immediately east of the Locust Street Pile portion of OU1. A
commuter rail line is located immediately east of the Plant Pile portion of OU1 and CertainTeed Pile portion of
OU2. Wissahickon Creek and its floodplain border the Site to the southwest. Stuart Farm Creek runs across the
southern portion of the Site.
Appendix A provides a list of references consulted as part of this FYR. Appendix B presents a chronological list
of important events at the Site.
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

SITE IDENTIFICATION
Site Name: Ambler Asbestos Piles
EPA ID: PAD000436436
Region: 3

State: Pennsylvania

City/County: Ambler/Montgomery

SITE STATUS
NPL Status: Deleted
Multiple OUs?
Yes

Has the site achieved construction completion?
Yes
REVIEW STATUS

Lead agency: EPA
Author name: Greg Voigt, with additional support provided by Skeo
Author affiliation: EPA Region 3
Review period: 10/3/2016 - 5/31/2017
Date of site inspection: 10/18/2016
Type of review: Statutory
Review number: 5
Triggering action date: 9/19/2012
Due date (five years after triggering action date): 9/19/2017

II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY
Basis for Taking Action
EPA’s investigations found that air, soil, sediments and surface water were contaminated with asbestos from the
Site. EPA determined that remedial actions were needed to address the following risks:
•
•
•
•

Risks to nearby residents from release of asbestos into the air.
Risks to workers and to children playing at the Site from inhaling asbestos.
Risks to children playing at the Site from ingesting soil containing asbestos.
Risks to animals and plants.

EPA determined in the Record of Decision (ROD) for both OUs that groundwater is not expected to be a
significant migration pathway for asbestos at the Site because groundwater flow at the Site is slightly upward and
toward the stream, and because asbestos fibers do not tend to migrate in subsurface soil or in groundwater.
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Response Actions
EPA’s Emergency Response Team and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (now known as
PADEP) conducted an initial Superfund site inspection in September 1983. In December 1983, the Centers for
Disease Control issued a Public Health Advisory for the Site. EPA determined that the Site posed an imminent
and substantial danger to public health and welfare and proceeded with a removal action in March 1984. The
removal action established a vegetative soil cover, placed erosion control netting and installed a surface drainage
system for the Locust Street Pile. Playground equipment in the park next to the pile was dismantled and removed,
but a basketball court was left in place. Two additional removal actions were completed in May 1985 and
February 1990 to regrade and stabilize the Locust Street and Plant Piles and to partially fence the Site. EPA
placed the Site on the Superfund National Priorities List (NPL) on June 6, 1986, and divided the Site into two
OUs to manage site investigations and cleanup.
OU1 addresses the Locust Street Pile, the Plant Pile and the filter bed lagoons (see Figure 1). EPA issued the
ROD for OU1 on September 30, 1988. The remedial action objectives (RAOs) specified in the OU1 ROD are
described as follows:
The objective of remediation of the asbestos-containing waste is to prevent migration into the ambient air
and transport via stormwater runoff to Wissahickon Creek. A consideration of remediation of the
magnesium/calcium carbonate is to improve the physical characteristics (increase strength, lower
moisture content) in order to improve the stability of the piles and/or allow for off-site transport of this
material. The objective of remediating the surface water in the settling basins and filter bed lagoons is to
allow for discharge to Wissahickon Creek, or potentially to the local Ambler Wastewater Treatment Plant.
The remedy selected in the ROD for OU1 required the following actions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Pumping out and filtering standing water in the lagoons and settling basins followed by installation of
geotextile and clean soil to surrounding grade to promote positive long-term drainage.
Installation of geotextile and soil for the tops of the Locust Street and Plant Piles.
Repair of erosion on the waste pile side slopes.
Installation of gabions or riprap for protection of the Locust Street Pile from the scouring of the
Wissahickon Creek.
Installation of fencing/locking gates to prevent unauthorized access and posting of warning signs.
Erosion/sedimentation controls during remedial activities.
Air monitoring for asbestos during remedial activities (personnel and environmental).
Post-closure inspections; maintenance of the piles, lagoon and settling basin areas; and preparation of a
contingency plan.

OU2 addresses the CertainTeed Pile (also known as the Pipe Plant Pile). EPA issued the OU2 ROD on September
29, 1989. The RAOs specified in the OU2 ROD are described as follows:
•
•

Effectively restrict access to unauthorized persons. These persons would consist primarily of trespassers,
mostly children who have frequently accessed the Site, based on historical reports.
Effectively remove, stabilize, or contain the asbestos contaminated media on site so that potential direct
contact/incidental ingestion exposures to on-site receptors are minimized, and potential releases of
asbestos to ambient air and potential releases of asbestos to adjacent surface waters are not prevalent in
concentrations which would create unacceptable risks to on and off-site receptors.
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The remedy selected in the ROD for OU2 required the following actions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Removal of large vegetation, installation of stormwater/sediment control devices, and regrading plateau,
where necessary, to assure proper drainage and cover thickness (a minimum of 2-foot thickness of clean,
compacted fill).
Repair of any erosion or exposed areas on waste pile side slopes with a geotextile liner and low
erosion/low permeability soil cover. Soil cover on side slopes should also achieve a minimum 2-foot
thickness of clean, compacted fill.
Installation of erosion control devices for protection of the southeast slope from the potential scouring
action of Stuart Farm Creek.
Revegetating the Site, where required, and installing erosion/sedimentation controls during remedial
activities until vegetation establishes.
Performance of a verification study to determine the source of inorganic contamination in Stuart Farm
Creek.
Installation/upgrade of fencing/locking gates and posting of warning signs.
Air and surface water monitoring for asbestos during remedial activities (personnel and environmental).
Post-closure inspections, maintenance of the pile and preparation of a contingency plan.
Restricting future land use to surficial activities by authorized personnel.

On January 29, 2010, EPA issued an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) for both OUs. It required the
implementation of institutional controls to prohibit:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Any on-site excavations or activities that would disturb the soil.
Any installation or building of structures on the capped areas of the Site.
Any activity that could compromise the integrity of the erosion control devices, specifically the revetment
and the gabions installed to prevent erosion from the Wissahickon and Stuart Farm creeks.
Any disturbance of the vegetative growth that stabilizes the caps and surfaces of the Site.
Operation of heavy equipment or vehicles on capped areas of the Site.
Any modification of Site fencing.
Any activity that could potentially disturb or interfere with the continued stability and integrity of the
existing remedies.

As indicated above, EPA determined that groundwater is not expected to be a significant migration pathway for
asbestos at the Site because groundwater flow at the Site is slightly upward and toward the stream, and because
asbestos fibers do not tend to migrate in subsurface soil or in groundwater. Therefore, no remedy is necessary for
groundwater at either OU.
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Figure 1: Detailed Site Map
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Status of Implementation
On May 28, 1991, EPA and T&N (the parent corporation of the previous Site owner, Keasbey & Mattison
Company) entered a consent decree (CD) that required T&N to implement the remedy selected in the OU1 ROD.
Federal-Mogul, a successor to T&N, subsequently assumed responsibility for implementation of the OU1 remedy.
A final design for the OU1 remedy was approved by EPA on June 6, 1992 and the remedial action was performed
from June 8, 1992 through April 28, 1993. During the remedial action, water in the settling basins and lagoons
was pumped out and filtered. The lagoon area was then backfilled with stone and soil. Semi-permeable caps and
surface drainage systems were installed on the Plant Pile and Locust Street Pile plateaus. The plateau caps
consisted of a minimum of 6 inches of clean soil, covered by geotextile fabric, covered by a minimum of eight
inches of crushed stone. Crushed stone was used to prevent erosion and minimize vegetative growth on the
plateaus. Fill was placed on the southern edge of the Locust Street Pile to provide additional stability. A concrete
revetment was constructed on the west slope of the Locust Street Pile as an erosion control device to inhibit
erosion by Wissahickon Creek. Fences on the property were moved, repaired and posted with asbestos hazard
warning signs to discourage trespassing and vandalism. Finally, a long-term O&M plan dated May 1993 was
developed to ensure the continued protectiveness of the implemented remedy; the O&M plan satisfies the ROD’s
requirement to prepare a contingency plan. Physical construction at OU1 was completed on October 20, 1992, and
a Remedial Action Report was approved by EPA on April 28, 1993.
EPA and CertainTeed executed a CD on November 29, 1990 that required CertainTeed to implement the remedy
selected in the OU2 ROD. A final design for the OU2 remedy was approved by EPA on January 2, 1992. A
verification study was conducted during the OU2 remedial design, dated January 9, 1992, to determine the extent
and source of metals contamination in Stuart Farm Creek. That study determined that the contamination was not
attributable to the Site. The remedial action was performed from January 9, 1992 through April 28, 1993. During
the remedial action, vegetation on the CertainTeed Pile was cleared. The CertainTeed Pile was then covered with
a minimum of 2 feet of soil, graded to ensure proper drainage, and revegetated. New security fencing was
installed, and gabion boxes were installed to reinforce the banks of Stuart Farm Creek. Finally, a long-term O&M
plan dated August 1991 was developed to ensure the continued protectiveness of the implemented remedy.
Physical construction at OU2 was completed on November 12, 1992, and a Remedial Action Report was
approved by EPA on April 28, 1993.
On August 30, 1993, EPA issued the Final Close-Out Report, which documented that all remedial goals and
performance standards were achieved at the Site. EPA deleted the Site from the NPL on December 27, 1996.
As required by the 2010 ESD, PADEP implemented an institutional control to restrict land use at the Site. PADEP
issued a Section 512 Administrative Order (512 Order) to the owner of the two site parcels on April 10, 2012. The
512 Order defines prohibited activities at the Site (listed above under Response Actions). Table 1 summarizes the
Site’s institutional control. Appendix H provides a copy of the 512 Order. Figure 2 shows the areas subject to the
512 Order. The 512 Order was filed with the Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds to ensure its disclosure
during title searches of the subject properties.
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Table 1: Summary of Institutional Control (IC)
Media, Engineered
Controls, and Areas
That Do Not
Support UU/UE
Based on Current
Conditions

Soil, caps, erosion
control devices along
creeks

ICs
Needed

Yes

ICs Called
for in the
Decision
Documents

Impacted
Parcels

IC
Objective

Title of IC
Instrument
Implemented
and Date

Yes

01-0001157-40-8;
01-0001303-00-1

Prohibit: disturbing soil; building on
capped areas; disturbing the erosion
control devices; disturbing
vegetation; operating equipment or
vehicles on capped areas; modifying
fencing; disturbing the remedies

Section 512
Administrative
Order, April
2012
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Figure 2: Institutional Control Map
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Operation & Maintenance
As required by the RODs and the O&M plans, both RPs have submitted annual inspection reports to EPA over the
past five years. Over the past five years, O&M activities have included repairing holes cut in the fences, reinstalling asbestos hazard warning signs, filling animal burrows, clearing vegetation and removing trees.
Over the past five years, tension cracks have continued to re-appear at the perimeter of the Plant Pile plateau. In
response, Federal-Mogul initiated an EPA- and PADEP-approved Survey Monitoring Plan in 2013 to further
investigate the structural integrity of the slope. In July 2013, 15 concrete survey monuments were installed along
the perimeter at the top of the slope and on the cap of the Plant Pile. Additionally, a survey location was
established on the concrete drainage structure on the northwest corner of the Plant Pile and three baseline
locations were installed in the backfilled former lagoon area. These locations were surveyed in July and
November 2013, in June 2014, and in January and November 2015 to monitor the Plant Pile cap and slope to
identify if any significant changes have occurred. Two of the monuments are no longer usable because they were
damaged during mowing. Five of the locations dropped at least 0.02 feet (0.24 inches) in elevation between July
2013 and November 2015, indicating that some settlement is occurring.
On March 4, 2016 Federal-Mogul conducted a detailed inspection and survey of the Plant Pile drainage system.
The inspection revealed that the drainage system was no longer functioning properly. EPA believes the tension
cracks that have appeared along the perimeter of the Plant Pile may be the result of inadequate drainage and/or
settlement. At EPA’s direction, Federal-Mogul has initiated corrective actions to repair the drainage system. The
repair work includes additional surveying, regrading and installation of a new drainage pipe. This work is
expected to be completed in September 2017.

III. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW
This section includes the protectiveness determinations and statements from the last FYR.
Table 2: Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the 2012 FYR
OU #

Protectiveness Determination

1

Protective

2

Protective

Sitewide

Protective

Protectiveness Statement
The remedies constructed for OU1 and
OU2 are considered protective of
human health and the environment.
The remedies constructed for OU1 and
OU2 are considered protective of
human health and the environment.
Because the remedial actions at all
operable units are considered
protective, the Site is considered
protective of human health and the
environment.

There were no issues and recommendations in the 2012 FYR.
As described in the 2012 FYR, in 2011 and 2012, the property owner imported fill dirt and placed it in the former
lagoon area of the Site without obtaining the proper permits, in violation of the 512 Order. During this activity,
some site fencing was removed or demolished. PADEP and the property owner entered into a Consent Order and
Agreement on October 29, 2014, requiring the property owner to remove the fill material and rebuild the fence.
The property owner has not yet performed these actions.
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IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS
Community Notification, Involvement & Site Interviews
A public notice was published in the Ambler Gazette on March 12, 2017, stating that the FYR was underway and
inviting the public to submit any comments to EPA. Appendix E provides a copy of the public notice. The results
of the FYR and the report will be made available at the Site’s information repository, located at the Ambler
Branch of the Wissahickon Valley Public Library, 209 Race Street, Ambler, Pennsylvania 19002, and online at
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0300445.
During the FYR process, EPA conducted interviews to document any perceived problems or successes with the
remedy that has been implemented to date. The results of these interviews are summarized below. Appendix G
provides the full interview forms.
A representative of the Wissahickon Valley Watershed Association stated that he is generally satisfied with Site
maintenance. He also indicated that he appreciates EPA’s communication regarding the Site but is concerned
about potential trespassing and recommends increased signage.
A co-chair of the Community Advisory Group (CAG) for the nearby BoRit Asbestos Superfund Site (BoRit Site)
stated that he is satisfied with the Ambler Asbestos Pile Site cleanup and maintenance. EPA provides updates
about the Ambler Asbestos Piles Site at the BoRit Asbestos Site CAG meetings. He suggested replacing the Site
fence with a more secure fence to prevent trespassing.
Data Review
As part of this FYR, EPA conducted asbestos air sampling in 2016. In June 2016, off-site ambient air was sampled
(Events 1 and 2); in August 2016, on-site ambient air and on-site activity-based air were sampled (Events 3 and 4).
All ambient and activity-based air samples were analyzed by transmission electron microscopy (TEM), which
provides high-resolution results and can classify asbestos particles according to mineral type. However, the toxicity
data used as the basis of EPA’s asbestos risk assessments are based on analyses performed using phase contrast
microscopy (PCM), which provides low-resolution results and can only classify particles by size and shape. Unlike
TEM, PCM cannot differentiate asbestos fibers from non-asbestos fibers, nor can PCM differentiate different types
of asbestos. To assess risk using TEM data, TEM results are reported as PCM-equivalent (PCME) structures per
cubic centimeter (s/cc) to ensure comparability to the toxicity data. PCME structures are defined as structures with
a length greater than 5 µm, a width greater than or equal to 0.25 µm, and an aspect ratio (length:width) greater than
or equal to 3:1. EPA performed a toxicological review of the validated sampling data to assess the level of risk
associated with the potential inhalation of asbestos fibers under trespasser/recreational and maintenance worker
exposure scenarios. Only PCMe fibers were used to assess risk for this FYR, consistent with EPA Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) Directive #9200.0-68, Framework for Investigating AsbestosContaminated Superfund Sites, dated September 2008.
Below is a summary of the data that EPA reviewed and an assessment of the risk, where appropriate, for each
sampling event.
Event 1:
In Event 1, EPA collected ambient air asbestos samples on June 7, 2016, at eight off-site locations and analyzed
them for asbestos fibers. There were 9.5E-04 structures per cubic centimeter (s/cc) TEM Chrysotile asbestos
fibers in sample AS-005 (see Figure 3). No asbestos fibers were detected in the other samples. No PCMe fibers
were detected; therefore, risks were not assessed for this sampling event.
Event 2:
12

In Event 2, EPA collected ambient air asbestos samples on June 16, 2016, at the same eight off-site locations as
Event 1. There were 9.9E-04 s/cc TEM Chrysotile asbestos fibers in sample number AS-001 (see Figure 4). No
asbestos fibers were detected in the other samples. No PCMe fibers were detected; therefore, risks were not
assessed for this sampling event.
Event 3:
In Event 3, EPA collected ambient air asbestos samples on August 5, 2016, at 14 on-site locations (see Figure 5).
TEM Chrysotile fibers were detected in seven samples (samples AS-001, AS-007, AS-008, AS-009, AS-010, AS011 and AS-012) ranging from 4.9E-05 s/cc to 4.9E-04 s/cc. TEM Amphibole fibers were detected in sample AS010 at 9.8E-05 s/cc. PCMe fibers were detected in three samples (AS-007, AS-009 and AS-010) ranging from
4.9E-05 s/cc to 1.5E-04 s/cc. PCMe Amphibole fibers were detected in sample AS-010 at 4.9E-05 s/cc. PCMe
Chrysotile fibers were detected in samples AS-007 (1.5E-04 s/cc) and AS-009 (9.8E-05 s/cc). Asbestos fibers
were non-detect in all other samples. EPA determined that the concentrations detected do not exceed the
acceptable risk range (an excess cancer risk of 1E-4 to 1E-6), under trespasser/recreational and maintenance
worker exposure scenarios. Additionally, there were no PCMe asbestos fibers detected in air samples near the
playgrounds or the basketball court located immediately adjacent to the Site on Locust Street (see Figure 1).
Event 4:
In Event 4, EPA collected ambient air asbestos samples on August 25, 2016, at the same 14 on-site locations as
Event 3 (see Figure 6). During Event 4, a 2-hour activity-based sampling (ABS) event was also conducted. The
ABS event was designed to assess the exposure levels that a trespasser or maintenance worker might experience
while on site. During the ABS, personnel were outfitted with portable sampling equipment while hiking
throughout the Site. All ABS and ambient samples from this event were non-detect for asbestos fibers; therefore,
risks were not assessed.
Summary:
In summary, while TEM asbestos fibers were detected in off-site samples during Events 1 and 2, there were no
PCMe fibers detected. Since PCMe fibers were not detected, no unacceptable PCMe asbestos fibers inhalation
cancer risks are expected from exposure to asbestos fibers in the off-site ambient air.
PCMe fibers were only detected during the Event 3 on-site sampling. There is no unacceptable inhalation cancer
risk from exposure to PCMe asbestos fibers for the trespasser/recreational and the maintenance worker exposure
scenarios. In addition, no asbestos fibers were detected in ambient air during Event 4.
For informational purposes, EPA also compared the air sampling data against the residential screening levels
developed for the nearby BoRit Asbestos Superfund Site. These screening levels are 0.001 s/cc for ambient air
and 0.04 s/cc for activity-based sampling. None of the on-site or off-site air samples collected for the Ambler
Asbestos Piles Site in 2016 exceeded the residential screening levels developed for the nearby BoRit Asbestos
Superfund Site.
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Figure 3: Event 1 Air Sampling Results 1
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Figure 4: Event 2 Air Sampling Results
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Figure 5: Event 3 Air Sampling Results
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Figure 6: Event 4 Air Sampling Results

Notes:
- Samples Collected Over an Approximate 24-Ho ur Time Period .
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Site Inspection
The Site inspection took place on October 8, 2016. In attendance were EPA RPM Greg Voigt, PADEP project
manager Tim Cherry, Travis Fatzinger from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Montgomery County principal
environmental planner Jon Lesher, Tyler Willey from WSP Parsons Brinckerhoff, and Hagai Nassau and Jill
Billus from Skeo. The purpose of the inspection was to assess the protectiveness of the remedy. Appendix D
provides the FYR Site inspection checklist. Appendix F provides photographs from the FYR Site inspection.
Site inspection participants toured the Locust Street Pile, the Plant Pile, the CertainTeed Pile and the concrete
revetment along Wissahickon Creek. All three gravel covers were in good shape (Locust Street Pile upper plateau,
Locust Street Pile lower plateau, Plant Pile), with small patches of grass. EPA will evaluate whether grass growth
is acceptable, or whether herbicide treatments should be implemented to prevent vegetation from growing on the
gravel covers. A few dead or dying trees were present on the side slopes of the Locust Street Pile. Site inspection
participants observed a groundhog hole on the side of the Locust Street Pile’s upper plateau and several small
areas of erosion on the side slopes of the Locust Street Pile. Pokeweed and sumac were growing on the side slopes
of the CertainTeed Pile.
Site inspection participants observed numerous tension cracks at the perimeter of the Plant Pile plateau. These
cracks regularly reappear after the O&M contractor fills them, indicating that settlement is occurring. FederalMogul is studying the Plant Pile’s topography to determine the rate and magnitude of settlement.
The Plant Pile’s surface water collection system is not functioning as designed. Federal-Mogul has removed the
gravel from above the surface water collection pipe that runs around the perimeter of the Plant Pile plateau,
exposing the slotted pipe and confirming that the pipe has vertical undulations that render it ineffective at
transporting water to the discharge pipe.
The concrete revetment along Wissahickon Creek was in good condition, with minor vegetation growing at its
edge next to the creek. The riprap next to the revetment was in good condition. The gabions along Stuart Farm
Creek were in good condition.
Site inspection participants observed signs of trespassing (holes cut in the Site fence, aluminum cans), but no
damage to the caps or other remedy components. Trespassing is an ongoing occurrence at the Site, with the site
fence repeatedly being cut after being repaired. The site fence is still missing between the Plant Pile and the
former lagoons, near the location where the property owner placed imported fill. The imported fill was also
observed on-site.
The document repository at the Ambler Branch of the Wissahickon Valley Public Library contained Site
documents through the 2010 ESD. EPA will update the repository after the completion of this FYR.

V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT
QUESTION A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?
Yes. The remedy largely continues to operate and function as designed. The caps installed on the asbestos piles
stabilize the piles against erosion by wind and precipitation. The concrete revetment along Wissahickon Creek
and the gabions along Stuart Farm Creek protect the piles against erosion by the creeks, particularly during storm
events.
EPA’s analysis of recent asbestos air sampling results found that on-site air does not pose an unacceptable risk to
trespassers and maintenance workers, and off-site air does not pose an unacceptable risk to residents. However,
there are several issues that need to be resolved at the Site that could impact the long-term protectiveness of the
remedy.
18

Site inspection participants observed tension cracks at the perimeter of the Plant Pile plateau. These cracks
regularly reappear after the O&M contractor fills them. EPA believes the tension cracks may be the result of
inadequate drainage and/or settlement. Survey monitoring has shown that settlement has occurred between 2013
and 2015. Federal-Mogul continues to monitor the Plant Pile topography to determine the extent of settlement.
The Plant Pile surface water collection system is not functioning as designed. Federal-Mogul has removed the
gravel from above the surface water collection pipe that runs around the perimeter of the Plant Pile plateau,
exposing the slotted pipe and confirming that the pipe has vertical undulations that render it ineffective at
transporting water to the discharge pipe. At EPA’s direction, Federal-Mogul has initiated corrective actions to
repair the drainage system that is expected to be completed in September 2017.
The 2010 ESD modified the OU1 and OU2 remedies by adding institutional controls to restrict land use at the
Site. In order to implement the institutional controls, PADEP issued a 512 Order on April 10, 2012, to the owner
of the two parcels that make up the Site. The PADEP Order prohibits any activities that would interfere with the
response actions at the Site without prior approval by EPA and PADEP. Modification of the Site fencing and any
activity that could potentially disturb or interfere with the continued stability and integrity of the existing
remedies are included among the activities prohibited by the PADEP order. In 2011 and 2012, the property owner
placed 15,000 cubic yards of undocumented, unauthorized fill material at the former lagoon area of the Site in
violation of the 512 Order. During this activity, some site fencing was removed or demolished. PADEP and the
property owner entered into a Consent Order and Agreement on October 29, 2014, requiring the property owner
to remove the fill material and rebuild the fence. The property owner has not yet performed these actions, but
submitted a fill removal plan in March 2017 that is currently under PADEP review. The fill material is expected
to be removed by October, 2017
Trespassing and animal burrowing are an ongoing occurrence at the Site. Fencing is repeatedly cut after being
repaired, and burrow holes are often re-dug after being filled.
QUESTION B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and remedial action objectives
(RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid?
The exposure assumptions and RAOs used at the time of the remedy selection are still valid. The Site does not
have numerical cleanup levels. However, as part of this FYR, EPA analyzed recent asbestos air sampling results
using current risk assessment methods. EPA found that on-site and off-site air does not pose an unacceptable risk
to trespassers, maintenance workers or residents.
There have been no changes in exposure pathways at the Site. The entire Site continues to be fenced to restrict
access. Although trespassing continues to occur, contaminated material is under a cap which limits the risk of
direct contact, and EPA’s analysis of on-site air samples found no unacceptable risk to trespassers or maintenance
workers.
The RAOs for OU1 are to prevent migration of asbestos into the ambient air and transport via stormwater runoff
to Wissahickon Creek, to improve the stability of the piles, and to address the settling basins and filter bed
lagoons. The RAOs for OU2 are to restrict access to unauthorized persons, to minimize potential direct
contact/incidental ingestion exposures to on-site receptors, and to eliminate unacceptable risks to on- and off-site
receptors from potential releases of asbestos to ambient air and adjacent surface waters. The RAOs for OU1 and
OU2 remain valid. O&M is being performed to ensure that the RAOs continue to be achieved in the long term.
QUESTION C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the
remedy?
No other information has come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the remedy.
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VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS
Issues/Recommendations
OU(s) without Issues/Recommendations Identified in the FYR:
None
Issues and Recommendations Identified in the FYR:
OU(s): 1, 2

Issue Category: Site Access/Security
Issue: Trespassers continue to access the Site. Site fencing is repeatedly cut after being
repaired.
Recommendation: Upgrade the Site’s fence to more effectively restrict access.

Affect Current
Protectiveness

Affect Future
Protectiveness

Party Responsible

No

Yes

Federal Mogul and
Saint Gobain

OU(s): 1

Issue Category: Operations and Maintenance

Oversight Party
EPA

Milestone Date
4/30/2018

Issue: Tension cracks repeatedly open in the soil at the perimeter of the Plant Pile plateau.
Settlement survey monitoring shows that settlement has occurred at the Plant Pile between
2013 and 2015.
Recommendation: Continue gathering data about the topography of the Plant Pile to
assess the stability of the pile and determine if additional response actions are necessary.
Affect Current
Protectiveness

Affect Future
Protectiveness

Party Responsible

No

Yes

Federal Mogul

OU(s): 1

Issue Category: Remedy Performance

Oversight Party
EPA

Milestone Date
4/30/2019

Issue: The Plant Pile surface water collection system is not functioning as designed.
Recommendation: Repair the Plant Pile drainage pipe so that it functions properly.
Affect Current
Protectiveness
No

Affect Future
Protectiveness
Yes

Party Responsible
Federal Mogul
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Oversight Party
EPA

Milestone Date
9/30/2017

OU(s): 1

Issue Category: Site Access/Security
Issue: PADEP and the property owner entered into a Consent Order and Agreement on
October 29, 2014, requiring the property owner to remove fill material and rebuild the
fence. The property owner has not yet performed these actions.
Recommendation: Remove fill material and rebuild the demolished fence, as required by
the 2014 Consent Order and Agreement.

Affect Current
Protectiveness

Affect Future
Protectiveness

Party Responsible

No

Yes

Property Owner

OU(s): 1

Issue Category: Operations and Maintenance

Oversight Party
EPA/PADEP

Milestone Date
10/30/2017

Issue: Erosion and animal burrows on the side slopes of the Locust Street Pile may
expose waste material.
Recommendation: Repair erosion and burrows on the capped areas. Evaluate alternatives
to deter burrowing animals and take action as appropriate.
Affect Current
Protectiveness

Affect Future
Protectiveness

Party Responsible

No

Yes

Federal Mogul

OU(s): 2

Issue Category: Operations and Maintenance

Oversight Party
EPA

Milestone Date
4/30/2018

Issue: Small trees and shrubs are present on the CertainTeed cap.
Recommendation: Remove trees and shrubs from the CertainTeed cap.
Affect Current
Protectiveness
No

Affect Future
Protectiveness
Yes

Party Responsible
Saint Gobain

Oversight Party
EPA

Milestone Date
4/30/2018

OTHER FINDINGS
In addition, the following recommendation was identified during the FYR. It may improve community
involvement but does not affect current or future protectiveness:
•

The document repository at the library contained site documents through the 2010 ESD. EPA will update
the repository after the completion of this FYR.
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VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENTS
Protectiveness Statement
Operable Unit:
1

Protectiveness Determination:
Short-term Protective

Protectiveness Statement:
The remedy at OU1 currently protects human health and the environment because the caps and the concrete
revetment have stabilized the asbestos piles against erosion by wind, precipitation and surface water. For the
remedy to be protective in the long term, the following actions need to be taken: upgrade the Site fence to more
effectively restrict access; continue gathering data about the topography of the Plant Pile and assess the impact of
the tension cracks; repair the Plant Pile drainage pipe so that it functions properly; remove fill material and
rebuild the demolished fence, as required by the 2014 Consent Order and Agreement; and repair erosion and
burrows on the capped areas and evaluate alternatives to deter burrowing animals and take action as appropriate.

Protectiveness Statement
Operable Unit:
2

Protectiveness Determination:
Short-term Protective

Protectiveness Statement:
The remedy at OU2 currently protects human health and the environment because the cap and the gabions along
the creek have stabilized the asbestos pile against erosion by wind, precipitation and surface water. For the
remedy to be protective in the long term, the following actions need to be taken: upgrade the Site fence to more
effectively restrict access; and remove trees and shrubs from the CertainTeed cap.

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement
Protectiveness Determination:
Short-term Protective
Protectiveness Statement:
The Site remedy currently protects human health and the environment because the caps and the streambank
stabilization structures have stabilized the asbestos piles against erosion by wind, precipitation and surface water.
For the remedy to be protective over the long term, the actions listed above need to be taken.

Environmental Indicators
- Human Exposure: Long-Term Human Health Protection Achieved
- Groundwater Migration: Not a Groundwater Site
- Sitewide Ready for Anticipated Use (SWRAU): SWRAU achieved 1/16/2013

VIII. NEXT REVIEW
The next FYR Report for the Site is required five years from the completion date of this review.
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APPENDIX A – REFERENCE LIST
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Consent Order and Agreement, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.
October 29, 2014.
EPA Superfund Record of Decision: Ambler Asbestos Piles OU1, September 30, 1988.
EPA Superfund Record of Decision: Ambler Asbestos Piles OU2, September 29, 1989.
Explanation of Significant Differences for the Ambler Asbestos Piles Superfund Site. January 29, 2010.
Final Site Close-Out Report, Ambler Asbestos Superfund Site, Ambler, Pennsylvania. August 30, 1993.
Fourth Five-Year Review Report for Ambler Asbestos Piles Superfund Site, Montgomery County, PA. September
19, 2012.
Inorganic Data Validation (S3VM). ICF International, ESA T Region 3, US EPA Environmental Science Center.
September 30, 2016.
Inorganic Data Validation (S3VM). ICF International, ESA T Region 3, US EPA Environmental Science Center.
October 15, 2016.
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Operation and Maintenance Plan for the Ambler Asbestos Site OU2, Ambler, Pennsylvania. August 23, 1991.
Quarterly Site Inspection Reports for OU1 & OU2. September 2015 through September 2016.
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APPENDIX B – SITE CHRONOLOGY
Table B-1: Site Chronology
Event
Waste disposal at the Locust Street Pile and Plant Pile began
Nicolet Industries and CertainTeed Corporation purchased portions of the
Site and continued to dump wastes at the Site
EPA received a complaint about asbestos contamination of ambient air
and Wissahickon Creek
EPA began field investigations
EPA began air sampling over and around the waste piles
EPA completed a preliminary assessment
EPA began an emergency response action at the Site
EPA proposed the Site for listing on the NPL
EPA listed the Site on the NPL
EPA completed the OU1 remedial investigation/feasibility study
EPA signed the OU1 ROD
EPA completed the OU2 remedial investigation/feasibility study
EPA signed the OU2 ROD
EPA entered a Consent Decree with CertainTeed, one of the RPs
EPA entered a Consent Decree with T&N, one of the RPs
EPA completed the remedial design for OU2
EPA completed the remedial design for OU1
RPs began implementing the remedies
RPs completed construction of site remedies
EPA issued the Final Close-Out Report
EPA deleted the Site from the NPL
EPA signed the first FYR Report
EPA signed the second FYR Report
EPA signed the third FYR Report
EPA issued the ESD
PADEP issued a Section 512 Administrative Order requiring the
landowner to record the Order to serve as an institutional control
EPA signed the fourth FYR Report
PADEP signed Consent Order and Agreement with current property
owner requiring the owner to remove fill material and rebuild the fence
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Date
1930s-1940s
1962
November 15, 1971
December 13, 1971
September 10, 1973
March 1, 1980
March 26, 1984
October 1984
June 10, 1986
September 30, 1988
September 29, 1989
November 29, 1990
May 29, 1991
January 9, 1992
June 8, 1992
July 27, 1992
August 30, 1993
December 27, 1996
May 27, 1997
September 25, 2002
September 25, 2007
January 29, 2010
April 10, 2012
September 19, 2012
October 29, 2014

APPENDIX C – SITE MAP
Figure C-1: Site Vicinity Map
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APPENDIX D – SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST
I. SITE INFORMATION
Site Name: Ambler Asbestos Piles

Date of Inspection: October 18, 2016

Location and Region: Ambler, Pennsylvania Region 3
Agency, Office or Company Leading the Five-Year
Review: EPA

EPA ID: PAD000436436

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
~ Landfill cover/containment
~ Access controls
~ Institutional controls
D Groundwater pump and treatment
D Surface water collection and treatment
D Other:
Attachments:

Weather/Temperature: sunny, 80°F

D Monitored natural attenuation
D Groundwater containment
D Vertical barrier walls

~ Inspection team roster attached

D Site map attached

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

-

-

Name
Title
Interviewed D at site D at office D by phone Phone: Problems, suggestions D Report attached:
2. O&M Staff
Name
Title
Interviewed D at site D at office D by phone Phone: Problems/suggestions D Report attached:
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-

Date

-

Date

3.

Local Regulatory Authorities and Response Agencies (i.e., state and tribal offices, emergency
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office,
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices). Fill in all that apply.
Agency Contact Name
Title
Problems/suggestions D Report attached: -

-

-

-

-

Agency Contact Name
Title
Problems/suggestions D Report attached:-

-

-

Agency Contact Name
Title
Problems/suggestions D Report attached: -

-

-

Agency Contact Name
Problems/suggestions D Report attached:

-

-

Agency Contact -

Name

Date

-

Title

Date

Phone No.

Phone No.

Problems/suggestions D Report attached:-

4.

Date

Date

-

Title

Date

Phone No.

Phone No.

Phone No.

Other Interviews (optional) ~ Report attached: Appendix G

Wissahickon Valley Watershed Association, Land Manager
BoRit Community Advisory Group, Co-chair
III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS VERIFIED (check all that apply)
1.

O&M Documents

D O&M manual
D As-built drawings
D Maintenance logs

~ Readily available
~ Readily available
~ Readily available

D Up to date
D Up to date
D Up to date

D N/A
D N/A
D N/A

Remarks: 2.

D N/A

D Readily available

D Up to date
D Up to date

D Readily available

D Up to date

~ N/A

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan

~ Readily available

D Contingency plan/emergency response
plan

~ N/A

Remarks: 3.

O&M and OSHA Training Records
Remarks: -
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4.

Permits and Service Agreements

D Air discharge permit
D Effluent discharge
D Waste disposal, POTW
D Other permits: -

D Readily available
D Readily available
D Readily available
D Readily available

D Up to date
D Up to date
D Up to date
D Up to date

~ N/A

D Readily available

D Up to date

~ N/A

~ Readily available

D Up to date

D N/A

~ N/A
~ N/A
~ N/A

Remarks: 5.

Gas Generation Records
Remarks: -

6.

Settlement Monument Records

Remarks: Settlement monument records show that settling is occurring at the Plant Pile.
7.

Readily available

D Up to date

~ N/A

D Readily available

D Up to date

~ N/A

D

Groundwater Monitoring Records
Remarks: -

8.

Leachate Extraction Records
Remarks: -

9.

Discharge Compliance Records

D Air
D Water (effluent)

D Readily available
D Readily available

~ N/A

D Up to date
D Up to date

~ N/A

Remarks: 10.

D Readily available

Daily Access/Security Logs

D Up to date

Remarks: IV. O&M COSTS
1.

O&M Organization

D State in-house
D RP in-house
D Federal facility in-house

D Contractor for state
~ Contractor for RP (for OU1)

D Contractor for Federal facility

~ OU2: property owner
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~ N/A

2.

O&M Cost Records

~ Readily available

~ Up to date

~ Funding mechanism/agreement in place

D Unavailable
Original O&M cost estimate: $33,000 (for OU1 only) D Breakdown attached
Total annual cost by year for review period if available (costs below are for OU1 only)
From: 01/01/2016
Date
From: 01/01/2015
Date
From: 01/01/2014
Date
From: 01/01/2013
Date

3.

To: 12/31/2016

$114,000

Date

Total cost

To: 12/31/2015

$76,000

Date

$59,000

Date

$58,000

Date

Date

Date

D Breakdown attached

Total cost

To: 12/31/2013

To: 12/31/2012

D Breakdown attached

Total cost

To: 12/31/2014

From: 01/01/2012

D Breakdown attached

D Breakdown attached

Total cost
$50,000

D Breakdown attached

Total cost

Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs during Review Period
Describe costs and reasons: V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS ~ Applicable

D N/A

A. Fencing
1.

Fencing Damaged

D Location shown on site map

~ Gates secured

D N/A

Remarks: Site fence is repeatedly cut by trespassers.
B. Other Access Restrictions
1.

D Location shown on site map

Signs and Other Security Measures

Remarks: "No trespassing" signs are posted on site fence.
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D N/A

C. Institutional Controls (ICs)
1.

Implementation and Enforcement

~ No
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced
~ Yes D No
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): quarterly inspections by EPA

D Yes

Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented

D N/A
D N/A

Frequency: quarterly
Responsible party/agency: -EPA
Contact

Greg Voigt

remedial project manager

-

-

Name

Title

Date

Phone no.

D Yes
D Yes

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been
met

~ Yes

D No
D No
D No

Violations have been reported

~ Yes

D No

Reporting is up to date
Reports are verified by the lead agency

Other problems or suggestions:

2.

~ N/A
~ N/A

D N/A
D N/A

D Report attached

~ ICs are adequate
D ICs are inadequate
Remarks: EPA is working with the property owner to deter trespassing.

Adequacy

D N/A

D. General
1.

Vandalism/Trespassing

D Location shown on site map

D

No vandalism evident

Remarks: Trespassers repeatedly cut fence to access Site, but do not disturb the caps.
2.

~ N/A

Land Use Changes On Site
Remarks: -

3.

D N/A

Land Use Changes Off Site

Remarks: Adjacent voluntary cleanup site is being redeveloped as apartments.
VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS
A. Roads
1.

~ Applicable

Roads Damaged

D N/A
D Location shown on site map

~ Roads adequate

D N/A

Remarks: B. Other Site Conditions
Remarks: VII. LANDFILL COVERS

~ Applicable

D N/A

A. Landfill Surface
1.

Settlement (low spots)

D Location shown on site map

Arial extent: -

D Settlement not evident
Depth: -

Remarks: Plant Pile may be settling.
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2.

Cracks

D Location shown on site map

D Cracking not evident

Lengths: several inches

Widths: several inches

Depths: several inches

Remarks: Plant Pile has tension cracks that repeatedly form along the perimeter of the plateau. These
may indicate settling.
3.

D Location shown on site map

Erosion
Arial extent: -

D Erosion not evident
Depth: -

Remarks: Side slopes of Locust Street Pile have small areas of erosion.
4.

D Location shown on site map

Holes
Arial extent: -

~ Holes not evident
Depth: -

Remarks: 5.

Vegetative Cover

~ Grass

~ Cover properly established

~ No signs of stress

D Trees/shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)

Remarks: OU1 has gravel caps (vegetation not required). OU2 has a grass-covered cap.
6.

Alternative Cover (e.g., armored rock, concrete)

D N/A

Remarks: EPA will determine whether the small amount of vegetation on gravel covers is acceptable.
7.

D Location shown on site map

Bulges
Arial extent: -

~ Bulges not evident
Height: -

Remarks: 8.

~ Wet areas/water damage not evident

Wet Areas/Water Damage

D Wet areas
D Ponding
D Seeps
D Soft subgrade

D Location shown on site map
D Location shown on site map
D Location shown on site map
D Location shown on site map

Arial extent: -

D Slides

D Location shown on site map

Arial extent: Arial extent: Arial extent: -

Remarks: 9.

Slope Instability

~ No evidence of slope instability
Arial extent: Remarks: Side slopes of Locust Street Pile have small areas of erosion.

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

B. Benches

1.

D Applicable

Flows Bypass Bench

D Location shown on site map

D N/A or okay

D Location shown on site map

D N/A or okay

D Location shown on site map

D N/A or okay

Remarks: 2.

Bench Breached
Remarks: -

3.

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

C. Letdown Channels

1.

Settlement (Low spots)

D Applicable

D Location shown on site map

Arial extent: -

D No evidence of settlement
Depth: -

Remarks: 2.

Material Degradation

D Location shown on site map

Material type:-

D No evidence of degradation
Arial extent: -

Remarks: 3.

Erosion

D Location shown on site map

Arial extent: -

D No evidence of erosion
Depth: -

Remarks: 4.

Undercutting

D Location shown on site map

Arial extent: -

D No evidence of undercutting
Depth: -

Remarks: 5.

Obstructions

D No obstructions

Type: -

D Location shown on site map

Arial extent: -

Size: Remarks: 6.

Excessive Vegetative Growth

Type: -

D No evidence of excessive growth
D Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
Arial extent: D Location shown on site map
Remarks: D. Cover Penetrations
1.

Gas Vents

~ Applicable

D N/A

D Active
D Functioning

D Properly secured/locked
D Evidence of leakage at penetration

D Passive
D Routinely sampled D Good condition
D Needs maintenance ~ N/A

Remarks: 2.

Gas Monitoring Probes

D Properly secured/locked D Functioning
D Evidence of leakage at penetration
Remarks: -
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D Routinely sampled
D Needs maintenance

D Good condition
~ N/A

3.

Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)

D Properly secured/locked D Functioning
D Evidence of leakage at penetration

D Routinely sampled
D Needs maintenance

D Good condition

D Routinely sampled
D Needs maintenance

D Good condition

~ Routinely surveyed

D N/A

~ N/A

Remarks: 4.

Extraction Wells Leachate

D Properly secured/locked D Functioning
D Evidence of leakage at penetration

~ N/A

Remarks: 5.

Settlement Monuments

D Located

Remarks: Settlement monument records show that settling is occurring at the Plant Pile.

D Applicable

E. Gas Collection and Treatment
1.

~ N/A

Gas Treatment Facilities

D Flaring
D Good condition

D Thermal destruction
D Needs maintenance

D Collection for reuse

Remarks: 2.

Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping

D Good condition

D Needs maintenance

Remarks: 3.

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

D Good condition

D Needs maintenance

D N/A

Remarks: -

~ Applicable

F. Cover Drainage Layer
1.

Outlet Pipes Inspected

D N/A

~ Functioning

D N/A

Remarks: Plant Pile drainage system is not functioning as designed.
2.

Outlet Rock Inspected

~ Functioning

D N/A

Remarks: G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds
1.

Siltation

D Applicable

Area extent: -

Depth: -

~ N/A

D N/A

D Siltation not evident
Remarks: 2.

Erosion

Area extent: -

Depth: -

D Erosion not evident
Remarks: 3.

Outlet Works

D Functioning

D N/A

D Functioning

D N/A

Remarks: 4.

Dam
Remarks: -
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D Applicable ~ N/A
D Location shown on site map

H. Retaining Walls
1.

Deformations
Horizontal displacement: -

D Deformation not evident

Vertical displacement: -

Rotational displacement: Remarks: 2.

D Location shown on site map

Degradation

D Degradation not evident

Remarks: I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge
1.

~ Applicable

D N/A
~ Siltation not evident

D Location shown on site map

Siltation
Area extent: -

Depth: -

Remarks: 2.

D Location shown on site map

Vegetative Growth

D N/A

~ Vegetation does not impede flow
Area extent: -

Type: -

Remarks: 3.

~ Erosion not evident

D Location shown on site map

Erosion
Area extent: -

Depth: -

Remarks: 4.

~ Functioning

Discharge Structure

D N/A

Remarks: VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS
1.

D Applicable

~ N/A

D Location shown on site map

Settlement
Area extent: -

D Settlement not evident
Depth: -

Remarks: 2.

Performance Monitoring

Type of monitoring: -

D Performance not monitored
D Evidence of breaching

Frequency: Head differential: Remarks: IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES
A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps and Pipelines
1.

D Applicable ~ N/A
D Applicable D N/A

Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing and Electrical

D Good condition

D All required wells properly operating

Remarks: -
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D Needs maintenance

D N/A

2.

Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances

D Good condition

D Needs maintenance

Remarks: 3.

Spare Parts and Equipment

D Readily available D Good

D Requires upgrade

condition

D Needs to be provided

Remarks: B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps and Pipelines
1.

D Applicable

D N/A

Collection Structures, Pumps and Electrical

D Good condition

D Needs maintenance

Remarks: 2.

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

D Good condition

D Needs maintenance

Remarks: 3.

Spare Parts and Equipment

D Readily available D Good condition

D Requires upgrade

D Needs to be provided

Remarks: C. Treatment System
1.

D Applicable

D N/A

Treatment Train (check components that apply)

D Metals removal
D Oil/water separation
D Carbon adsorbers
D Air stripping
D Filters: D Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent): D Others: D Good condition
D Needs maintenance
D Sampling ports properly marked and functional
D Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date
D Equipment properly identified
D Quantity of groundwater treated annually: D Quantity of surface water treated annually: -

D Bioremediation

Remarks: 2.

Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)

D N/A

D Good condition

D Needs maintenance

Remarks: 3.

Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels

D N/A

D Good condition

D Proper secondary containment

Remarks: -
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D Needs maintenance

4.

Discharge Structure and Appurtenances

D N/A

D Good condition

D Needs maintenance

Remarks: 5.

Treatment Building(s)

D N/A
D Good condition (esp. roof and doorways)
D Chemicals and equipment properly stored

D Needs repair

Remarks: 6.

Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)

D Properly secured/locked D Functioning D Routinely sampled
D All required wells located D Needs maintenance

D Good condition
D N/A

Remarks: D. Monitoring Data
1.

Monitoring Data

D Is routinely submitted on time
2.

D

Is of acceptable quality

Monitoring Data Suggests:

D Groundwater plume is effectively contained

D Contaminant concentrations are declining

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

D Properly secured/locked
D All required wells located

D Functioning D Routinely sampled
D Needs maintenance

D Good condition
D N/A

Remarks: X. OTHER REMEDIES
If there are remedies applied at the site and not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing the physical
nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil vapor extraction.
XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS
A.
Implementation of the Remedy
Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is designed to accomplish (e.g., to contain contaminant
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emissions).
The Site remedy is designed to reduce exposure to soil contamination and reduce transport of soil
contamination into surface water. The caps and the streambank stabilization structures have achieved
these goals.
B.
Adequacy of O&M
Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.
IThe RPs continue to perform O&M, including cap and fence repairs.I
C.
Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems
Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised
in the future.
ITrespassers repeatedly cut the site fence. The Plant Pile’s surface water collection system is notI
Ifunctioning as designed. Cracks repeatedly open in the soil at the perimeter of the Plant Pile plateau.I
D.
Opportunities for Optimization
Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
This FYR recommends that the RPs upgrade the fence to more effectively restrict access.

D-11

Site inspection attendees:
Greg Voigt, EPA RPM
Tim Cherry, PADEP project manager
Travis Fatzinger, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Jon Lesher, Montgomery County principal environmental planner
Tyler Willey, WSP Parsons Brinckerhoff
Hagai Nassau, Skeo
Jill Billus, Skeo
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APPENDIX E – PRESS NOTICE

EPA REVIEWS CLEANUP
Ambler Asbestos Piles Site
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is conduct~ng a
Five-Year Review of the Ambler Asbestos Piles Superfund Site
located in Ambler. EPA inspects sites regularly to ensure that
cleanups conducted remain fully protective of public health and the
environment. While this site was deleted from the National
Priorities List (NPL) in 1996, EPA continues to conduct these regular
Five-Year Reviews as part ofour continued oversightto ensure long-

term protectiveness. Our most recent Five-Year Review, conducted
in 2012, determined that the remedy continues to be protective of
public health and the environment.
To access results of the review (starting June 2017):
http://epa.gov/Syr
To read detailed site and contact information:
https://www.epa.gov/superfund/amblerasbestos
To ask questions or provide site information:
Contact: Cathleen Kennedy Phone: 215-814-2746
Email: kennedy.cathleen@epa.gov

Protecting public health and the environment
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APPENDIX F – SITE INSPECTION PHOTOS

Locust Street Pile, upper plateau

Erosion on side slope of Locust Street Pile, upper plateau
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Locust Street Pile, lower plateau

Groundhog hole on side slope of Locust Street Pile
F-2

Plant Pile with exposed drainage pipe

Hole in perimeter of Plant Pile
F-3

Signs on repaired gate near Plant Pile

Fence cut near Plant Pile
F-4

Imported fill on former lagoons

Destroyed fence near former lagoons
F-5

Fencing covering Stuart Farm Creek

Concrete revetment next to Wissahickon Creek

F-6

Vegetative growth at edge of revetment
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APPENDIX G – INTERVIEW FORMS
Date: 11/8/2016
Interviewee:
Land Manager
Wissahickon Valley Watershed Association
Ambler Asbestos Piles Five-Year Review – Interview Questions
1. What is your overall impression of the Site?
I’m generally satisfied with the site overall. I realize it’s a big site, with a lot of ground to take care of. It
is important that routine O&M and communication with the community continues. Until two years ago,
there wasn’t a lot of information being shared by EPA. Since that time, the routine updates EPA has been
providing at the Community Advisory Group meetings are really appreciated.
2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
The only operations/activity that has been noticed recently was the air sampling events which occurred in
the summer. A number of Wissahickon Valley Watershed Association (WVWA) employees were
working on the Green Ribbon Trail Bridge during the sampling, and were pleased to see that EPA
continues to monitor the Site. I feel people are generally supportive of the work EPA is doing so long as
O&M is performed and information is shared.
3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and administration?
If so, please give details.
Community Advisory Group members expressed concerns about a sinkhole on the Plant Pile. EPA’s
investigation and response helped alleviate these concerns.
4. Are you aware of any events, incidents or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing or
emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please give details.
Last year during the hunting season, a hunter with a shotgun was observed on the Site. Local police were
able to catch the individual as he was leaving the Site.
WVWA is also aware of dirt biking along sewer line and easement gate. It is possible they have gotten
into the Site as well. Police were able to catch two of these individuals recently.
There is the potential that squatters/runaways from local community may try to get on the Site.
5. Do you feel well informed about the Site’s activities and progress?
Feels like the Community Advisory Group has been kept well informed. Presentations regarding results
of quarterly site inspections are appreciated.
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6. Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the Site’s management or
operation?
Signage at the Site entrances would be helpful. Continue to keep people informed and stay on top of
O&M – especially fencing and trees. Annual creek cleanups should continue. WVWA cleanups are
first/second week of April, so it would be great if EPA continues to go out a few weeks beforehand. The
more pipe we can pull out of the creek, the better.
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Date: 11/21/2016
Interviewee:
Co-chair
BoRit Community Advisory Group (CAG)
1. What is your overall impression of the Site?
EPA is doing the best job they can given the community perspective, happy with responses to holes in
fence, surprise during a tour with University of Pennsylvania folks to see asbestos showing – shocked to
see for the first time exposed asbestos (understands this is a common groundhog area). Bottom line,
happy to hear that air samples are non-detect or below risk, as that is the goal.
2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and administration?
If so, please give details.
Not aware of any, community doesn’t pay too much attention to it.
4. Are you aware of any events, incidents or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing or
emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please give details.
Not personally. Had heard anecdotes of hunting there, previously has seen kids riding trail bikes near
there but not on site. Would be happy to hear that the fence may be replaced with something more secure.
5. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress?
Yes, EPA keeps them up to date at the Community Advisory Group meetings.
6. Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the site’s management or
operation?
EPA’s approach is the proper approach (cover, vegetate and maintain), happy with continued
maintenance and appreciates the air testing. My primary focus is BoRit and reservoir.
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The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Environmental Protection
("Department"), hereby issues this Administrative Order pursuant to Sections 503(c), 512, and
1102 of the Pennsylvania Hazardous Sites Cleanup Act ("HSCA"), 35 P.S. §§ 6020.503(c),
6020.512 and 6020.1 102, based upon the following:
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The Department is the agency of the Commonwealth with the duty and authority

to administer and implement the provisions ofHSCA, 35 P.S. §§ 6020. IOI ~~-,the Land
Recycling and Environm_ental Remediation Standards Act ("Act 2"), 35 P.S. §§ 6026.101 ~ ~-,
and the rules and regulations duly promulgated thereunder. The Department is also the agency
of the Commonwealth vested with the duty and authority to participate v,ith the United States
Environmental Protection Agency ("US EPA") in implementing and enforcing the provisions of
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act ("CERCLA"), 42
U.S.C. §§ 9601 ~~-,and the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder. See 35 P.S. §
6020.30 l (2).
B.

The Ambler Asbestos Piles Superfund Site ("Site") is a "site" within the meaning

of Section 103 of HSCA, 35 P.S. § 6020. 103, as defined therein, and a " facility" within the
meaning of Section IO I ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601. The Site includes certain properties
located between the boundaries of Locust Street, Chestnut Street, Butler Pike, the Wissahickon
Creek, and the flood plain of the Wissahickon Creek, in the Borough of Ambler, Montgomery
County, Pennsylvania. Detailed descriptions of the Site are contained in the Record of Decision
("ROD") for Operable Unit I ("OUI"), ROD JD: EPA/ROD/R03-88/057, issued by the US EPA
on September 30, 1988, and the ROD for Operable Unit 2 ("OU2"), ROD ID: EPA/ROD/R0389/080, issued by the US EPA on September 29,1989.
C.

DC Ambler Properties, LLC, 254 S. Main Street, Ambler, PA 19002 ("DC

Ambler") is the owner of two properties that comprise the entire Site. The 27 .0 I-acre property,
containing OU I , is identified as Montgomery County Tax Parcel No. 01-00-01157-40-8. The
5.73-acre property, containing OU2, is identified as Montgomery County Tax Parcel No. Oi-0001303-00-1.
D.

From the late 1800s until subdivision and sale of the Site in 1962, Keasbey and

Mattison Company, a manufacturer of asbestos-containing products and phannaceuticals, owned
all of the property comprising the Site, operated its facilities there, and disposed of asbestoscontaining waste at the Site. Situated on the Site are three asbestos-containing waste piles and a
series of wastewater settling and tilter bed lagoons. OU 1 contains the filter bed lagoons and two
pilt?S that the US EPA identifies as the "Locust Street Pile" and the "Plant Pile." OU2 contains
one pile and is identified by the US EPA as the "Pipe Plant Pile," which has also been called the
"CertainTeed Scrap Pile." The property where OU t is located was formerly owned by Nicolet,

2
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Inc. ("Nicolet"), a subsidiary ofT&N Industries, Inc. ("T&N"). When Nicolet dissolved in
bankruptcy in 1988, T &N assumed various liabilities held by Nicolet. Federal-Mogul became
the successor in interest to T&N in 1998. A subsidiary of Saint-Gobain Corporation,
CertainTeed Corporation, Inc. ("CertainTeed"), owned the property on which OU2 is located.
E.

After the Department ordered Nicolet and Certainteed to cease their dumping

activities and to stabilize the piles in 1973 and 1974, the US EPA conducted two Remedial
Investigations/Feasibility Studies ("RI/FSs") on OU 1 and OU2 at the Site. The RI/FSs identified
the release and/or threatened release of hazardous substances or contaminants at the Site. Based
on the Rl/FSs and the RODs, the Department has concluded that the contaminant of concern at
the Site is asbestos and determined that asbestos and asbestos,containing material exist
throughout the Site. The US EPA estimates that the total volume of asbestos-containing waste in
the piles exceeds 1.5 million cubic yards. For the purposes of this Administrative Order,
"Existing Contamination" shall mean any and all contamination identified in the RI/FSs and
RODs. The Existing Contamination constitutes the release or threatened release of hazardous
substances and/or contaminants within the meaning of CERCLA and HSCA. The Department
has not conducted a full investigation of all areas on the Site to determine whether there have
been releases or threatened releases on the Site of hazardous substances and/or contaminants,
other than the Existing Contamination.
F.

CertainTeed in 1977, and Nicolet and the US EPA in 1984, performed some

interim remedial response activities at the Site.
G.

On June I0, 1986, the US EPA placed the Site on the National Priority List

("NPL"), set forth at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, Appendix B, by publication in the Federal Register, 51
Fed. Reg. 21054 (June 10, 1986), pursuant to Section 105 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9605.
H.

The 1988 ROD for OU I and the 1989 ROD for OU2 set forth the (inal remedial

response actions for the Site. The RODs require the installation of certain engineering controls
necessary to assure long-term protection of human health and the environment. The RODs'
selected remedies include regrading and capping the pile plateaus, reinforcing the soil cover,
installing erosion and sedimentation control devices, draining and backfilling the lagoons with
clean, low permeable, compacted soil, installing or upgrading security around the perimeter,
posting warning signs, monitoring the air, and post-closure inspections and maintenance of the
piles, lagoons, and all constmcted features. Through separate federal judicial consent decrees,
3
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entered into between the US EPA and Certain Teed on November 29, 1990 for implementing the
remedy for OU2, and between the US EPA and T&N on May 28, 1991 for implementing the
remedy for OU I, these companies agreed to perform the remedies. The US EPA found that, by
August 30, 1993, CertainTeed and T&N had completed the remedies at the Site, obtained all
necessary approvals, and had submitted the required documentation for the remedies. On
December 27, 1996, the US EPA deleted the Site from the NPL and published notice of the
delisting in the Federal Register, 61 Fed. Reg. 68157 (December 27, 1996).
Pursuant to the 1990 and 1991 federal consent decrees, CertainTeed and T &N
(Federal-Mogul) remain responsible for maintenance of the remedies for OU2 and OU I until
I.

April 2023. The details of the required maintenance for OU! are set forth in the "Operation and
Maintenance Plan for Ambler Asbestos Site, Ambler, Pennsylvania (May 1993)" and for OU2 in
the "Post Closure Plan for OU2 (May 10, 1991, as revised August 23, 1991)."

J.

On January 29, 2010, EPA issued an Explanation of Significant Differences

("ESD"), pursuant to Section l l 7 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 96 17, and 40 C.F.R. §
300.435(c)(2)(i), to mod ify the remedies selected in the OUl and OU2 RODs lo require
institutional controls to assure long-term protection of the remedies. The ESD requires such
institutional controls to prohibit activities on the Site unless appropriate investigations are
conducted, and the activities are approved by EPA, in consultation with the Department. The
ESD identified several mechanisms to implement the institutional controls, including, but not
limited to, the issuance by the Department of an Administrative Order pursuant to Sections
SI 2(a) and 1102 of HSCA, 35 P. S. §§ 6020.5 l2(a) and 6020. I l 02. The Department provided
the US EPA with a formal concurrence of the ESD on October 8, 2009 with clarification on
January 8, 2010.
K.

The institutional controls conlemplatcd by the US EPA in the ESD are the

following prohibitions:
( 1) Any on-site excavations or activities that would disturb the soil;
(2) Any installation or building of structures on the capped areas of the Site;
(3) Any activity that could compromise the integrity of the erosion control devices,
specifically the revetment and the gabions installed to prevent erosion from the
Wissahickon and Stuart Farm Creeks;
(4) Any disturbance of the vegetative growth that stabilizes the caps and surfaces of
4
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the Site;
(5) Operation of heavy equipment or vehicles on the capped areas of the Site;
(6) Any modification of the Site fencing; and
(7) Any activity that could potentially disturb or interfere with the continued stability
and integrity of the existing remedies.
L.

From inspections conducted at the Site on September 13, 2011 , by the

Department's agent, the Montgomery County Conservation District, the Department detennined
that DC Ambler and/or its agents conducted earth disturbance activities at the Site without a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") Pennit for Stonnwater Discharges
Associated with Construction Activities. The Department determined that those activities created
the potential of sediment pollution to waters of the Commonwealth in violation of Section 402
and 6 I I of the Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law, Act of June 22, 1937, P.L. 1987, as amended,
35 P.S. §§ 691 .1-691.100 I ("Clean Streams Law"), 35 P.S. §§ 691.402 and 691.61 I, and was
otherwise contrary to and in violation of various Erosion and Sediment Control regulations, 25

Pa. Code §§ I02.1
M.

~ ~-

During an inspection by the Department on January 30, 2012, the Department

observed that activities performed at and/or adjacent lo the Site had damaged fencing erected at
the Site as part of the remedial action.
N.

The Administrative record pertaining to the remedial response activities described

in the RODs, the "Operation and Maintenance Plan for Ambler Asbestos Site, Ambler,
Pennsylvania (May .1993)," the "Post Closure Plan for OU2 (May I 0, 1991, as revised August
23, 1991 )" and the ESD are located at the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection, Southeastern Regional Office, Office of Records Management, 2 East Norristown,
th
PA 19401; US EPA Region ITI, 6 floor Docket Room, 1650 Arch Street, Philadelphia, PA
19103; Wissahickon Valley Public Library, Ambler Branch, 209 Race Street, Ambler, PA
19002; and on line at http://loggerhead.epa.gov/a rweb/public/advanced_ search.jsp.
As part of its responsibility under CERCLA and HSCA, the Department has
incurred response costs in relation to the Site and could continue to incur response costs as that

0.

term is defined under CERCLA and HSCA.
P.

The past and present conditions at the Site constitute a "release" or "threatened

release" of"ha1.ardous substances," as those terms are defined in Section 103 of HSCA, 35 P.S.

5
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§ 6020. 103, and are used throughout HSCA.
Q.

Section 503(c) ofHSCA, 35 P.S. § 6020.SOJ(c), provides that the Department

may enter a site at reasonable times when a hazardous substance or contaminant has been
generated at, stored at, treated at, disposed of at, or transported to the site, has been released at
the site or at an adjacent property, may be released at the site, for determining an appropriate
response, or for implementing any response action.

R.

Section 5 I2(a) of HSCA, 35 P.S. § 6020.512(a), states in pertinent part:
The [D]epartment shall have the authority to issue an order
precluding or requiring cessation of activity at a facility which the
[D]epartment finds would disturb or be inconsistent with the
The [D]epartment shall
response action implemented.
an order under this
record
to
deeds
of
require the recorder
disclosure in the
assure
will
which
manner
a
in
subsection
ordinary course of a title search of the subject property. An order
under this subsection, when recorded, shall be binding upon
subsequent purchasers.

***

S.

Any activity inconsistent with the proper maintenance of the engineering controls,

including, but not limited to, the caps, erosion and sediment Best Management Practices
("BMPs"), fencing, and other parts of the remedies at the Site and/or with the restrictions placed
upon lhe use of the Site shall be defined as actions "inconsistent with the response action
implemented" for purposes of Section 512(a) of HSCA, 35 P.S.§6020.51 2(a).
Pursuant to Section 5 I 2(b) of HSCA, 3 5 P .S. § 6020.5 I 2(b), the grantor, in every
deed for the conveyance of property on which a hazardous substance is either presently being
T.

disposed of or has ever been disposed ofby the granter or to the grantor's actual knowledge,
shall include in the property description section of the deed an acknowledgm ent of the hazardous
substance disposal. To the extent the information is available, the acknowledgment shall
include, but not be limited to, the surface area size and exact location of the disposed substances
and a description of the types of hazardous substances contained therein. This property
description shall be made a part of the deed for all future conveyances or transfers of the subject
property or properties. A description of any response undertaken with respect to disposal o f the
hazardous substance shall also be made a part of the deed.
U.

Sections 70l(a) and 702 of HSCA, 35 P.S. §§ 6020.70l(a) and 6020.702, provide

6
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that owners of or operators at real properties during the time of release or threatened release of
hazardous substances shall be liable for damages and/or response costs incurred by the
Department and damages to natural resources. In addition, Section 107(a)( l) ofCERCLA, 42
U.S .C. § 9607(a)( I), provides that the owner or operator of a site shall be liable for all costs of
remedial activities incurred by the Commonwealth.
Pursuantto Section 1102 of HSCA, 35 P.S. § 6020.1102, the Department is
authorized to issue orders to persons when it deems necessary to aid in the enforcement of the
V.

provisions ofHSCA.
ORDER

1

NOW, THEREFORE, this

[

b 1ay of

~

;. (

, 2012, pursuant to the

authority of Se.ctions 503(c), 512 and 1102 of HSCA, 35 P.S. §§ 6020.503(c). 6020.5 12, and
6020.1 102, the Department hereby ORDERS the following:

l. From the date of this Administrative Order, DC Ambler, its agents, successors, or
assigns, or subsequent holders of title or any interest to the properties comprising the Site, or any
portions thereof, shall not put the Site, or any portion thereof, to any use which is contrary to the
remedies identified in the RODs for OU I or OU2, as modified by the ESD, the "Operation and
Maintenance Plan for Ambler Asbestos Site," Ambler, Pennsylvania (May 1993), or the "Post
Closure Plan for OU2" (May 10, 1991, as revised August 23, 1991 ).
2. No activities shall be conducted on the Site that would in any manner interfere with
or impair any response actions taken at the Site, including, but not limited to, the remedial
response actions described herein in Paragraphs F and H. Specifically, unless appropriate
investigations are conducted and written plans are submitted by DC Ambler, its agents,
successors, or assigns, or subsequent holders of title or any interest to the properties comprising
the Site, or any portions thereof, and approved in advance by the US EPA and the Department,
the following activities shall be prohibited:
(a) Any on-site excavations or activities that would disturb the soil;

(b) Any installation or building of structures on the capped areas of the Site;
7
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(c) Any activity that could compromise the integrity of the erosion control devices,
specifically the revetment and the gabions installed to prevent erosion from tbe
Wissahickon and Stuart Farm Creeks;
(d) Any disturbance of the vegetative growth that stabilizes the caps and surfaces of
the Site;
(e) Operation of heavy equipment or vehicles on th~ capped areas of the Site;

(t) Any modification of the Site fencing; and
(g) Any activity that could potentially disturb or interfere with the continued stability
and integrity of the existing remedies.

The Department may approve only those activities that do not compromise the overall
integrity of the existing remedies and that are protective of human health and the environment.
3. DC Ambler, its agents, successor, or assigns, or subsequent holders of title or any
interest to the properties comprising the Site, or any portions thereof, shall provide the
Department and the US EPA with sixty (60) days advance written notice of any proposal to use
or perfonn any work on the Site or any portion thereof.
4. DC Ambler, its agents, successor, or assigns, or subsequent holders of title or any
interest to the properties comprising the Site, or any portions thereof, shall provide access to the
Site at reasonable times to the Department and the US EPA, as well as their agents, contractors,
and subcontractors, for the purpose of ongoing Site inspections and investigations, operation and
maintenance activities, the implementation of any additional response actions or containment at
the Site, or to determine the extent of any release of a hazardous substance or contaminant on a
nearby property.
5. This Administrative Order shall be binding upon all subsequent purchasers and
interest holders of the properties comprising the Site, or any portions thereof, once this
Administrative Order has been recorded.
6. Within thirty (30) days ofreceipt of this Administrative Order, at its sole expense, DC
Ambler, its agents, successor, or assigns, or subsequent holders of title or any interest to the
properties comprising the Site, or any portions thereof, shall record this Administrative Order
with the Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds upon the property deeds of( l) the parcel of
land upon which OU l is situated and found for Montgomery County Tax Parcel No. 01 -008
~ ~
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0 1157-40-8 and of (2) the parcel of land upon which OU2 is located and found for Montgomery
County Tax Parcel No. 0 l-00-01303-00- l, in a manner that will assure the Administrative
Order's disclosure in the ordinary course of a title search of the subject properties and any
subsequently subdivided parcel of the properties.

7, The Recorder of Deeds for Montgomery County shall within thirty days (30) days of
the date of this Administrative Order record this Administrative Order in a manner that will
assure its disclosure in the ordinary course of a title search of the subject properties.
8. Within ten ( l 0) days of recording this Administrative Order with the Montgomery
County Recorder of Deeds for both properties, DC Ambler, its agents, successor, or assigns, or
subsequent holders of title or any interest to the properties comprising the Site, or any portions
thereof, shall provide the Department with written documentation acknowledging that it has fully
complied with and completed the actions required in Paragraph 6 of this Administrative Order.
9. DC Ambler, its agents, successors, or assigns, or subsequent holders of title or any
interest to the properties comprising the Site, or any portions thereof, shall provide the
Department's Southeastern Regional Environmental Cleanup and Brown fields Program Manager
and the US EPA with written notice of any conveyance, transfer, or assignment of any interest in
the properties, comprising the Site, or any portions thereof, within twenty (20) days of such
transfer.
10. DC Ambler, its agents, successors, or assigns or subsequent holders of title or any
interest to the properties comprising the Site, or any portions thereof, may apply to the
Department for an amendment of this Administrative Order in order to allow other potential uses
of the subject properties.
11 . Unless and until the Department gives written notice to the contrary, all notices,
requests, reports, or other correspondence required to be submitted by the Administrative Order
to the Department shall be addressed as follows:
Environmental Cleanup Program Manager
Environmental Cleanup and Brownftelds Program
Department of Environmental Protection
Southeast Region
2 East Main Street
Norristown, Pennsylvania 1940 I

9
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and to the US EPA as follows:
Remedial Project Manager
assigned to the Ambler Asbestos Superfund Site
Western PA/MD Remedial Branch (3HS22)
U.S. EPA, Region 3
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19 l 03-2029

Any person aggrieved by this action may appeal, pursuant to Section 4 of the Environmental
Hearing Board Act, 35 P.S. Section 7514, and the Administrative Agency Law, 2 Pa.C.S.
Chapter SA, to the Environmental Hearing Board, Second Floor, Rachel Carson State Office
Building, 400 Market Street, P.O. Box 8457, Harrisburg, PA 17105-8457, 7 17-787-3483. TDD
users may contact the Board through the Penm,ylvania Relay Service, 800-654-5984. Appeals
must be tiled with the Environmental Hearing Board within 30 days of receipt of written notice
of this action unless the appropriate statute provides a different time period. Copies of the appeal
form and the Board's rules of practice and procedure may be obtained from the Board. The
appeal fonn and the Board's rules of practice and procedure are also available in braille or on
audiotape from the Secretary to the Board at 717-787-3483. This paragraph does not, in and of
itself, create any right of appeal beyond that permitted by applicable statutes and decisional law.

IF YOU WANT TO CHALLENGE T HIS ACTION, YOUR APPEAL MUST REACH THE
BOARD W1THIN 30 DAYS. YOU DO NOT NEED A LA WYER TO FILE AN APPEAL
WITH THE BOARD.
IMPORTANT LEGAL RIGHTS A RE AT STAKE, HOWEVER, SO YOU SHOULD SHOW
THIS DOCUMENT TO A LA WYER AT ONCE. IF YOU CANNOT AFFORD A LA WYER,
YOU MAY QUALIFY FOR FREE PRO BONO REPRESENTATION.
CALL T HE
SECRETARY T O T HE BOARD (7 17-787-3483) FOR MORE INFORMATION.

FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION:

c;

-~~~""":;.J.,,-'~~---------1.-'-~
- IC
Date:
Ids Program

10
~ ~

eCertified copy of recorded # 2012037162 (page 11 of 12)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds

~~'

~JI"
tlll'l!!'P

H-11

DEED BK 5832

04/17/2012 10:44:54 AM

PG 02484

MONTCO

ACKNOWLEDGMENT by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of
Environmental Protection, in the following form :

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
Department of Environmental Protection

Date:

i-/0 -12-

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

)

)
COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY

)

SS:

A'Pts

ll
, 20~ before me, the undersigned officer,
On this ~ a y of
personally appeared Stephan Sinding, who acknowledged himself to be the
Environmental Cleanup and Brownfields Program Manager of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, Department of Environmental Protection, Southeastern Regional Office,
whose name is subscribed to this Administrative Order, and acknowledged that he
executed same for the purposes therein contained.
In witness whereof, 1 hereunto set my hand and official seal.

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
Notarial Sear
.hi~ Lashley, Notary Publie

Non1st.wn B~ro. Monl!IOOMlry County

Mv Comm11110n Exl)ires Juty 28, 20 12

Member, Pennsylvania Association or Notaries
~ ~
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