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PA/SI = preliminary assessment/site investigation
NPL = National Priority List
RI/FS = remedial investigation/feasibility study
ROD = record of decision
RD/RA = remedial design/remedial action
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This is Figure 3-9 from the RI. It shows the general locations for activity-based sampling
(ABS). During ABS, workers took air samples at breathing while doing the activities listed on
the slide (raking, mowing, hiking) to mimic typical activities that might occur at those
locations. Surface soil samples were also collected to measure soil moisture and how much
asbestos was in the soil at ABS locations.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

No Action – a required baseline.
Capping – would include and complete the EPA Removal Program started in 2008
Excavation and Offsite Disposal – would move the asbestos-containing material to an offsite facility
In Situ Joule Heating – would melt asbestos-containing material in place to form a glass-like material using electrodes placed in
boreholes
Ex Situ Plasma Arc Furnace – would melt excavated asbestos-containing material to form a glass-like material using a plasma arc
furnace (not retained due to extra time to complete and very limited unit availability)
On-site Ex Situ TCCT – would use a proprietary thermochemical process to convert excavated asbestos-contain material to a rocklike material on-site
Off-site Ex Situ TCCT – would use a proprietary thermochemical process to convert excavated asbestos-contain material to a rocklike material after it is excavated and removed from the site (Not retained for further consideration due to transport costs to only
TCCT treatment facility)
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The remedial alternatives were compared on the basis of seven of the nine evaluation
criteria established by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA), also known as the Superfund law. The first two criteria are called
threshold criteria and must be met for a remedial alternative to be considered. The next
five criteria are primary balancing criteria. The primary balancing criteria are not prioritized
or weighted.
The seven criteria are listed below:
1. Overall protection of human health and the environment
2. Compliance with ARARs
3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence
4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment
5. Short-term effectiveness
6. Implementability
7. Cost.
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State and community acceptance are called modifying criteria. These criteria are assessed
after EPA receives comments on the proposed plan.
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TASC COMMENT

Is the preliminary action objective for excess cancer risk acceptable to the community?
Would the proposed remedy be different for residential properties and walking trails if the
preliminary action objective was a lower excess cancer risk?
EPA responded to this TASC comment with the following information:
“EPA has previously responded to the CAG regarding the issue of when we take an
action: At BoRit, we selected 1E-04 as a trigger for the Removal Action, which is
typical. For the Remedial Program, the 1E-06 to 1E-04 excess cancer risk range is a
discretionary area; EPA can take action (or not) in that range, and also establish clean-up
goals within that range. The cleanup goals established for BoRit are risk-based values that
fall within EPA’s acceptable risk range. The selected concentrations are protective of human
health and the environment.”
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TASC COMMENT

If the water quality of Wissahickon Creek is a community concern, community members
may want to obtain more information from Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection (PADEP) or address this issue with their elected officials.
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TASC COMMENT

Risk to the community from excavating and moving large amounts of asbestos-containing
material is likely greater than a cap-in-place remedy. The cap or covering for the asbestos
contaminated soils will need to be maintained indefinitely.
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TASC COMMENT

Maintaining the cap so that asbestos-containing materials remain covered is important.
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TASC COMMENT

It was unclear in the FS whether the geotextiles under the soil cap were of sufficient
strength to discourage burrowing animals. EPA responded to the TASC comment with this
information:
The geotextiles used under the soil cap were used to stabilize the terrain to provide an
acceptable surface to place the cover material, provide erosion control or aid in drainage
and to serve as a line of demarcation to identify where the asbestos containing material
begins. EPA is investigating methods to reduce the issues associated with burrowing
animals, for example alternate vegetation and mowing regimes. This will be addressed in
the Operations & Maintenance Plan for the Site.

One asbestos remediation professional reviewer questioned whether the side slopes for
the asbestos pile cap were based on calculations that considered all the potential stresses
on the slopes. EPA responded with this information:
EPA’s preferred slope or gradient for a cover on a sloped surface is a horizontal distance of 3
for every vertical distance of 1. This is common engineering practice in the United States.
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TASC COMMENT

High moisture content in soils can significantly inhibit the release of asbestos fibers into the
air.
Please note that:
“Per EPA’s Framework for Investigating Asbestos-Contaminated Superfund Sites, the 1%
threshold is not a risk-based value, but defines whether material can be regulated as
asbestos containing material (ACM). Asbestos soil concentrations less than 1% could still
pose a risk. As noted in EPA’s Asbestos Framework, recent data from the Libby site and other
sites provide evidence that soil/debris containing significantly less than 1% asbestos can
release unacceptable air concentrations of all types of asbestos fibers (EPA 2008).
Therefore, the fact that soil concentrations from the residential and walking trail ABS
locations are less than 1% has no bearing on whether or not unacceptable airborne releases
could occur.”
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EPA has provided the information:

“These outdoor ABS criteria were adopted from the Libby Asbestos Superfund Site (e.g., EPA
2007). These criteria have been implemented for several large-scale outdoor ABS sampling
efforts conducted at the Libby Site for the last 10 years. These criteria were adopted and
ABS was conducted during the summer months to increase the likelihood of airborne
releases of asbestos. Soil moisture results presented on the next slide (23) demonstrate that
soil moisture met the established specifications. In addition, review of meteorological data
indicated rainfall less than an inch occurred on July 8, 2011, which was 96 hours prior to the
first day of ABS sampling on July 12, 2013.”
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TASC COMMENT

Soil moisture is below the criteria of 30 percent for all ABS locations. However, the RI
report also shows that the soil moisture content for soils in the Park parcel was significantly
lower than for soils on residential properties and the walking trail during ABS. Since the
PRG for asbestos fibers in air was exceeded for Park ABS even though the asbestos in soil
was less than one percent, we question whether additional ABS should be conducted on
residential properties when the soil is drier.
PCME = phase contrast microscopy equivalent
Page 52 of the RI says: “For the BoRit Site RI, all ABS and ambient air samples were analyzed by
TEM [transmission electron microscopy] using International Organization for Standardization (ISO)
10312 counting and recording rules. During the analysis, detailed information for each observed
asbestos structure (e.g., structure type, length and width) was manually recorded on a laboratory
bench sheet. These results were then entered into the National Asbestos Data Entry Spreadsheet
(NADES), a standardized electronic data deliverable (EDD) created for the reporting of TEM
asbestos results. The toxicity data used as the basis of the asbestos inhalation unit risk (IUR) are
based on analyses performed using PCM. Thus TEM analysis results are reported as PCM-equivalent
(PCME) structures per cubic centimeter (PCME s/cc). Therefore, only the subset of the asbestos
structures that would have been reported by PCM is included in the reported TEM air
concentration. “
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TASC COMMENT

This slide shows ABS air results versus soil moisture for the park, residential properties and
walking trail.
EPA provided this additional information regarding soil moisture versus ABS air sampling
results:
“The fact that ABS air results in the Park parcel exceeded the preliminary remediation goal
(PRG) and were higher than results in the residential and the walking trail sample locations
cannot be attributed solely to soil moisture. The concentration of asbestos in air generated
during soil disturbance activities depends upon numerous factors, including, but not limited
to, the soil moisture content, the concentration of asbestos in soil, the amount and quality
of groundcover, the nature of the asbestos contamination (e.g., friable vs. non-friable), the
nature and intensity of the disturbance scenario (e.g., raking vs. hiking), and the local
meteorological conditions. All of these factors may play a role in why the Park parcel results
differ from the residential/walking trail results. Additionally, it is also possible ABS air
concentrations were influenced by removal activities that were occurring near the Park
concomitant with the ABS investigation.”
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EPA provided this information about the influence of groundcover on ABS results.

“Differences in the amount and quality of groundcover are expected to influence asbestos
releasability from soil. Groundcover at the Park parcel at the time of ABS sampling could
have contributed to lower soil moisture content. Groundcover in the Park parcel consisted of
dry brush and minimal to no tree cover (see photo on the left). As a result, it is expected
that soil moisture content would be lower in this area and, thus, result in higher asbestos
releases. Residential properties sampled during ABS tended to have more tree coverage and
grass cover (see photo on the right); both of these conditions would contribute to retaining
soil moisture which would tend to reduce asbestos releases.”

25

EPA provided this additional information:

“Soil moisture criteria used at the BoRit Site are consistent with those employed at other
asbestos-contaminated sites, and are intended to increase the likelihood of potential
airborne asbestos releases. As such, the resulting ABS air concentrations are likely to be
biased high relative to the long-term average exposure levels. Concentrations of asbestos in
air resulting from soil disturbances are not solely a function of soil moisture level, but
depend upon a myriad of other factors, including asbestos concentrations in soil, the
amount and quality of the groundcover, and the nature and intensity of the disturbance
scenario. In the case of the Park parcel, it is likely all of these factors may have contributed
to the higher asbestos air concentrations observed during the ABS relative to the residential
and walking trail locations.”
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