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1 

HISTORICAL AND ANALYTICAL DATA REVIEW FOR 
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK AND HAZARDOUS WASTE 

SITES 
 
1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This Historical and Analytical Data Review for Underground Storage Tank and Hazardous Waste 
Sites has been created to supplement the “Hazardous Materials/Underground Storage Tanks Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment” for the Louisville – Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project 
(LSIORBP).  The goal of this assessment is to provide additional background information and 
analytical data so that a Phase II Environmental Assessment proposal can be presented that 
effectively addresses environmental concerns of sites identified in the Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (PESA). 
 
The PESA identified seventeen sites within the selected alternate (C1 Relocated).  Modifications made 
during Preliminary Line and Grade Design, and information obtained from knowledgeable parties 
required the review of historical and analytical data for two additional sites (Site 85 - Vermont 
American, and Site A – Slugger Field).  Based on data collected during this study, Phase II 
Environmental Assessments are proposed for fourteen sites. 
 
The Phase II Environmental Assessment for the LSIORBP is intended to be a phased investigation.  
The initial Phase II Environmental Assessment activities are intended to confirm or deny the 
existence of contamination in soil and/or groundwater.  The second step of the Phase II 
Environmental Assessment involves the characterization of the nature and extent of the 
contamination.  The Phase II Environmental Assessment activities proposed in this report are meant 
to represent only activities for the initial phase of assessment that may be required for these sites. 
 
Several of the sites are currently under a Site Management Plan to limit the potential of public 
exposure to contamination and future on-site exposure to soil and groundwater contamination (Table 
1-1).  The Management Plans include deed restrictions for the site, which restrict or prohibit 
disturbing surface or subsurface soils and groundwater.  The deed restrictions are transferred with 
the sale of the site (e.g. right-of-way acquisition), and are approved and enforced by the Kentucky 
Department of Environmental Protection (KDEP) Division of Waste Management (DWM).  The 
deed restrictions are enforced on all current and future property owners, and deviation from the 
limits set by the deed restrictions must be approved by the DWM.   Planned LSIORBP activities, 
such as environmental and geotechnical subsurface borings, placement of piers and piles, and soil 
excavation, require coordination with and approval of by the DWM.  KTA recommends that efforts 
to coordinate with DWM for the project activities planned at these sites begin immediately. 
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
At the request of Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) and Community Transportation 
Solutions (CTS), Kentucky Transportation Associates (KTA) performed a review of historical and 
analytical data for nineteen sites in Alternate C-1 of the Louisville - Southern Indiana Ohio River 
Bridge Project.  Based on the Assessment findings, KTA has prepared a Proposal and Cost Estimate 
for Phase II Environmental Services. 
 
 
2.1 Project Background 
 
In June 2000, Community Transportation Solutions (CTS) submitted an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Louisville - Southern  Indiana Ohio River Bridges project.  The 
environmental impacts for three downtown routes (C1RECONSTRUCTED, C1RELOCATED, C2, and C3), one 
near-east route (B1), and five east-end corridor routes (A2, A9, A13, A15, and A16) were presented 
in the EIS.  As part of the EIS, CTS performed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 
Baseline Study, for Underground Storage Tank (UST) sites and Hazardous Materials (HAZMAT) 
Sites.  The baseline report identified sites of potential environmental concern for each of the 
alternatives. 
 
In the Record of Decision (ROD), Alternates C-1RELOCATED and A-15 selected as the preferred 
alternatives for the project.  The UST/HAZMAT Phase I ESA identified 18 sites of potential 
environmental concern within the Alternate C-1RELOCATED footprint that required either a Limited or 
Full Phase II ESA.  An additional site (Slugger Field) was also identified within the Alternate 
C1RELOCATED footprint (Figure 1).   
 
In order to propose a thorough scope of the Phase II Environmental Assessment services required for 
these sites, additional historical and data research of each site is necessary.  KTA was asked to 
review information available for each of the 18 sites, and to present the information and 
recommendations for additional environmental assessment in this report. 
 
2.2 Assessment Methods 
 
In order to obtain more recent and detailed data for the nineteen designated HAZMAT sites, several 
research and survey methods were utilized.  As a preliminary step, the original baseline report for 
the UST/HAZMAT Phase I Site Investigation, dated June 2000 and the Addendum to the baseline 
report, dated April 2001 were reviewed.  The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 
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Baseline Study placed sites of potential environmental concern into four categories: contaminated 
sites not requiring a Phase II Environmental Assessment (Category 1); contaminated sits requiring a 
full Phase II Environmental Assessment  (Category 2); suspected contaminate sites requiring a 
limited Phase II Environmental Assessment (Category 3); and sites of no further concern (Category 
4).  Category 1 sites were eliminated from further assessment by: 
 
• Being beyond any reasonable distance of potentially impacting the right-of-way; 
• Sites fully characterized and in the process of being closed; or 
• Sites currently closed under current regulatory requirements; corrective action site management. 
 
The sites investigated in this study are primarily Category 2 and Category 3 sites that have 
previously been identified as a potential environmental concern to Alternate C-1RELOCATED.   
 
Files were acquired from the Kentucky Division of Waste Management’s (DWM) UST Branch, 
Solid Waste Branch, Hazardous Waste Branch, and Superfund Branch, and were reviewed for 
additional background information and previous sampling data related to the identified sites within 
the Final EIS (FEIS) footprint.  Requests for these files were based on the facility names and site 
addresses provided by the Phase I ESA Baseline Study.  Several facility names and site addresses 
were found to be incorrect or had changed since the Baseline report was submitted (e.g. Site 67 – 
Former OK Storage Lot).  Also several sites had multiple parcels that were deeded to one owner 
and/or identified as one address (e.g. Site 73  - Marshall’s Auto Parts).  Based on revised site owner 
and address information obtained during this study, additional requests were made to review DWM 
files (as deemed necessary by professional judgment).  Due to the scope of this review, requests for 
the review of DWM files for each individual parcel within the site was not made.   
 
Subsequent to the review of the site files, KTA performed a limited reconnaissance of the target 
sites.  The purpose of the site reconnaissance was to review an update the information provided in 
the Phase I ESA Baseline Study.  The site reconnaissance was also used to identify any new 
recognized environmental concerns (RECs).  The project corridor was also photographed during the 
on-site survey (see Appendix A) to document current land use practices and provide a record of the 
resources within the potential project disturb limits.  Knowledgeable parties (site owners, neighbors 
of the site, and municipal authorities) were interviewed for historical information relating to USTs, 
hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, spills, releases, and general environmental conditions of the 
site.  Collection of information associated with asbestos, lead based paint, air permits or air related 
issues, radon, storm water permits or storm water related issues, electro magnetic fields, normally 
occurring radioactive materials (NORM), polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing equipment, or 
adequacy of potable water was not included in the scope of services for this report.  
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2.3 Sites of Outside the Scope of This Report that may Require Phase II Environmental 

Assessment  
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction activities may 
encroach on several sites that are not included in the Scope of this report that may require a Phase II 
Environmental Assessment (Figure 1).  These sites include: 
 

• Site 26 - Rueff Sign Company.  According to the Phase I ESA Baseline Report, this site, 
located at 1530 East Washington Street, was a junk yard in 1951, and a machine shop from 
1988 to 1994.  At the time of the Phase I ESA, the site was issued a waste handlers permit 
for waste petroleum product, naphtha, cadmium, lead, benzene, and parts washer fluid.  The 
Phase I ESA recommended further investigation at this site, but the site was determined to 
be outside the FEIS footprint, and was not included in the scope of this report.   

• Site 28 - Ohio Street Auto Parts.  This site, located at 510 North Franklin Street, was 
reportedly used as for salvage purposes from the 1950s until the 1990s.  The site is currently 
being developed by the Louisville Waterfront Development Corporation.  The Phase I ESA 
Baseline Study concluded that this site had been well categorized by previous 
investigations, and that no further investigation was recommended at the time of that report.  

• Site 65 – According to the Phase I ESA Baseline Report, this site, located at 166 North 
Shelby Street and currently owned by Producer Feeds, was a salvage operation from 1941 to 
1995.  The Phase I ESA recommended further investigation at this site, but the site was 
determined to be outside the FEIS footprint, and was not included in the scope of this report. 

• Site 75 - Louisville Waterfront Development Former Helipad Site, Former Nugent Sand and 
Gravel.  This site was a coal yard with coke ovens in the 1880s.  Nugent Sand and Gravel 
owned the site in the 1940s and 1950s.  In 1961 the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
bought the site.  The site is currently part of Phase I of Waterfront Park.  Previous 
environmental studies indicate that contamination from the former Marathon Ashland 
Petroleum Asphalt Terminal (Site 68 in this report) may be migrating onto this site.  In 
1996, as part of the Louisville Waterfront Phase I Management Plan, the site was capped 
with two feet of clean soil. 

• Site100 - Klempner Brothers Scrap Yard.  According to the Phase I ESA Baseline Study, this 
site was Pittsburgh Fuel Company’s coal and coke yard.  It was later a scrap yard until the 
construction of Phase I of the Louisville Waterfront Park.  The site is currently under the 
Site Management Plan for Phase I of the Park.  In the report for the Louisville Waterfront 
Park entitled “Basis for Management Approach, Phase I Area”, the plan indicates that 
polyaeromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and lead levels were above detection levels, and “are 
above unimpacted background levels, respectively, throughout the Phase I area in both 
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surface and subsurface samples.”  The management plan calls for the existing soils to be 
covered with a geotextile fabric and one foot or more of clean soil.   

 
Presentation of additional data and proposed Phase II Environmental Assessment activities for these 
sites are not included in the scope of this report.  Based on current roadway alignments for the 
LSIORP, it appears that construction activities for the project will avoid Site 26 due to historic 
property issues.  However, construction activities may encroach on Sites 28 and 65.  While 
investigation of these sites is outside the scope of this report, Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities for these sites will be presented in KTA’s Proposal for Phase II Environmental Assessment 
Activities.     
 
Previous environmental investigations have confirmed the existence of contamination at Sites 75 and 
100, satisfying the first step of the iterative Phase II Environmental Assessment process.  However, 
additional laboratory analysis of soil and groundwater samples may be necessary during the second 
step of the Phase II Environmental Assessment process in order to characterize the nature and extent 
of any contamination at these sites. 
 
As part of the management plan for the Louisville Waterfront Park, the individual parcels for these 
sites most likely have deed restrictions.  These deed restrictions restrict or prohibit disturbing surface 
or subsurface soils and groundwater.  The deed restrictions are transferred with the sale of the site 
(e.g. right-of-way acquisition), and are approved and enforced by the Kentucky DWM.  The deed 
restrictions are enforced on all current and future property owners, and deviation from the limits set 
by the deed restrictions must be approved by the DWM.   Planned LSIORBP activities, such as 
environmental and geotechnical subsurface borings, placement of piers and piles, and soil 
excavation, require coordination with and approval of by the DWM.  If construction activities are 
planned at these or any other Louisville Waterfront Park sites, KTA recommends that efforts to 
coordinate with DWM for the project activities planned at these sites begin immediately. 
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3.0 ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS OF THIS REPORT 
 
The information contained in this report is meant to supplement the information found in the 
Hazardous Materials/Underground Storage Tanks Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the 
Louisville – Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project (June 2000) and the Addendum to the 
Hazardous Materials/Underground Storage Tanks Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the 
Louisville – Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project (April, 2001). This report should not be 
utilized in place of the original Phase I Site Assessment Report. 
 
The purpose of this study was to provide additional historical information and analytical data related 
to sites of environmental concern within the FEIS footprint of the selected alternate (identified as 
Category 2 or Category 3 sites by the Baseline Report), so that an effective Phase II Site Assessment 
could be proposed.  Research was not conducted for sites outside the FEIS footprint of the Selected 
Alternate.  Sites identified in this report that were not previously identified in the Baseline Report 
were either linked to a previously identified UST/HAZMAT site, or were determined by KTA to be 
of potential concern to the project. 
 
The Phase II Environmental Assessment for the LSIORBP is intended to be a phased investigation.  
The initial Phase II Environmental Assessment activities, which are presented in this report, are 
intended to confirm or deny the existence of contamination in soil and/or groundwater.  The second 
step of the Phase II Environmental Assessment involves the characterization of the nature and extent 
of the contamination.  The Phase II Environmental Assessment activities proposed in this report are 
meant to represent only activities for the initial phase of assessment that may be required for these 
sites. 
 
KTA has conducted its research and presented its findings based on available data.  Should 
additional data become available, KTA requests the opportunity to review the data, and to modify its 
conclusions and recommendations accordingly. 
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4.0 UST/HAZMAT DATA COLLECTION AND SITE INVESTIGATION 
 
The following section is a presentation of historical and analytical data for the sites identified in the 
Baseline PESA.  Conclusions are drawn from research of the reviewed data, and if additional 
investigation is recommended, Phase II Environmental Assessment activities are proposed for the 
identified site. 
 
The Phase II Environmental Assessment for the LSIORBP is intended to be a phased investigation.  
The initial Phase II Environmental Assessment activities, which are presented in this report, are 
intended to confirm or deny the existence of contamination in soil and/or groundwater.  The 
placement of the proposed soil and groundwater sampling locations were made to directly address 
the RECs identified at the site as they relate to proposed LSIORBP construction activities. 
 
The second step of the Phase II Environmental Assessment involves the characterization of the 
nature and extent of the contamination.  Once the nature and the extent of contamination is known at 
a site, KTA will prepare a site specific Management Plan.  This plan may include risk assessment for 
worker safety and potential liability associated with specific sites; proposed engineering controls to 
minimize exposure to potential contamination; and requirements for the handling and disposal of 
hazardous waste generated by construction activities proposed at each site, including availability of 
local disposal facilities and analytical requirements of the facilities. 
 
The Phase II Environmental Assessment activities proposed in this report are meant to represent 
only activities for the initial phase of assessment that may be required for these sites.
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4.1 Site 11 - Ohio Street (Frankfort Avenue) Landfill 
Southeast Corner of Frankfort Avenue and River Road (Figures 2 and 3) 
EPA ID#: KYD 985114248 

 
4.1.1 Site Background of Site 11 
 
The following is a brief history of the Ohio Street Landfill: 
 

• According to Dennis Minks, Environmental Engineer of the Louisville 
Development Authority, Beargrass Creek flowed through this site until the mid-
1800s.  However stagnant water flow created an insect infestation problem in the 
area.  In order to reduce the mosquito population, the flow of Beargrass Creek 
was diverted toward the east of the site to its current location.  Subsequently, the 
old creek-bed area was backfilled with trash.  Historical mapping from the 
Louisville Development Authority indicates residential development in the area of 
this site around the mid 1870s. 6 

 
• According to Mr. Minks, in the late 1930s the city demolished residential housing 

around the site and began utilizing the site as a municipal “push and burn” 
landfill.  Operation of the landfill consisted of pouring coal oil on the trash, 
burning it and pushing it up into the landfill pile before covering it with soil.  The 
push and burn landfill operation continued at this site until the City of Louisville 
built the Louisville Incinerator in 1957.  The site continued to receive waste 
streams other than municipal garbage, such as street maintenance debris, street 
sweepings, waste soil from sewer/utility repairs and possibly septic tank 
pumpings. 6 

 
• By 1970, the refuse within the Ohio Street Dump had accumulated to a height of 

approximately 30 feet above the surrounding flood plain, with an area of 
approximately 1,625,000 ft2, and a volume of approximately 48,750,000 ft3.  In or 
about that same year, construction of Interstate 71 was initiated, requiring a 
significant cut through the middle of the site, east to west.  Waste from within the 
right-of-way was apparently removed and placed on the north side of the site 
(North Cell).  The South Cell was converted into an impound lot for vehicles 
abandoned on the City’s right-of-way, which is currently still in use (refer to 
Section 4.2). 6 

 
• In a letter to William P. McElwain, the Kentucky Commissioner of Health, dated 

March 3, 1971, M. Devon Bogue of the EPA Region IV Solid Waste Management 
Office recommended that “use of the dump should be terminated and all wastes 
covered as soon as possible”.  It was also recommended that a vigorous rodent 
eradication program should be initiated at the site, the top and side slopes of the 
dump be covered with two to three feet of compacted earth and leveled to prevent 
erosion, and the top and side slopes be mulched and seeded in hardy grass.  Public 
access was to be prohibited following delivery of the final waste load.  However, 
in a letter to Deedom Alston, the Director of the Division of City Sanitation, dated 



16 

December 9, 1971, John W. Leake, the Chief of Public Health Engineering 
Control, stated that the Ohio Street Landfill was still receiving combustible and 
organic materials.  He further stated that there was no evidence of a permit for the 
operation of the landfill, and that “the placing of organic and combustible 
materials at the Ohio Street landfill” should “cease and desist immediately”. 2 

 
• In 1980, the South Cell was leased to the City Auto Impoundment.  The South 

Cell was used to impound vehicles abandoned in the city right-of-way. 7  
 

• In 1990, the City of Louisville Waterfront Development Corporation (LWDC) 
proposed constructing a baseball playing field on the landfill.  However, LWDC 
and the Kentucky Division of Waste Management (KDWM) could not reach an 
agreement regarding the necessary provisions needed to make this property 
accessible as a public park.  LWDC decided that it was not cost effective to 
convert the landfill into a park at that time. 8 

 
• In 1991, the Louisville and Jefferson County Metropolitan Sewer District 

constructed a force main line from pumping station 67 to station 80.  The pipeline 
was positioned parallel to and on the north side of I-71.  The pipeline, which was 
completed in the fall of 1991, was constructed on berms above the landfill 
material.  The concrete box structure located at the southwest corner of the 
landfill houses an air release valve to relieve pressure building up in the pipeline. 
8 

 
• Additional efforts to develop the site have been discussed.  However, a cost 

feasible alternative has not yet been recommended. 
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4.1.2 Previous Studies of Site 11 
 
The following engineering and environmental studies have been performed at the Ohio 
Street Landfill: 
 

• In 1991, two monitoring wells were installed within the northeast and northwest 
boundaries of the landfill as part of a broad Louisville Waterfront environmental 
assessment.  Analysis of groundwater collected November 5, 1991 by LAW 
Environmental, Inc. (LAW) from the east downgradient monitoring well revealed 
volatile organics, PAHs, and metals in the samples taken. 9 

 
• On October 26, 1994 the Federal Superfund Section submitted a Preliminary 

Assessment of the Ohio Street Dump Site.  Based on this study, the Federal 
Superfund Section concluded that a Site Investigation (SI) of high priority be 
scheduled for this site under CERCLA.  It was also recommended that the site 
should remain restricted until a complete environmental assessment had been 
conducted. 8 

 
• On August 5, 1996, Federal Superfund Section submitted a Site Investigation 

Report of the Ohio Street Dump Site to evaluate the potential for further pre-
remedial action under the authority of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).  In that report, KDWM 
recommended no further action under CERCLA at that time, stating that the site 
did not pose a significant threat to human health.  It was further recommended 
that public use be discouraged, that monitoring wells should be maintained, and 
that any public use of the site be contingent upon engineering studies of gas 
generation. 10 

 
• In August of 1998, KDWM received a complaint regarding liquid from an 

unknown source accumulating on the street and entering a storm sewer.  
Subsequently, the Louisville Water Company conducted a leak survey of water 
facilities in the area and a chemical analysis of the water to determine the origin 
of the liquid.  The investigation concluded that the liquid was probably sewage, 
but was definitely not treated Louisville Water Company water. 3 

 
• On February 14, 2000, LAW presented the findings of a groundwater flow 

direction investigation at the site.  Four piezometers were installed, and 
groundwater levels were obtained from the piezometers of five separate dates 
between June 18, 1999 and August 5, 1999.  The study found that the general 
direction of the groundwater flow was toward the west, northwest of the site. 4 

 
• In October 2004, AMEC Earth and Environment, Inc., submitted a Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment for the Ohio Street Vehicle Impound Lot and 
Former Landfill Property.  The Phase I study concluded that there was no obvious 
visual evidence of USTs at the site, but that potential environmental conditions 
were noted. 7 
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4.1.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 11 
 
In a March 7, 2005 telephone interview with Tim Robinson of KTA, Mr. Tim Hubbard of 
the Kentucky Department of Environmental Protection (KDEP) Division of Waste 
Management (DWM) stated that he has not reviewed the DWM file for the Ohio Street 
Landfill in approximately two years.  He noted that there had been discussion of closing 
the site as a superfund ‘Orphan Site’, but that there had been very little talk of that 
recently.  He further stated that site has not been prioritized, and that to his knowledge no 
activity or sampling had occurred at the Ohio Street Landfill in several years.    
 
In a March 9, 2005 telephone interview with Mr. Robinson, Mr. Dennis Minks, the 
Environmental Engineer for the Louisville Development Authority, stated that since the 
Ohio Street Landfill was closed prior to Landfill standards, there were no real 
requirements for the site (other than environmental performance standards).  As a result, 
no sampling has been done recently.  He reiterated that there has been interest in 
developing on the site, and the main issue would be protecting the proposed facility users, 
from a risk reduction standpoint.  Mr. Minks confirmed that when I-71 was built, the area 
was over-excavated to virgin soil, the landfill material was placed in the North Cell 
(which is why it is higher than the South Cell), and the cut was refilled with clean 
material to the present grade.  He also noted that the landfill is currently being monitored 
for groundwater flow by piezometers, which could easily be converted to monitoring 
wells, and that piezometers indicate a perched water table situation exists year-round at 
the site.  Mr. Minks said that based on previous work done in the landfill, the lowest 
elevation of the landfill, where the waste ends and soil begins, is at about 426’ MSL 
(from information gathered from previous studies and interviews with a I-71 design 
engineer). 
 
On March 14, 2005 Mr. Minks led Mr. Tim Robinson and Mr. Brad Rodgers of KTA on 
a tour of the Ohio Street facility.  Mr. Minks showed Mr. Robinson and Mr. Rodgers the 
location of the monitoring well at the top of the northeast slope (MW-1), which appeared 
to be damaged, and the monitoring well at the base of the northeast slope (MW-5).  Mr. 
Minks noted that MW-3, in the northwest corner of the site, had been destroyed.  The cap 
appeared to be well maintained, with vegetation growing at the top and on the side slopes 
of the former dump.  Mr. Rodgers also noted what smelled like volatile organics.  Mr. 
Minks then provided KTA with a copy of a Phase I Assessment of the site, dated October 
2004. 
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4.1.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 11 
 
Tables 4.1 through 4.4 are a summary of the most recent laboratory analysis data of 
samples taken from the Ohio Street Landfill. 
 
The groundwater samples that were collected Nov. 5, 1991 were from MW-3 (on the 
northwest side of the landfill) and MW-5 (on the northeast side of the landfill), and 
indicated low concentrations of metals and one reported detection of trichloroethene at 
13 ug/l. 8 
 
The groundwater samples that were collected October 11 and 12, 1995 were from MW-1 
and MW-2.  It is unclear if MW-1 and MW-2 are the same wells as MW-3 and MW-5.  A 
location map of the wells was unavailable.  Therefore, the analysis results are presented 
in separate tables.   The samples were analyzed for metals, volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), PCBs, and pesticides.  These constituents were not detected in these samples. 10 
  
The sediment samples, collected September 28, 1995, indicated an increase in heavy 
metal concentrations from the upstream sampling location to the downstream sampling 
location. 10 
 
Air samples taken on September 21, 1995, indicate that the levels of toluene, n-
Butylbenzene, 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene, naphthalene, and 1,2,3-trichlorobenzene are 
consistent with other urban areas in Kentucky and do not represent a health risk.  
Hexachlorobutadiene was also detected, however, it is believed this constituent was 
introduced by the actual sampling process, such as oil from a tool used to open and close 
can intake valves.  KDES and KDWM did not believe that this constituent existed in 
significant concentrations within the ambient air of the Ohio Street facility. 10 
 
   
 



Total
Constituents MW-3 MW-5

Date Sampled 11/5/1991 11/6/1991

METALS
Copper (mg/L) ND @ 0.02 0.03
Mercury (mg/L) ND @ 0.0005 ND @ 0.0005
Nickel (mg/L) ND @ 0.04 ND @ 0.04
Zinc (mg/L) 0.03 0.08

Antimony (mg/L) ND @ 0.06 ND @ 0.06
Arsenic (mg/L) 0.085 0.041

Beryllium (mg/L) ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
Cadmium (mg/L) ND @ 0.002 ND @ 0.002
Chromium (mg/L) ND @ 0.005 0.012

Lead (mg/L) 0.012 0.012
Selenium (mg/L) ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005

Silver (mg/L) ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Thallium (mg/L) ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

ORGANIC ANALYSIS
alpha-BHC (ug/L) ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05

gamma-BHC (ug/L) ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05
beta-BHC (ug/L) ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05

Heptachlor epoxide (ug/L) ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05
Endosulfan I (ug/L) ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05

4,4'DDE (ug/L) ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05
Dieldrin (ug/L) ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05
Endrin (ug/L) ND @ 0.10 ND @ 0.10

4,4'DDD (ug/L) ND @ 0.10 ND @ 0.10
Endosulfan II (ug/L) ND @ 0.10 ND @ 0.10

4,4' DDT (ug/L) ND @ 0.10 ND @ 0.10
Endrin aldehyde (ug/L) ND @ 0.10 ND @ 0.10

Endosulfan sulfate (ug/L) ND @ 0.10 ND @ 0.10
Toxaphene (ug/L) ND @ 2.0 ND @ 2.0
Chlordane (ug/L) ND @ 0.50 ND @ 0.50
PCB-1016 (ug/L) ND @ 1.0 ND @ 1.0
PCB-1221 (ug/L) ND @ 2.0 ND @ 2.0
PCB-1232 (ug/L) ND @ 1.0 ND @ 1.0

PCB-1242 ND @ 1.0 ND @ 1.0
PCB-1248 ND @ 1.0 ND @ 1.0
PCB-1254 ND @ 1.0 ND @ 1.0
PCB-1260 ND @ 1.0 ND @ 1.0

Sheet 1 of 1

TABLE 4-1
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW
SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE

Site11
Ohio Street Dump

Laboratory Analysis of Metals and Organic Compounds for Site Groundwater 
Samples

NT - Not tested for in this sample.
ND - Not Detected 22



Total
Constituents MW-1 MW-2 MW-3 MW-5

Date Sampled 10/12/1995 10/11/1995 11/5/1991 11/6/1991

1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
1,1,1-Trichloroethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
1,1,2,3,4,4-Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT

1,1,2-Trichloroethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
1,1-Dichloroethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
1,1-Dichloroethene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005

1,1-Dichloropropene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
1,2,3,4,5,5-Hexachloro-1,3-cyclopentadiene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT

1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
1,2,3-Trichloropropane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene NT ND @0.0005 NT NT
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

1,2-Dichlorobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
1,2-Dichloroethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005

1,2-Dichloropropane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine (mg/L) NT NT ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

1,2-Xylene (mg/L) 1.66 ND @0.0005 NT NT
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

1,3-Dichlorobenzene NT ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
1,3-Dichlorobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0102 NT NT
1,3-Dichloropropane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

1,3-Xylene & 1,4-Xylene (mg/L) 4.07 ND @0.0005 NT NT
1,4-Dichlorobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

1,4-Oxathiane (mg/L) NT 0.007 NT NT
1-Chlorohexane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

2,2-Dichloropropane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0005 NT NT
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
2,4-Dichlorophenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
2,4-Dimethylphenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

2,4-Dinitro-6-methylphenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT
2,4-Dinitrophenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05
2,4-Dinitrotoluene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
2,6-Dinitrotoluene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Site11
Ohio Street Dump

Laboratory Analysis of Total Constituents for Site Groundwater Samples

TABLE 4-2
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW
SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE

Sheet 1 of 4

* The location of MW-2 was unable to be determined
NT - Not tested for in this sample.
ND - Not Detected 23



Total
Constituents MW-1 MW-2 MW-3 MW-5

Date Sampled 10/12/1995 10/11/1995 11/5/1991 11/6/1991

2-Butanone (Methyl ethyl ketone) (mg/L) ND @ 10.0 ND @ 0.01 NT NT
2-Chloroethylvinyl ether (mg/L0 NT NT ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

2-Chloronaphthalene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
2-Chlorophenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
2-Chlorotoluene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

2-Hexanone (Methyl butyl ketone) (mg/L) ND @ 10.0 ND @ 0.01 NT NT
2-Methylnaphthalene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT

2-Methylphenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
2-Nitroaniline (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT
2-Nitrophenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0204 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
3,5,5-Trimethyl-2-hexene (mg/L) NT 0.008 NT NT

3-Chlorotoluene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
3-Nitroaniline (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT

4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol (mg/L) NT NT ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

4-Chloro-3-methylphenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.02 ND @ 0.02
4-Chloroaniline (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT

4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
4-Chlorotoluene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

4-Methyl-2-pentanone (MIBK) (mg/L) ND @ 10.0 ND @ 0.01 NT NT
4-Methylphenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT
4-Nitroaniline (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0510 NT NT
4-Nitrophenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05
Acenaphthene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Acenaphthylene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Acetone (mg/L) 4.38 ND @ 0.01 NT NT
Acrolein (mg/L) NT NT ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05

Acrylonitrile (mg/L) NT NT ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05
Aniline (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT

Anthracene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Arsenic (mg/L) 0.116 0.031 NT NT
Barium (mg/L) 7.05 0.304 NT NT

Benzene (mg/L) 4.84 0.000638 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
Benzidine (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0510 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Benzo(a)anthracene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Benzo(a)pyrene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Benzo(b)fluoranthene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT
SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE
UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW

Site11
Ohio Street Dump

TABLE 4-2

Laboratory Analysis of Total Constituents for Site Groundwater Samples
Sheet 2 of 4

* The location of MW-2 was unable to be determined
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Total
Constituents MW-1 MW-2 MW-3 MW-5

Date Sampled 10/12/1995 10/11/1995 11/5/1991 11/6/1991

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Benzo(k)fluoranthene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Benzoic Acid (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT
Benzyl alcohol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT

Bis (2-chloroethoxy) methane (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Bis (2-chloroisopropyl) ether (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Bis (2-chloroethyl) ether (mg/L) NT 0.0061 ND @ 0.01 34
Bromobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

Bromochloromethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0005 NT NT
Bromodichloromethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005

Bromoform (mg/L) NT ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
Bromomethane (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0005 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Butyl benzyl phthalate (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Cadmium (mg/L) 0.021 ND @ 0.001 NT NT

Carbon disulfide (mg/L) ND @ 10.0 ND @ 0.01 NT NT
Carbon tetrachloride (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005

Chlorobenzene (mg/L) 7.36 0.0285 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
Chloroethane (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.001 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Chloroform (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005. ND @ 0.005.

Chloromethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 0.000941 ND @ .01 ND @ .01
Chromium (mg/L0 1.77 0.008 NT NT
Chrysene (Mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0005 NT NT
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005

Cyanide, total (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.05 NT NT
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Dibenzofuran (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT
Dibromochloromethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005

Dibromomethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
Dibutyl phthalate (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Dichlorodifluoromethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0005 NT NT
Dichloromethane (Methylene chloride) (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0005 NT NT

Diethyl phthalate (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Dimethyl phthalate (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Di-n-octyl phthalate NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Ethylbenzene (mg/L) 2.49 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
Fluoranthene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
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Total
Constituents MW-1 MW-2 MW-3 MW-5

Date Sampled 10/12/1995 10/11/1995 11/5/1991 11/6/1991

Fluorene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Hexachlorobenzene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Hexachlorobutadiene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene (mg/L) NT NT ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Hexachloroethane (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Isophorone (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Isopropylbenzene (Cumene) (mg/L) NT ND @0.0005 NT NT

Lead (mg/L) 8.30 0.034 NT NT
Mercury (mg/L) 0.0033 ND @ 0.0001 NT NT

Methylene chloride (mg/L) NT NT ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
Naphthalene (mg/L) NT ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Napthalene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 NT NT

n-Butylbenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
Nitrobenzene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
N-Nitrosodimethylamine (mg/L) NT NT ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

n-Propylbenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
Pentachlorophenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0510 ND @ 0.05 ND @ 0.05

Phenanthrene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Phenol (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

p-Isopropyl toluene (Cymene) (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
Pyrene (mg/L) NT ND @ 0.0102 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

sec-Butylbenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
Selenium (mg/L) ND @ 0.002 ND @ 0.002 NT NT

Silver (mg/L) 0.004 ND @ 0.001 NT NT
Styrene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

tert-Butylbenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT
Tetrachloroethene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 NT NT

Toluene (mg/L) 9.29 0.000601 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0005 NT NT

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005
Trichloethene (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @0.0005 ND @ 0.005 13

Trichlorofluoromethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0005 NT NT
Vinyl acetate (mg/L) ND @ 10.0 ND @ 0.01 NT NT
Vinyl chloride (mg/L) ND @ 0.500 ND @ 0.0005 ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01

Xylene (mg/L) NT NT ND @ 0.005 ND @ 0.005

TABLE 4-2
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Total
Constituents

SD-01
Downstream

SD-02
Upstream

Date Sampled 9/28/1995 9/28/1995

1,1,2,3,4,4-Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
1,2,3,4,5,5-Hexachloro-1,3-cyclopentadiene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
1,2-Dichlorobenzene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
1,3-Dichlorobenzene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
1,4-Dichlorobenzene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
2,4-Dichlorophenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
2,4-Dimethylphenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

2,4-Dinitro-6-methylphenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
2,4-Dinitrophenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 100 ND @ 90.2
2,4-Dinitrotoluene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
2,6-Dinitrotoluene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

2-Chloronaphthalene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
2-Chlorophenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

2-Methylnaphthalene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
2-Methylphenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
2-Nitroaniline (mg/Kg) ND @ 100 ND @ 90.2
2-Nitrophenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 2.12
3-Nitroaniline (mg/Kg) ND @ 100 ND @ 90.2

4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

4-Chloroaniline (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

4-Methylphenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
4-Nitroaniline (mg/Kg) ND @ 100 ND @ 90.2
4-Nitrophenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 100 ND @ 90.2
Acenaphthene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Acenaphthylene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Aluminum (mg/Kg) 9,780 7610

Aniline (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Anthracene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Arsenic (mg/Kg) 4.95 4.31
Antimony (mg/Kg) ND @ 2.91 ND @ 2.29
Barium (mg/Kg) 239 116

Benzidine (mg/Kg) ND @ 100 ND @ 90.2

Sheet 1 of 3
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Total
Constituents

SD-01
Downstream

SD-02
Upstream

Date Sampled 9/28/1995 9/28/1995

Benzo(a)anthracene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 6.07
Benzo(a)pyrene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 6.05

Benzo(b)fluoranthene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 9.11
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 5.58
Benzo(k)fluoranthene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Benzoic Acid (mg/Kg) ND @ 100 ND @ 90.2
Benzyl alcohol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Beryllium (mg/Kg) 0.82 0.484
Bis (2-chloroethoxy) methane (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Bis (2-chloroisopropyl) ether (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 4.9

Bis (2-chloroethyl) ether (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Butyl benzyl phthalate (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Cadmium (mg/Kg) 0.615 ND @ 0.473
Calcium (mg/Kg) 55,800 31700

Chromium (mg/Kg) 39.5 26.4
Chrysene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 8.3

Cobalt (mg/Kg) 10.7 9.44
Copper (mg/Kg) 98.5 104

Cyanide, total (mg/Kg) ND @ 0.893 ND @ 1.18
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Dibenzofuran (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Dibutyl phthalate (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Diethyl phthalate (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Dimethyl phthalate (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Di-n-octyl phthalate (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Fluoranthene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 18.7
Fluorene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Hexachlorobenzene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Hexachloroethane (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 5.07
Iron (mg/Kg) 18,300 18200

Isophorone (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Lead (mg/Kg) 409.00 158

Magnesium (mg/Kg) 5,630 7930
Manganese (mg/Kg) 385.00 481

Mercury (mg/Kg) 1.02 0.284
Molybdenum (mg/Kg) ND @ 0.90 0.806

Laboratory Analysis of Total Constituents for Stream Sediment
Sheet 2 of 3
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Total
Constituents

SD-01
Downstream

SD-02
Upstream

Date Sampled 9/28/1995 9/28/1995

Naphthalene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
Nickel (mg/Kg) 36.4 30.2

Nitrobenzene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 18.6

Pentachlorophenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 100 ND @ 90.2
Phenanthrene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 9.09

Phenol (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 ND @ 20.6
Potassium (mg/Kg) 875 759

Pyrene (mg/Kg) ND @ 20.6 14.2
Selenium (mg/Kg) 0.359 0.274

Silver (mg/Kg) 2.66 0.887
Sodium (mg/Kg) 161 135

Strontium (mg/Kg) 110 39.3
Thallium (mg/Kg) ND @ 4.94 ND @ 3.89

Tin (mg/Kg) 20.4 16.2
Vanadium (mg/Kg) 23.4. 19.4

Zinc (mg/Kg) 395 238

Ohio Street Dump
Laboratory Analysis of Total Constituents for Stream Sediment
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Total
Constituents

SW-1
Downstream

SW-2
Upstream

Date Sampled 9/28/1995 9/28/1995

1,1,2,3,4,4-Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
1,2,3,4,5,5-Hexachloro-1,3-cyclopentadiene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
1,2-Dichlorobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
1,3-Dichlorobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
1,4-Dichlorobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
2,4-Dichlorophenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
2,4-Dimethylphenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

2,4-Dinitro-6-methylphenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
2,4-Dinitrophenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0505 ND @ 0.0505
2,4-Dinitrotoluene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
2,6-Dinitrotoluene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

2-Chloronaphthalene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
2-Chlorophenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

2-Methylnaphthalene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
2-Methylphenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
2-Nitroaniline (mg/L) ND @ 0.0505 ND @ 0.0505
2-Nitrophenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine (mg/L) ND @ 0.0202 ND @ 0.0202
3-Nitroaniline (mg/L) ND @ 0.0505 ND @ 0.0505

4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

4-Chloroaniline (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

4-Methylphenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
4-Nitroaniline (mg/L) ND @ 0.0505 ND @ 0.0505
4-Nitrophenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0505 ND @ 0.0505
Acenaphthene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Acenaphthylene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Aluminum (mg/L) 1.03 1.04

Aniline (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Anthracene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Arsenic (mg/L) 0.004 0.003
Antimony (mg/L) ND @ 0.028 ND @ 0.028
Barium (mg/L) 0.094 0.072

Benzidine (mg/L) ND @ 0.0505 ND @ 0.0505

Site11
Ohio Street Dump
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Total
Constituents

SW-1
Downstream

SW-2
Upstream

Date Sampled 9/28/1995 9/28/1995

Benzo(a)anthracene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Benzo(a)pyrene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Benzo(b)fluoranthene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Benzo(k)fluoranthene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Benzoic Acid (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Benzyl alcohol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Beryllium (mg/L) ND @ 0.001 ND @ 0.001
Bis (2-chloroethoxy) methane (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Bis (2-chloroisopropyl) ether (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (mg/L) 0.0023 ND @ 0.0101

Bis (2-chloroethyl) ether (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Butyl benzyl phthalate (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Cadmium (mg/L) ND @ 0.001 ND @ 0.001
Calcium (mg/L) 89.7 84.8

Chromium (mg/L) ND @ 0.001 0.002
Chrysene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Cobalt (mg/L) ND @ 0.013 ND @ 0.0101
Copper (mg/L) 0.01 0.005

Cyanide, total (mg/L) ND @ 0.01 ND @ 0.01
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Dibenzofuran (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Dibutyl phthalate (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Diethyl phthalate (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Dimethyl phthalate (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Di-n-octyl phthalate (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Fluoranthene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Fluorene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Hexachlorobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Hexachloroethane (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Iron (mg/L) 3.2 1.95

Isophorone (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Lead (mg/L) 0.02 0.018

Magnesium (mg/L) 16.80 16.7
Manganese (mg/L) 0.87 0.244

Mercury (mg/L) ND @ 0.0001 ND @ 0.0001
Molybdenum (mg/L) ND @ 0.009 ND @ 0.009

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT
SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE
UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW

Site11
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Total
Constituents

SW-1
Downstream

SW-2
Upstream

Date Sampled 9/28/1995 9/28/1995

Naphthalene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Nickel (mg/L) ND @ 0.011 ND @ 0.011

Nitrobenzene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Pentachlorophenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0505 ND @ 0.0505
Phenanthrene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101

Phenol (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Potassium (mg/L) 3.2 3.52

Pyrene (mg/L) ND @ 0.0101 ND @ 0.0101
Selenium (mg/L) ND @ 0.002 ND @ 0.002

Silver (mg/L) ND @ 0.001 ND @ 0.001
Sodium (mg/L) 27.6 30.1

Strontium (mg/L) 0.24 0.23
Thallium (mg/L) ND @ 0.048 ND @ 0.048

Tin (mg/L) ND @ 0.015 ND @ 0.015
Vanadium (mg/L) ND @ 0.004 ND @ 0.004

Zinc (mg/L) 0.106 0.057

TABLE 4-4

Ohio Street Dump
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4.1.5 Conclusions for Site 11 
 
In the 1996 Site Investigation Report of the Ohio Street Dump Site, KDWM 
recommended ‘no further action under CERCLA’, stating that the site did not pose a 
significant threat to human health.  It was further recommended that public use be 
discouraged, groundwater monitoring wells at the site should be maintained, and any 
public use of the site should be contingent upon engineering studies of gas generation. 9 
 
Roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact 
with contents within the landfill.  Also, construction activities may introduce a path or 
conduit for contamination into the groundwater.  No analytical data characterizing 
surface soil or subsurface soil in the proposed alignment area was available in the files 
reviewed, and analytical data for groundwater beneath the landfill has previously 
indicated the presence of petroleum, halogenated hydrocarbons and metals.  Finally, there 
appears to be a perched water table at the site. 
 
Due to the relatively unknown nature of the contents of the former dump at the site, and 
the potential for construction personnel to come in contact with contents and byproducts 
of the landfill, a Phase II Environmental Assessment of Site 11 is recommended.  Details 
of the recommended Phase II activities are presented in Section 4.1.6. 
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4.1.6 Recommended Action for Site 11 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORBP, it appears that the highway 
encroachment on these sites would be comprised of earthen entrance and exit ramps to 
provide access to and from I-71 and Frankfort Avenue.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP 
activities that are anticipated at this site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of soil and potential waste material.  It is believed that potentially 

contaminated soils or waste material may be excavated to native soil prior to 
placement of fill material at this location.  These materials will require proper 
characterization for waste management (containment, handling, and disposal); 

• Placement and compaction of soil. 
 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• Potentially contaminated soils or waste material may be excavated to native soil 
prior to placement of fill material at this location; and 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion, exposure to landfill 

gas; 
• Perched Groundwater – dermal contact, ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal contact, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
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In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from seven locations identified on Figure 4. 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected by either a drill rig or Geoprobe® at 

seven locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface 
soils were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 feet 
and on five-foot centers there after until encountering native material or proposed 
depth of excavation, estimated to be 40 feet below grade.  The termination of the 
soil boring should generally correspond to three to five feet below the proposed 
elevation of future soil disturbance activities (e.g., drilling, excavation, etc.)   At 
boring termination, a four-foot soil interval (either two 24-inch split spoons or one 
48-inch Geoprobe Macro-Core® sampler) shall be collected for field screening. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of twenty-one soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile compounds (SVOCs), 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and metals.  Soil samples submitted for 
laboratory analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the 
highest field screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) 
the soil water interface, and 3) boring termination. 

 
• Care will be taken to monitor any subsurface soil disturbance activities for landfill 

gases.  Actions to be taken when encountering landfill gasses will be detailed in 
the Project Health and Safety plan. 

 
• In order to assess the groundwater condition in close approximation to the FEIS 

footprint, attempts will be made to collect groundwater samples from one of the 
two monitoring wells located during site reconnaissance (MW-4 on Figure 4). 

 
• In addition, an attempt will be made to locate the four piezometers on the west 

side of the site.  Two of the piezometers, PZ-1 and PZ-3, will be converted to 
monitoring wells by removing the reducer coupling, and groundwater samples 
will be collected and analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and metals. 

 
The location of the borings, the existing monitoring wells, and the piezometers is shown 
on Figure 4.  The estimated cost for the proposed Phase II Assessment activities at Site 
11 is approximately $89,000. 
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4.1.7 Photographs for Site 11 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 11 – Ohio Street Landfill.  Taken from the northwest corner of the site facing 
southeast. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 11 – Ohio Street Landfill.  Taken from the east side of the site facing north. 
Monitoring well MW-5 (MW-2) is in the foreground. 
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4.1.8 References Cited for Site 11 
 

 
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”, by Community 

Transportation Solutions, June, 2000. 
 
2) Letter from M. Devon Bogue of the EPA Region IV Solid Waste Management Office 

to William P. McElwain, the Kentucky Commissioner of Health, dated March 3, 
1971.* 

 
3) Letter from Brian Burba, Leak Detector for the Louisville Water Company, to Dennis 

Minks, Environmental Engineer, Louisville Development Authority, dated October 2, 
1998.* 

 
4) Letter from Nicholas G. Schmitt, P.E. of Law Engineering and Environmental 

Services, Inc., to Dennis Minks, Environmental Engineer, Louisville Development 
Authority dated February 14, 2000.* 

 
5) Letter from Jeff Pratt of the KY Division of Waste Management Superfund Branch to 

Ramona J. McConney of the USEPA Region IV, dated October 26, 1994.* 
 
6) Notes from interview with Dennis Minks, Environmental Engineer, Louisville 

Development Authority, as found in “Historical Summary of Ohio Street Landfill and 
Amoco Facilities, Downtown Area, Louisville, Kentucky” from HMB’s EIS 
background research dated December 26, 2000. 

 
7) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment”, by AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc., 

prepared for the Louisville Metro Development Authority October 2004. 
 
8) “Preliminary Assessment Ohio Street Dump Site”, by William M. Hill of the Federal 

Superfund Section, October 26, 1994.* 
 
9) Sampling data collected by Law Engineering, November 1991. 
 
10) “Site Investigation Report”, by William M. Hill of the Federal Superfund Section, 

August 5, 1996.* 
 
* The following reference documents are available at the Kentucky Division of Waste 
Management Filing Room (502)-564-6716. 
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4.2 Site 21 - Metro Louisville Police Impound Lot 
Southeast Corner of Frankfort Avenue and Interstate 71 (Figures 5 and 6) 
EPA ID#: KYD 985114248 

 
4.2.1 Site Background for Site 21 
 
The following is a brief history of the Metro Police Impound Lot: 
 

• Prior to 1980, this site was part of the Ohio Street Dump (Site 11).  12  
 

• In or about 1970, construction of Interstate 71 was initiated, requiring a 
significant cut through the middle of the site, east to west.  Waste was apparently 
removed from within the right-of-way and placed on the north side of the site 
(North Cell). 12 

 
• In 1980, the South Cell was leased to the City Auto Impoundment.  The South 

Cell was used to impound vehicles abandoned in the city right-of-way.  Buildings 
and a septic system with a subsurface lateral field were installed to accommodate 
personnel at the site.  In the 1990’s, a new building replaced the old buildings, and 
the facility was connected to the MSD sanitary system via a lift station.  The lines 
to the septic system were cut, but the system, including the lateral field, remained 
in the ground.  When the lift station is not functional, the liquid flows back into 
the septic system and the lateral field.  The result is continuous biodegradation 
within the dump under the site, and the creation of gases found in landfills.  A 
notice of violation was prepared by the Health Department and the KDWM due to 
a buildup of these gases in the structure on the site.  A gas ventilation system was 
installed to resolve this issue. 11 

 
• The entire site was initially covered with gravel, but weather conditions forced the 

facility to reduce the intrusion into the dump.  A nearby concrete company 
provided leftover concrete to form pads, upon which vehicles could be driven and 
stored.  The impervious nature of the concrete altered the hydrological dynamics 
of the site.  Over time the runoff eroded a portion of the south slope of the site, 
and a portion of the buried waste became exposed.  An interceptor was installed 
to capture the storm water and redirect it, reducing the erosion previously 
experienced.  The south slope was repaired with clean soil, and a 4:1 embankment 
replaced the existing 2:1 slope. 11 
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4.2.2 Previous Studies for Site 21 
 
In October 2004, AMEC Earth and Environment, Inc., submitted a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment for the Ohio Street Vehicle Impound Lot and Former 
Landfill Property.  The Phase I study concluded that there was no obvious visual 
evidence of USTs at the site, but that potential environmental conditions were noted.  
Specifically, odors were detected within the impound lot, and the site was formerly used 
as a dump/landfill. 11 



43 

4.2.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 21 
 
On March 14, 2005 Mr. Dennis Minks, the Environmental Engineer for the Louisville 
Development Authority led Mr. Tim Robinson and Mr. Brad Rodgers of KTA on a tour 
of the Louisville Police Automobile Impound facility.  Mr. Minks showed KTA the 
location of the KPDS outfall for the site.  Mr. Minks stated that vehicles are frequently 
brought to and taken from the site. 
 
Mr. Minks also stated methane gas had been previously monitored at the site.  The 
ventilation system for the existing structure was noted.  Mr. Minks stated that the 
Metropolitan Sewer District had performed work on the site, excavating to a depth of 
approximately 40 feet, and did not believe methane gas or groundwater were encountered 
in the excavation. 
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4.2.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 21 
 
KTA was unable to locate soil or groundwater sampling data for this site.  
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4.2.5 Conclusions for Site 21 
 
This site was formerly part of the Ohio Street Dump (Site 11).  For the last 25 years, the 
site has been an impound lot for the city of Louisville.  No analytical data characterizing 
surface soil or subsurface soil in the proposed alignment area was available in the files 
reviewed.  Analytical data for groundwater for Site 11 has previously indicated the 
presence of petroleum, halogenated hydrocarbons and metals. 
 
Roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact 
with contents within the landfill.  Also, construction activities may introduce a path or 
conduit for contamination into the groundwater.  Due to the potential for construction 
personnel to come in contact with contents and byproducts of the landfill, and the lack of 
analytical data for the soil and groundwater at this site, a Phase II Environmental 
Assessment of Site 21 is recommended.  Details of the recommended Phase II activities 
are presented in Section 4.2.6. 
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4.2.6 Recommended Action for Site 21 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that the highway 
encroachment on this site would be comprised of earthen entrance and exit ramps to 
provide access to and from I-71 and Frankfort Avenue.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP 
activities that are anticipated at this site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of soil and potential waste material.  It is believed that potentially 

contaminated soils or waste material may be excavated to native soil prior to 
placement of fill material at this location.  These materials will require proper 
characterization for waste management (containment, handling, and disposal); 

• Placement and compaction of soil. 
 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• Potentially contaminated soils or waste material may be excavated to native soil 
prior to placement of fill material at this location; and 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion, exposure to landfill 

gas. 
 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
 
In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
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• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated with the target area.  Surface soil 

samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 and 
18-inches from seven locations identified on Figure 7. 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected by either a drill rig or Geoprobe® at 

seven locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface 
soils were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 feet 
and on five-foot centers there after until encountering native material or proposed 
depth of excavation, estimated to be 40 feet below grade.  The termination of the 
soil boring should generally correspond to three to five feet below the proposed 
elevation of future soil disturbance activities (e.g., drilling, excavation, etc.)   At 
boring termination, a four-foot soil interval (either two 24-inch split spoons or one 
48-inch Geoprobe Macro-Core® sampler) shall be collected for field screening. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of twenty-one soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and metals.  Soil samples submitted for 
laboratory analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the 
highest field screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) 
the soil water interface, and 3) boring termination. 

  
• Care will be taken to monitor any subsurface soil disturbance activities for landfill 

gases.  Actions to be taken when encountering landfill gasses will be detailed in 
the Project Health and Safety plan. 

 
• Since this site is believed to contain the same waste as Site 11, and the 

groundwater wells on Site 11 are down gradient of Site 21, no groundwater 
sampling is being proposed for this site at this time. 

 
The estimated cost for the proposed Phase II Assessment activities at Site 21 is 
approximately $84,000. 
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4.2.7 Photographs for Site 21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 21 - Metro Louisville Police Impound Lot.  Taken from the southeast corner of the 
lot facing northeast. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 21 - Metro Louisville Police Impound Lot.  Taken from the interior of the site.  Note 
what appears to be waste debris from the former landfill in the exposed face. 
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4.2.8 References Cited for Site 21 
 
 
11) Letter from Jeff Pratt of the KY Division of Waste Management Superfund Branch to 

Ramona J. McConney of the USEPA Region IV, dated October 26, 1994.* 
 
12) Notes from interview with Dennis Minks, Environmental Engineer, Louisville 

Development Authority, as found in “Historical Summary of Ohio Street Landfill and 
Amoco Facilities, Downtown Area, Louisville, Kentucky” from HMB’s EIS 
background research dated December 26, 2000. 

 
* The following reference documents are available at the Kentucky Division of Waste 
Management Filing Room (502)-564-6716. 
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4.3 Sites 23 and 24 - Allied Ready Mix 
340 and 360 Frankfort Avenue & 1561 East Washington Street (Figures 8 and 9) 
EPA ID#: KYU 8626-056 & KYU 8627-056  

 
4.3.1 Site Background for Sites 23 & 24 
 
Sites 23 and 24, as delineated in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline 
Report for the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project, are both owned 
by Allied Ready Mix.  In this report, both are referred to as one site. The following is a 
brief history of the Allied Ready Mix Site: 
 

• According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report for the 
Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project, Sanborn Maps indicate 
that in 1951, an automotive repair shop was located at 314 Frankfort Avenue.  
The surrounding area was light industrial-commercial with some residential use.  1 

 
• The Phase I Assessment also indicates that between 1988 & 1995, part of this site 

(the portion that is Site 23) was an automotive salvage operation.  However, 
information obtained during interviews with Allied personnel indicates that the 
batch plant has been at this site since the early 1970s. 1 

 
• According to an Environmental Response incident report, on October 3, 1994, a 

1,000-gallon diesel spill was reported at Site 24.  Evergreen Environmental was 
contracted to remediate the spill.  In a follow-up letter from Allied Ready Mix to 
the Emergency Response Coordinator for the Metropolitan Sewer District, the 
incident was believed to be an act of vandalism.  The spill was contained on site 
in 2-500 gallon poly tanks, and disposed of in December of 1994. 16 

 
• On June 15, 1999 a 10,000-gallon gasoline UST, identified as Tank #1 for 

KYUST Site ID # 8626-056, was closed.  Soil samples taken from the UST pit 
were analyzed for BTEX constituents.  In a letter from Lajuanda Haight-Maybriar 
of the Closure Section of the KY UST Branch, dated September 29, 2003, no 
further action was required for the site. 14 

 
• On June 15, 1999, two 6,000-gallon waste oil USTs, identified as Tanks #2 and 

#3 for KYUST Site ID # 8626-056, were closed by removal.  During the closure 
activities, elevated levels of PAHs and lead were found in samples associated 
with the tanks.  According to a letter from Lajuanda Haight-Maybriar of the 
Closure Section of the KY UST Branch, dated September 29, 2003, the PAH and 
lead levels appeared to be related to site conditions beyond the operation of the 
regulated used oil USTs.  The permanent closure of the two tanks was 
subsequently referred to the Petroleum Cleanup Section of the Kentucky 
Superfund Branch.  In a letter from Robert Frank II of Evergreen Environmental 
to Ms. Jennifer Miller of the Superfund Branch, dated March 8, 2005, samples 
were taken from 6 points and analyzed for PAHs and lead.  Results of the test 
were unavailable at the time of this report. 15 



52 

 
• On June 18, 1999, a 10,000-gallon diesel UST, Site ID# 8627-056, was closed by 

removal.  On March 18, 2002, the Kentucky Division of Waste Management 
(DWM) UST Branch sent a letter to Allied Ready Mix, agreeing that the site 
satisfied the requirements of Kentucky Statute 224.60-105 and Kentucky 
Administrative Regulation 401 KAR 42:070 and 42:080, and that no further 
action was required. 13 

 
• According to Gary Spanyer of Evergreen Environmental and Charles Hurst of 

Allied Concrete, there are no USTs currently active at the site.  Gasoline, diesel 
and waste oil are stored in ASTs at the site.  Reconnaissance of the site confirmed 
the existence of several aboveground storage tanks (ASTs). 
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4.3.2 Previous Studies for Sites 23 and 24 
 
The following engineering and environmental studies have been performed at Allied 
Ready Mix: 
 

• On June 15, 1999 a 10,000-gallon gasoline UST, identified as Tank #1 for 
KYUST Site ID # 8626-056, was closed in place (see Figure 10).  The dispenser 
and piping were removed, the 10,000-gallon gasoline tank was pumped out, 
degassed, and cleaned, and the sludge was drummed for disposal as hazardous 
waste.  The inside was inspected for corrosion and pitting, and none as found.  A 
powered hand auger was used to make borings into native soil through each 
access hole.  Samples were taken, with the UST Branch’s permission, by cutting 
the appropriate number of access holes through the UST from the inside.  Each 
boring was augered approximately 1 foot into native soil before a sample was 
extracted.  The closure report noted that groundwater was not encountered within 
a depth of one meter below the tank.  Soil samples were laboratory analyzed for 
benzene, toluene, Ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX).  After reviewing results 
from the laboratory analysis of the soil samples, Evergreen Environmental 
requested that “no further action” be taken on the tank. 14 

 
On September 29, 2003, the Kentucky Division of Waste Management (DWM) 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) Branch sent a letter to Allied Ready Mix, 
agreeing that the site satisfied the requirements of Kentucky Statute 224.60-105 
and Kentucky Administrative Regulation 401 KAR 42:070 and 42:080, and that 
no further action was required. 18 

 
• On June 15, 1999, two 6,000-gallon waste oil USTs, identified as Tank #2 and 

Tank #3 for KYUST Site ID # 8626-056 were removed (see Figure 11).  One of 
the USTs was unregistered.  The backfill sand around these tanks was reportedly 
clean, devoid of any staining.  Removal of the two tanks resulted in one pit.  The 
side walls reportedly consisted of rock, brick, asphalt, bottles, boiler ash, cinders, 
wood and other debris.  The closure report noted that groundwater was not 
encountered within one meter below the tank.  Soil samples were taken from the 
bottom, end, and side pit walls, and were analyzed for polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs) and lead.  Results indicated levels of PAHs and lead above 
acceptable UST limits.  Evergreen believed this was due to the backfill material 
from which the tanks were excavated. 15 

 
On September 29, 2003, the Kentucky Division of Waste Management (DWM) 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) Branch sent a letter to Allied Ready Mix 
indicated that it was referring the closure of the waste oil USTs to the KDWM 
Superfund Section. 17   This file was still under review by the Superfund Section 
at the time of this report. 

 
• On June 18, 1999, an attempt to close in-place a 10,000-gallon diesel UST (Site 

ID#8627-056) was made (see Figure 12).  The dispenser and approximately 60 to 
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70 feet of piping were removed from beneath an 11-inch thick concrete cover.  
Several soil samples were taken.  Initial analysis indicated contamination above 
action levels.  Because of flooding, it was impossible to vacate the UST, and 
approximately 85 percent of the UST was removed (the east part, which was not 
under the building).  Inspection of the removed UST revealed a 1/16-inch size 
hole.  Over time, water seeped into the pit, and was removed as hazardous waste.  
Approximately 220 cubic yards of soil was over-excavated from the tank pit until 
clean soil was observed.  On October 23, 1999, samples were taken from the area 
of the former tank pit area, pipeline area, dispenser area and spoil pile, and were 
analyzed for PAHs.   Analyses results indicated only minor soil contamination 
was remaining at a level below the current action level.  13 

 
On March 18, 2002, the Kentucky Division of Waste Management (DWM) 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) Branch sent a letter to Allied Ready Mix 
agreed that the site satisfied the requirements of Kentucky Statute 224.60-105 and 
Kentucky Administrative Regulation 401 KAR 42:070 and 42:080, and that no 
further action was required. 17 
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4.3.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Sites 23 and 24 
 
On March 15, 2005, Mr. Gary Spanyer of Evergreen Environmental and Mr. Charlie 
Hurst of Allied Concrete met with KTA personnel at Evergreen Environmental’s office.  
Mr. Spanyer and Mr. Hurst informed KTA that a total of four tanks had been removed 
from the site; a 10,000-gallon gasoline, a 10,000-gallon diesel, and two 6,000-gallon 
diesel USTs.  Mr. Spanyer gave an overview of the work performed for the closure of the 
tanks, and noted that there were two KYUST numbers associated with the site, as well as 
a KYDWM Superfund identification. 
 
Mr. Spanyer stated that in the continuing investigation associated with the former waste 
oil USTs, the KYDWM Superfund Section was requiring sampling along Ohio Street, 
away from the area of the former USTs.  Laboratory analysis of samples along the road 
contained elevated levels of PAHs, which Evergreen and Allied contend is from heavy 
truck traffic on Ohio Street. 
 
Mr. Spanyer also gave a brief history of the site.  The site was acquired by Allied 
between 1965 and 1969, and the batch plant was built in 1972.  Prior to that, the site had 
been a landfill and salvage yard.  According to Mr. Spanyer, soil samples taken from the 
site during the UST removals contained bricks, cinders and bottles.  
 
On March 17, 2005, Mr. Hurst met with KTA personnel at the site.  He provided a copy 
of the closure report for the waste oil USTs, as well as letters of no further action for the 
gasoline and diesel USTs (KTA already had the closure report for the diesel UST, and 
later obtained a copy of the closure report for the gasoline UST).  He then led KTA on a 
tour of the facility, noting the areas where the USTs had been removed and the location 
of the replacement ASTs.  A repair shop was noted, with drums of lubricating oil, 
hydraulic fluid, and deicer fluid stored inside the shop.  Some staining was noted on the 
floor around the drums.  A large plastic container of calcium chloride was also located 
near the batch plant. 
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4.3.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Sites 23 and 24 
 
Tables 4.5, 4.6, 4.7 and 4.8 are a summary of the sampling data for the closure of the 
diesel, gasoline, and waste oil USTs at the Allied Ready Mix Site.  Figures 10, 11, and 12 
show the locations of the samples taken for analysis. 
 
Analysis of soil and water samples from the diesel UST pit indicated levels of PAH 
below action levels.  Analysis of soil samples taken from the gasoline UST pit also 
indicated levels of BTEX below action levels.  However, as noted previously, analysis of 
soil samples taken from the waste oil USTs pit indicated elevated levels of PAHs and 
lead. 
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Date Sampled 10/21/99

Acenaphthene
(ug/L) 13

Acenaphthylene
(ug/L) BDL

Anthracene
(ug/L) 6

Benzo(a)anthracene
(ug/L) BDL

Benzo(a)pyrene
(ug/L) BDL

Benzo(b)fluoranthene
(ug/L) BDL

Benzo(k)fluoranthene
(ug/L) BDL

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene
(ug/L) BDL

Chrysene
(ug/L) BDL

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene
(ug/L) BDL

Fluoranthene
(ug/L) BDL

Fluorene
(ug/L) BDL

Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene
(ug/L) 27

Naphthalene
(ug/L) BDL

Phenanthrene
(ug/L) 45

Pyrene
(ug/L) 8

BDL -Not detected at or above reporting limit

Deisel Pit Water

TABLE 4-6
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE
UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW

Sites 23 & 24
Allied ready Mix

Laboratory Analysis of Polynuclear Aeromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) for 
Former Diesel UST Pit Water Samples

Sheet 1 of 1
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4.3.5 Conclusions for Sites 23 and 24 
 
Four USTs were removed from this site in 1999; a 10,000-gallon diesel tank, a 10,000-
gallon gasoline tank, and two 6,000-gallon waste oil tanks.  The gasoline and diesel tanks 
have been issued a no further action letter.  At the time of this report, sampling related to 
the waste oil tanks is ongoing.  A 12,000-gallon diesel AST, a 2,000-gallon gasoline 
AST, and a 500-gallon waste oil AST are now maintained at the site.  A plastic container 
containing calcium chloride is maintained near the concrete batch plant at the north end 
of the site, but due to the nature of this chemical.  There is also a repair shop in the 
southeastern portion of the site.  Currently only the former diesel UST pit and the current 
diesel AST are within the FEIS footprint.  The diesel UST was given a letter of No 
Further Action. 
 
The history of the site prior to Allied’s occupancy is also of concern.  According to the 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report for the Louisville-Southern 
Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project, Sanborn Maps indicate that a salvage yard was 
previously at the site.  Mr. Spanyer also made note of the previous existence of a landfill 
and salvage yard at the site.  While the dates for the existence of the salvage yard do not 
coincide, it appears a salvage yard was on the site at one time. 
 
The FEIS footprint overlaps the northern portion of this site.  Since the site may have 
been used as a landfill and salvage yard, and the diesel AST is currently in use on the 
north portion of the site, a limited Phase II Environmental Assessment is recommended 
for the northern portion of the site.  Details of the recommended Phase II activities are 
presented in Section 4.3.6.  Should the remaining portion of this site be acquired for 
right-of-way, a Phase II Assessment may be necessary in the area of the former waste oil 
USTs, in the area of the current gasoline AST, and within the repair shop. 
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4.3.6 Recommended Action for Sites 23 and 24 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities on this site will consist of placement of fill to raise the existing ground surface 
elevation.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this site 
include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Demolition of existing structures; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill. 

• The property appears to be located in an area where fill will be used to raise the 
surface elevation.  Minimal soil disturbance is anticipated as a result of the fill 
activity.  Any contamination encountered at this site during the project will most 
likely be localized in nature. 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
 
In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II activities are recommended for 
this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from four locations identified on Figure 13. 
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• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at four 
locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 20 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of twelve soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and 
metals.  Soil samples submitted for laboratory analysis may be collected from 1) 
the soil sample registering the highest field screening response or that indicates 
impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water interface, and 3) boring 
termination.   

 
• Given the opportunity, groundwater samples should be collected from the on-site 

production well and recharge well.  Groundwater samples will be analyzed for 
VOCs. 

 
The location of the borings and the existing production well is shown on Figure 13.  The 
estimated cost for the proposed Phase II Assessment activities at Sites 23 and 24 is 
approximately $69,000. 
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4.3.7 Photographs for Sites 23 and 24 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sites 23 and 24 – Allied Ready Mix.  Taken from the interior of the site facing south.  
This is the area of the former diesel UST. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sites 23 and 24 – Allied Ready Mix.  Taken from the interior of the site facing west.  
This is the diesel AST presently used at the site. 
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4.3.8 References Cited for Sites 23 and 24 
 
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”, by Community 

Transportation Solutions, June 2000. 
 
13) “Closure Assessment Report for Allied Ready Mix”, by J. Gary Spanyer of Evergreen 

Environmental, December 7, 1999.** 
 
14) “Closure Assessment Report for Allied Ready Mix”, by J. Gary Spanyer of Evergreen 

Environmental, December 13, 1999.** 
 
15) “Closure Assessment Report for Allied Ready Mix”, by J. Gary Spanyer of Evergreen 

Environmental, December 28, 1999.** 
 
16) Environmental Response Incident Report, dated January 9, 1995* 
 
17) Letter of No Further Action from Lajunda Haight-Maybriar of the KDWM UST 

Branch to Allied Concrete, March 2, 2002.** 
 
18) Letter of No Further Action from Lajunda Haight-Maybriar of the KDWM UST 

Branch to Allied Concrete, March 18, 2002.** 
 
* The following reference documents are available at the Kentucky Division of Waste 
Management Filing Room (502)-564-6716. 
 
** The following reference documents are available at the Kentucky Division of Waste 
Management UST Branch Filing Room (502)-564-5981. 
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4.4 Site 34 - Collett Auto Sales 
245 & 247 Adams Street (Figures 14 and 15) 

 
4.4.1 Site Background for Site 34 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report, Sanborn Maps 
indicate that this site consisted mostly of residential and non-industrial commercial lots 
until 1988.  From 1988 to the present, the site appears to have been a used car lot with a 
repair shop. 1 
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4.4.2 Previous Studies for Site 34 
 
KTA was unable to locate any previous studies for this site. 
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4.4.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 34 
 
On March 16, 2005, Mr. Tim Robinson and Mr. Brad Rodgers of KTA interviewed Mr. 
Gary Collett, manager of Collett Auto Sales.  Mr. Collett stated that underground storage 
tanks (USTs) were not located at the site, and to his knowledge no spills or environmental 
incidents had occurred at the site.  Mr. Collett also stated that no hazardous wastes were 
generated at the site.  Several former automobile gas tanks were lying on the ground. 
 
On April 1, 2005, Mr. Robison and Mr. Rodgers revisited the site and viewed the auto 
body repair shop at the site.  The floor appeared to be heavily stained with motor oil and 
other automobile fluids, and a floor drain for the facility was located in the floor near the 
stained area.  Several drums with oil stained car parts were outside the body shop, and 
staining of the surface soil was apparent in several areas.  
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4.4.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 34 
 
At the time of this study, KTA was unable to locate any analysis of soil or groundwater 
samples taken from the site. 
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4.4.5 Conclusions for Site 34 
 
This site has reportedly been a used car lot and auto salvage lot since 1988.  Site 
reconnaissance revealed several automobile gas tanks lying on the ground at the site.  The 
floor of the auto body repair shop at the site appeared to be heavily stained with motor oil 
and other automobile fluids, and a floor drain for the facility was located in the floor near 
the stained area.  Several drums with oily car parts were outside the body shop, and 
surface staining was apparent in several areas.  
 
No USTs, spills, hazardous materials or wastes, were identified at the site.  However auto 
salvage yards may have areas that contain surface soils contaminated from spills of oil, 
gasoline, diesel fuel, antifreeze, and other automotive fluids, and surface staining was 
noted at the site.  Roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel 
to come in contact with potentially contaminate soils, and construction activities may 
introduce a path or conduit for contamination into the groundwater. 
 
Due to the relatively unknown nature of the site, and the potential for surface 
contamination, a Phase II Environmental Assessment of Site 34 is recommended.  Details 
of the recommended Phase II activities are presented in Section 4.4.6. 
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4.4.6 Recommended Action for Site 34 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities on this site will consist of placement of fill to raise the existing ground surface 
elevation.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this site 
include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Demolition of existing structures;  
• Excavation of surface soil;  
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• Structures in the FEIS footprint are anticipated to be demolished during 
construction activities.  Soil contamination may be encountered beneath the repair 
shop structure; and 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass; and 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers.  Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed 
during construction will require proper characterization for waste management 
(containment, handling, and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal contact, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
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may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
 
In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from four locations identified on Figure 16. 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at four 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of twelve soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination.  

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from four of the soil boring locations (See Figure 16).  Groundwater samples 
will be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 16.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site 34 is approximately $76,000. 
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4.4.7 Photographs for Site 34 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 34 - Collett Auto Sales.  Taken from interior portion of site facing west.  Note the 
automobile gasoline tank in the debris pile. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 34 - Collett Auto Sales.  Taken from inside automotive repair shop at the northwest 
section of the site. 
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4.4.8 References Cited for Site 34 
 
  
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”, by Community 

Transportation Solutions, June 2000. 
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4.5 Site 36 - Auto Junk Yard and Tucker’s Auto Body Shop 
1528 Quincy Street and 233-243 Adams Street (Figures 17 and 18) 

 
4.5.1 Site Background for Site 36 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report, Sanborn Maps 
indicate that this site was mostly residential and non-industrial commercial lots until 
1988.  From 1988 to the present, the site appears to have been an auto salvage lot with an 
auto body shop. 1 
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4.5.2 Previous Studies for Site 36 
 
KTA was unable to locate any previous studies for this site. 
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4.5.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 36 
 
On March 16, 2005, Mr. Tim Robinson and Mr. Brad Rodgers of KTA interviewed Mr. 
Gary Collett, manager of Collett Auto Sales.  Mr. Collett stated that underground storage 
tanks (USTs) were not located at the site, and to his knowledge no spills or environmental 
incidents had occurred at the site.  Mr. Collett also stated that no hazardous wastes were 
generated at the site.  Several former automobile gas tanks were lying on the ground. 
Several drums with oil stained car parts were noted in the salvage yard, and staining of 
the surface soil apparent in several areas.   
 
On April 1, 2005, Mr. Robinson and Mr. Rodgers interviewed Astor and Sharon Tucker, 
owners of Tucker’s Auto Body repair shop.  Mr. and Mrs. Tucker stated that the site had 
a paint booth, and that a 55-gallon drum of thinner was kept on site.  Mr. and Mrs. Tucker 
stated that there were no USTs on the site, and that hazardous waste from the paint 
operations were serviced by a contractor.  During site reconnaissance, no adverse staining 
was observed.  A floor drain and a locker used to store paint thinner were observed in the 
building on the east side of the site. 
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4.5.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 36 
 
KTA was unable to locate any analysis of soil or groundwater samples taken from the 
site. 
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4.5.5 Conclusions for Site 36 
 
This site has reportedly been an auto salvage lot and auto body repair shop since 1988.  
Site reconnaissance revealed several automobile gas tanks lying on the ground on the 
auto salvage yard portion of the site.  Several drums with oil stained car parts were noted 
in the salvage yard, and staining of the surface soil apparent in several areas.  A 55-gallon 
drum of paint thinner was observed at Tucker Auto Body.  A floor drain was observed in 
a separate building.  Staining was not observed in the area of the floor drain.   
 
No USTs, spills, hazardous materials or wastes, were identified at the site.  However auto 
salvage yards may have areas that contain surface soils contaminated from spills of oil, 
gasoline, diesel fuel, antifreeze, and other automotive byproducts, and surface staining 
was noted at the salvage yard.  Also, paint thinner may potentially have been spilled or 
leaked in the area of the 55-gallon at the auto body shop.   
 
Roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact 
with potentially contaminated soils, and construction activities may introduce a path or 
conduit for contamination into the groundwater.  Due to the relatively unknown nature of 
the site, and the potential for surface contamination, a Phase II Environmental 
Assessment of Site 36 is recommended.  Details of the recommended Phase II activities 
are presented in Section 4.5.6. 
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4.5.6 Recommended Action for Site 36 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities at this site will involve the placement of fill to raise the existing ground surface 
elevation.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this site 
include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Demolition of existing structures;  
• Excavation of surface soil;  
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill;  

• Structures in the FEIS footprint are anticipated to be demolished during 
construction activities.  Soil contamination may be encountered beneath the repair 
shop structure; and 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass. 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers.  Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed 
during construction will require proper characterization for waste management 
(containment, handling, and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal contact, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
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may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
 
In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from four locations identified on Figure 19. 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at four 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of twelve soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination.   

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from four of the soil boring locations (See Figure 19).  Groundwater samples 
will be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 19.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site 36 is approximately $76,000. 
 





94 

4.5.7 Photographs for Site 36 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 36 - Auto Junk Yard and Tucker’s Auto Body Shop.  Taken from inside the paint 
baking facility at Tucker’s Auto Body Shop. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 36 - Auto Junk Yard and Tucker’s Auto Body Shop.  Taken from interior of site 
facing north. 
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4.5.8 References Cited for Site 36 
 
  
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline”, by Community Transportation 

Solutions, June 2000. 
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4.6 Site 42 - Former Terry Steadman Contractor Yard 
231 Cabel Street (Figures 20 and 21) 

 
4.6.1 Site Background for Site 42 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report, Sanborn Maps 
indicate that this site was an automotive repair shop in 1951.  The Report also identifies a 
UST as “UST 1951” and an area southwest of the UST as “Gas Pumps (Active), as well 
as a “spray painting area” and a building identified as the “Private Auto Repair 1951”.  
The site later appeared to have been used as a contractor’s storage yard.  Currently, the 
Louisville Metropolitan Sewer District uses the site for equipment storage. 1 
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4.6.2 Previous Studies for Site 42 
 
KTA was unable to locate any previous studies for this site. 
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4.6.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 42 
 
In a March 10, 2005 telephone interview, Mr. Robinson of KTA spoke with Mr. James 
Hunt of the Louisville Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD).  Mr. Hunt stated that there 
had been underground storage tanks (USTs) at the site, but that the tanks had been 
located outside the FEIS footprint, on the southern portion of the site, and had been 
removed in the mid-1990s. 
 
On March 15, 2005, Mr. Tim Robinson and Mr. Brad Rodgers of KTA interviewed Mr. 
Kenny Gaither, a field technician for MSD.  Mr. Gaither confirmed that the site had been 
a contractor’s storage yard.  Mr. Gaither also confirmed that underground storage tanks 
(USTs), which were located on the south portion of the site outside the FEIS footprint, 
had been removed. Mr. Gaither had no knowledge of any spills or environmental 
incidents that had occurred at the site.  Mr. Gaither also stated that no hazardous wastes 
were generated at the site. 
 
During site reconnaissance, a construction debris pile was noted on the northeast portion 
of the property.  Further investigation revealed that waste material (soil, garbage) is 
removed from MSD drainage structures, brought to the site, and is allowed to de-water in 
a drain in the low point of the property (see Figure 21).  Mr. Gaither stated that the waste 
material was removed on a regular basis.  Equipment utilized by MSD was also observed 
on the site.  KTA also observed a 10,000-gallon above ground storage tank (AST) at the 
site, immediately south and hydraulically upgradient of the FEIS footprint. 
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4.6.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 42 
 
KTA was unable to locate any analysis of soil or groundwater samples taken from the 
site. 
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4.6.5 Conclusions for Site 42 
 
This site was reportedly an automotive repair shop in 1951, and was later used as a 
contractor’s storage yard.  The site is currently used by MSD for equipment storage.  
MSD also uses the site to temporarily store and dewater waste material (soil, garbage) 
removed from MSD drainage structures, and to store equipment. 
 
USTs have reportedly been removed from the site in the mid-1990s, from an area outside 
the FEIS footprint.  No spills, hazardous materials or wastes, were identified at the site.  
However, the waste material de-watered at the site may contain potential contaminants, 
and the de-watering process may have contaminated the soil at the site.  Also, leaks from 
the equipment previously and currently stored at the site, as well as unreported spills 
from the AST, may have caused soil contamination.  Finally, the former garage may have 
had unregulated USTs at the site. 
 
Roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact 
with potentially contaminated soils, and construction activities may introduce a path or 
conduit for contamination into the groundwater.  Due to the relatively unknown nature of 
the site, and the potential for surface contamination, a Phase II Environmental 
Assessment of Site 42 is recommended.  Details of the recommended Phase II activities 
are presented in Section 4.6.6. 
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4.6.6 Recommended Action for Site 42 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities related to this site will be limited to the placement of fill.  Explicit and implied 
LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil;  
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass; and 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers.  Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed 
during construction will require proper characterization for waste management 
(containment, handling, and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal contact, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
 
In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
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• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from five locations identified on Figure 22. 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at five 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 20 feet below 
grade for two borings, and to an estimated depth of 40 feet below grade for three 
borings (see Figure 22). 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of fifteen soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination.   

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from three of the soil boring locations (See Figure 22).  Groundwater samples 
will be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 22.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site 42 is approximately $77,000. 
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4.6.7 Photographs for Site 42 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 42 - Former Terry Steadman Contractor Yard.  Taken from interior portion of site 
facing west.  Note the construction debris pile. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 42 - Former Terry Steadman Contractor Yard.  Taken from interior portion of site 
facing south.  This is the waste material de-watering area. 
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4.6.8 References Cited for Site 42 
 
  
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”, by Community 

Transportation Solutions, June 2000. 
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4.7 Site 44 - Challenger Lifts, Inc./ The Logan Company 
200 Cabel Street (Figures 23 and 24) 
EPA ID#: KYD-055-830-129  

 
4.7.1 Site Background for Site 44 
 
The following is a brief history of the Challenger Lifts Site: 
 

• According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report for the 
Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project (LSIORBP), Sanborn 
Maps indicate that this site was a foundry and iron works manufacturing facility.  
The Logan Company produced iron beds and other general iron items.  In the 
1950s, Logan produced mattresses.  An enamel paint area and a 
galvanizing/plating operation were present at the foundry. 1 

 
• In a letter from Sonnenscein, Nath & Rosenthal to the Kentucky Department of 

Environmental Protection (KDEP) Division of Waste Management (DWM), dated 
August 11, 1995, Figgie International began operating the Logan Company 
Facility to manufacture package conveyor equipment.  The letter states that Figgie 
underwent several name changes, and had previously operated as Automatic 
Sprinkler Corporation of America (“Automatic”), and A-T-O Inc (“A-T-O”).  The 
letter also states that subsurface contamination was discovered around 1989. 22 

 
• According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report, The 

Logan Co./Friggie International ceased its operations in 1994.   In the “Five Year 
Review of Risk Management”, prepared by URS and dated November 30, 2004, 
URS obtained copies of a lease agreement and a deed that documented lease of 
the site to Challenger Lifts may 1995, and subsequent purchase by Challenger 
Lifts in July 1999. 1 

 
• A Facility Narrative, found in the DWM file dated November 28, 1995, indicates 

that on that date, Challenger Lifts, Inc was in the process of moving from its 
facility on 1402 West Main Street to the site at 201 Cabel Street.  The Narrative 
states that there were two hazardous waste streams; Waste Paint Related Material 
Liquid (D001, D008, and F003) that is the purge solvent used to clean paint guns 
and equipment; and Waste Solid (D001, F003) is the floor sweepings from the 
paint booth area.  Paint filters were also being generated and disposed of at the 
Outer Loop R.D.F. as non-hazardous.  However, a TCLP analysis in the DWM 
file showed that the filters were hazardous for Benzene, and Challenger was 
instructed to stop soaking the filters and to insure their proper disposal. 19 

 
• As part of the original Risk Management Plan (RMP), a deed restriction, dated 

July 13, 1999, was reportedly assigned to the property title (Jefferson County 
Clerk’s Office, Deed Book #0782, Pages 684 to 695), with the intent of 
preventing excavation (or similar disturbance) in the capped areas, or use of 
groundwater from beneath the site.  According to the Deed Restriction, releases of 
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arsenic, lead, and benzo(a)pyrene occurred at the site.  The Deed Restriction also 
states that STI Properties proposed a plan (presumably the RMP) to correct the 
effects of the release, that the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection 
Cabinet had approved the plan, and that STI Properties had taken actions to insure 
that concentrations of arsenic, lead, and benzo(a)pyrene ‘above deminimus levels 
for residential exposure scenarios’ remain on the property. 23 

 
• According to the Five Year Review of Risk Management, URS concluded that 

inspection of the capped areas indicated a good vegetative layer over the areas 
and no evidence of erosion rills or gulleys.  No area of geotextile protective layer 
exposure was noted.  Sufficient depth of soil and vegetative cover was found 
indicating continued performance as designed.  Groundwater samples were 
submitted for RCRA Metals.  Analytical results indicated that dissolved metals 
were present at detectable concentrations in groundwater, but that all detected 
constituents were at concentrations less than applicable screening levels.  URS 
recommended continued implementation of post-closure care. 20 

 
• In a letter from DWM to Mr. Jerome Lentz, President of Challenger Lifts, dated 

January 7, 2005, the DWM stated that no further remedial action was necessary at 
the site at that time.  The DWM also recommended that, in accordance with the 
URS report, care be exercised with respect to vehicular traffic, equipment storage 
and other activities that could potentially compromise the integrity of capping 
materials on the property.  Finally, the letter noted that additional five-year 
reviews would be necessary for submittal to the division as long as site 
management pursuant to KRS 224.01-400(18)(b) remained as the selected remedy 
for the site. 21  
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4.7.2 Previous Studies for Sites 44 
 
The following engineering and environmental studies have been performed at Challenger 
Lifts: 
 

• In the “Risk Management Plan for 200 Cabel Street”, dated July 25, 2000,  BHE 
Environmental found that human-health risk from exposure in soils and 
carcinogenic PAHs in subsoils existed at the site.  Analysis of samples taken from 
the site (see Figure 24) identified volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and metals to be present at 
concentrations greater than expected in native soil.  An area of tar containing 
PAHs was also a noted concern.  Laboratory analysis of groundwater samples 
taken from the site were indicated levels of arsenic and lead at levels greater than 
the Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for public drinking water supplies.  
The risk assessment for the site indicated that potentially unacceptable human 
health exposure to groundwater existed via adult and child ingestion, dermal 
contact, and inhalation of vapors during showering. 23 

 
The proposed Risk Management Plan for the site included the removal of soils 
exceeding background levels of PAHs, and the excavation and removal of the tar.  
Gravel was to be placed in the excavation, a geotextile protective layer was to be 
installed, and gravel pavement and soil was to be placed over the site.  The plan 
called for semi-annual groundwater sampling from eight monitoring wells, and 
laboratory analysis of the samples for RCRA metals.  Deed restrictions were 
placed on the site to prevent future on-site exposure to soil and groundwater 
contamination. 23 
 
In a letter dated September 20, 2000 from Tim Hubbard of the KDWM Superfund 
Section to Mary Beth Fieldman-King of BHE Environmental, Mr. Hubbard 
indicated that the site appeared to be in compliance with the Risk Management 
plan, and that groundwater monitoring be conducted as directed by the 
Management Plan. 23 

 
• In the “Five Year Review of Risk Management Plan” submitted by URS to  

KDWM, dated November 30, 2004, the following conclusions were made: 
 

1) A review of the property title indicate that the deed restriction was 
attached to the deed at the Jefferson County Clerk’s office; 20 

 
2) The cap was inspected and found to be in good condition.  No area 

geotextile protective layer exposure was noted; 20 
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3) Laboratory analysis of groundwater samples from the site indicated that 
dissolved metals were present at detectable levels, but that all detected 
constituents were at concentrations less than applicable screening levels; 20 

 
4) URS recommended continued implementation of the post-closure care. 20 
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4.7.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 44 
 
On March 16, 2005, Mr. Tim Robinson and Mr. Brad Rodgers of KTA met with Mr. 
Jerome Lentz of Challenger Lifts at the site.  Mr. Lentz stated that at one time the site 
was 20-25 feet higher in elevation than it currently exists.  Mr. Lentz also indicated that 
there was contamination on the site, but that a Site Management Plan had been 
implemented, and that pavement or a six-inch soil cap covered the contamination. 
 
Reconnaissance of the site reveled empty 55-gallon drums on the site.  The drum labels 
indicate that a water based paint was once stored in the drums, but it was unknown if any 
other materials had been stored.  The metal cutting area was stained with a cutting fluid, 
and the paint storage area was heavily stained.  Water based paints are currently used at 
the facility; however, paints with VOCs may have previously been used. 
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4.7.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 44 
 
Table 4.8 and 4.9 are summaries of the most recent sampling data for the Challenger Lifts 
site.  Recent groundwater sampling activities indicate dissolved metal are present at 
detectable levels. 
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4.7.5 Conclusions for Site 44 
 
According to historical documents, this site was a foundry and iron works manufacturing 
facility.  The Logan Company produced iron beds and other general iron items.  In the 
1950s, Logan produced mattresses.  An enamel paint area and a galvanizing/plating 
operation were present at the foundry.  Subsurface contamination was reportedly 
discovered at the site around 1989. 
 
A Site Management Plan is currently in place for the site.  A protective geotextile layer is 
covered by soil and pavement, and deed restrictions for the property are in place to 
prevent future on-site exposure to soil and groundwater contamination.  The deed 
restrictions for the site are transferred with the sale of the site (e.g. right-of-way 
acquisition), and are approved and enforced by the Kentucky Department of 
Environmental Protection (KDEP) Division of Waste Management (DWM).  The deed 
restrictions are enforced on all current and future property owners, and deviation from the 
limits set by the deed restrictions must be approved by the DWM.   Planned LSIORBP 
activities, such as environmental and geotechnical subsurface borings, placement of piers 
and piles, and soil excavation, require coordination with and approval of by the DWM.  
KTA recommends that efforts to coordinate with DWM for the project activities planned 
at this site begin immediately. 
 
Reconnaissance of the site revealed several empty 55-gallon drums on the site.  The drum 
labels indicate that a water based paint was once stored in the drums, but it was unknown 
if any other materials had been stored.  The metal cutting area was stained with a cutting 
fluid, and the paint storage area was heavily stained.  Water based paints are currently 
used at the facility; however, paints with VOCs may have previously been used. 
 
The Management Plan for the Challenger Lifts Property appears to have limited exposure 
to contamination at the site.  It appears as if this site has been recently assessed 
(November, 2004) for environmental concerns, and sufficient data appears to be available 
to make recommendations for planned activities on the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio 
River Bridge Project.  Therefore, no Phase II activities are recommended for Site 44 at 
this time. 
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4.7.6 Recommended Action for Site 44 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, construction activities related to 
this site may include limited excavation for the placement of fill to raise the existing 
ground elevation.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this 
site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil; 
• Demolition of structures;  
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill;  

• The structures at this site may require demolition prior to construction activities 
on the site.  Demolition of the structures may require limited subsurface 
excavation; 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass; and 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers.  Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed 
during construction will require proper characterization for waste management 
(containment, handling, and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal contact, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  Step 1 
assessments focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in an 
environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Existing data 
indicates that soils are contaminated with PAHs and metals above regulatory action 
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limits, satisfying Step 1 of the iterative process.  Therefore, no additional soil or 
groundwater sampling is proposed at this time.  The existing data may be sufficient to 
assess worker protection objectives (if or when the existing cap at the site is breached).  
 
Step 2 may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of 
contamination. 
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4.7.7 Photographs for Site 44 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 44 - Challenger Lifts, Inc./ The Logan Company.  Taken from interior portion of site.  
Note the 55-gallon drums.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 44 - Challenger Lifts, Inc./ The Logan Company.  Taken at the metal cutting area.  
Note the staining around the area. 
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Site 44 - Challenger Lifts, Inc./ The Logan Company.  Taken in the paint storage area.  
Note the staining around the area. 
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4.7.8 References Cited for Site 44 
 
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”, by Community 
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November 30, 2004. 
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* The following reference documents are available at the Kentucky Division of Waste 
Management Filing Room (502)-564-6716. 
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4.8 Site 46 and Site 46A - Larry Dunn’s Auto Parts and Marshall’s Auto Parts/ 
Adams Street Imports 
255 Cabel Street, 203 Cabel Street and 250-252 Adams Street (Figures 26 and 27) 

 
4.8.1 Site Background for Site 46 and Site 46A 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report, Sanborn Maps 
indicate that this site was an automotive salvage yard since 1988. 1 Larry Dunn and 
Harvey Marshall, the sites owners, indicated that Mr. Marshall leases Site 46 from Mr. 
Dunn, and that Mr. Marshall uses both lots for auto salvage operations.  Mr. Dunn also 
indicated that Site 46A was an unpermitted dump (Dunn Dump) that was closed in 1958.  
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4.8.2 Previous Studies for Site 46 and Site 46A 
 
KTA was unable to locate any previous studies for this site. 



129 

4.8.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 46 and Site 
46A 

 
On March 15, 2005, Mr. Tim Robinson and Brad Rodgers of KTA interviewed Mr. Larry 
Dunn, owner of Larry Dunn’s Auto Parts.  Mr. Dunn stated that he no longer used Site 
46, but had leased the site to Harvey Marshall for several years.  Mr. Dunn also stated 
that the site had once been twenty feet below its present grade, but that it was filled in 
with ash and dirt in 1943.  Mr. Dunn was not aware of the existence of any underground 
storage tanks (USTs), spills or hazardous materials at Site 46. 
 
Mr. Dunn said that the site south of his, Site 46A (Marshall’s Auto Parts and Adams 
Street Imports), had once been owned by his father, and had been used as an unregulated 
dump, called Dunn Dump, until 1958.  Mr. Dunn stated that he believed there was 
household garbage in the dump, and that the dump was burned from time to time.  Mr. 
Dunn said ash from the City of Louisville incinerator was used to cover the dump when it 
was closed.  
 
On April 6, 2005, Mr. Tim Robinson of KTA interviewed Mr. Harvey Marshall, owner of 
Marshall’s Auto Parts (Site 46A).  Mr. Marshall stated that he was not aware of any 
USTs located on the site, and to his knowledge no spills or environmental incidents had 
occurred at Site 46A.  Mr. Marshall also stated that no hazardous wastes were generated 
at the site.  Mr. Marshall was not aware of the previous use of Site 46A as a dump. 
 
Site reconnaissance revealed several hundred salvaged vehicles at the site.  Surface soil 
appeared to be stained with automobile fluids (oil, transmission fluid, etc.) throughout the 
site. 
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4.8.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 46 and Site 
46A 

 
KTA was unable to locate any analysis of soil or groundwater samples taken from the 
site. 
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4.8.5 Conclusions for Site 46 and Site 46A 
 
Site 46 has reportedly been an auto salvage operation since the early 1940s.  Mr. Dunn 
now leases the site to Mr. Marshall, who continues to use the lot for auto salvage 
operations. Surface soil appeared to be stained with automobile fluids (oil, transmission 
fluid, etc.) throughout the site.   
 
No USTs, spills, hazardous materials or wastes, were identified at either site.  However 
auto salvage yards may have areas that contain surface soils contaminated from spills of 
oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, antifreeze, and other automotive byproducts.  Also, Site 46A 
reportedly used to be Dunn Dump, an unregulated dump that was closed in 1958.   
 
Roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact 
with potentially contaminated soils, and construction activities may introduce a path or 
conduit for contamination into the groundwater.  Due to the relatively unknown nature of 
the site, and the potential for surface contamination, and the reported existence of a 
former landfill at Site 46A, a Phase II Environmental Assessment of Site 46 and Site 46A 
is recommended.  Details of the recommended Phase II activities are presented in Section 
4.8.6. 
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4.8.6 Recommended Action for Site 46 and Site 46A 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities related to Sites 46 and 46A will be limited to the placement of fill to raise the 
existing ground surface elevation.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP activities that are 
anticipated at these sites include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil; 
• Excavation and removal of dump material; 
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• Potentially contaminated soils or waste material may be excavated to native soil 
prior to placement of fill material at this location; and 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass; and 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers.  Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed 
during construction will require proper characterization for waste management 
(containment, handling, and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal contact, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
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In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for Site 46, Larry Dunn’s Auto Parts: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from three locations identified on Figure 28. 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at three 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of nine soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination.  

  
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from the three soil boring locations.  Groundwater samples will be analyzed 
for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The following Phase II Environmental Assessment activities are proposed for Site 46A, 
Marshall’s Auto Parts/ Adams Street Imports: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from five locations identified on Figure 28. 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at five 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of fifteen soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
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analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination.   

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from the five soil boring locations.  Groundwater samples will be analyzed 
for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 28.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site 46 is approximately $69,000, and for Site 46A is 
approximately $77,000. 
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4.8.7 Photographs for Site 46 and Site 46A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 46A - Marshall’s Auto Parts/ Adams Street Imports.  Taken from interior portion of 
site facing east. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 46 - Larry Dunn’s Auto Parts.  Taken from interior portion of site facing west.  
Marshall’s Auto Parts leases the site and uses it as an automotive salvage yard. 
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4.8.8 References Cited for Site 46 and Site 46A 
 
  
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline”, by Community Transportation 

Solutions, June 2000. 
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4.9 Site 53 – Geiger Street Properties (Formerly KP Oil)  
207 North Campbell Street (Figures 29 and 30) 
UST ID#: 6453-056 

 
4.9.1 Site Background for Site 53 
 
This site appears to be outside the FEIS footprint area.  However, in order to establish a 
baseline for future consideration, KTA offers the following investigation of this site. 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report, part of this site 
was the former loading rack for the Amoco Bulk Storage facility.  The Sanborn Maps 
indicate that the bulk plant and loading rack were constructed in 1964.  The Baseline 
Report states that part of this site appears to be owned by Abel Construction Company 
and KP Oil Company, which operated a small warehouse at 207 North Campbell Street. 1 
 
Deed research and site reconnaissance indicate that the western half of Site 53 is owned 
by JDA Properties.  JDA Properties purchased the site in 1999 from William S Abel, who 
had acquired the property from Amoco in 1988.  Advanced Ready Mix Concrete 
Company currently appears to occupy the western half of the delineated site.  The eastern 
half of the site (162-208 North Campbell Street) and 207 North Campbell Street is owned 
by Geiger Street Properties, which recently acquired the property from KP Oil.  KP Oil 
acquired the property from George Oakleaf, owner of Ace Salvage Company (Site 58) in 
1989.   
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4.9.2 Previous Studies for Site 53 
 
In 1997, Kiel Brothers Oil Company was cited for using this facility as a TSD for storing 
waste from gas station remediation sites.  Kiel Brothers was registered as a large quantity 
generator but actually the site did not generate the waste.  Waste material from the 
remediation of gas station sites was shipped to this location, mainly in 55-gallon drums, 
until appropriate disposal could be scheduled.  Kiel Brothers Oil did not have a permit to 
store waste material at this location, and reportedly no longer stores waste at this site. 
 
On May 1 2000, Henderlite Construction prepared a report entitled “Underground 
Storage Tank (UST) System Closure Assessment Report.”  On December 3, 1999, 
Henderlite Construction removed a 550-gallon gasoline UST from the east side of the 
building on-site (see Figure 30).  According to site drawings included in the closure 
report, the UST was on the east side of the building located at 207 North Campbell Street, 
approximately 40 to 50 feet south of the FEIS footprint.  No water was encountered in the 
pit or from the required three-foot depth below the tank.  Samples were collected from 
the wall and floor of the pit, as well as from the excavated material and the piping trench.  
Henderlite concluded that the tank was acceptable for closure under Class III, Table I 
requirements.  24 
 
In a letter dated August 3, 2000 from Lajuanda Haight-Maybriar to Mr. Steve Hull of KP 
Oil Company, the division issued a finding of no further action (NFA) for the site. 
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4.9.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 53 
 
Kiel Brothers Oil Company, the previous owner of the site, declared bankruptcy and sold 
the site.  Geiger Street Properties now owns the site.  At the time of this report KTA was 
unable to contact knowledgeable parties from Kiel Brothers, KP Oil, or Geiger Street 
Properties. 
 
On April 6, 2005, Tim Robinson of KTA visited the site.  Site reconnaissance indicated 
that the facility at 207 North Campbell was abandoned.  The western portion of the site, 
as delineated by the Baseline Report, appears to be occupied by Advance Ready Mix 
Concrete Company.  It is unclear how long Advanced Ready Mix has operated at this 
site. 
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4.9.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 53 
 
Table 4.11 is a summary of soil sampling and analysis for benzene, toluene, ethylbenze 
and xylene (BTEX) associated with the UST removal.  BTEX constituents were 
reportedly at levels acceptable for closure under Class III, Table I requirements. 24 



Soil Sample Date Sampled Benzene
(mg/kg)

Toluene
(mg/kg)

Ethylbenzene
(mg/kg)

Xylene
(mg/kg)

NW 2/11/00 <0.0025 <0.0025 <0.0025 <0.0025

WW 2/11/00 <0.0025 0.0082 <0.0025 <0.0075

SW 2/11/00 <0.0025 0.0068 <0.0025 0.013

EW 2/11/00 <0.0025 0.0029 <0.0025 <0.0075

FLOOR 2/11/00 <0.0025 0.024 <0.0025 <0.0075

PIPE TRENCH 2/11/00 <0.0025 0.032 <0.0025 <0.0075

EX MAT 2/11/00 <0.0025 0.044 <0.0025 0.25

TABLE 4-11
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW
SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE

Site 53
Geiger Street Properties (Formerly KP Oil Site)

Laboratory Analysis of Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, and Xylene (BTEX) 
and for Site Soil Samples

Sheet 1 of 1
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4.9.5 Conclusions for Site 53 
 
This site appears to be outside the FEIS footprint.  However, recent submittals of 
geometry alignments for this project indicate that construction activities may encroach on 
this site. 
 
Part of this site was the former loading rack for the Amoco Bulk Storage facility.  The 
Sanborn Maps indicate that the bulk plant and loading rack were constructed in 1964.  In 
1997, Kiel Brothers Oil Company was cited for using this facility as a TSD for storing 
waste from gas station remediation sites.  Kiel Brothers was registered as a large quantity 
generator but actually the site did not generate the waste.  Waste material from the 
remediation of gas station sites was shipped to this location, mainly in 55-gallon drums, 
until appropriate disposal could be scheduled.  Kiel Brothers Oil did not have a permit to 
store waste material at this location, and reportedly no longer stores waste at this site.  
Finally, a 550-gallon gasoline UST was removed from the east side of the building in 
1999.  It was concluded that the tank was acceptable for closure under Class III, Table I 
requirements. 
 
Roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact 
with contaminated soils, and construction activities may introduce a path or conduit for 
surface contamination to enter the groundwater.  Therefore, a Phase II Environmental 
Assessment of Site 53 is recommended.  Details of the recommended Phase II activities 
are presented in Section 4.9.6. 
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4.9.6 Recommended Action for Site 53 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities related to this site will be limited to the placement of fill.  Explicit and implied 
LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• Potentially contaminated soils or waste material may be disturbed or excavated 
during construction at this location; and 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal contact, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
 
In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from eight locations identified on Figure 31. 
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• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at eight 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of twenty-four soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), 
metals, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for 
laboratory analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the 
highest field screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) 
the soil water interface, and 3) boring termination.   

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from the eight soil boring locations.  Groundwater samples analyzed for 
VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 31.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site 53 is approximately $97,000. 
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4.9.7 Photographs for Site 53 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 53 - Geiger Street Properties (Formerly KP Oil).  Taken from north side of the site 
facing west. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 53 - Geiger Street Properties (Formerly KP Oil).  Taken from north side of the site 
facing south. 
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4.9.8 References Cited for Site 53 
 
  
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”, by Community 

Transportation Solutions, June 2000. 
 
24) “Underground Storage Tank System Closure Assessment Report of KP Oil Company 

Bulk Plant”, by Hinderliter Construction, Inc., May 1, 2000* 
 
* The following reference documents are available at the Kentucky Division of Waste 
Management UST Branch Filing Room (502)-564-5981. 
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4.10 Site 58 – Ace Salvage Company/Amoco Oil Company 
270 North Campbell Street (Figures 32 and 33) 
KDWM Superfund Section ID#: 20089  

 
4.10.1 Site Background for Site 58 
 
This site was originally used by Stoll Oil Refining Company (Stoll) for petroleum storage 
operations from 1919 to 1962.  A maximum of 17 aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) and 
an unknown number of underground storage tanks (USTs) were present at the original 
Shelby Street terminal.25 
 
In 1956, the Sinclair Refining Company purchased the property. 25, 26  In 1962, Atlantic 
Richfield Company (ARCO) purchased Sinclair.1  From 1962 to 1964, ARCO purchased 
adjacent properties. 26  In 1964, the northern portion of the site was purchased by the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky for construction of the existing interstate highway.  During 
construction of I-64, several ASTs were removed, and the site was reconstructed to the 
current configuration.  The remaining portion was operated by ARCO until 1980, when it 
was purchased by the Amoco Oil Company (Amoco). 25 
 
From 1980 to 1986, Amoco used the site for storage and distribution of light oils, 
including leaded regular gasoline, regular and premium unleaded gasoline, ethanol, 
kerosene, and furnace oil.  The bulk petroleum storage facility at the site was closed in 
1986.  At that time, four USTs were removed from the site.25 
 
In 1986, the property was purchased by Ace Salvage Company, which currently operates 
a salvage yard at the site.   
 
The City of Louisville Division of Fire, Bureau of Fire Prevention has maintained spill 
records and HazMat incidents since 1974.  The following incidents have been recorded at 
this site.  According to the Final Investigation Report for this site, prepared by BHE 
Environmental, Inc. December 1, 1993 identified the following incidents at the site: 
 

• March 24, 1981 - A pipeline leaked in several places, with a major leak of an 
unspecified amount at the corner of Clay and Campbell Streets. 25 

• October 11, 1983 - A hose broke on an overhead dispenser while filling a tanker 
truck at the property south of Water Street.  The spill of an unspecified amount, 
washed into a catch basin. 25 

• January 9, 1984 - An incident identified as HazMat Incident No. 132 is recorded 
at the site.  No details of the incident were identified in the records. 25 

• June 5, 1985 - A gasoline spill of 1,000 to 2,000 gallons was contained within a 
dike of unspecified location.  The spill was then vacuumed up and transferred to 
Amoco’s recycling tank. 25 

 
The Final Investigation Report also indicates that Stites & Harbison, the local counsel for 
Amoco, possessed information about two additional petroleum releases that occurred on 
the site: 
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• A hydrocarbon release of an unknown quantity was documented in 1981 in the 

north corner of the facility.  This incident appears to correspond with the March 
24, 1981 HazMat incident. 25 

• A pipeline leak of approximately 25,000 gallons was released near the south 
boundary of the tank farm. 25 
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4.10.2 Previous Studies for Site 58 
 

• Following the pipeline release in 1982, Amoco’s Groundwater Management 
Section (GMS) “conducted a site assessment that included the installation and 
sampling of monitoring wells to assess the extent of onsite contamination.”  
Following the GMS investigation, a slurry wall and groundwater recovery system 
were then installed and operated to recover released petroleum products. 25 

 
• The slurry wall was breached in early 1989 in response to consistent indications 

that hydrocarbon operations were complete and to prevent undesirable 
groundwater mounding caused by the slurry wall.  During the breach operations, 
free product was encountered, and continued recovery operations were required.  
The recovery system was operated and maintained by Heritage 
Remediation/Engineering (HR/E) until 1990. 25 

 
• In 1990, the Louisville Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD) encountered 

hydrocarbon-contaminated soil while installing a sewer force main along Clay 
Street adjacent to the site.  The Kentucky Division of Waste Management 
(KDWM) responded to the incident, and then requested the following information 
that Amoco provide information regarding past releases and response activities.  
In response to KDWM’s request, HR/E submitted a Remedial Status Report, 
dated February 28, 1991.  In the report, HR/E indicated that Amoco had 
undertaken measures in response to releases occurring the early 1980s.  Amoco’s 
remedial actions appeared to have helped decrease free-product and dissolved 
BTEX compounds, but further work appeared to be necessary to complete 
remedial efforts at the site.  The groundwater recovery system at the site was 
functioning at the time of the report. 29 

 
• BHE Environmental, Inc. submitted a Final Investigation Report dated December 

1, 1993.  As part of its investigation, BHE collected soil and groundwater samples 
from locations on-site and off-site (see Figure 33).  Soil samples were analyzed 
for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX), methyl tertbutyl ether 
(MTBE), total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH), and polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs).  Groundwater samples were analyzed for BTEX, TPH, and 
PAHs. 25 

 
BTEX and MTBE were not found to be present in the collected soil samples on 
site.  BTEX compounds were detected in soil samples taken from MW-35 and 
MW-36, located north of Clay Street from the site.   PAH compounds were 
identified in 17 of 20 soil samples. 25 
 
Residual BTEX was quantified in seven of the on-site monitoring wells, and was 
also present in four off-site wells, located north of the site.  The highest 
groundwater BTEX concentrations were found in wells 12, 17 and SW-1.  
Analysis of PAH compounds indicated four groundwater plumes of PAH, 
concentric with BTEX plumes in groundwater.  Analysis of TPH indicated a 
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strong correlation between TPH and PAHs in groundwater.  Dissolved lead was 
quantified in only one upgradient well (MW-1).  Total lead was detected in 
samples from 14 monitoring wells, however, BHE believed this was derived from 
sediment in the sample and was not associated with groundwater, as indicated by 
the non-measurable dissolved concentrations in all but one groundwater sample. 
25 
 

• BHE submitted a Remedial Action Progress Report, dated October 11, 1996, 
which indicated that Enhanced Fluid Recovery (EFR) had been in progress.  The 
October report was for the sixth and seventh EFR cycles, which occurred on 
September 4 and October 6, 1996, respectively.  According to notes from the 
UST-HAZMAT Phase I Baseline Study for the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio 
River Bridges Project, Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) remediation began in 
November of 1995, and EFR remediation began in December of 1995.  The EFR 
remediation was discontinued in March 1997. 

 
• In a letter dated September 8, 1999 from Mr. Tony Vinegar of the KDWM 

Superfund Branch to Mr. Allen-Leung Wolf of Handex Environmental (Handex), 
KDWM approved a phytoremediation plan for the site. 28 

 
• As part of closure activity, quarterly groundwater sampling of the monitoring 

wells for the site began in 1994.  Analysis of groundwater samples included 
BTEX, PAHs, and dissolved lead.  Data from the most recent sampling event for 
each well, including the most recent date of sampling is included in Tables 4-12 
through 4-18 in Section 4.10.4.  The most recent sampling event report available 
in the KDWM files is dated May 2004, submitted to the KDWM by Pangean-
CMD Associates, Inc. (Pangean).  In the report, Pangean states that it would 
complete a comprehensive monitoring event (CME) in September 2004, and 
would petition for site closure after the CME if all concentrations were below the 
applicable KDWM cleanup levels.  A copy of the CME was not available in the 
KDWM files at the time of this report. 26 
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4.10.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 58 
 
On March 15, 2005 Mr. Tim Robinson, Mr. Brad Rodgers and Mr. David Orr of KTA, 
met with Mr. George Oakleaf, owner of Ace Salvage, at the site.  Mr. Oakleaf stated that 
since purchasing the property in 1986, that he was unaware of any spills, leaks or releases 
of any hazardous substances at the site. 
 
During reconnaissance of the site, large amounts of scrap metal and machinery were 
observed.  Mr. Rodgers noted that some of the machinery might have had electric 
components that potentially could have contained PCBs.  No adverse staining or 
distressed vegetation was observed.  Mr. Oakleaf showed Mr. Robinson the location of 
the former SVE unit; however, the unit had been deactivated and removed from the site.  
Trees used for phytoremediation were noted on the perimeter of the site. 
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4.10.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 58 
 
Tables 4.12 through 4.18 are a summary of the most recent sampling data for Site 58.  In 
the May 2004 sampling event, benzene was detected in the sample from MW-12 (680 
ug/L), in a duplicate sample from MW-12 (600 ug/L), and in the sample from MW-17 
(22 ug/L).  Toluene was detected in the MW-12 sample (25 ug/L) and the duplicate MW-
12 sample (24 ug/L).  Ethylbenzene was detected in the MW-12 sample (48 ug/L), the 
duplicate MW-12 sample (51 ug/L) and the MW-17 sample (90 ug/L).  Xylenes were 
detected in the MW-12 sample (52 ug/L), the MW-12 duplicate sample (56 ug/L), and the 
MW-17 sample (84 ug/L).  Total n-PAH was detected in the MW-12 sample (8.53 ug/L), 
the duplicate MW-12 sample (12.99 ug/L) and the MW-17 sample (4.15 ug/L).  
Naphthalene was detected in the MW-12 sample (11 ug/L), the duplicate MW-12 sample 
(20 ug/L) and the MW-17 sample (130 ug/L).   Total c-PAH and MTBE were not 
detected in the wells sampled for the May event. 26 
 
In the May 2004 report, Pangean stated that it would complete a comprehensive 
monitoring event (CME) in September 2004, and would petition for site closure after the 
CME if all concentrations were below the applicable KDWM cleanup levels. 



Soil Sample Date 
Sampled

Benzene
(mg/kg)

Toluene
(mg/kg)

Ethylbenzene
(mg/kg)

Xylene
(mg/kg)

Methyl-tert-butyl ether (MTBE) 
(mg/kg)

GB-1
8.5-9.5 ft. 4/29/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

GB-2
29.5-30.5 ft1 4/29/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

GB-2
11.5-12.5 ft. 4/30/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

GB-2
23.5-24.5 ft. 4/30/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

GB-3
8.5-9.5 ft. 4/30/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

GB-3
23.5-24.5 ft. 4/30/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

GB-4
8.5-9.5 ft. 4/30/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

GB-4
23.5-24.5 ft. 04/30/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

GB-5
14.5-15.5 ft. 04/30/93 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

GB-5
20.5-21.5 ft. 04/30/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

GB-6
14.5-15.5 ft. 04/30/93 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

GB-6
20.5-21.5 ft. 04/30/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

MW-34
5-7 ft. 05/25/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 NT

MW-34
17.5-19.5 ft. 05/25/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 NT

MW-35
10-12 ft. 05/25/93 9.3 <0.250 6.1 13.2 NT

MW-35
17.5-19.5 ft. 05/25/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 NT

MW-36
10-12 ft. 05/26/93 18 3.7 3.9 8.08 NT

MW-36
17.5-19.5 ft. 05/26/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 NT

MW-37
10-12 ft. 05/26/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 NT

MW-37
17.5-19.5 ft. 05/26/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 NT

MW-38
10-12 ft. 05/26/93 <0.001 0.003 0.002 0.001 NT

MW-38
17.5-19.5 ft. 05/26/93 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 NT

* Detected at a level below the Method Detection Limit
NT - Not Tested for in this sample

TABLE 4-12
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW
SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE

Site 58
Able Construction Company/Amoco Oil

Laboratory Analysis of Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, and Xylene 
(BTEX) and Methyl-tert-butyl Ether (MTBE) for Site Soil Samples

Sheet 1 of 1
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Soil Sample Date Sampled Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (deisel)
(mg/kg)

GB-1
8.5-9.5 ft. 4/29/93 62

GB-2
29.5-30.5 ft1 4/29/93 13

GB-2
11.5-12.5 ft. 4/30/93 24

GB-2
23.5-24.5 ft. 4/30/93 6.3

GB-3
8.5-9.5 ft. 4/30/93 130

GB-3
23.5-24.5 ft. 4/30/93 <1.7

GB-4
8.5-9.5 ft. 4/30/93 270

GB-4
23.5-24.5 ft. 04/30/93 2.3

GB-5
14.5-15.5 ft. 04/30/93 12

GB-5
20.5-21.5 ft. 04/30/93 29

GB-6
14.5-15.5 ft. 04/30/93 2.5

GB-6
20.5-21.5 ft. 04/30/93 <1.7

MW-34
5-7 ft. 05/25/93 0.4

MW-34
17.5-19.5 ft. 05/25/93 0.24

MW-35
10-12 ft. 05/25/93 55

MW-35
17.5-19.5 ft. 05/25/93 0.56

MW-36
10-12 ft. 05/26/93 140

MW-36
17.5-19.5 ft. 05/26/93 4

MW-37
10-12 ft. 05/26/93 0.39

MW-37
17.5-19.5 ft. 05/26/93 0.18

MW-38
10-12 ft. 05/26/93 17

MW-38
17.5-19.5 ft. 05/26/93 35

SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW

TABLE 4-14

Site 58
Able Construction Company/Amoco Oil

Laboratory Analysis of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) 
for Site Soil Samples

Sheet 1 of 1
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4.10.5 Conclusions for Site 58 
 
Historical records indicate the site was a refining company between 1919 and 1986.  
Since 1986, it has been used as a salvage lot for Ace Salvage.  Soil vapor extraction, 
enhanced fluid recovery, and phytoremediation have all reportedly been implemented as 
remedial measures for the site.  It appears that the site is nearing closure, however a letter 
of no further action (NFA) was not available in the KDWM records at the time of this 
study. 
 
Currently, large amounts of scrap metal and mechanical equipment are stored at the site.  
No adverse staining or distressed vegetation was noted in KTA’s reconnaissance of the 
site. 
 
Salvage operations are not regulated, and due to the nature of materials taken at the site, 
various amounts of volatiles, semi-volatiles, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, and 
metals may have stained the surface and subsurface soils.  The last analysis of soil 
samples taken from the site was in 1993, and surface contamination from any unreported 
spills or incidents at the site since then may not presently be quantified.  Roadway 
construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact with 
contaminated soils, and construction activities may introduce a path or conduit for 
surface contamination to enter the groundwater.  Therefore, a Phase II Environmental 
Assessment of Site 58 is recommended.  Details of the recommended Phase II activities 
are presented in Section 4.10.6. 
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4.10.6 Recommended Action for Site 58 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities related to this site will be limited to the placement of fill.  Explicit and implied 
LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Demolition of ASTs; 
• Excavation of surface soil;  
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• ASTs will require demolition prior to construction activities on the site.  
Petroleum impacted soil may be encountered beneath the AST footprint;  

• Potentially contaminated soils or waste material may be disturbed or excavated 
during construction at this location; 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal); and 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass. 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal contact, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
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In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from eight locations identified on Figure 34. 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at eight 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of twenty-four soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), 
metals, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for 
laboratory analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the 
highest field screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) 
the soil water interface, and 3) boring termination.   

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from the eight soil boring locations.  Groundwater samples analyzed for 
VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 34.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site 58 is approximately $102,000. 
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4.10.7 Photographs for Site 58 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 58 - Ace Salvage Company/Amoco Oil Company.  Taken from the center of the site 
facing east. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 58 - Ace Salvage Company/Amoco Oil Company.  Taken from the west side of the 
site facing northeast. 
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4.11 Sites 63 - Producer Feeds 
165 North Clay Street (Figures 35 and 36) 
UST ID#: 3662-056  

 
4.11.1 Site Background for Site 63 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report for the 
Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project, Sanborn Maps indicate that this 
site has been a feed store since 1941.  The Sanborns also reportedly indicated that USTs 
were present at this site in the 1940s and 1950s.  A closure assessment report identified 
two USTs that were installed in 1963 and removed May 5, 1994.  1  
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4.11.2 Previous Studies for Site 63 
 
On May 5, 1994, a 1,000-gallon gasoline UST and a 6,000-gallon diesel UST were 
removed from the site.  The soil above and around the tanks was excavated. 30 
 
Five composite samples were taken from the diesel tank pit, one composite sample was 
taken from the pipe trench, and one sample was taken from the soil waste pile.  Each 
sample was laboratory analyzed for polynuclear hydrocarbons (PAHs).  Analysis 
indicated that there was contamination in the south wall and bottom of the UST pit, as 
well as the removed soil stockpile.  Two additional feet of soil was removed from the 
south wall and bottom of the tank pit, and two more composite samples were obtained.  
Analysis of these two samples indicated PAH levels below laboratory detection limits. 30 
 
Five composite samples were also taken from the gasoline tank pit and one composite 
sample was taken from the soil waste pile.  Each sample was laboratory analyzed for 
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX).  Analysis indicated that there was 
contamination in the bottom of the UST pit, as well as the removed soil stockpile.  Two 
additional feet of soil was removed from the south wall and bottom of the tank pit, and 
two more composite samples were obtained.  Analysis of these samples indicated BTEX 
constituents still existed in the pit bottom.  A third excavation of an additional two feet of 
soil was removed, and analysis of soil samples from the pit bottom indicated BTEX 
levels below laboratory detection limits. 30 
 
In a letter to Henry Meyer dated August 19, 1994, Mr. Doyle Mills of the Kentucky 
Division of Waste Management (KDWM) UST Branch agreed that the site satisfied 
requirements of Kentucky Revised Statute 224.60-105 and Kentucky Administrative 
Regulation 401 KAR 42.070. 31 
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4.11.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 63 
 
On March 15, 2005 Mr. Tim Robinson and Brad Rodgers of KTA visited the site and 
interviewed Mr. Brent Williams of Producer Feeds.  Mr. Williams confirmed that two 
USTs had been removed in 1994, and to his knowledge, there were no additional USTs 
located at the site.  Mr. Williams also stated that the primary product for Producer Feeds 
was horse feed, and no hazardous substances were used or produced at the site. 
 
During site reconnaissance, staining from oil and hydraulic fluid was noted in the 
maintenance area.  Also, a 55-gallon drum with dark surface staining on the surrounding 
soil was noted near the east wall of the maintenance shop, and another drum with scrap 
metal was found on the east boundary of the property. 
 
On April 1, 2005 MR. Robinson and Mr. Rodgers visited the site again, this time touring 
the main facility.  Hazardous substances were not identified inside the main facility.  The 
55-gallon drum east of the maintenance shop, as well as staining on the maintenance shop 
floor, was noted again. 
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4.11.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 63 
 
Tables 4.19 and 4.20 are a summary of the most recent sampling data for the Producer 
Feeds.  Analysis of soil samples from the final excavation limits of the diesel UST pit 
indicated levels of PAH below action levels.  Analysis of soil samples taken from the 
final excavation limits of the gasoline UST pit also indicated levels of BTEX below 
action levels. 



S
oi

l
S

am
pl

e
D

at
e 

S
am

pl
ed

A
ce

na
ph

th
en

e
(m

g/
kg

)
A

ce
na

ph
th

yl
en

e
(m

g/
kg

)
A

nt
hr

ac
en

e
(m

g/
kg

)
B

en
zo

(a
)a

nt
hr

ac
en

e
(m

g/
kg

)
B

en
zo

(a
)p

yr
en

e
(m

g/
kg

)
B

en
zo

(b
)fl

uo
ra

nt
he

ne
(m

g/
kg

)
B

en
zo

(g
,h

,i)
pe

ry
le

ne
(m

g/
kg

)
B

en
zo

(k
)fl

uo
ra

nt
he

ne
(m

g/
kg

)
C

hr
ys

en
e

(m
g/

kg
)

D
ib

en
z(

ah
)a

cr
id

en
e

D
ib

en
z(

aj
)a

cr
id

en
e

D
ib

en
z(

ae
)a

cr
id

en
e

D
ib

en
zo

(a
,h

)a
nt

hr
ac

en
e

(m
g/

kg
)

Fl
uo

ra
nt

he
ne

(m
g/

kg
)

Fl
uo

re
ne

(m
g/

kg
)

In
de

no
(1

,2
,3

-c
,d

)p
yr

en
e

(m
g/

kg
)

N
ap

ht
ha

le
ne

(m
g/

kg
)

P
he

na
nt

hr
en

e
(m

g/
kg

)
P

yr
en

e
(m

g/
kg

)

1 
- S

ou
th

W
al

l 
C

om
po

si
te

2/
15

/9
4

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

2 
- B

ot
to

m
 

Fl
oo

r 
C

om
po

si
te

2/
15

/9
4

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

3 
- P

ip
e 

Tr
en

ch
1/

13
/9

4
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0

Si
te

 6
3

Pr
od

uc
er

 F
ee

ds
La

bo
ra

to
ry

 A
na

ly
si

s 
of

 P
ol

yn
uc

le
ar

 A
er

om
at

ic
 H

yd
ro

ca
rb

on
s 

(P
A

H
s)

 fo
r F

or
m

er
 D

ie
se

l U
ST

 P
it 

So
il 

Sa
m

pl
es

Sh
ee

t 1
 o

f 1

TA
B

LE
 4

-1
9

LO
U

IS
VI

LL
E 

- S
O

U
TH

ER
N

 IN
D

IA
N

A
 O

H
IO

 R
IV

ER
 B

R
ID

G
ES

 P
R

O
JE

C
T

U
ST

/H
A

ZM
A

T 
PH

A
SE

 I 
D

A
TA

 R
EV

IE
W

SE
C

TI
O

N
 1

 - 
K

EN
N

ED
Y 

IN
TE

R
C

H
A

N
G

E

17
7



S
oi

l S
am

pl
e

D
at

e
S

am
pl

ed
B

en
ze

ne
(m

g/
K

g)
To

lu
en

e
(m

g/
K

g)
E

th
yl

be
nz

en
e

(m
g/

K
g)

X
yl

en
e

(m
g/

K
g)

1-
 E

as
t W

al
l C

om
po

si
te

6/
17

/9
9

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

2 
- W

es
t W

al
l C

om
po

si
te

6/
17

/9
9

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

3 
- N

or
th

 W
al

l C
om

po
si

te
6/

17
/9

9
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0

4 
- S

ou
th

 W
al

l C
om

po
si

te
6/

17
/9

9
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0
<1

.0

5 
- W

as
te

 P
ile

 C
om

po
si

te
6/

17
/9

9
3.

0
3.

0
3.

0
21

.0

6 
- B

ot
to

m
 C

om
po

si
te

6/
17

/9
9

<1
.0

<1
.0

<1
.0

3.
0

U
ST

/H
A

ZM
A

T 
PH

A
SE

 I 
D

A
TA

 R
EV

IE
W

Si
te

s 
63

Pr
od

uc
er

 F
ee

ds
La

bo
ra

to
ry

 A
na

ly
si

s 
of

 B
en

ze
ne

, T
ol

ue
ne

, E
th

yl
be

nz
en

e,
 &

 X
yl

en
e 

(B
TE

X)
 fo

r F
or

m
er

 G
as

ol
in

e 
U

ST
s 

Pi
t S

oi
l S

am
pl

es

TA
B

LE
 4

-2
0

LO
U

IS
VI

LL
E 

- S
O

U
TH

ER
N

 IN
D

IA
N

A
 O

H
IO

 R
IV

ER
 B

R
ID

G
ES

 P
R

O
JE

C
T

SE
C

TI
O

N
 1

 - 
K

EN
N

ED
Y 

IN
TE

R
C

H
A

N
G

E

Sh
ee

t 1
 o

f 1

17
8



179 

4.11.5 Conclusions for Site 63 
 
Two USTs were removed from this site in May 1994; a 6,000-gallon diesel tank, and a 
1,000-gallon gasoline tank.  Both tanks have been issued a no further action letter. 
 
Site reconnaissance revealed that the floor of the maintenance shop was stained with oil 
and antifreeze.  A 55-gallon drum with dark surface staining on the surrounding soil was 
noted near the east wall of the maintenance shop, and another drum with scrap metal was 
found on the east boundary of the property. 
 
Potential contamination appears to be limited to surface and subsurface soils.  However, 
roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact 
with soils that may contain potential contaminants.  Also, construction activities may 
introduce a path or conduit for contamination into the groundwater.  In order to confirm 
the previous assessment of tank closure activities, as well as assess potential concerns 
related to the ground staining and scrap metal stored on site, a limited Phase II 
Environmental Assessment is recommended for this site.  Details of the recommended 
Phase II activities are presented in Section 4.11.6. 
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4.11.6 Recommended Action for Site 63 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities related to this site will be limited to the placement of fill.  Explicit and implied 
LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil; 
• Demolition of existing structures; 
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill;  

• The structure at this site may require demolition prior to construction activities on 
the site.  Demolition of the structure may require limited subsurface excavation; 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass; and 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers.  Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed 
during construction will require proper characterization for waste management 
(containment, handling, and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal contact, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
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In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from one location (see Figure 37). 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at one 

location immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from the 

borehole (a total of three soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination.    

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from the one soil boring location (See Figure 37).  Groundwater samples will 
be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs.   

 
The location of the boring is shown on Figure 37.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site 63 is approximately $60,000. 
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4.11.7 Photographs for Site 63 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 63 – Producer Feeds.  Taken in the area of the former gasoline UST pit. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 63 – Producer Feeds.  Taken from the southern portion of the site, facing west 
toward the maintenance shop for Producer Feeds.  Note the drums and surface staining. 



184 

4.11.8 References Cited for Site 63 
 
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”, by Community 

Transportation Solutions, June 2000. 
 
30) “Closure Assessment Report for Producer Feeds”, by Ralph W. Pettit Company, Inc., 

May 10, 1994. ** 
 
31) Letter of No Further Action from Mr. Doyle Mills of the KDWM UST Branch to 

Henry Meyer, August 19, 1994 ** 
 
** The following reference documents are available at the Kentucky Division of Waste 
Management UST Branch Filing Room (502)-564-5981. 
 
 
 
 



 

185 

4.12 Sites 67 and 67A - Former Old OK Storage Site and Extreme Skate Park 
240 North Clay Street and 527-529 Franklin Street (Figures 38 and 39) 
EPA ID#:KY0-000-328-120 

 
4.12.1 Site Background for Site 67 and Site 67A 
 
The site delineated in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report for the 
Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project (LSIORBP) is now the 
Louisville Extreme Sports Park.  Further investigation revealed that this site was not 240 
North Clay Street, but instead used to be the Louisville and Nashville Railroad right-of-
way.  240 North Clay was acquired as right-of-way for the relocation of East 
Witherspoon Street (for reference, Producer Feeds is at 165 Clay Street).  To address this 
discrepancy, the environmental backgrounds of both sites are investigated.  The former 
OK Storage site is Site 67, and the Extreme Sports Park is Site 67A (Figures 38 and 39). 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, the Sanborn Maps indicate that 
Site 67 was the Ewald Iron Works from 1941-1950.  From 1950-1995, the Sanborn Maps 
indicate this site was a contractor’s yard and storage.  In the mid-1990s, the site was 
acquired as right-of-way for the relocation Witherspoon Street. 1 
 
According to the Site Investigation and Management Plan for the Extreme Sports Park, 
Site 67A was used for both residential and commercial property. 33 Louisville 
Metropolitan Sewer District Maps indicate that the Louisville and Nashville Railroad 
previously owned a large portion of this site.  In 2003, the Louisville Extreme Sports 
Park was completed at this site.  
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4.12.2 Previous Studies for Site 67 and Site 67A 
 
According to Kentucky Division of Waste Management (KDWM), contaminated soil was 
removed from Site 67 during construction activities for Witherspoon Street.  This soil 
was disposed of as hazardous waste.  Hazardous waste manifests for this site indicate that 
the Site Leasee contaminated the site and went bankrupt.  The manifest also notes that 
there was a one-time cleanup of the lot by the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet. Xylene, 
toluene, petroleum distillates, waste paint, and methyl ethyl ketone were listed as the 
primary hazardous wastes removed from and disposed of from the site. 32 
 
In February 2000, Environmental Technology presented the Louisville Waterfront 
Development Corporation with a “Site Investigation and Management Plan for the 
Extreme Sports Park in Louisville, Kentucky”.  The soil investigation conducted as part 
of the report indicated that the polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and 
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene were the constituents of concern.  The site management plan 
consisted of placing a building, concrete sports ramps, and an asphalt parking lot over 
most of the site to eliminate exposure pathways to humans and pathways to fish and 
wildlife.  A non-biodegradable geotextile and one foot or more of clean soil and 
vegetation were proposed to cover unpaved areas.  The proposal also directed the City of 
Louisville to record a Deed Restriction in Jefferson County to clearly indicate that soils at 
the site contained residual contaminants, and that the site should not be used for 
residential purposes or other unrestricted uses. 33 
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4.12.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 67 
and Site 67A 

 
On March 14, 2005, Mr. Tim Robinson and Brad Rodgers of KTA met with Mr. Mark 
Dutrow of the Louisville Metro Parks Department.  Mr. Dutrow stated that the skate park 
had previously been right-of-way for Louisville and Nashville Railroad.  To his 
knowledge, OK Storage had not occupied the Extreme Sports Park site, and did not have 
information about OK Storage.  Mr. Dutrow provided KTA with a copy of the Site 
Investigation and Management Plan for the park, stating that the geotextile, soil and 
paved areas were all in place, and that deed restrictions had been placed on the property. 
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4.12.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 67 
and Site 67A 

 
Tables 4.21, 4.22, 4.23 and 4.24 are a summary of the soil sampling data for the Extreme 
Sports Park.  Analysis of soil indicates PAH compounds were found in ten of the twelve 
samples analyzed.  The Site Management Plan indicates that benzo(a)anthracene, 
benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and indeno(1,2,3-
cd)pyrene exceeded the residential proposed remediation guidelines (PRGs). 
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4.12.5 Conclusions for Site 67 and Site 67A 
 
The site delineated in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report is now 
the Louisville Extreme Sports Park.  Further investigation revealed that this site was not 
240 North Clay Street, but instead used to be the Louisville and Nashville Railroad right-
of-way.  The property at 240 North Clay was acquired as right-of-way for the relocation 
of East Witherspoon Street (for a location reference, Producer Feeds is at 165 Clay 
Street).  To address this discrepancy, the environmental backgrounds of both sites are 
investigated.  The former OK Storage site is Site 67, and the Extreme Sports Park is Site 
67A. 
 
Site 67, the former OK Storage site, appears to have been the Ewald Iron Works, and also 
a contractor’s yard and storage.  Hazardous waste manifests indicate that the Kentucky 
Transportation Cabinet purchased the site, and that the Cabinet removed and disposed of 
some of the contaminated soils as hazardous waste. The manifest lists xylene, toluene, 
petroleum distillates, waste paint, and methyl ethyl ketone as the primary disposed 
hazardous wastes. 
 
Roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact 
with potentially contaminated soil and groundwater.  Also, construction activities may 
introduce a path or conduit for contamination into the groundwater.  No analytical data 
characterizing surface soil, subsurface soil, or groundwater in the proposed alignment 
area was available in the files reviewed for Site 67.  Due to the relatively unknown nature 
of the remaining soil and groundwater at the site, and the potential for construction 
personnel to come in contact with contamination, a Phase II Environmental Assessment 
of the Old OK Storage Site is recommended. 
 
Site 67A, the Louisville Extreme Sport Park, appears to have been part of Louisville and 
Nashville Railroad’s right-of-way.  A site investigation performed for the site indicates 
that the polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, 
benzo(b)fluoranthene, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene are the 
constituents of concern at the site.  Site 67A is currently under a management plan.   A 
building, concrete sports ramps, and an asphalt parking lot covers most of the site to 
eliminate exposure pathways to humans and pathways to fish and wildlife.  A non-
biodegradable geotextile and one foot or more of clean soil and vegetation is reportedly 
in place to cover unpaved areas.  A deed restriction, which is reportedly attached to the 
deed for the site, indicates that soils at the site contained residual contaminants, and that 
the site should not be used for residential purposes or other unrestricted uses. 
 
The deed restrictions for the site are transferred with the sale of the site (e.g. right-of-way 
acquisition), and are approved and enforced by the Kentucky Department of 
Environmental Protection (KDEP) Division of Waste Management (DWM).  The deed 
restrictions are enforced on all current and future property owners, and deviation from the 
limits set by the deed restrictions must be approved by the DWM.   Planned LSIORBP 
activities, such as environmental and geotechnical subsurface borings, placement of piers 
and piles, and soil excavation, require coordination with and approval of by the DWM.  
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KTA recommends that efforts to coordinate with DWM for the project activities planned 
at this site begin immediately. 
 
Since the existence of contamination is documented at Site 67A, the potential exists for 
construction personnel to come in contact with potentially contaminated soil and 
groundwater, and for construction activities to introduce contamination into the 
groundwater.  In order to better assess these risks, a Phase II Environmental Assessment 
of the Louisville Extreme Sports Park is recommended.  Details of the recommended 
Phase II activities for Site 67 and 67A are presented in Section 4.12.6. 
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4.12.6 Recommended Action for Site 67 and Site 67A 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities related to this site will be comprised of installing piles or drilled piers to support 
overhead structures.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this 
site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil; 
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• Potentially contaminated soils or waste material may be excavated to native soil 
prior to placement of fill material at this location; 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass; 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers; and 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion;  
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
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In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for Site 67, Former Old OK Storage Site: 

 
• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 

soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from four locations (see Figure 40). 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at four 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected from Site 67.  At a minimum, soil samples will be 
collected from 0-2 feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth 
of 40 feet below grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of twelve soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination. 

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will either be obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from all four of the soil boring locations at Site 67 (see Figure 40). 
Groundwater samples will be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The following Phase II Environmental Assessment activities are proposed for Site 67A, 
the Extreme Skate Park: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from two locations (see Figure 40). 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at two 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected from Site 67A.  At a minimum, soil samples will be 
collected from 0-2 feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth 
of 40 feet below grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of six soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and 
metals. Soil samples submitted for laboratory analysis may be collected from 1) 
the soil sample registering the highest field screening response or that indicates 
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impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water interface, and 3) boring 
termination. 

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will either be obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from both of the soil boring locations at Site 67A (see Figure 40). 
Groundwater samples will be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 40.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Sites 67 and 67A is approximately $84,000. 
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4.12.7 Photographs for Site 67 and Site 67A 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sites 67 and 67A – Former Old OK Storage Site and Extreme Skate Park.  Taken from 
southeast of the Skate Park, facing northwest. 
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4.12.8 References Cited for Site 67 and Site 67A 
 
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”, by Community 

Transportation Solutions, June 2000. 
 
32) “Hazardous Waste Manifest for OK Storage Site”, Kentucky Division of Waste 

Management, March 1, 1995.* 
 
33) “Site Investigation and Management Plan”, by Environmental Technology, February 

18, 2000. 
 
* The following reference documents are available at the Kentucky Division of Waste 
Management Filing Room (502)-564-6716. 
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4.13 Site 68 – Former Marathon Ashland Petroleum Asphalt Terminal 
815 East River Road (Figures 41 and 42) 
KDWM Superfund Section ID# 20134 
 

4.13.1 Site Background for Site 68 
 
According to the  “Soil and Groundwater Investigation Report – Waterfront Park Phase 
2” dated January 10, 2003, historical records indicate that this site was part of the Stoll 
Oil Refinery, and later Sinclair Oil Company.  The site and adjacent areas were 
reportedly used as an oil refinery, transfer and storage facility from the early 1900s to the 
1960s.36 
 
Beginning in the 1970s, Marathon Ashland Petroleum (MAP) operated an asphalt 
transfer, blending and storage terminal at the site.  MAP’s operations included bulk 
petroleum product transfer from barges to aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), onsite 
product transfer for blending, and transfer to tanker trucks for offsite use.  The asphalt 
plant discontinued operations in November 2002.36 
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4.13.2 Previous Studies for Site 68 
 

• During excavation and grading activities for Phase I of Waterfront Park, 
Environmental Technology conducted a Site Investigation of the Helipad site, 
adjacent to the west boundary of the site, and submitted it’s findings in a report 
dated January 25, 1996 to Bravura.  A trench was excavated at the east end of the 
Phase I area, adjacent to the Marathon Ashland asphalt terminal.  Water was 
reportedly encountered at a depth of approximately 15 feet below ground surface, 
and a dark brown oily liquid, which appeared to be free petroleum, was observed 
on the surface of the water.  As a result of these observations, Environmental 
Technology excavated ten test pits and collected samples to characterize soil in 
that area. 35 
 
The oily liquid was reportedly observed in four of the ten test pits.  No volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) were detected in any of the soil samples collected 
from the test pits.  No PCBs were detected in the absorbent pads used to remove 
the oily liquid from the original trench.  The concentrations of metals and 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in the test pit were comparable to 
levels found in the soil investigation for the site adjacent to the Marathon Ashland 
Petroleum Asphalt Terminal.  Sampling results did not appear to correlate with 
observed field conditions.  PAH concentrations were not highest where the oily 
liquid was present, and soil PAH concentrations were not lowest where the oily 
liquid was absent. 35 
 

• In December 2002, Environmental Technology submitted a Soil and Groundwater 
Investigation Report for the Marathon Ashland Asphalt Terminal to the Louisville 
Waterfront Development Corporation.  Based on field observations made in this 
study, the site appeared to be composed of a fill material from the ground surface 
to a depth of 15 feet.  Native sandy silt, which represented the natural deposits of 
the Ohio River, was reportedly encountered near the depth of the groundwater 
table. 

 
Environmental Technology advanced 11 soil borings at the site (see Figure 42 for 
boring locations).  Surface soil samples were collected from soil borings B1-B9 
and B11, and were analyzed for PAHs and eight RCRA metals.  Four surface 
samples were analyzed for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Subsurface soil 
samples were collected from soil borings B1-B4, B7, B9 and B10, and were 
analyzed for VOCs, PAHs, and metals.  One subsurface soil sample was analyzed 
for leachable lead by EPA Method 1311 (TCLP).  Groundwater samples were 
collected from borings B1-B4, B7, and B9.  Groundwater samples were analyzed 
for VOCs, PAHs, and metals. 
  
Results of the Environmental Technology site investigation at the Marathon 
Ashland facility indicated that PAHs and metals were the constituents of primary 
concern in the soil.36 
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• In a document entitled “Basis for Management Approach – Phase I Area”, 
prepared by Environmental Technology and dated June 30, 1995, the following 
management plan was presented for Phase I of the Waterfront Park: 

 
1) Soils containing higher concentrations of lead and PAHs were to be removed 

and properly disposed of off site; 
2) Soils that remained on-site exceeded natural background levels and required 

management, but were not soluble in water, were not mobile in soil, and were 
not volatile; 

3) Existing soils were to be covered with a geotextile fabric and one foot or more 
of clean soil.  The placement and maintenance of the clean soil, grass or 
pavement combined with the geotextile material was intended to prevent 
human exposure to the constituents of concern, and to prevent mixing of clean 
soil with underlying existing soils.  

4) Ingestion, inhalation and dermal contact exposure pathways would not exist.34 
 
 



210 

4.13.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 68 
 
On March 15, 2005 Mr. Tim Robinson of KTA, met with Mr. Steve Sullivan of the 
Corradino Group to discuss the environmental studies conducted and the potential 
environmental concerns at the site (Corradino purchased Environmental Technology, 
Inc.). 
 
Mr. Sullivan indicated that the site was part of Phase III of the Waterfront Park for 
Louisville, and that soil contamination at the former Ashland site was being managed in 
manner similar to Phase I of the Park.  According to Mr. Sullivan, higher concentrations 
of PAHs and metals were removed and properly disposed of off-site.  A geotextile 
material and a foot or more of ‘clean’ soil was placed over the existing soil to prevent 
human exposure. 
 
On March 25, 2005, Mr. Robinson visited the site.  The ASTs that previously existed at 
the site had been removed.  The site appeared to be freshly graded, and access to the site 
was controlled by a fence and gate.  Recycling equipment used during painting operations 
for the Kennedy Bridge was being stored on the site; otherwise, the site appeared to be 
unused.  Soil staining was not observed and strong odors were not detected during site 
reconnaissance.    
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4.13.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 68 
 
Tables 4.25 through 4.31 are a summary of the most recent soil and groundwater 
sampling data for Site 68.  Analytical results of soil and groundwater samples taken from 
the site indicated that PAHs and metals are the constituents of primary concern in the 
soil. 34, 36 
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4.13.5 Conclusions for Site 68 
 
Historical records indicate that this site was part of the Stoll Oil Refinery, and later 
Sinclair Oil Company.  The site and adjacent areas were reportedly used as an oil 
refinery, transfer and storage facility from the early 1900s to the 1960s.  From the 1970s 
until November 2002, Marathon Ashland Petroleum operated an asphalt transfer, 
blending and storage terminal at the site.  Operations included bulk petroleum product 
transfer from barges to aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), onsite product transfer for 
blending, and transfer to tanker trucks for offsite use. 
 
Recent studies have characterized potential contaminants in soil and groundwater at the 
site.  According to analysis of samples taken from the site, PAHs and metals appear to be 
the constituents of primary concern.  A soil management plan is being implemented at the 
site, and a geotextile material and a foot or more of ‘clean’ soil was placed over the 
existing soil to prevent human exposure. 
 
Although research did not indicate it, a deed restriction to prohibit potential public 
exposure to contamination on-site may exist for this site.  The deed restrictions for the 
site are transferred with the sale of the site (e.g. right-of-way acquisition), and are 
approved and enforced by the Kentucky Department of Environmental Protection 
(KDEP) Division of Waste Management (DWM).  The deed restrictions are enforced on 
all current and future property owners, and deviation from the limits set by the deed 
restrictions must be approved by the DWM.   Planned LSIORBP activities, such as 
environmental and geotechnical subsurface borings, placement of piers and piles, and soil 
excavation, require coordination with and approval of by the DWM.  KTA recommends 
that efforts to coordinate with DWM for the project activities planned at this site begin 
immediately. 
 
Due to its history of petroleum storage and transfer, this site appears to be an 
environmental concern.  However, it appears as if this site has been recently assessed 
(January, 2003) for environmental concerns, and sufficient data appears to be available to 
make recommendations for planned activities on the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio 
River Bridge Project.  Therefore, no Phase II activities are recommended for Site 68 at 
this time. 
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4.13.6 Recommended Action for Site 68 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, construction activities related to 
this site may include limited excavation for the placement of fill to raise the existing 
ground elevation.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this 
site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil; 
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill;  

• Potentially contaminated soils or waste material may be disturbed or excavated 
during construction at this location; 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass.  Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated 
during construction or making of piles or drilled piers; and 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  Step 1 
assessments focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in an 
environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Extensive soil 
investigations have previously been performed at this site to assess the surface and 
subsurface conditions, and have confirmed the presence of contaminants at this site, 
satisfying Step 1 of the iterative process.  Also, the existing data may be sufficient to 
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assess worker protection objectives (if or when the existing cap at the site is breached). 
Therefore, no additional soil or groundwater sampling is proposed at this time. 
 
Step 2 may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of 
contamination. 
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4.13.7 Photographs for Site 68 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 68 – Former Marathon Ashland Petroleum Asphalt Terminal.  Taken from west side 
of the site, facing east.  Equipment shown is used to repaint of the Kennedy Bridge.  The 
site is used to store the equipment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 68 – Former Marathon Ashland Petroleum Asphalt Terminal.  Taken from south side 
of the site, facing north. 
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4.13.8 References Cited for Site 68 
 
34) “Basis for Management Approach – Phase I Area”, by Environmental Technology, 

June 30, 1995 * 
 
35) “Helipad Site Investigation Report – Phase I Louisville Waterfront”, by 

Environmental Technology, January 25, 1996.* 
 
36) “Soil and Groundwater Investigation – Marathon Ashland Asphalt Terminal”, by 

Environmental Technology, December 2002. * 
 
* The following reference documents are available at the Kentucky Division of Waste 
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4.14 Site 69 - Former Louisville Veneer Mill 
350 Adams Street (Figures 44 and 45) 

 
4.14.1 Site Background for Site 69 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report, Sanborn Maps 
indicate that this site was part of the Louisville Veneer Mill from approximately 1892 to 
1963.  In 1963 the interstate was built and the mill closed. 1   
 
According to a Phase I Environmental Assessment submitted to Storage USA by Vertex 
Engineering Services, Inc on April 15, 2004, the American Oil Company (Amoco) and 
other companies (most recently Commonwealth Distributing Company) utilized the site 
for bulk storage of gasoline.  The gasoline bulk storage reportedly operated from 
approximately 1957 until 1988. 
 
According to the Vertex Phase I Assessment, Louisville municipal records indicate that 
the mini-storage units currently occupying the site were constructed in 1988.  Deed 
research indicated that WB Storage Associates purchased the site in 1997.  Marshall Auto 
Parts appears to occupy the remaining area previously occupied by the former veneer 
mill. 
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4.14.2 Previous Studies for Site 69 
 
In an Environmental Assessment for the Louisville Waterfront Development Project 
Area, dated March 16, 1993, SCA Environmental identified the former Louisville Veneer 
Mill as a potential environmental concern.  Monitoring wells north of the interstate, near 
the area of the former mill, had detectable levels of methyl ethyl ketone (MEK) and 
toluene that may have been attributed to previous activities at the former veneer mill. 37 
 
In a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for Storage USA, completed March 27, 
1997, Nova Environmental Services, Inc. identified three large gasoline aboveground 
storage tanks (ASTs) that had existed at the site for over 30 years at the site.  According 
to Nova, Amoco reported a release from the tanks in 1982, and an investigation of the 
subsurface was conducted to assess the contamination.  Nova states that the tanks were 
removed in February 1988, and that the current concentration and extent of remaining 
soil and groundwater contamination, if any was unknown.  Due to impacts from past 
activities of the petroleum bulk storage facility, Nova recommended a limited subsurface 
investigation to assess the concentration of remaining soil and groundwater 
contamination at the site. 38 
 
In a Phase I Environmental Assessment for Storage USA, completed April 15, 2004, 
Vertex Engineering, Inc., the three gasoline ASTs were identified again.  As part of its 
investigation, VERTEX performed a file review at the Kentucky Department of 
Environmental Protection (KDEP) to confirm Nova’s findings and to determine if any 
investigation or remedial activities had been conducted in connection with the site since 
the Nova’s 1997 report.  During the file review, Vertex made the following conclusions: 
 

• The Amoco Oil Company Louisville Terminal Facility (LTF) consisted of two 
terminals; the Shelby Street Terminal (Site 58) and the Elm Street LTF (Site 69).  
The majority of the KDEP file pertained to the Shelby Street LTF, which was in 
the final stages of post-remediation at the time of the report. 39 

• The files at KDEP did not indicate if the 1982 release at Elm Street LTF was 
considered as a separate release site, as part of the Shelby Street LTF release site, 
or not a release at all.  Based on its conversation with KDEP, VERTEX concluded 
that there was not a separate file for the former Elm Street LTF and that the 
subject site is not a separate release site.  Furthermore, VERTEX stated that the 
closure of the Shelby Street Facility did not constitute closure of the historic 
release detected at the Elm Street Facility. 39 

• The KDEP file contained two reports prepared by the Amoco Groundwater 
Management Section (GMS), which included the results of three rounds of 
groundwater gauging and sampling at the Elm Street Facility.  According to the 
reports, nine wells (MW19 – MW28) were installed at the Elm Street Facility to 
assess groundwater conditions around the three former storage tanks and the 
associated pipelines.  Initial sampling took place on April 23, 1982, with benzene, 
toluene, Ethylbenzene, and xylene (total BTEX) concentrations in the wells 
ranging from 10 ug/L to 29,000 ug/L (MW22).  The second event took place on 
November 5, 1985.  During that event, a sheen was observed on the groundwater 
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in MW22, and BTEX concentrations ranged from non-detect to 5,000 ug/L 
(MW22).  The final sampling event occurred on April 29, 1986, with a total 
BTEX concentration of 1,600 ug/L in MW22, and not detected in the other 
monitoring wells. 39 

• VERTEX’s research indicated that the AMOCO GMS concluded that the testing 
results at the Elm Street Facility indicated that natural biodegradation was 
occurring at the site, and active remediation of the groundwater at the site was not 
required. 39 

• VERTEX concluded that based on a review of the GMS reports, groundwater 
conditions at the former Elm Street Facility had not been assessed since 1986.  
VERTEX further noted that the bezene concentration in MW22 (230 ug/L) was 
less than the KDEP Table II allowable level of 400 ug/L, but greater than the 
KDEP Table I level of 5 ug/L (The table levels are the Federal Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCLs), which generally apply to sites with petroleum 
releases from ASTs).  Based on its conversations with KDEP, VERTEX was 
uncertain that Table II levels could be applied to the Elm Street Site.  It was also 
noted that groundwater samples were not analyzed for polyaeromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs) or lead, or that soil samples were collected or analyzed as 
part of those investigations.  Based on its findings, VERTEX considered the 
former Elm Street LTF a concern to its investigation. 39 

 
 
A review of the information obtained from the Kentucky Division of Waste Management 
for Site 58 in this report, Ace Salvage/Amoco Oil Company, indicates that a pipeline 
release of 25,000 gallons of gasoline was released at Site 58, the former Shelby Street 
LTF, and that the remediation efforts appeared to be directed at this site.  KTA’s review 
of the files did not reveal a release at Site 69, the Former Elm Street LTF.  Research did 
indicate that sampling had occurred at the former Elm Street LTF, confirming 
VERTEX’s research of prior sampling events at the site. 29 
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4.14.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 69 
 
On March 30, 2005, Mr. Tim Robinson and Mr. Brad Rodgers of KTA interviewed Ms. 
Donna Beams, the site manager for Storage USA.  Ms. Beams stated she was unaware of 
any underground storage tanks (USTs), spills or environmental incidents that had 
occurred at the site.  Ms. Beams also stated that no hazardous wastes were generated at 
the site.  Ms. Beams did not have information concerning Commonwealth Distributing 
Company or its operations. 
 
On April 6, 2005, Mr. Robinson interviewed Mr. Harvey Marshall, who owns the 
adjacent site.  Mr. Marshall stated that he remembered Commonwealth Distributing 
Company had occupied the site at 350 Adams Street in the mid-1980s, and that there 
were at least two large above ground storage tanks (ASTs) at the site. 
 
No environmental concerns were noted during site reconnaissance. 
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4.14.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 69 
 
Table 4.32 is a summary of the most recent groundwater sampling data for Site 69.  
Analytical results of soil and groundwater samples taken from the site indicated that 
BTEX was detected only in MW22 during the most recent sampling event (April 29, 
1986). 39 
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4.14.5 Conclusions for Site 69 
 
This site was reportedly part of a Veneer Mill from 1892 to 1963.  Previous Phase I 
Environmental Assessments suggest that detectible levels of MEK and toluene identified 
in monitoring wells north of the interstate may be attributed to previous activities at the 
former veneer mill. 
 
The Elm Street LTF reportedly operated at the site from approximately 1957 to 1988.  
Previous Phase I studies indicate there was a release of gasoline at the site, however 
KTA’s research indicates that the aforementioned release may have actually been at Site 
58.  However, groundwater sampling at the site in 1982, 1985 and 1986 indicates that 
BTEX was detected at the site, indicating that a release may have occurred at the site or 
an adjacent site.  
 
Currently, the site is a mini-storage site (Storage USA). 
 
Roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact 
with potentially contaminated soils, and construction activities may introduce a path or 
conduit for contamination into the groundwater.  Since BTEX was previously detected in 
the groundwater, and information regarding analysis of PAH and lead in groundwater or 
analysis of any soil samples from the site is unavailable, a Phase II Environmental 
Assessment of Site 69 is recommended.  Details of the recommended Phase II activities 
are presented in Section 4.14.6. 
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4.14.6 Recommended Action for Site 69 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities related to this site will be comprised of installing piles or drilled piers to support 
overhead structures.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this 
site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Demolition of structures; 
• Excavation of surface soil; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• Potentially contaminated soils or waste material may be excavated to native soil 
prior to placement of fill material at this location; 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal); and 

• The structures at this site may require demolition prior to construction activities 
on the site.  Demolition of the structures may require limited subsurface 
excavation. 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
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In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from five locations identified on Figure 46. 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at five 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of fifteen soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination.   

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from the five soil boring locations (See Figure 46).  Groundwater samples 
will be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 46.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site 69 is approximately $80,000. 
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4.14.7 Photographs for Site 69 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 69 – Former Louisville Veneer Mill.  Taken from north of the site, facing south. 
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4.15 Site 72 – Louisville and Nashville Railroad 
(Currently Leased by Marshall’s Auto Parts) 
201 North Shelby Street (Figures 47 and 48) 
 

4.15.1 Site Background for Site 72 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report prepared for 
the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project (LSIORP), this site was part 
of Site 58, the former Amoco Oil Company site. 1 However, deed research indicates this 
property is currently owned by Louisville and Nashville (L&N) Railroad as right of way 
(Figure 48).  It appears that the Amoco bulk terminal used Site 72 as part of its operations 
until 1986, and that site 72’s history is similar to the history of Site 58 until that time. 
 
Marshall’s Auto Parts leases the property from L&N Railroad, and operates a automotive 
salvage company at the site. 
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4.15.2 Previous Studies for Site 72 
 
Other than the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report performed for the 
LSIORP, previously performed environmental studies were not available for this site.  
However, as part of the assessment and monitoring of Site 58, soil and groundwater 
samples appeared to have been taken from the northern boundary of Site 72 25, 26. 
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4.15.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 72 
 
On April 6, 2005 Mr. Tim Robinson of KTA, met with Mr. Harvey Marshall of 
Marshall’s Auto Parts.  Mr. Marshall stated that he was unaware of any underground 
storage tanks, spill, releases or concerns of an environmental nature at the site. 
 
Site reconnaissance revealed that the surface soil appeared to be stained by motor oil, 
transmission fluid, and other automotive fluids.  Several 55-gallon drums were noted next 
to the office trailer.  Mr. Marshall stated that fluids used to maintain site equipment was 
stored in the drums.  A car crusher was noted on the south side of the site. 
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4.15.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 72 
 
As part of the assessment and monitoring activities conducted for Site 58, the former 
Amoco facility, soil and groundwater samples were taken from Site 72, as well as areas 
adjacent to the site.  Tables 4.33 through 4.38 are a summary of the most recent analytical 
data for samples taken from Site 72.  This summary corresponds with data presented for 
Site 58. 
 
Laboratory analysis of the most recent groundwater samples taken from the vicinity of 
Site 72, indicate that benzene, toluene, Ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX) and 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are below method detection limits.  Analysis 
of soil samples indicated detectible levels of PAHs and total petroleum hydrocarbons 
(TPHs) existed, however these samples were taken in 1993, and may not represent 
current conditions at the site.    
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Soil Sample Date Sampled Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (deisel)
(mg/kg)

GB-3
8.5-9.5 ft. 4/30/93 130

GB-3
23.5-24.5 ft. 4/30/93 <1.7

* Sampling of these soil borings was part of assessment activities for Site 58, the former Amoco facility.

Site 72
L & N Railroad Property

Laboratory Analysis of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) 
for Site Soil Samples

Sheet 1 of 1

SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW

TABLE 4-35
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Monitoring Well Number MW 1 MW 4 MW 4r MW 9
Date Sampled 12/19/02 9/29/94 5/28/99 12/19/02
Acenaphthene

(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Acenaphthylene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Anthracene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Benzo(a)anthracene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Benzo(a)pyrene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Benzo(b)fluoranthene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Benzo(k)fluoranthene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Chrysene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Fluoranthene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Fluorene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Naphthalene
(ug/L) <5 <5 <1 <5

Phenanthrene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

Pyrene
(ug/L) <10 <5 <1 <10

* Installation and sampling of these monitoring wells was part of monitoring acitvities for Site 58, the former Amoco facility.

TABLE 4-36
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE
UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW

Sheet 1 of 1

Site 72
L & N Railroad Property

Laboratory Analysis of Polynuclear Aeromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)
for Groundwater Samples
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4.15.5 Conclusions for Site 72 
 
Available information indicates that this site was used as part of Site 58, the former 
Amoco facility’s operations.  The site is currently owned by L & N Railroad, and is used 
by Marshall’s Auto Parts as a salvage yard.  Currently, large amounts of scrap metal and 
mechanical equipment are stored at the site.  Surface staining associated with auto 
salvage operations was noted in KTA’s reconnaissance of the site. 
 
Due to the potentially historical link between Site 72 and Site 58 as a petroleum storage 
facility, and the nature of salvage operations, soil and groundwater contamination may 
exist at this site.  While some soil and groundwater sampling has been completed at and 
around this site in conjunction with closure activities for Site 58, sampling has not 
occurred in this area in several years, and surface contamination from any unreported 
spills or incidents at the site may not presently be quantified.  Roadway construction 
creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact with contaminated 
soils, and construction activities may introduce a path or conduit for surface 
contamination to enter the groundwater.  Therefore, a Phase II Environmental 
Assessment of Site 72 is recommended.  Details of the recommended Phase II activities 
are presented in Section 4.15.6. 
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4.15.6 Recommended Action for Site 72 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities related to this site will be comprised of installing piles or drilled piers to support 
overhead structures.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this 
site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil; 
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; and 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass; 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers; and 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion;  
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
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In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from three locations identified on Figure 49.   

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at three 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected. At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of nine soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination. 

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from three of the soil boring locations (See Figure 49).  Groundwater samples 
will be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 49.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site 72 is approximately $71,000. 





259 

4.15.7 Photographs for Site 72 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 72 – Louisville and Nashville Railroad (Currently Leased by Marshall’s Auto Parts).  
Taken from east of the site, facing west. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 72 – Louisville and Nashville Railroad (Currently Leased by Marshall’s Auto Parts).  
Taken from the interior of the site, facing west.
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4.15.8 References Cited for Site 72 
 
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”, by Community 

Transportation Solutions, June 2000. 
 
25)  “Final Investigation Report”, by BHE Environmental, Inc., December 1, 1993. * 
  
26) “Groundwater Monitoring Report, 4th Quarter of Closure Monitoring”, by Pangean-

CMD Associates, Inc., May 2004. * 
 
* The following reference documents are available at the Kentucky Division of Waste 
Management Filing Room (502)-564-6716. 
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4.16 Site 73 – Marshall’s Auto Parts 
375 Adams Street (Figures 50 and 51) 
 

4.16.1 Site Background for Site 73 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report prepared for 
the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project (LSIORP), this site has been 
a salvage yard since 1988.  This site appears to have been part of the Louisville Veneer 
Mill from 1892 to 1963. 1 
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4.16.2 Previous Studies for Site 73 
 
Other than the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report performed for the 
LSIORP, previously performed environmental studies were not available for this site. 
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4.16.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 73 
 
On April 6, 2005 Mr. Tim Robinson of KTA, met with Mr. Harvey Marshall of 
Marshall’s Auto Parts.  Mr. Marshall stated that he was unaware of any underground 
storage tanks, spill, releases or concerns of an environmental nature at the site. 
 
Site reconnaissance revealed that the surface soil was stained with what appeared to be 
automotive fluids (motor oil, transmission fluid, etc.).  Evidence of USTs was not 
observed during the site visit. 
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4.16.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 73 
 
KTA was unable to locate any analysis of soil or groundwater samples taken from the 
site. 



267 

4.16.5 Conclusions for Site 73 
 
Due to the nature of salvage operations, auto salvage yards may have areas that contain 
surface soils contaminated from spills of oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, antifreeze, and other 
automotive fluids (surface staining was noted at the site). As a result, soil and 
groundwater contamination may exist at this site.  Roadway construction creates the 
potential for construction personnel to come in contact with contaminated soils, and 
construction activities may introduce a path or conduit for surface contamination to enter 
the groundwater.  Due to the relatively unknown nature of the site, and the potential for 
surface contamination, a Phase II Environmental Assessment of Site 73 is recommended.  
Details of the recommended Phase II activities are presented in Section 4.16.6. 
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4.16.6 Recommended Action for Site 73 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, construction activities related to 
this site may include installing piles or drilled piers to support overhead structures.  
Explicit and implied LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil; 
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; and 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass; 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers; and 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion;  
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
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In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from ten locations identified on Figure 52.   

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at ten 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade for four borings, and to an estimated depth of 20 feet below grade for six 
borings. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of thirty soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination. 

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from four of the soil boring locations (See Figure 52).  Groundwater samples 
will be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 52.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site 73 is approximately $98,000. 
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4.16.7 Photographs for Site 73 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 73 – Marshall’s Auto Parts.  Taken from east of the site, facing west. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 73 – Marshall’s Auto Parts.  Taken from the interior of the site, facing south.
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4.16.8 References Cited for Site 73 
 
1) “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”, by Community 

Transportation Solutions, June 2000.  
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4.17 Site 85 - American Saw and Tool 
500 East Main Street (See Figure 54) 
EPA ID#: 074 075 0441  
UST ID#: 1567-056 
 

4.17.1 Site Background of Site 85 
 
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report, Sanborn Maps 
indicate that in 1892, a lumberyard and tobacco company occupied the site.  By 1905, 
American Elevator and Machine Company (AMC) occupied approximately two-thirds of 
the site.  AMC operated a first floor machine shop and a second floor electric shop in a 
building along the western edge of the property.  Sanborn Maps indicated that AMC was 
still at the site in 1951. 1 
 
According to the Level I Pre-acquisition Site Assessment conducted by ERC 
Environmental and Energy Services Company (ERCE), American Saw and Tool 
Company purchased the site in 1955. 46 According to the Final Order of Case Number 02-
CI-00911 and 02-CI-00924 (Vermont American Corporation (“VAC”) vs. Natural 
Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet and 500 Associates, Inc. (“500”) vs. 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet), the following is summary of 
the recent site history: 
 

• For approximately thirty-seven years, VAC owned and operated its American 
Saw and Tool Division at 500 East Main Street, Louisville, Kentucky (“the site”), 
manufacturing circular saw blades and hand tools.  Operations conducted at the 
site included metal milling, metal heat treatment, degreasing, electroplating and 
painting.  VAC used a large volume of chemicals, including chromic acid, 
hydrochloric acid, sulfuric acid sodium hydroxide, sodium nitrate nickel sulfate, 
trichloroethene, cyanide compounds and nickel chloride among others, to conduct 
their operations.  The wastewater contained pollutants, including arsenic, barium, 
cadmium, chromium, cyanide, copper, lead, iron, mercury, nickel, selenium, 
silver and zinc.  VAC disposed of all its untreated wastewater effluent through 
pipes that led to the public sewer.  During VAC’s ownership, numerous chemical 
spills occurred on the property.  VAC closed its manufacturing operations in 1986 
and undertook decommissioning and cleaning activities. 41 

• 500 became the owner of the site on August 31, 1987.  500 hired an 
environmental consultant, RO-Tech Incorporated (Ro-Tech”), to evaluate the 
decommissioning work performed by VAC.  Ro-Tech reported that VAC 
adequately decontaminated the platting and waste treatment areas of the facility.  
The hearing officer for the court found that 500 was aware that Ro-Tech did not 
take samples of soil or groundwater.  Ro-tech also identified chromium as a by-
product of VAC’s operations. 41 

• In 1990, in an effort to create a courtyard, 500 demolished portions of a building 
used by VAC to conduct electroplating.  During the demolition procedure, 500 
claimed it first became aware of hazardous waste contamination through samples 
taken beneath the removed concrete floors of the building.  During a pre-
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acquisition assessment of the property conducted later that year, analytical results 
revealed the presence of various inorganic constituents, elevated levels of metals, 
and volatile organic compounds.  Groundwater samples indicated various 
inorganic constituents along with chlorinated solvents exceeding the groundwater 
maximum contaminant levels in 401 KAR 34:060.  In November 1990, 500 
retained ERCE, which performed testing that detected volatile organic compounds 
at the site. 41 

• In 1994 the Kentucky Division of Waste Management (“DWM”) began an 
investigation searching for contaminants on the site.  In 1997 DWM conducted 
soil sampling near a metal pipe that VAC used in its electroplating operations.  
These samples showed elevated levels of chromium, lead, cyanide, barium, 
arsenic, cadmium, copper, nickel, zinc, and other hazardous substances associated 
with VAC’s operations.  After gathering this information, DWM filed an 
administrative complaint (the “Complaint”) against VAC and 500 on February 12, 
1998, alleging that the parties caused or contributed to environmental 
contamination at the site.  DWM alleged in the Complaint that VAC and 500 
possessed and controlled substances that were released into the environment and 
were responsible parties under KRS 224.01-400(18).  DWM found that the parties 
had not characterized the extent of the releases or corrected the effect of the 
releases.  Based upon these allegations, DWM claimed VAC and 500 were 
responsible for characterization, remediation, cost recovery and civil penalties 
pursuant to KRS 224.99-010.  DWM incurred a total cost of $17,828.03 to 
conduct its investigation. 41 

• At the administrative level, a court-hearing officer conducted a 17-day hearing 
where she considered 100 exhibits and heard testimony of 17 witnesses.  The 
hearing officer issued the Report that held VAC and 500 jointly and severally 
liable for the release of hazardous substances into the environment.  The hearing 
officer found that the chemicals used and the wastes it generated created unique 
“chemical fingerprints” that still exists as residues in the buildings and 
surrounding soil at the site.  The hearing officer determined VAC was 95% 
responsible and that 500 was 5% responsible.  On June 10, 2002, The Natural 
Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet’s Secretary issued an order that 
adopted the report in its entirety.  The Order set a penalty of $160,000 against 
VAC, a penalty of $10,500 against 500, and jointly ordered VAC and 500 to 
characterize, remedy the release, and pay DWM’s response cost of $17,828.03. 41 

• In an appeal by VAC and 500, dated November 4, 2003, the Franklin Circuit 
Court, Division I, ruled to uphold the imposition of the Secretary’s penalties of 
$160,000 and $10,500 against VAC and 500 respectively.  The amount of 
DWM’s response cost totaling $17,828.03 was remanded to the Secretary to 
impose liability upon one of the responsible parties.  The Secretary was instructed 
to order one responsible party to characterize and remedy the release.  The named 
party was then allowed to bring a contribution action for the response cost and 
other costs in Franklin Circuit Court against any other responsible parties 
pursuant to KRS 224.10-400(25). 
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Tetra Tech EM, Inc. (Tetra Tech) was retained by 500 to complete a “Management Plan” 
for the site.  The Management Plan, dated February 7, 2003, called for separation of the 
parcels on Main Street and Jackson Street, and a management plan for each parcel.  Soils 
impacted above the Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) were to be removed from the 
site unless deemed technically infeasible.  Deed restrictions were put in place to maintain 
the pavement and building over the non-attainment area, and the site was restricted to 
non-residential land use. 48 
 
In a letter from Mark Mangun of Tetra Tech to Mr. Tim Hubbard of the KDEP DWM, 
Tetra Tech requested DWM issue a no-further action letter associated with groundwater 
at the 500 East Main Street property and pursue the off-site source of identified volatile 
organic groundwater contamination affecting the site.  The DWM response was not found 
in the DWM file review.  
 
In the fall of 1989, a 10,000-gallon fuel oil tank was removed from the site.  The tank 
was installed in 1969.  No further information is available from the KDWM UST files.  
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4.17.2 Previous Studies for Site 85 
 
The following engineering and environmental studies have been performed for the site at 
500 East Main Street: 
 

• In a letter from Richard Panther of Ro-Tech, Inc. to Henry Potter of Potter and 
Cox Architects, dated February 4, 1987, Rotech concluded the following areas 
had been adequately decontaminated: 

 
o The pit walls in the waste treatment area; 
o The floors where plating equipment stood; 
o All troughs; 
o The roof area where roof ventilators existed and discharged air from the 

plating area. 44 
 
Ro-Tech claims that the pit walls, the floors and the roof area were triple rinsed 
and steam cleaned.  Ro-Tech concluded that based on its review, VAC had made 
every reasonable effort to remove and properly dispose of all plating and waste 
treatment areas and surfaces. 44 
 
Ro-Tech also noted that VAC had complied with state law requiring notification 
of underground storage tanks.  Ro-Tech further stated that a 10,000-gallon diesel 
fuel UST existed at the site, but that the location of the UST was unknown. 44 

 
• In July, 1990, ERCE conducted a Level I Pre-Acquisition Site Assessment of 500 

East Main Street, and presented report of its findings to Doe Anderson 
Advertising Agency.  In the report, ERCE concluded that past material usage and 
waste management practices at the site were a concern for environmental impact. 
46 Materials used at the site that caused concern included diesel fuel, solvents 
(such as 1,1,1 Trichloroethane), caustics, acids, heavy metals, and cyanide 
compounds.  ERCE recommended a Phase II investigation of soil and 
groundwater at the site, specifically in the following areas: 

 
o The bonded warehouse trench drain system and pit; 
o The east shop trench drain system; 
o The underground storage tank; 
o The open area where buildings previously existed; 
o The courtyard area; and 
o The degreaser pit in the Jackson Street Building 

 
• In November 1990, ERCE conducted a Level II Pre-Acquisition Site Assessment 

of 500 East Main Street, and presented report of its findings to Doe Anderson 
Advertising Agency.  Based on the results of the study, several areas of concern 
were identified.  Tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene were found to exceed 
‘action levels’ (as set forth by the EPA) in samples taken from three groundwater 
monitoring wells.  Analytical results of soil samples taken from the pits and 
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trenches located in the existing buildings and residue samples collected indicated 
levels of priority pollutant metals that also exceeded EPA action levels. 47 

 
Based on this investigation, ERCE made several recommendations, including: 
 

o Determination of groundwater flow direction; 
o Collection of additional soil samples, for analysis of total toxic organics 

and pH to identify if a layer or layers of soil exceeded action levels; 
o Location and sampling of water wells within the aquifer.  Analysis of 

groundwater samples were to be analyzed for trichloroethylene and 
tetrachloroethene; 

o Removal of residues in pits and trench areas to prevent releases of priority 
pollutant metals constituents; 

o Consideration of risk assessment as an alternative remediation method.  
The risk assessment procedures were to be discussed with the state to 
identify what actions were to be taken and when they were to be initiated. 

 
• In a letter from Mr. Herbert Petitjean of the KDEP Superfund Branch to Mr. Dale 

Boden of 500 Associates and Ms. Julia P. Hagan of Vermont American, dated 
May 17, 1996, Mr. Petitjean discussed the results of an analysis of groundwater 
samples he obtained at the site.  Mr. Petitjean found that tetrachloroethene and 
trichloroethene, the two contaminants of concern in the 1990 ERCE report, were 
high in concentration in the samples, but that the levels relative to a background 
(MW-1) did not meet the criteria for an observed release under CERCLA.  Mr. 
Petitjean did report an increase in the concentration of several metals in the 
monitoring wells located in the “Bonded Warehouse” portion of the facility (the 
room that was reportedly used for plating).  MW-3 was very close to a pit which 
had been concreted over.  Mr. Petitjean had also photographed a yellow powder 
which had formed along a crack between the old floor and the new concrete 
covering pit. 43 

 
• Mr. Petitjean submitted a Site Investigation Report of 500 East Main Street, dated 

June 24, 1996, for the KYDEP DWM.  The Site Investigation found that arsenic, 
cadmium, chromium, and lead in groundwater met the CERCLA criteria for an 
observed release.  High levels of tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene were 
found, but did not constitute a CERCLA observed release when compared with 
background levels. 52 

 
• In 1997, KDEP conducted a targeted soil sampling event and split samples with 

Commonwealth Technology (CTI), which was acting on behalf of Vermont 
American.  Samples taken in the area of the former circular saw plater, the nickel 
and chrome plating area, in the area of the former degreasing pit, as well as other 
areas in the site.  Samples were analyzed for metals and volatile organics.  Results 
are included in Tables 4.38, 4.39 and 4.40 in Section 4.17.4.  Laboratory analysis 
of the KDEP samples indicated that VOCs were present in the soil samples at 
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levels above Human Health Screening Levels (HHSLs), while analysis of CTI’s 
split samples did not indicate levels exceeding the HHSLs. 

 
• Dames and Moore submitted a Site Characterization Report of 500 East Main, 

dated January 28, 1999 to Vermont American.  The Site Characterization Report 
consolidated and analyzed the previous studies and information and evaluated off-
site sources that may have impacted the site.  The report offered the following 
conclusions: 

 
o There were no source areas of high VOC concentrations identified at the 

site that would be capable of being a source of the observed VOC 
groundwater impact; 

o The levels of VOCs present in soil depth were likely caused by 
groundwater fluctuations and/or volatilization of VOCs in the 
groundwater, indicating an off-site source for the observed VOC 
groundwater impact; 

o The mean concentration of metals in surface and subsurface soil at the site 
were comparable to mean concentrations of metals in surface and 
subsurface soil at the Louisville Scrap Metal (LSM) Site, located 
immediately north and a block northwest of the site; 

o Contaminant transport models demonstrated that the metals impact to 
groundwater at the 500 Associates Property was related to the observed 
metals impact to groundwater at the LSM site. 

o Further investigation of known or suspected impacts at the site were 
unwarranted, since similar levels of impact at the LSM site were being 
managed on-site, and that corrective measures similar to those used at the 
LSM site, such as deed restrictions and paving the site to minimize human 
exposure and prevent infiltration of precipitation, would be sufficient. 51 

 
• In a Site Investigation Report, initially submitted by Global Environmental 

Solutions, Inc. (GESI) in July, 1999, and a Final Investigation Report submitted 
by GESI July 26, 2000, the following conclusions were made: 

 
o Hexavalent chromium and total lead were the targeted constituents of 

concern identified in soils in the bonded warehouse nickel-chromium 
plating area and the circular saw plating area/plating area #3, at 
concentrations above KYDEP HHSLs; 

o In the bonded warehouse nickel/chromium plating area, hexavalent 
chromium was identified in borings EMP-6, EMP-7, EMP-8, EMP-9 and 
EMP-10 at levels above the HHSL screening level of 30 mg/Kg, ranging 
from 36 to 570 mg/Kg.  total lead in these borings was identified in these 
borings at levels above the HHSL screening level of 20 mg/Kg, ranging 
from 23 to 120 mg/Kg; 

o In the circular saw plating area, plating area #3, hexavalent chromium was 
identified at levels above the HHSL screening level in the area at two 
sample locations (collected from CSP-5 and CSP-7).  Concentrations 
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ranged from 43.8 to 96 mg/kg.  An elevated total chromium concentration 
of 11,000 mg/k was identified in boring CSP-4.  Total lead was identified 
in five sample locations collected from borings CSP-1, CSP-4, CSP-7, P2-
2 and ES-1, with levels ranging from 22.6 to 420 mg/Kg. 

o No concentrations of VOCs were identified in analyzed site soil samples 
above HHSLs.  (GESI contended that the VOC analysis of the samples 
they collected from the bonded warehouse area may have confirmed that 
the VOCs reported in the laboratory analysis of KDEP DWM samples 
taken in 1996 were false positives from the laboratory, and that the CTI 
split samples lack of detected VOCs was probably correct.) 

o Total lead was the only metal detected in groundwater samples that was 
over the HHSL of 0.004 mg/L, with concentrations of 0.010 mg/L in MW-
1 and 0.009 mg/L in MW-3. 

o The May, 1999 groundwater sampling identified concentrations of 
tetrachloroethene (0.004 mg/L to 0.023 mg/L) and trichloroethene (0.062 
mg/L to 0.165 mg/L) above the HHSL screening levels of 0.0011 mg/L 
and 0.0016 mg/L, respectively.  GESI claimed that the data from that 
event was consistent with nine plus years of groundwater sampling data 
that had identified VOCs in the three on-site monitoring wells. 52 

 
• In a memorandum dated September 8, 1999 from Alan J. Grant, an analyst for the 

Risk Assessment Department at KDWM, to Mr. Jeff Grow of the Superfund 
Section of KDWM, Mr. Grant stated that Risk Assessment concurred with the 
removal of soils with metal concentrations above HHSLs.  Mr. Grant also stated 
that if the site owner wanted to leave lead concentrations above the Action Level 
of 50 ppm in place, then they should provide an adequate management and 
monitoring plan that would demonstrate safe levels of residential contamination to 
potential receptors using the site.  Mr. Grant suggested that a monitoring well be 
placed down-gradient of the site to determine the potential transport of 
contaminated groundwater. 50 

 
• On February 7, 2003, Tetra Tech EM, Inc (Tetra Tech, formerly GESI), submitted 

a Management Plan to Tim Hubbard at the KDWM Superfund Branch.  Tetra 
Tech proposed the following: 

 
o Supplemental groundwater sampling; 
o Institutional controls, such as a KDWM-approved vapor barrier and 

concrete cap in the south end of the basement of the Jackson Street 
Building; 

o Land use deed restrictions on the Jackson Street building, which excludes 
residential use of the basement level of the property except for storage 
purposes, and prohibits the use of groundwater for drinking or other 
domestic purposes. 48 

 
• On October 17, 2003, Tetra Tech submitted a Management Plan Implementation 

Report to KDWM, stating that the vapor barrier and concrete cap had been 
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installed on September 9, 2003.  A copy of the proposed deed restriction was 
attached to the Implementation Report.  On October 21, 2003 Tetra Tech 
submitted a second Management Plan Implementation Report to KDWM to 
discuss the supplemental groundwater sampling.  In this Implementation Report 
Tetra Tech concluded: 
 

o Total and hexavalent chromium was detected above MCLs only in MW-2 
and MW-3.  The wells were located immediately adjacent to the former 
bonded warehouse plating operations, in an area targeted for removal of 
soil that contained those metals.  Tetra Tech stated that it believed that 
once the soil was removed, the potential for impact to the groundwater by 
those metals would be eliminated. 49 

o Tetra Tech stated that the suspected up-gradient off-site source of the 
identified VOCs was confirmed by the identification of elevated 
concentrations of trichloroethene and tetrachloroethene in monitoring 
wells MW-1 (the shallow up-gradient well, with a groundwater depth of 
40 to 50 feet) and MW-4 (the deeper well, with a screening depth of 60 to 
70 feet). 49 

o Tetra Tech stated that targeted soil sampling and analysis failed to identify 
an on-site source of identified VOCs in groundwater.  A soil gas survey 
also failed to identify a source of the VOCs.  Tetra Tech stated that it 
believed the suspected source of the VOCs identified in groundwater 
samples was the former manufacturing operation located immediately 
south of the alley up-gradient of the site.  Soil gas readings taken along the 
southern boundary identified the highest recorded gas readings for 
trichloroethene at depths of 12 to 16 feet below ground surface.  Tetra 
Tech believed this further supported the suspected source of 
trichloroethene. 49 

o Tetra Tech requested that KDEP issue a no-further action (NFA) letter 
associated with groundwater at the site, and pursue the off-site source of 
the identified volatile organic groundwater contamination affecting the 
site. 49 

 
• In a letter dated January 14, 2004 from Mr. Tim Hubbard of KDWM Superfund 

Section to Mr. Mark Mangun of Tetra Tech, Mr. Hubbard states that the 
Management Plan Implementation Report had been approved, pending changes to 
the language of the Report.  A letter of NFA was not found in the review of the 
KDWM files. 45 
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4.17.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site 85 
 
In a March 7, 2005 telephone interview with Mr. Tim Robinson of KTA, Mr. Tim 
Hubbard of the KDWM Superfund Division stated that he was unsure of the legal status 
of the appeals filed by Vermont American and 500 Associates concerning the site.  Mr. 
Hubbard said that 500 Associates was proceeding with the development of the Jackson 
Street portion of the site. 
 
In a March 9, 2005 telephone interview with Mr. Robinson, Mr. Mark Mangun of Tetra 
Tech stated that the site had received a letter from the KDWM stating that contamination 
problems at the site were the result of migration from other sites.  Mr. Mangun indicated 
that the Jackson Street portion of the site had been issued a NFA letter. 
 
In a March 9, 2005 telephone interview with Mr. Robinson, Mr. Dale Boden of BF 
Capital stated that there were two parcels for this site, the Jackson Street parcel on the 
northwestern portion of the property, and the Main Street parcel.  Mr. Boden also stated 
that the KDWM had issued a NFA finding for the Jackson Street parcel, and that that 
parcel had been “cleaned up”.  Mr. Boden further stated that the Main Street parcel was 
on the verge of being “cleaned up”, and 500 Associates was in the process of seeking 
bids for final remediation of the parcel.  Mr. Boden then said that he would most likely 
not grant KTA access to the site to conduct any further environmental investigation, 
sampling or testing. 
 
In a March 30, 2005 telephone interview with Mr. Robinson, Mr. Stuart Goldberg, owner 
of the parcel south of the site, stated that a 10,000-gallon fuel oil UST had been removed 
from his property in the fall on 1989.  He said there were no problems with the removal, 
and to his knowledge there was no staining in the tank pit.  He said that UST standards 
for closure were not in place at that time, and that no soil or groundwater samples were 
taken for the tank removal.  Deed research indicates that Mr. Goldberg purchased the 
property from 500 Associates. 
 
In a March 30, 2005 telephone interview with Mr. Robinson, Mr. Jeff Grow of KDWM 
Superfund Section stated that KDWM had issued a letter of NFA for the Jackson Street 
Parcel, but that the Main Street Parcel required additional sampling and analysis, that a 
cap needed to be placed over the site, and that deed restrictions needed placed on the site.  
Mr. Grow also stated that to his knowledge, 500 Associates and Vermont Americans 
Appeals had not yet been decided.  
 
 
 
 
 



284 

4.17.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site 85 
 
Tables 4.39, 4.40 and 4.41 are a summary of the most recent sampling data for the site at 
500 East Main Street.  Laboratory analysis of soil samples taken at the site has shown 
levels of chromium and hexavalent chromium above at concentrations above KYDEP 
HHSLs.  Analysis of groundwater samples indicated elevated levels of arsenic, cadmium, 
chromium, and lead in groundwater that met the CERCLA criteria for an observed 
release.  Trichloroethene and tetrachloroethene have also been identified in groundwater 
samples taken at the site. 



Total
Constituents

Date
Sampled

Arsenic
(mg/Kg)

Barium
(mg/Kg)

Beryllium
(mg/Kg)

Cadmium
(mg/Kg)

Chromium
(mg/Kg)

Chromium
Hexavelent

(mg/Kg)

Copper
(mg/Kg)

Lead
(mg/Kg)

Nickel
(mg/Kg)

Selenium
(mg/Kg)

Total 
Cyanide
(mg/Kg)

Zinc
(mg/Kg)

BW-1 (3'-4') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 10.1 <2.00 NT 7.1 13.7 NT NT NT

BW-1 (6.9'-7.9') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 26.7 <2.00 NT 7.2 16.4 NT NT NT

BW-2 (3'-4') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 12.6 <2.00 NT 13.4 16.6 NT NT NT

BW-2 (7.7'-8.7') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 12.6 <2.00 NT 8.7 14.8 NT NT NT

BW-3 (3'-4') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 14.1 <2.00 NT 11.3 14.5 NT NT NT

BW-3 (6.8'-7.8') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 8.2 <2.00 NT 7.4 12.4 NT NT NT

BW-4 (3'-4') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 10.5 <2.00 NT 7.8 15.2 NT NT NT

BW-4 (8'-8.8') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 8.6 <2.00 NT 9.0 14.3 NT NT NT

BW-5 (3'-4') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 256.0 216.0 NT 14.1 15.9 NT NT NT

BW-5 (3'-4') TCLP 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 6.6 N/A NT N/A N/A NT NT NT

BW-5 (7.9'-8.9') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 98.0 62.4 NT 6.1 505.0 NT NT NT

ES-1 (3'-4') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 13.0 <2.00 NT 22.6 13.2 NT NT NT

ES-1 (6.9'-7.9') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 10.4 <2.00 NT 9.8 13.6 NT NT NT

ES-2 (3'-4') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 13.6 <2.00 NT 11.5 14.2 NT NT NT

ES-2 (7'-8') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 10.6 <2.00 NT 9.4 13.0 NT NT NT

ES-3 (3'-4') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 11.0 <2.00 NT 8.1 23.3 NT NT NT

ES-3 (7'-8') 5/19/1999 NT NT NT NT 5.5 <2.00 NT 5.0 11.5 NT NT NT

CSP-1 (1') 3/13/1997 <2.7 65.0 NT <0.3 36.0 NT 15.0 21.0 NT <3.8 3.0 51.0

CSP-3 (5.7') 3/13/1997 3.2 21.0 NT <0.3 150.0 20.0 28.0 8.6 NT <3.9 <0.5 37.0

CSP-4 (1') 3/13/1997 <3.8 88.0 NT <0.5 11000.0 NT 71.0 270.0 NT <5.3 81.0 65.0

CSP-5 (3'-4') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 157.0 96.0 NT 8.6 14.3 NT NT NT

CSP-5 (6.8'-7.8') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 88.6 27.0 NT 6.9 27.0 NT NT NT

CSP-6 (3'-4') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 19.4 5.2 NT 8.5 14.3 NT NT NT

CSP-6 (6.9'-7.9') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 90.1 8.8 NT 6.7 14.1 NT NT NT

CSP-7 (3'-4') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 94.4 29.6 NT 31.2 22.8 NT NT NT

CSP-7 (6.5'-7.5') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 170.0 43.8 NT 13.8 13.8 NT NT NT

W-5 (7.5'-7.5') TCL 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 0.7 N/A NT N/A N/A NT NT NT

CSP-8 (3'-4') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 97.3 4.2 NT 11.4 14.7 NT NT NT

CSP-8 (6.3'-7.6') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 124.0 5.0 NT 11.6 14.3 NT NT NT

CP-3-1 (3'-4') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 28.1 <2.00 NT 8.6 14.3 NT NT NT

CP-3-1 (6.7'-7.7') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 38.8 <2.00 NT 8.1 14.0 NT NT NT

CP-3-2 (3'-4') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 40.4 <2.00 NT 12.3 13.5 NT NT NT

CP-3-2 (6.7'-7.7') 5/17/1999 NT NT NT NT 64.1 2.4 NT 11.0 14.1 NT NT NT

P2-2 (1') 3/13/1997 <3.2 140.0 NT <0.4 1400.0 9.7 71.0 420.0 NT <4.5 17.0 68.0

EMP-6 3/13/1997 7.6 120.0 NT <0.4 37.0 58.0 16.0 92.0 11.0 <4 <0.5 73.0

EMP-7 3/13/1997 <2.9 60.0 NT <0.4 480.0 36.0 65.0 33.0 2000.0 <4.1 0.8 140.0

EMP-8 3/13/1997 <2.8 48.0 NT <0.3 1500.0 66.0 22.0 56.0 5900.0 <4 1.6 170.0

EMP-9 3/13/1997 <2.8 69.0 NT <0.3 790.0 140.0 21.0 23.0 140.0 3.9 <0.5 53.0

EMP-10 3/13/1997 5.3 130.0 NT 0.9 11.0 6.0 41.0 120.0 12.0 <3.9 1.5 220.0

B1 Oct. '90 2.9 NT BDL BDL 3.5 NT 14.0 BDL 10.0 BDL NT 20.0

B2 Oct. '90 6.0 NT 0.5 BDL 16.0 NT 27.0 BDL 12.0 BDL NT 36.0

B3 Oct. '90 2.5 NT BDL BDL 100.0 NT 20.0 BDL 12.0 BDL NT 18.0

B4 Oct. '90 5.4 NT 0.5 BDL 3.5 NT 26.0 BDL 9.5 BDL NT 30.0

B5 Oct. '90 6.0 NT 0.5 BDL 3.5 NT 27.0 BDL 7.5 BDL NT 30.0

B6 Oct. '90 11.0 NT 0.5 9.0 390.0 NT 620.0 880.0 440.0 BDL NT 650.0

TABLE 4-39
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW
SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE

Site 85
500 East Main Street (Former Vermont American Facility)

Laboratory Analysis of Metals for Soil
Sheet 1 of 1

NT - Not tested for in this sample.
BDL - below Detection Limit. 285
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Total
Constituents W-1 W-2 W-3 W-3 W-100

Date Sampled 9/23/2003 9/23/2003 9/23/2003 9/23/2003 9/23/2003

1,1,1-Trichloroethane (mg/L) 0.0384 0.0059 0.0084 0.0166 0.0160
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

1,1,2-Trichloroethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
1,1-Dichloroethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
1,1-Dichloroethene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

1,1-Dichloropropene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
1,2,3-Trichloropropane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene (mg/Kg) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (mg/L) <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005
1,2-Dibromoethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

1,2-Dichlorobenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
1,2-Dichloroethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

1,2-Dichloropropane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

1,3-Dichlorobenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
1,3-Dichloropropane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
1,4-Dichlorobenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
2,2-Dichloropropane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

2-Butanone
(Methyl ethyl ketone) (mg/L) <0.025 <0.025 <0.025 <0.025 <0.025

2-Chlorotoluene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
2-Hexanone (mg/L) <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

4-Chlorotoluene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
4-Methyl-2-pentanone (MIBK) (mg/L) <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

Acetone (mg/L) <0.025 <0.025 <0.025 <0.025 <0.025
Benzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Bromobenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Bromochloromethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Bromodichloromethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Bromoform (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Bromomethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Carbon disulfide (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Carbon tetrachloride (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Chlorobenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Chloroethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Sheet 1 of 2

TABLE 4-41
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT
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SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE

Site 85
500 East Main Street (Former Vermont American Facility)

Laboratory Analysis of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and Metals for Groundwater

* The location of MW-2 was unable to be determined
NT - Not tested for in this sample. 289



Total
Constituents W-1 W-2 W-3 W-3 W-100

Date Sampled 9/23/2003 9/23/2003 9/23/2003 9/23/2003 9/23/2003

Chloroform (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Chloromethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Chromium (mg/L) <0.005 1.68 1.97 <0.005 <0.005
Chromium Hexavelent (mg/L) <0.01 1.41 1.56 <0.010 <0.010
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene (mg/L) 0.0012 0.0348 0.0093 <0.001 <0.001

cis-1,3-Dichloropropene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Dibromochloromethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Dibromomethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Dichlorodifluoromethane (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Ethylbenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Hexachlorobutadiene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Isopropylbenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Lead (mg/L) <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.007 2.000
Nickel (mg/L) <0.010 <0.010 <0.010 <0.010 <0.010

Methylene chloride (mg/L) <0.0025 <0.0025 <0.0025 <0.0025 <0.0025
Napthalene (mg/L) <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

n-Butylbenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
n-Propylbenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

p-Isopropyl toluene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
sec-Butylbenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Styrene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
tert-Butylbenzene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Tetrachloroethene (mg/L) 0.0064 0.0092 0.0054 0.0042 0.0040

Toluene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Trichloethene (mg/L) 0.0987 0.179 0.088 0.213 0.215
Vinyl chloride (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Xylene (mg/L) <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

500 East Main Street (Former Vermont American Facility)

TABLE 4-41
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE
UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW

Site 85

Laboratory Analysis of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and Metals for Groundwater
Sheet 2 of 2

* The location of MW-2 was unable to be determined
NT - Not tested for in this sample. 290
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4.17.5 Conclusions for Site 85 
 
This site has historically been a manufacturing site (American Elevator and Machine 
Company and American Saw and Tool).  Analyses of soil samples from the site have 
indicated elevated levels of lead, chromium, hexavalent chromium, and arsenic exist in 
the soil at the site. Analyses of groundwater samples from the site have indicated elevated 
levels of trichloroethene and tetrachloroethene, however the source of these volatiles is 
suspected to be from another site. 
 
An approved Site Management Plan appears to be in place for the site.  This plan 
includes a cap over the contaminated area to prevent contact with the public and 
infiltration of storm water runoff through the contaminated soil, and deed restrictions to 
prohibit potential public exposure to contamination on-site.  According to Jeff Grow at 
KDWM Superfund Division, the Jackson Street parcel has received a letter of NFA. 
According to Mr. Dale Boden BF Capital, similar remedial action for the Main Street 
parcel will proceed in the near future. 
 
The deed restrictions for the site are transferred with the sale of the site (e.g. right-of-way 
acquisition), and are approved and enforced by the Kentucky Department of 
Environmental Protection (KDEP) Division of Waste Management (DWM).  The deed 
restrictions are enforced on all current and future property owners, and deviation from the 
limits set by the deed restrictions must be approved by the DWM.   Planned LSIORBP 
activities, such as environmental and geotechnical subsurface borings, placement of piers 
and piles, and soil excavation, require coordination with and approval of by the DWM.  
KTA recommends that efforts to coordinate with DWM for work at this site begin 
immediately. 
 
Extensive sampling and laboratory analysis have been completed at this site, and a 
sufficient amount of data appears to be available to propose a site management plan for 
the LSIORBP at this site.  Also, it does not appear as if the current property owner will 
grant KTA access to the site.  Therefore, no further action is recommended at this time.  
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4.17.6 Recommended Action for Site 85 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, construction activities related to 
this site may include limited excavation for the placement of fill and/or the installation 
piles or drilled piers to support overhead structures.  Explicit and implied LSIORBP 
activities that are anticipated at this site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil; 
• Demolition of structures; 
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• Potentially contaminated soils or waste material may be disturbed or excavated 
during construction at this location; 

• The structures at this site may require demolition prior to construction activities 
on the site.  Demolition of the structures may require limited subsurface 
excavation; 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass; 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers; and 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal). 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion;  
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
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The site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  Step 1 
assessments focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in an 
environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Extensive soil 
investigations have previously been performed at this site to assess the surface and 
subsurface conditions, and have confirmed the presence of contaminants at this site, 
satisfying Step 1 of the iterative process.  While additional data may be warranted from 
beneath the foundations of buildings that will be demolished as part of the construction 
effort, no additional soil or groundwater sampling is proposed at this time.  Step 2 may 
require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination. 
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4.17.7 Photographs for Site 85 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 85 – American Saw and Tool.  Taken from just northwest of the site, facing 
southeast. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 85 – American Saw and Tool.  Taken from just southeast of the site, facing 
northwest.
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4.18 Site “A “ – Louisville Slugger Field 
Former Jackson Street Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) 
220 North Jackson Street (Figures 56 and 57) 
KDWM ID#: 20065  
 

4.18.1 Site Background of Site “A” 
 
According to the “Environmental Assessment and Management Plan – Former Jackson 
Street MGP”, a mixture of commercial and industrial properties has occupied the site 
since the mid-1800s.  The MGP reportedly operated from 1839 to 1914, and from 1923 to 
1924.  Toward the latter part of the 1800s, railroad lines were constructed on the north 
and south sides of the MGP. From the 1960s through the 1990s, commercial and 
industrial properties, railroads and highways occupied the site.  The site is currently 
occupied by Slugger Field and a parking lot adjacent to the field 53. 
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4.18.2 Previous Studies for Site “A” 
 
The following engineering and environmental studies have been performed for the 
subject site: 
 

• In 1992, META Environmental Services, Inc., conducted a preliminary 
investigation at the site.  META excavated 17 test pits at the site to evaluate 
subsurface conditions, and to locate former MGP underground structures.  Soil 
samples from the test pits were analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) 53. 

 
META reported that the site was covered by 1.0 to 1.5 feet of compacted fill 
and/or asphalt, and was underlain by brick floors and pavement in several of the 
test pits.  Shallow subsurface soil contained tar, oils, petroleum products, purifier 
waste, demolition debris, and building remnants from the former MGP.  VOC 
concentrations above 5.0 mg/Kg were reportedly found in the southeast and west 
parcels at the site.  VOCs were highest in the center of the west parcel.  Maximum 
PAH concentrations were also reported at the center of the west parcel, and PAH 
concentrations reportedly exceeded 10,000 mg/Kg in one location, and soils in the 
area were identified as containing tar and purifier wastes 53. 
 

• In 1994, Atlantic Environmental Services, Inc. conducted a site characterization 
of the former MGP facility site.  Atlantic collected non-random subsurface soil 
samples to characterize conditions in suspected source areas such as tar wells and 
gas holders, to delineate previously identified contaminated areas, and to 
characterize areas which had not been sampled during the test pit excavation.  Soil 
samples were collected and analyzed for VOCs, PAHs, metals, cyanide, phenols, 
and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPHs).  Groundwater samples were collected 
from the site, and were analyzed for semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and chlorinated pesticides 53. 

 
The results of the field and laboratory activities indicated that each of the three 
parcels at the site contained residual soil contamination in surface and subsurface 
materials.  Groundwater also contained dissolved hydrocarbons.  Coal tar and 
semi-volatile petroleum compounds were reported as the most significant soil 
impacts identified at the site.  Volatile compounds, such as benzene and other 
relatively soluble aromatics were reported to be the most significantly identified 
impact for groundwater at the site.  No indications of remaining MGP waste was 
reported in the five borings advanced within former gas or tar holders 53. 
 

• In 1995, Environmental Technology conducted a site investigation at the west and 
southeast parcels of the former MGP site, to evaluate the near surface soils and to 
provide additional data upon which to provide a site management strategy.  Soil 
samples were collected from the site and analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, and eight 
metals (arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, selenium and silver) 
53. 
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The soil samples reportedly did not contain detectable concentrations of VOCs.  
PCBs were reported to be below detection levels in all but two samples, which 
contained 0.0183 mg/Kg and 0.032 mg/Kg of Aroclor-1260.  Metal 
concentrations were reported to be within normal background range, except for 
lead, which ranged from below detection level to 321.2 mg/Kg.  SVOCs were 
analyzed in 16 of the 20 surface samples collected from the site.  SVOCs were 
comprised primarily of PAHs 53. 
 

• In 1996, Environmental Technology prepared an “Environmental Assessment and 
Revised Management Plan of the Jackson Street MGP” for the Louisville 
Waterfront Development Corporation.  In the assessment, Environmental 
Technology conducted an “Expanded Groundwater Investigation”.  Three 
additional groundwater monitoring wells were installed off-site.  Soil samples 
were collected and analyzed for benzene, toluene, Ethylbenzene, and xylenes 
(BTEX), PAHs, arsenic, and total cyanide.  Groundwater samples were collected 
from the existing monitoring wells and the newly installed monitoring wells.  
Groundwater samples collected from the perimeter wells (MW-2, MW-5, MW-6, 
MW-8, MW-9, MW-12, MW-13, and MW-14) were analyzed for BTEX, PAHs, 
arsenic and total cyanide.  Interior wells (MW-3, MW-4, MW-7, MW-10, and 
MW-12) were analyzed for BTEX only, since these wells were previously 
documented to contain PAHs, VOCs, cyanide, and arsenic 53. 

 
Collected soil samples reportedly did not contain detectable concentrations of 
BTEX, and cyanide and arsenic concentrations were found to be consistent with 
normal background concentrations.  Soil samples from MW-14 were found to 
have a total PAH concentration of 13.1 mg/Kg.  However, this well is north of the 
site, on River Road, and the contamination was not believed to be a result of the 
MGP activities.  Groundwater samples collected from MW-12, MW-13 and MW-
14 did not contain detectable levels of BTEX, arsenic or total cyanide.  PAHs 
were detected in MW-12.  Total contaminant concentrations appeared to decline 
in MW-2, MW-8, and MW-9 from the previous sampling events.  The majority of 
PAHs found in monitoring wells were reportedly comprised of non-carcinogenic 
PAHs.  Arsenic was detected in MW-6 at 0.071 ug/L, which exceeded the Safe 
Drinking Water Act concentration of 0.050 ug/L.  Total cyanide was detected in 
four of the eight perimeter wells, with a concentration of 0.21 mg/L in MW-6 
exceeding the Safe Drinking Water Act concentration of0.20 mg/L.  Arsenic and 
total cyanide had been detected in the interior monitoring wells in previous 
groundwater sampling events 53. 
 
The site management plan included removal of “hot spots” at the site, and the site 
would be covered by asphalt or concrete, or in non-paved areas, by a pervious 
geotextile material and clean soil and vegetation.  In an effort to reduce the 
contaminant mass in the core of the plume, to enhance bioremediation occurring 
at the site, and to accelerate contraction of the plume, the management plan also 
proposed to pump and treat MW-3 and MW-4 for a total of two years.  The 
groundwater was to be treated in a flow-through bioreactor.  The plan also 
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proposed deed restrictions requiring that the MGP site be used only for 
commercial or industrial activities and would not be converted to residential, 
school, day care or multi-family use 53. 
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4.18.3 Knowledgeable Party Information and Site Reconnaissance for Site “A” 
 
On March 21, 2005, Mr. Tim Robinson of KTA met with Mr. Steve Sullivan of the 
Corradino Group, which recently purchased Environmental Technology, Inc.  Mr. 
Sullivan indicated that this site was nearing the end of its groundwater monitoring 
activities, and that the proposed the site management plan was fully in place.   
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4.18.4 Previous Site Sampling Information and Laboratory Analysis for Site “A” 
 
Tables 4.42 through 4.48 are a summary of the most recent sampling data for the site.  
Analysis of soil samples from the 1996 sampling event reportedly did not contain 
detectable concentrations of BTEX, and cyanide and arsenic concentrations were found 
to be consistent with normal background concentrations.  Soil samples from MW-14 
were found to have a total PAH concentration of 13.1 mg/Kg.  Groundwater samples 
collected from MW-12, MW-13 and MW-14 in the 1996 did not contain detectable levels 
of BTEX, arsenic or total cyanide.  PAHs were detected in MW-12.  Arsenic was 
detected in MW-6 at 0.071 ug/L, and total cyanide was detected in four of the eight 
perimeter wells, with a concentration of 0.21 mg/L in MW-6. 



Soil Sample Date 
Sampled

Total VOC*
(mg/Kg)

Benzene
(mg/kg)

Total PAH*
(mg/Kg)

Naphthalene
(mg/Kg)

Total NPAH**
(mg/Kg)

Total CPAH***
(mg/kg)

SS1 (0-0.5) 2/1/94 NT NT 18.98 0.48 9.62 9.36
SS2 (0-0.5) 2/1/94 NT NT 559.80 47.00 364.60 185.20
SS3 (0-0.5) 2/1/94 NT NT 32.28 ND 20.30 11.98
B6 (0-0.5) 2/1/94 NT NT 147.20 11.00 93.30 53.90
B7 (0-0.5) 2/1/94 NT NT 16.59 ND 10.20 6.39
B8 (0-0.5) 2/1/94 NT NT 23.74 ND 12.70 11.04

B21 (0-0.5) 2/1/94 NT NT 12.37 0.66 7.77 4.60
B22 (0-0.5) 2/1/94 NT NT 18.95 ND 9.10 9.85
B18 (6-6.5) 2/1/94 73 13.00 7747.00 1900.00 6630.00 817.00

MW7 (3.5-4.5) 2/1/94 0.099 ND 232.30 18.00 145.40 86.90
MW6 (5.5-6.5) 2/1/94 0.0069 0.0034 2682.00 61.00 1543.00 1139.00
B10 (4.5-5.5) 2/1/94 2.5 1.30 389.30 22.00 236.00 153.30

B17 (8-9) 2/1/94 0.83 ND 592.30 29.00 340.00 282.30
B22 (10-11) 2/1/94 6.89 0.81 3355.00 500.00 2740.00 615.00

MW5 (11-12) 2/1/94 5.2 ND 573.20 21.00 389.00 184.20
B14 (13.5-14) 2/1/94 0.48 ND NT NT NT NT
B24 (16.5-17) 2/1/94 0.014 0.0021 120.90 ND 87.10 33.80
B3 (15-15.5) 2/1/94 3.95 0.96 269.50 82.00 225.00 44.50

MW7 (15.5-16) 2/1/94 0.04 0.02 0.47 0.065 0.40 0.07
B1 (20-20.5) 2/1/94 0.0015 0.0015 3.90 ND 2.10 1.80

B21 (20-20.5) 2/1/94 0.095 ND 24.90 4.10 22.77 2.13
B4 (23-24) 2/1/94 0.012 0.0021 3.23 0.53 2.37 0.86

B2 (24-24.5) 2/1/94 138.90 6.1 7170.00 1500.00 6610.00 560.00
B15 (25-25.5) 2/1/94 16.90 ND 1199.80 49.00 763.00 436.80
B5 (22-22.5) 2/1/94 01/02/00 ND 6713.12 6700.00 6710.31 2.81

ND - Not detected
* A breakdown of the laboratory analysis of individual VOCs and PAHs was not available at the time of this report.
** NPAH - non-carcinogenic PAH (includes Naphthalene, Acenaphthylene, Acenaphthene, Fluorene,
Phenanthrene, Anthracene, Fluoranthene, and Pyrene
*** CPAH - carcinogenic PAH (includes, Benzo(a)anthracene, Chrysene, Benzo(b)fluoranthene,
Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Benzo(a)pyrene, Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, Benzo(g,h,I)perylene,
and Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene

Site A
Slugger Field Parking Lot

Laboratory Analysis of Polynuclear Aeromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) and Volatile 
Organic Compounds (VOCs) for Site Soil Samples

Sheet 1 of 2

TABLE 4-42
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW
SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE
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Soil Sample Date 
Sampled

Total VOC*
(mg/Kg)

Benzene
(mg/kg)

Total PAH*
(mg/Kg)

Naphthalene
(mg/Kg)

Total NPAH**
(mg/Kg)

Total CPAH***
(mg/kg)

MW1 (22-22.5) 2/1/94 6.51 1.6 33758.00 9500.00 30500.00 3258.00
B17 (13-13.5) 2/1/94 0.033 0.0071 2.90 0.85 2.66 0.24
B8 (17.6-17.9) 2/1/94 0.028 0.0047 0.03 ND 0.03 ND
B7 (18-18.5) 2/1/94 2.35 ND 5.45 2.10 5.43 0.017

MW5 (21.5-22) 2/1/94 ND ND 0.59 0.036 0.59 0.0026
B25 (20-21) 2/1/94 0.032 ND 3.86 0.25 2.16 1.70

B14 (23-23.5) 2/1/94 0.0058 0.0019 0.017 ND 0.011 0.006
B11 (22.5-23) 2/1/94 73.70 5.00 3.29 1.20 2.87 0.42
B9 (23.5-24) 2/1/94 5.80 ND 6.44 4.40 6.43 0.007

B10 (23.5-24) 2/1/94 3.60 ND 2059.50 610.00 1901.00 158.50
MW3 (25-25.5) 2/1/94 0.031 0.01 4.12 1.00 3.46 0.66
B20 (24-24.5) 2/1/94 0.22 0.2200 90.40 ND 56.90 33.50
B16 (27-27.5) 2/1/94 0.012 0.0028 0.23 0.04 0.21 0.02
B19 (26-26.5) 2/1/94 0.0054 0.0041 1.58 0.06 1.17 0.41

MW10 (30.4-31.2) 2/1/94 409.00 52.00 29671.00 10000.00 27000.00 2671.00
MW11 (30.3-30.8) 2/1/94 270.10 47.00 12965.00 4100.00 11890.00 1075.00

MW2 (25-25.5) 2/1/94 0.30 ND 156.13 9.90 123.00 33.13
MW9 (30-31) 2/1/94 0.91 ND 1.74 0.088 1.15 0.59
MW6 (30-31) 2/1/94 7.90 ND 2481.80 940.00 2235.00 246.80

MW6 (35-35.5) 2/1/94 0.12 ND 22.94 7.50 17.45 5.49
MW8 (40-41) 2/1/94 0.0017 ND 2.58 0.10 1.72 0.86
B18 (37-37.5) 2/1/94 0.21 ND 84.00 2.80 73.20 10.80

ND - Not detected
* A breakdown of the laboratory analysis of individual VOCs and PAHs was not available at the time of this report.

Laboratory Analysis of Polynuclear Aeromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) and Volatile 
Organic Compounds (VOCs) for Site Soil Samples

Sheet 2 of 2

** NPAH - non-carcinogenic PAH (includes Naphthalene, Acenaphthylene, Acenaphthene, Fluorene,
Phenanthrene, Anthracene, Fluoranthene, and Pyrene
*** CPAH - carcinogenic PAH (includes, Benzo(a)anthracene, Chrysene, Benzo(b)fluoranthene,
Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Benzo(a)pyrene, Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, Benzo(g,h,I)perylene,
and Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene

SECTION 1 - KENNEDY INTERCHANGE
UST/HAZMAT PHASE I DATA REVIEW

Site A
Slugger Field Parking Lot

TABLE 4-42
LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT
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4.18.5 Conclusions for Site “A” 
 
This site has historically been a manufactured gas plant site, owned by Louisville Gas 
and Electric.  The site is currently the Slugger Field site and a parking lot for the stadium.  
Field and laboratory activities indicated that each of the site contained residual soil 
contamination in surface and subsurface materials.  Groundwater also contained 
dissolved hydrocarbons.  Coal tar and semi-volatile petroleum compounds were reported 
as the most significant soil impacts identified at the site.  Volatile compounds, such as 
benzene and other relatively soluble aromatics were reported to be the most significantly 
identified impact for groundwater at the site. 
   
An approved Site Management Plan appears to be in place for the site.  This plan 
included a cap over the contaminated area to prevent contact with the public, pumping 
and treating of groundwater for a two-year period, and deed restrictions to prohibit 
potential public exposure to contamination on-site.  The deed restrictions are transferred 
with the sale of the site (e.g. right-of-way acquisition), and are approved and enforced by 
the Kentucky Department of Environmental Protection (KDEP) Division of Waste 
Management (DWM).  The deed restrictions are enforced on all current and future 
property owners, and deviation from the limits set by the deed restrictions must be 
approved by the DWM.   Planned LSIORBP activities, such as environmental and 
geotechnical subsurface borings, placement of piers and piles, and soil excavation, 
require coordination with and approval of by the DWM.  KTA recommends that efforts 
to coordinate with DWM for work at this site begin immediately. 
 
Roadway construction creates the potential for construction personnel to come in contact 
with contents within the landfill.  Also, construction activities may introduce a path or 
conduit for additional contamination into the groundwater. Due to the potential for 
construction personnel to come in contact with contents and byproducts of the site, a 
Phase II Environmental Assessment of the site is recommended.  Details of the 
recommended Phase II activities are presented in Section 4.17.6.  
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4.18.6 Recommended Action for Site “A” 
 
Based on current roadway alignments for the LSIORP, it appears that construction 
activities related to this site will be limited to the placement of fill.  Explicit and implied 
LSIORBP activities that are anticipated at this site include: 
 

• Advancement of geotechnical borings through subsurface; 
• Excavation of surface soil;  
• Installation of piles; 
• Possible boring and installation of drilled piers into subsurface material; and 
• Placement and compaction of soil. 

 
During these activities, it is anticipated that: 
 

• Surface soils will be disturbed during construction at this site during the 
placement of fill; 

• Potentially contaminated soils or waste material may be disturbed or excavated 
during construction at this location; 

• Based on the site location, structural supports will be installed at this site to 
support a bridge or overpass; 

• Potentially contaminated spoils may be generated during construction or making 
of piles or drilled piers; and 

• Contaminated spoils or waste that may be removed during construction will 
require proper characterization for waste management (containment, handling, 
and disposal) 

 
Based on the information reviewed in this report and the generally assumed tasks that 
may be undertaken by workers in the performance of project tasks, the following are 
possible routes of exposure: 
 

• Surface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; 
• Subsurface Soil – dermal contact, inhalation and ingestion; and 
• Groundwater – dermal, ingestion. 

 
Due to the nature of this project, the most likely receptor is a construction worker.  
Access to the construction area will be generally controlled, but exposure to the public 
cannot be completely eliminated. 
 
The following site-specific assessment approach is designed to be iterative in nature.  
Step 1 assessments will focus on confirming or denying the presence of contaminants in 
an environmental media, and/or assessing potential media exposure concerns.  Step 2 
may require additional sampling to characterize the nature and extent of contamination as 
necessary. 
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In order to confirm or deny the existence of contamination at the site and the potential for 
worker exposure to contamination, the following Phase II Environmental Assessment 
activities are proposed for this site: 
 

• Surface and subsurface soils will be investigated within the target area.  Surface 
soil samples will be collected from beneath the surface organic layer between 6 
and 18-inches from two locations identified on Figure 58. 

 
• Subsurface soil samples will be collected either by drill rig or Geoprobe® at two 

locations immediately adjacent to or through the location where surface soil 
samples were collected.  At a minimum, soil samples will be collected from 0-2 
feet and on five-foot centers there after to an estimated depth of 40 feet below 
grade. 

 
• It is anticipated that one surface soil and two subsurface soil samples from each 

borehole (a total of six soil samples) will be laboratory analyzed for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals, 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Soil samples submitted for laboratory 
analysis may be collected from 1) the soil sample registering the highest field 
screening response or that indicates impairment by visual review, 2) the soil water 
interface, and 3) boring termination.   

 
• In order to fully understand groundwater quality beneath the site, groundwater 

samples will be either obtained from the borehole or Geoprobe® investigation 
tool from the two soil boring locations (See Figure 58).  Groundwater samples 
will be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, and PCBs. 

 
The locations of the borings are shown on Figure 58.  The estimated cost for the proposed 
Phase II Assessment activities at Site “A” is approximately $70,000. 
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4.18.7 Photographs for Site “A” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site “A” – Louisville Slugger Field.  Taken from the interior of the site, facing west 
toward the stadium. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site “A” – Louisville Slugger Field.  Taken from the interior of the site, facing southeast 
toward the Main Street and I-65. 
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4.18.8 References Cited for Site “A” 
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
As a result of the investigative activities conducted for this project, the following conclusions were 
made: 
 

• Of the eighteen sites identified within the FEIS footprint as potential environmental 
concerns, seventeen appear to have the potential to impact proposed activities for Section 1 
of the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project. 

• An additional site of environmental concern (Site A – Slugger Field Parking Lot) was 
identified within the FEIS footprint. 

• Based on data collected during this study, Phase II Environmental Assessments are proposed 
for fourteen of the sites.  The estimated cost for the proposed Phase II Assessment Activities 
is $1,182,000. 

• The status of several of the sites appeared to have changed since the Phase I Baseline Report 
Addendum was submitted.  These changes were addressed in the background information 
presented for each site. 

• Sites 44, 67A, 68, 85, “A” have Site Management Plans that have been approved by the 
Kentucky Division of Waste Management.  Each of the Site Management Plans generally 
require a geotextile material, clean soil, and pavement to cover contaminated soils to 
eliminate exposure pathways, as well as deed restrictions that prevent future on-site exposure 
to soil and groundwater contamination and prohibit site use for residential purposes.  The 
deed restrictions are transferred with the sale of the site (e.g. right-of-way acquisition), and 
are approved and enforced by the Kentucky Department of Environmental Protection 
(KDEP) Division of Waste Management (DWM).  The deed restrictions are enforced on the 
current property owners, and deviation from the limits set by the deed restrictions must be 
approved by the DWM.   Planned LSIORBP activities, such as environmental and 
geotechnical subsurface borings, placement of piers and piles, and soil excavation, will 
require coordination with and approval of by the DWM.  KTA recommends efforts to 
coordinate with DWM for the project activities planned at these sites begin immediately. 

• Access to Site 85, the former Vermont American Site at 500 East Main Street, will most 
likely not be granted for further soil and groundwater sampling and analysis.  This site is 
reportedly still in litigation for ongoing environmental concerns. 

• Three of the sites (Sites 44, 68, and 85) have recently been assessed for environmental 
concerns by other parties. Phase II Environmental Activities are not recommended for these 
sites at this time.  However, if it becomes necessary to characterize the nature and extent of 
contamination at these sites, additional surface and subsurface sampling may be required. 
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• Conclusions and recommendations for the management of potentially contaminated soil and 
groundwater, and hazardous materials existing or generated at these sites will be addressed 
in a separate study. 
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