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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This report provides an evaluation of recognized environmental conditions (RECs) in connection 
with the proposed Bishopville Bypass project in Lee County, South Carolina, as related to the 
presence or likely presence of hazardous materials (hazmat) and hazardous waste sites.  These 
conditions may be due to present or prior activities within, or adjacent to the proposed 
alternatives.  
 
1.1 Purpose 
 
The term "recognized environmental condition" is defined in the American Society for Testing 
and Materials (ASTM) standards (E 1527-05) as "the presence or likely presence of any hazmat, 
hazardous waste or petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing 
release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum 
products into structures on the property or into the ground, groundwater, or surface water of the 
property.  The term includes hazardous substances or petroleum products even under conditions 
in compliance with laws.” However, de minimis conditions that would generally not warrant 
enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate government agencies, or that 
generally do not present a material risk to the public or the environment, are not considered 
recognizable environmental conditions. 
 
In the following pages of this report is an assessment of findings and corresponding regulatory 
data.  Site location map and descriptions of the regulatory databases are also included. 
 
1.2  Terms and Conditions 
 
This report has been prepared for and is intended for the exclusive use of the addressee of this 
report.  Others who use the report do so at their own risk.  CDM Smith consents that its 
information and reports may be furnished to, and used by, others participating in the assessment 
and/or development of the project, but only in the same manner and extent as if such others were 
the addressees and the Client.  The terms, conditions, and limitations of liability contained in the 
CDM Smith/Client Agreement shall apply to others to whom the Client furnishes such 
information and reports. 
 
The contents of this report should not be relied upon by any other party without the express 
written consent of CDM Smith.  The findings are relevant to the dates of our site visits and 
records review and should not be relied upon to represent conditions at later dates.  
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1.3  Limitations and Exceptions of Assessment 
 
The primary focus of this Hazardous Materials Survey is related to identification of RECs.  
Although related records have been reviewed, the scope for this project is not to be construed as 
an audit for regulatory compliance purposes.  Additionally, this assessment is not intended to 
address possible environmental constraints, which may apply to future development and/or use 
of the property (for example, development within regulated wetlands or other environmentally-
sensitive areas). 
 
Considerations of the potential for radon gas, lead-based paints, lead in drinking water, wetlands, 
and asbestos were not addressed by this investigation.  Similarly, consideration of the potential 
presence of formaldehyde or other indoor air contaminants was beyond the scope of this 
assessment.  In addition, the study performed by CDM Smith (as the environmental professional) 
did not include a review of recorded land title records for possible environmental liens.   
 
This investigation did not include the placement of soil borings for environmental purposes, 
installation of groundwater monitor wells, or collection of samples for chemical analyses.  The 
findings have been based on observations of site-specific conditions, our interpretation of site 
history, and site usage information.  However, it is recognized that no environmental assessment 
can eliminate uncertainty regarding environmental conditions in connection with a property.  
Therefore, the lack of identification of such concerns should not be construed as a guaranteed 
absence of such conditions. 
 
1.4  Limiting Conditions and Methodologies Used 
 
All portions of the study area were generally accessible for inspection during the site visits 
performed in December 2010 and March 2011. In accordance with ASTM Standards for 
Environmental Site Assessments, the proper minimum search distance of .5 miles from the 
proposed right of way (ROW) of each alternative was used for the field inspection to identify the 
presence of any Federal National Priorities List (NPL) sites or Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facilities (TSDFs). Located sites were 
mapped and evaluated with respect to the potential for contamination and proximity to the ROW 
limits (i.e., alignment footprint). Other types of hazardous materials sites that were mapped and 
evaluated included infectious waste generators, above- and underground storage tanks, and site 
generating hazardous waste materials. 
 
 
2.0  RECORDS REVIEW 
 
Hazmat and hazardous waste sites were inventoried based on a review of federal and state 
records of regulated sites in the USEPA EnviroMapper for Envirofacts and the South Carolina 
Department of Health and Environmental Control’s (DHEC) online Underground Storage Tank 
Registry. Other databases reviewed included the National Priorities List (Superfund), DHEC 
Solid Waste Database, DHEC Registry of Conditional Remedies, DHEC Groundwater 
Contaminant Inventory, and DHEC Brownfields/Voluntary Cleanup Program. This review 
revealed a total of 27 hazmat facilities located within .5 miles of the alternatives. 
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The hazmat facilities located in the study area include hazardous waste that is generally defined 
as any material that has or will have, when combined with other materials, a deleterious effect on 
humans or the natural environment. Characterized as reactive, toxic, infectious, flammable, 
explosive, corrosive, or radioactive, hazardous waste may be solid, sludge, liquid, or gas. 
Potential hazardous material and waste sites include service stations, landfills, salvage yards, and 
industrial sites, as well as aboveground and underground storage tanks (ASTs and USTs).   
 
3.0  POTENTIALLY IMPACTED SITES 
 
Geographic Information System (GIS) spatial data layers were overlaid onto existing aerial maps 
of the Bishopville area in order to locate the 27 sites and determine which sites may be affected 
by each of the alternatives.  In addition, the GIS data were compared to data collected during the 
field survey of the study area.  For the purposes of the Bishopville Bypass Environmental 
Assessment, hazardous materials concerns include previously identified hazardous materials and 
hazardous waste sites. Additional field investigations would need to be conducted during the 
design phase and prior to ROW acquisition for sites impacted by the preferred alternative to 
characterize the extent of possible contamination from all known or suspected sites.  Additional 
field investigations are outside of the scope of this Hazardous Material Survey.   
 
Three active hazmat and hazardous waste sites that were identified within the ROW of an 
alternative and assumed to be potentially impacted are discussed in the following subsection.  
The other 24 sites of potential concern identified within a half-mile of the ROW of the 
alternatives are not considered to be impacted.  Table 1 below provides a summary of the sites 
within the ROW of each alternative. 
 
Table 1 
Potentially Impacted Hazardous Materials Sites by Alternative
Site Name 
(Current Name) 

Location Description 
of Activity 

Alt. 
1 

Alt. 
2 

Alt. 
3 

Alt. 
4 

Alt. 
5 

Truck 
Rte. 1 

Truck 
Rte. 2 

Rexam Beverage 
Can Co. 

609 
Cousar 
St. 

RCRA small 
quantity 
generator-in 
compliance 

    

 

X  

South Atlantic 
Canners Inc. (Coca 
Cola) 

601 
Cousar 
St. 

RCRA 
conditionally 
exempt small 
quantity 
generator-in 
compliance; 
one removed 
UST 

    

 

X  

Bishopville Cotton 
and 
Ginning/Woolfolk 
Chemical 

232 
Gregg St. 

RCRA-
inactive; 
CERCLA-
voluntary 

    

 

X X 
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(Palmetto Oil) cleanup 
program 

CSX storage SC 154 
and CSX 
rail line 

12 ASTs 
storing farm 
chemicals 

X X   X   

Source: SCDHEC South Carolina Underground Storage Tank Registry; USEPA EnviroMapper for Envirofacts; 
SCDHEC Registry of Conditional Remedies; SCDHEC Brownfields/Voluntary Cleanup Program

 
 
3.1  Hazmat Facilities 
 
Rexam Beverage Can Company is located at 609 Cousar Street and is impacted by Truck 
Route 1. This site has a RCRA small quantity generator. No RCRA violations are indicated. 
 
South Atlantic Canners, Inc., Coca Cola, is located at 601 Cousar Drive and is impacted by 
Truck Route 1. This site has a RCRA conditionally exempt small quantity generator. No RCRA 
violations are indicated. One UST containing diesel was removed prior to record keeping with no  
 
Bishopville Cotton and Ginning Co./Woolfolk Chemical Works/Palmetto Oil Co. is located 
at 232 Gregg Street and is impacted by Truck Routes 1 and 2. The location is currently the 
Palmetto Oil Company. Records for Woolfolk Chemical Works at 230-232 Gregg Street show 
this to be an inactive RCRA site with no RCRA violations. Records for Bishopville Cotton and 
Ginning Company at 232 Gregg Street show this to be a CERCLA site under SCDHEC’s 
Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) with a non-responsible party (NRP) or brownfield. Four 
above ground storage tanks were used to store nitrates/nitrites for the ginning facility. Soil and 
groundwater tests have shown elevated petroleum constituents. Land use controls, in the form of 
restrictions on residential, agricultural and groundwater usage, have been placed on this site as 
remedy for the affected soil and groundwater contamination.  
 
Additionally, a parcel located at 552 St. Charles Highway (SC 154) next to the CXS rail line was 
identified through a windshield survey as having above-ground storage tanks (ASTs). This parcel 
contains 10 small storage tanks and two large tanks that are used by CSX for storage. 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 5 would impact the northwest corner of this parcel but would not require 
the removal of the storage tanks. 



South Atlantic Canners

Rexam Beverage Can Co.

Bishopville Cotton and Ginning

CSX Storage

Interstate 
Major Road
Minor Road
Railroad
Hazardous Materials Site

Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3
Alternative 4
Alternative 5
Truck Route 1
Truck Route 20 1,000 2,000500

Feet ¯

Legend

FIGURE 2
Potentially Impacted
Hazardous Materials Sites

Page 6



 7

SUMMARY 
 
This report presents a review of the presence of documented hazardous material sites within the 
project study area. Three properties containing hazardous materials were identified as being 
potentially impacted by one or more of the alternatives for the proposed project. None of the 
listed sites are considered relocations. Minor amounts of right-of-way would be required from 
each site. 

 
Truck Route 1 requires right-of-way from three of the hazardous material sites. Truck Route 2 
requires right-of-way from one site. Alternatives 1, 2, and 5 would impact a parcel containing 
ASTs but the impact would not require the relocation of the ASTs. Alternatives 3 and 4 would 
not impact any hazardous materials sites. Any properties partially or wholly acquired for this 
project or sites where project construction would occur may require further inspection and 
assessment.
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APPENDIX B 



 

SOUTH CAROLINA RBCA  
SITE PRIORITY CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 

 
 
 
Sites are placed in Classification 1 if: 

 an emergency situation exists 
 a fire or explosion hazard exists 
 vapors or free product exists in a structure or utility 
 concentrations of chemical(s) of concern (COC) have been detected in a potable 

water supply or surface water supply intake 
 free product exists on surface water 
 COC exist in surface water 

 
Sites are placed in Classification 2 if: 
Classification 2a: 

 a significant near term (0 to 1 year) threat to human health, safety, or sensitive 
environmental receptors exists 

 potable supply wells or surface water supply intakes are located < 1 year ground 
water travel distance downgradient of the source area 

Classification 2b: 
 free product exists in a monitoring well at a measured thickness > 1 foot 
 potable supply wells or surface water supply intakes are located < 1000 feet 

downgradient of the source area (where ground-water velocity data is not 
available). 

 
Sites are placed in Classification 3 if: 
Classification 3a: 

 a short-term (1 to 2 years) threat to human health, safety, or sensitive 
environmental receptors exists 

 potable supply wells or surface water supply intakes are located > 1 year and < 2 
years ground-water travel distance down-gradient of the source area 

 sensitive habitats or surface water exist < 1 year ground-water travel distance 
downgradient of the source area and the ground water discharges to the sensitive 
habitat or surface water 

Classification 3b: 
 free product exists in a monitoring well at a measured thickness > 0.01 foot 
 concentrations of COC above the Risk Based Screening Level (RBSL) have been 

detected in a non-potable water supply well 
 hydrocarbon-containing surface soil (< 3 feet below grade) exists in areas that are 

not paved 
 sensitive habitats or surface water used for contact recreation exist < 500 feet 

downgradient of the source area (where ground-water velocity and discharge 
location data are not available). 



 

 the site is located in a sensitive hydrogeologic setting, determined based on the 
presence of fractured or carbonate bedrock hydraulically connected to the 
impacted aquifer 

 ground water is encountered < 15 feet below grade and the site geology is 
predominantly sand or gravel 

 
Sites are placed in Classification 4 if: 
Classification 4a: 

 a long term (> 2 years) threat to human health, safety, or sensitive environmental 
receptors exists 

 potable supply wells or surface water supply intakes are located > 2 years and < 5 
years ground-water travel distance downgradient of the source area 

 non-potable supply wells are located < 1 year ground water travel distance 
downgradient of the source area 

Classification 4b: 
 free product exists as a sheen in any monitoring wells 
 non-potable supply wells are located < 1000 feet downgradient of the source area 

(where groundwater velocity data is not available) 
 the ground water is encountered < 15 feet and the site geology is predominantly 

silt or clay 
 
Sites are placed in Classification 5 if: 

 there is no demonstrable threat, but additional data are needed to show that there 
are no unacceptable risks posed by the site 

 assessment data for the site indicate concentrations in some samples are above the 
RBSL or Site Specific Target Level (SSTL), as appropriate, and further 
assessment is needed 

 assessment data for the site indicate concentrations in samples are below the 
RBSL or SSTL, as appropriate, but the samples are determined not to be 
representative; therefore, further assessment is needed 

 
 
 




