
EXHIBIT G 

Case: 4:23-cv-02206-BYP  Doc #: 117-7  Filed:  09/08/26  1 of 138.  PageID #: 5733



Petty Rebuttal Report – CeramFab and WYG Plaintiffs - NS Train Derailment in East Palestine, OH 

PETTY REBUTTAL REPORT 

Plaintiff(s): CeramFab, Inc., CeramSource, Inc, Yonggong, LLC, WYG 
Refractories, LLC and CeramSource, Inc. 

vs. 

Defendant(s): Norfolk Southern Corporation and Norfolk Southern 
Railway Company (Defendants).   

In the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Ohio 

Case No. 4:2023cv02206.

Prepared for: 

Mr. Jon C. Conlin, Principal 
Cory Watson Attorneys 
2131 Magnolia Ave. s 

Birmingham, AL 35205 

Prepared by: 

Mr. Stephen E. Petty, P.E., C.I.H., C.S.P. 
Engineering & Expert Services, Inc.  

(EES Group, Inc.) 

May 29, 2026

Case: 4:23-cv-02206-BYP  Doc #: 117-7  Filed:  09/08/26  2 of 138.  PageID #: 5734



Engineering & Expert Services, Inc.© 2 May 29, 2026 

TABLE OF CONTENTS: 

1.0 SCOPE OF WORK: ............................................................................................... 3

2.0 GENERAL OBSERVATIONS OF CRITICISMS OF MY WORK FROM EXHIBITS 
181-183: .......................................................................................................................... 3

3.0 MEASURED SEMI-VOLATILE ORGANIC CARBONS (SVOCs) AND 
DIOXINS/FURANS MEASURED IN THE SOILS AT THE PLAINTIFFS SITES: ........... 42

4.0 MEASURED VOLATILE ORGANIC CARBONS (VOCs) MEASURED IN THE 
SOILS AND WATER AT/NEAR THE TRAIN ACCIDENT AND PLAINTIFFS SITES:.... 47

5.0 MEASURED METHYL-TERT-BUTYL ETHER (MTBE) MEASURED IN THE 
SOILS AND WATER AT/NEAR THE TRAIN ACCIDENT AND IN THE COMMUNITY: 77

6.0 REVISED DATA SET #4 : BAPE AND TEQ RESULTS: ...................................... 84

6.1 Soil and Sediment BaPE Calculation Results for Data Set #4: ......................... 84

6.2 Soil and Sediment Plots of BaPE Calculation Results for Data Set #4: ........... 86

6.3 Soil and Sediment TEQ Calculation Results for Data Set #4: .......................... 95

6.4 Soil, Sediment and Water Plots of TEQ Calculation Results for Data Set #4: .. 97

7.0 CLOSING: ......................................................................................................... 109

APPENDICES 

Appendix A List of Exhibits…………………………………………  …………………...121 

Case: 4:23-cv-02206-BYP  Doc #: 117-7  Filed:  09/08/26  3 of 138.  PageID #: 5735





Engineering & Expert Services, Inc.© 4 May 29, 2026 

ii) Ignoring my criticisms for which they did not present a defense (e.g., lack of 
complete chain of custody’s, use of plastic bags and use of tap water in their 
sampling activities, and speculative argument that benzene was from historic 
service station operations). 

iii) Addition of a new speculative reason benzene was found in the air of the 
CeramFab building (i.e., combustion engines operating in the CeramFab building 
not provided in the original delineation report). 

iv) Conflicts of opinions between the Love and Finley reports (e.g., delineation of 
dioxins on the CeramFab property).  For example, Love agrees only one sample 
was taken, whereas Finey suggests the property was delineated regarding dioxins. 

v) Norfolk Southern’s other experts ignored Love’s agreement and concession with 
my original opinions that the CeramFab facility was not delineated regarding dioxin 
contamination and that multiple contaminants found at/near Plaintiffs properties 
exceeded screening levels. 

Detailed responses to criticisms of my report by the three reports are addressed in Tables 
2-1 through 2-3 that follow: 

Detailed comments on Adam H. Love, Ph.D’s recent report follow: 

Table 2-1: Specific Comments on Adam H. Love, Ph.D.’s May 15, 2026, Report 

Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 

Pg. v, v ¶ Overall Opinion #v: 

In general, plans consistent with standard 
practices is not the issue.  The issue is whether 
or not they were followed.  As discussed in 
Finley Issue #4 below, implementation of the 
plans was violated by lack of complete Chain of 
Custodies (CoCs), use of plastic bags for soil 
samples, use of tap water to clean tools, etc. 

Section 6-1 – pgs. 27-36 – see Figures 6-1 and 
6-7 (flawed sampling locations based on wind 
directions). 

Section 6-2 – pgs. 36-38 – (overemphasis on 
deeper soil sampling). 

Section 6-3 – pgs. 38-39 – (use of tap water 
rather than distilled water to clean tools). 

Section 6-4 – pgs. 39-42 – (initial placement of 
soil samples in plastic bags rather than glass 
jars – not noted in the chain of custody - COC). 

Section 6-5 – pgs. 42-45 – (samplers often not 
identified – incomplete COC). 

It must be remembered that NS is the 
responsible party in this matter, not the USEPA 
– clearly Love is continuing NS’s “empty chair” 
argument – blame others for their own 
deficiencies. That is neither appropriate or 
reasonable and is often based on pure 
speculation by Love and NS’s other designated 
experts. 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 

Pg. 6.  
Figure 2 and 
Section 3.1.2 
Surface 
Water 

Dr. Love’s description of shallow groundwater 
flow reflects general references but appears to 
ignore actual flow information from monitoring 
well data (Petty Report – Exhibit 180, pgs. 48-
49 & Figure 7.6 – Exh. 55) where Arcadis 
shows flow to the west/southwest: 

Pg. 50 (see 
same 
comments 
on pg. 84).. 

Contrary to his argument here, just because 
benzene was not documented as having been 
released does not exclude it from happening 
given the weight of the other evidence.  In 
epidemiology a common phrase is that 
“absence of evidence is not evidence of 
absence”  In fact, as detailed in my responses 
to Finely Issues #7, #8, #9 and #11, the totality 
of evidence, in my opinion, suggests benzene 
found below/in the CeramFab building more 
likely than not was from the derailment.  I 
state, in part, that: “Given the locations of 
these findings, the fact that two detailed cars 
likely contained residual benzene, that the 
groundwater flow is toward Plaintiffs buildings, 
given the benzene levels below the CeramFab 
building are greater than the air in the building 
(see also Love report response) and given that 
no other non-speculative sources have been 
identified, it is my opinion, that more likely than 
not the derailment was the source of the 
benzene.” 

Regarding measurement of benzene in 
outdoor air.  Measurement of a volatile like 
benzene in the outdoor air would likely not be 
found weeks, months and years after it was 
released into the air (see also Finely response 
to Issue #11).  Instead, any remaining benzene 
would be that which sorbed/absorbed on soils 
and surface/shallow waters (also see Petty 
VOC data and plots for benzene later in this 
report). 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 

Pg. 51. 

Pg. 129. 

Dr. Love doubles down on his opinion that the 
benzene found under and in the CeramFab 
building adds another potential source (beyond 
the Delineation Report) of “petroleum fuel and 
exhaust from gasoline/diesel engines.”  He 
references Table 2 to suggest the presence of 
other BTEX components to suggest the 
benzene found at CeramFab is from historic 
sources (e.g., leaking underground storage 
tanks (USTs).  However, MTBE, a known 
component of gasoline fuel, and known to 
move rapidly in groundwater from release 
sites, was not found in any samples and  I 
tested for it (see MTBE sample results and 
Plots later in this report.)   

Furthermore, the responses I make to Finely’s 
Issues #7 and #8 follow and would apply here, 
as well. 

Dr. Love also fails to address any of the 
relevant factors in my 24-page analyses 
(Exhibit 180, Section 7.2, pgs. 52-75). 

NS/Arcadis speculatively claimed, without 
proof, that the benzene found under/in the 
CeramFab building was either from i) historic 
leaks of fuel from underground storage tanks 
(USTs) or ii) from benzene-containing products 
found in the CeramFab building.  In my report, 
I showed it was highly unlikely that benzene 
from USTs (BUSTR data search for leaking 
USTs in the area and local clay geology) and 
that no discovery had shown benzene to be on 
the labels or MSDSs/SDSs of any of the 
products speculated to contain benzene.  In 
fact, NS conceded that it had no MSDSs/SDSs 
to produce and there was no indication any 
such materials were ever collected or provided 
(see my report, pg. 54, Exhibit 102).  
Moreover, in this report, I show that in no 
sampling was the gasoline component methyl-
tert-butyl-ether (MTBE) found.  Thus, with 
known facts showing these sources (UST 
releases and benzene-containing products) 
were probably not sources of benzene at the 
facility, Love’s and NS/Arcadis’s speculation 
that it came from these sources, remains, in 
my opinion, unsupportable conjecture – at 
best. 

On the other hand, as shown in the benzene 
soil and groundwater tables and plots shown 
later in this report, benzene was found at/near 
the CeramFab building.  Given the locations of 
these findings, the fact that two detailed cars 
contained, by NS’s own concession, at least 
residual benzene, that the groundwater flow is 
toward the Plaintiffs’ buildings, given the 
benzene levels below the CeramFab building 
are greater than the air in the building (see 
also Love report response), and given that no 
other non-speculative sources have been 
identified - it is my opinion, that, more likely 
than not, the derailment was the source of the 
benzene. 

In  my report, I stated as a minimum, NS failed 
to obtain MSDSs/SDSs (not just that they 
failed to review them – they didn’t obtain or 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 
collect such information) or read container 
labels to determine at a cursory level whether 
or not any of the products identified contained 
benzene. 

Dr. Love used the word “association” in his 
response. This word is used in specific 
causation scenarios as a possibility, but is not 
used to meet the burden of specific causation 
opinions as “more likely than not.”  So, his 
speculative association arguments for other 
materials or sources is not reliable rules-based 
evidence that the benzene objectively found at 
the CeramFab property “more likely than not” 
came from “petroleum fuel and exhaust from 
gasoline/diesel engines” and was instead 
unreliable and unsupported conjecture. 

Pg. 53. 

Pgs. 131-
132. 

Interestingly, Figure 6, while difficult to read 
here, shows sub-slab benzene levels approach 
180 µg/m3 while indoor values approached 7 
µg/m3.  Both plots show values above EPA 
VISLs.  More importantly, in my opinion, the 
much higher peak values in the sub-slab 
samples – upwards of a factor of factor of 26x 
higher – would make it implausible that the 
benzene was moving from inside the building 
down into the sub-slab soil gas vapor. 

See also my response to Finely Issue #9 
where Finely concedes that the number of 
exceedances in the subsurface slab locations 
(4) under the CeramFab building exceed those 
found in the building (1) supporting the position 
that benzene is present in the soils and/or 
waters below the building and rising up 
through the slab.  This, too, was my 
observation.  As Love shows in his report, the 
levels in the subsurface sample are greater 
than above the slab as one would expect (see 
Love report responses). 

Finally, he also states that benzene was 
located at one location, but that area was 
remediated.  This statement is inconsistent 
with my benzene sampling results shown 
elsewhere in this report.  This is available to 
move in the shallow groundwaters under 
Plaintiffs’ buildings given the known direction 
of shallow groundwater flow (see pg. 6 
response above). 

This is another odd example of text by Dr. 
Love cites Guide language that soil gas vapor 
(benzene vapor in this case) must be present 
in soil gas to include it as a pathway to 
(benzene) vapor seen above the slab in the 
indoor air.  This is the scenario he cited in his 
report and supports the position that benzene 
from the derailment flowed in the 
surface/surface groundwaters under the 
building into the soil gas vapor  (see also 
response to Finely Issue #7). 

Interesting, a recent set of 10 indoor and 2 
outdoor samples were taken by a Defense 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 
contractor to measure contaminants in the 
indoor and outdoor air at both the WYG and 
CeramFab buildings (Exhibit 193 – March 5, 
2026, sampling and April 2026 Summary 
Report).  Nine of ten (90%) of the indoor 
samples measured were above the outdoor air 
samples; the 10% sample could not be 
included because it was taken with reported 
failed equipment.  The avg. of the 9 indoor 
samples was 0.9268 µg/m3 vs 0.5275 µg/m3

for the 2 outdoor samples, an increase of 
~75%. 

Pgs. 59, 61, 
62-63, 64-
65, 66-67, 
70 

Dr. Love agrees that soil exceedances for vinyl 
chloride, butyl acylate, benzene, ethylene 
glycol, monobutyl ether and PAHs were 
observed at the derailment site and were 
at/near the Plaintiffs’ properties.   

However, he then makes a speculative 
statement that these values are where either 
“the CeramFab workers would not be expected 
to operate” or “not reasonably expected to 
operate.”  While very limited testing of soils 
(e.g., one (1) dioxin sample) were conducted 
on Plaintiffs’ actual sites, it would be 
reasonable to expect that substantially similar, 
or nearly similar, contamination found on other 
proximate properties that were not remediated 
would also have bearing on Plaintiffs’ 
properties.  In fact, additional limited data, and 
data from 2026 (shown later in this report), find 
just that - on-going soil contamination from 
NS’s derailment and vent & burn activities. 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 

Pg. 72. 

Pgs. 95-96. 

This Section on dioxins seemingly ignored my 
entire discussion of background level 
measurement locations by NS/Arcadis, my 
background sample analysis results (avg. 
value of 2.3 ng/kg) and USEPA published 
background levels (1.0 to 1.8 with medium of 
1.2 ng/kg). It is also addressed with my 
rebuttal of Finley, Including: 

From Finely Issue #3 response: 

More importantly, Arcadis/NS continued to 
perform background sampling in an arc from 
the west to the northeast (see Petty Report 
Exhibit 180, Figures 7-5 and 7-6 – background 
samples are colored green) suggesting 
(falsely) that the plume was to the southeast.  
Since the plume went in these other directions, 
their work would overestimate background 
levels simply because they were not 
background levels. 

From Finely Issue #4 response: 

i) Background samples were likely not 
background samples, but included samples 
taken on soils below which the plume passes – 
this author concedes this point – see 
responses to Issue #3 above (i.e., Petty Report 
Exhibit 180, Figures 7-5 and 7-6 – background 
samples are colored green and reference to 
IMAAC plume plot.   

From Finely Issue #12 response: 

The argument that exceedances outside the 
property were not elevated compared to 
background levels is spurious in that it still 
doesn’t address actual levels on the Plaintiffs’ 
properties and utilized an elevated commercial 
background level (51 ng/kg) when compared to 
historic levels measured in Ohio and by this 
author (see Section 9.6.1, pgs. 239-242).  
Petty analyses showed background dioxin 
levels averaged 2.3 ng/kg and the USEPA 
background levels in Ohio ranged from 1 to 1.8 
with a medium value of 1.2 ng/kg (Exh. 92).  
Moreover, a Petty statistical analysis of various 
samples clearly showed background levels 
were statistically lower than East Palestine 
measured soil concentrations.  As discussed 
elsewhere, Love in his report (pgs. 72, 95) 
notes that EPA uses a Regional Commercial 
Background Screening Level for dioxins of 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 

Pg. 120. 

21.6 ng/kg.   

Arcadis, in their Soil Characterization Work 
Plan, used an approved residential screening 
level of 4.8 ng/kg (Petty report – Exhibit 180, 
Section 7.5, pg. 105). 

It is constructive to consider the work by 
Ohio/Pennsylvania University Research 
Consortium in my report (Exhibit 180, pgs. 
127-132 & Figure 7-37) to evaluate these 
screening values between 4.8 and 51 ng/kg.  
They define a cancer risk of 1 in a million at 
exposure levels <4.8 ng/kg and the non-cancer 
risk of 1 in a million at an exposure level of 51 
ng/kg.  Thus, the lower level is associated with 
the risk of getting cancer and the higher risk a 
disease other than cancer.  Thus, there is no 
“conflating” of screening values, but a 
recognition in my report of the difference 
between cancer and non-cancer screening 
levels for dioxins. 

Lester (Exhibit 191), notes that US EPA in 
2010, using only two cogeners, set a PRG 
value for dioxins at 3.7 ppt (ng/kg): 

Perhaps the most insightful statement made by 
Finely in this Issue is as follows: “Both reports 
included multiple sampling locations within the 
derailment area and its vicinity, including 
immediately north of the CeramFab facility, 
and demonstrated that the derailment did not 
result in elevated dioxin/furan concentrations 
relative to background conditions.”  As outlined 
at length in other responses, the samples 
declared as background by NS/Arcadis would 
most likely have been elevated because the 
plume was known to have passed over areas 
declared by NS as being areas where 
background samples were taken.  In short, NS 
is falsely arguing that contamination readings 
resulting from the derailment activity plume 
should then be used to downplay other 
contamination results from those same 
derailment activities. Moreover, neither USEPA 
nor Petty analyses show background dioxin 
levels near 51 ng/kg. 

Oddly, the author continues to use the 
proverbial “empty chair” defense that the 
“USEPA” reviewed and/or approved their 
plans/reports.  The responsible party was NS 
and their contractor, Arcadis, not the USEPA. 

Furthermore, Lester (Exhibit 191) comments 
that in 40 years this was the most vague and 
subjective soil sampling plan he’d seen: 

This criticism of sampling soils based on ash 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 
deposits was consistent with those in my report 
(Exhibit 180, pgs. 33-34 & Figures 6-8 and 6-9). 

Lester further details NS/Arcadis started 
sampling soils before addressing some USEPA 
concerns while wholly ignoring others: 

Regarding the timeliness and sample depths 
used by NS/Arcadis, USEPA’s Gullet (Exhibits 
185/186) also expressed concerns as early as 
February 26, 2023: 

Pgs. 72-73. This is the first of several examples (see also 
pgs. 94 and 96 of his report) where Dr. Love 
misleadingly, and incorrectly, suggests that 
using half the detection limit for chemicals is 
improper.   

Regarding the alleged misleading part of my 
response, in all cases I calculated both BaPE

and TEQ values using both detection limit (DL) 
values as zero (0) and using 50% of the DL 
values, not just 50% as stated by Dr. Love 
(see for example Petty Report – Exhibit 180, 
Section 9, Tables and Figures and pages 210 
to 272.) Love’s attempt to ignore and 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 
misrepresent this point that two sets of 
calculation Tables and Figures using both 0% 
DL, and 50% DL values was performed, and 
given over 60 pages where this is shown, is 
inexplicable and demonstrates both poor 
methodology and unacceptable scientific rigor.  

Interestingly, using dioxin soil TEQ calculation 
results (Tables 9-18, 9-22, 9-23 and 9-24 for 
Data Sets #1, #2, #3 and #4 respectively), the 
TEQ results when using DL values at 0% or 
50% typically show little or no differences.  
This is because the DL values typically provide 
little or no contribution to the overall TEQ 
result. 

And contrary to the criticisms levelled by NS’s 
expert, while using zero for the DL values is 
certainly very conservative, it is the accepted 
convention to use 50% of the DL values in 
samples such as these (see for example Glass 
and Gray, 2001 in my references, OECD, pg. 
32 - 
https://one.oecd.org/document/ocde/gd(97)148
/en/pdf, and USEPA - 
https://assessments.epa.gov/risk/document/&d
eid%3D351126 (threshold/2 least biased). 

Pg. 75 and 
Pgs. 77-88 
that follow. 

Pg. 98. 

While a large number of air samples were 
taken from February 4, 2023, to June 21, 
2024, and a limited number in March 5, 2026, 
it would be unlikely that weeks, months, and 
years after the incident, released contaminants 
would be found in the air – which is why NS 
should have performed additional soil sampling 
in 2026 instead of air sampling if it truly was 
concerned with determining continuing 
contamination levels.  On pg. 98 of his report, 
Love admits “exposures to hazardous air 
pollutants significantly diminished after 
February 8, 2023.”  The focus, therefore, on air 
sampling after this date is inexplicable, 
particularly in isolation, in order to determine 
the actual contamination status.  Even EPA’s 
Gullet (a dioxin expert) makes this point 
(Exhibits 185/186) – see excerpt below: 

Note that Gullet is the EPA’s dioxin expert (see 
for example Exhibits 187-190). 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 
Dr. Love further illustrates this point in his 
outdoor air plot of benzene with time (Exhibit 
183, pg. 87): 

Note that rapid decrease of benzene levels in 
this time as expected.  This doesn’t mean the 
soils and groundwaters, where one would 
expect to see incident chemicals reside with 
time, aren’t present or still a risk. 

Instead, a noted in my report (Exhibit 180), 
released contaminates would most likely be 
found in the surface soils and surface/shallow 
surface groundwaters.  In 2026, one would not 
expect to find released contaminants in 
outdoor air and it is spurious that NS has 
continued asserting this emphasis as opposed 
to sampling soils and waters for released 
contaminants – see later testing results later in 
this report to support this point. 

Pg. 96. First, see responses to pg. 72’s line item, 
above, and Finely responses to Issues #4, 
#12, and #15 below. 

As discussed in more detail earlier and below, 
the NS/Arcadis “background” samples were 
likely not background levels so comparison to 
these levels would be a flawed strategy.  This 
is especially true when comparing background 
levels provided by USEPA for Ohio and Petty 
background levels and analyses.   

The statement provided by NS’s expert is 
either flawed or incorrect.  With the exception 
of 1 soil sample on the CeramFab property, no 
dioxins samples were taken by NS/Arcadis on 
the Plaintiffs’ properties, so Dr. Love cannot 
adequately comment on dioxin levels in soils 
on these two properties absent pure 
speculation on his part.  Moreover, as 
discussed, the 4.8 ng/kg value is a cancer 
screening value and 51 ng/kg is a non-cancer 
screening level.  Dr. Love’s statements on the 
various levels also misrepresent the 
terminology used by USEPA and others on 
screening level terms and values as cited in 
earlier responses. 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 

Pgs. 99-100. 

Pg. 125. 

Pg. 125. 

As noted earlier (pg. 72 response), Lester and 
Gullet (and Petty) criticized the NS/Arcadis soil 
sampling plan based, at least in part, on burn 
deposits: 

Lester (Exhibit 191) comments that in 40 years 
this was the most vague and subjective soil 
sampling plan he’d ever seen and criticism of 
NS’s/Arcadis’ sampling soils based on ash 
deposits.  Lester further details NS/Arcadis 
started sampling soils before addressing 
USEPA concerns and others were ignored: 

Regarding sampling soils for dioxins down to 
6” bgs, USEPA’s Gullet (Exhibits 185/186) 
expressed concerns as early as February 26, 
2023, consistent with criticisms stated in my 
report (Exhibit 180, Section 6-2, pgs. 36-38): 

Dr. Love continues to double down that my 
criticism’s of too much emphasis on deeper 
surface sampling is incorrect.  As illustrated 
above, USEPA’s Gullet, however, agrees with 
my opinion (see above). This again calls into 
question the reliability of Love’s own 
methodology and opinions and the extent to 
which he researched this topic before 
providing his report for NS. 

Pg. 100 This statement, attributed to a USEPA report 
does not address a series of issues related to 
NS/Arcadis’s sampling such as: 

Collecting and mixing soil samples in plastic 
bags before placing them in jars. 

Lack of identification of the sampler in the 
chain of custody for many samples. 

Use of tap water to clean tools. 
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Rebuttal Comments on Text or 

Statements 

Pg. 125. 

Pg. 129. 

Neither the lab, nor the USEPA were likely 
aware of these issues; one questions whether 
or not the report statement would be different 
had they know of these issues, especially 
related to soil sample collection and CoCs.   

Purported background samples likely not being 
true background samples also would affect the 
USEPA’s statement.   

Moreover, the lack of a quality sampling plan 
(see Lester’s comments) and not accounting 
for USEPA’s comments prior to the start of 
sampling affected locations would have an 
impact on this conclusion. 

Dr. Love continues to rationalize/justify 
NS/Acradis’ decision by invoking approval by 
the USEPA.  However, the USEPA’s input was 
not always adopted before sampling began 
(see Lester – Exhibit 191 above). Moreover, all 
the sampling/CoC/background sample 
locations issues discussed previously likely 
would not have all been known to the USEPA. 

As detailed above, and in other responses 
below, NS/Arcadis background sampling 
locations are, at least in part, in the areas of 
the plume deposition and this calls into 
question the actual legitimacy of these 
background sample values being used for any 
comparisons. 

Also, contrary to Love’s criticism, I have never 
suggested one has to remediate to 
background levels - just that true background 
levels and remediation levels must be 
determined before using them for any 
comparative analysis. 

The statement that: “background sample 
locations were selected in all directions around 
East Palestine at an appropriate distance away 
from the Derailment area to collect sufficient 
sample results to characterize the variation in 
background conditions.”  After reading my 
report, Dr. Love seemingly simply dismisses all 
the information and analyses of where the 
plume actual went and that background 
samples were inappropriately taken under the 
plume.  Why one would take background 
samples in all directions is illogical; samples 
under the plume are not background samples 
and would provide a false (in NS’s favor) 
baseline.  Moreover, Love and NS have failed 
to define how far away is a sufficient distance 
to obtain background samples.  No value is 
provided, and a review of NS/Arcadis 
background sampling plots in my report 
(Exhibit 180, Figures 6-7 and 6-9) suggest the 
distances were inappropriately short given the 
plume distance projections. 

Pgs. 101-
102 

Dr. Love admits vinyl chloride, acrylates and 
glycols were found in shallow groundwaters 
at/below the derailment site.  This is consistent 
with my findings in my report and detailed in 
the VOC sample data results tabled and 
plotted later in this response report. 
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Nothing in Dr. Love’s discussion of PFAS’s 
suggests my report observations and opinions 
are incorrect.  The statement “one of the PFAS 
compounds, PFOA, are believed to be 
indicative of fire suppressant substances” is a 
meaningless statement given the chemistry of 
PFASs I outlined in my report (Exhibit 180, 
Section 7.4) and simply ignores my opinion 
that: “[Arcadis’ statement that the only PFAS 
was PFOA seems highly unlikely knowing 
PFAS chemistry and the fact that PFOA either 
is a trace ingredient in the AFFF-forming 
ingredients or forms later through the slow 
degradation process.]” or that the Arcadis 
statements that the PFASs present were not 
associated with the incident based on their 
chemistry argument is 
unsupported/speculative. 

Pg. 101 As discussed by Dr. Love in his initial 
description of the site geology, shallow 
groundwaters are stopped from moving 
downward by a confining clay layer. 

Again, this provides no supportable or reliable 
information to conclude coal was present in the 
local geology in any capacity that it could have 
been the source of the sampling findings on 
Plaintiffs’ property. 

Dr. Love also confirms my observation that 
movement of contaminants from the incident 
would be constrained by a confining clay layer 
around ~10’ bgs.  Movement of contaminants 
would be through shallow groundwaters and 
the movement would generally be to the 
west/southwest - toward the Plaintiff facilities 
as discussed earlier and in my report (Exhibit 
180). 

Pgs. 101-
102. 

Dr. Love quotes Dr. Gullet’s work on 
measuring dioxins in petroleum oil and thus, 
appears to view Dr. Gullet as a reliable and 
quotable dioxin scientist. 

What Dr. Love fails to recognize when quoting 
this paper from the Gulf crude oil spill and the 
low TEQ values of 1.2 - 1.0 ng/kg, or essential 
background dioxin TEQ values, however, is 
that crude oil does not contain chloride.  This is 
well understood by me (for example see my 
report – Exhibit 180 - Figure 5-1 and my paper 
on Crude Oil on Water) as a graduate 
chemical engineer, and others in my field, 
including Dr. Gullet based on his writings and 
other papers.  In sum, to form a chlorine 
combustion product from a hydrocarbon, the 
hydrocarbon must contain chlorine.  Dr. Gullet 
clearly understands this as well because it is 
evidenced by his paper on burning chlorinated 
hydrocarbons (Exhibit 187); a paper curiously 
not cited by Dr. Love because it would 
undermine his and Arcadis’ arguments on this 
point.  In this later paper (Exhibit 187), where 
the dioxin levels found were much higher when 
burning chlorinated hydrocarbons -  as would 
be expected.  Note that Gullet also has two 
Patents on Dioxins and Chlorinated Wastes 
(Exhibits 189 and 190) which further support 
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my position and undermine any critique by 
Love. 

Pgs. 121-
122. 

In reading these responses, Dr. Love 
continuously seems to incorrectly suggest he 
can read my mind (e.g., Mr. Petty fails to 
recognize…) while he also seemingly agrees 
with my statements and criticisms on the use 
of PIDs, but then rationalized using non-
specific low resolution PIDs because it was still 
an emergency situation. This, however, is not 
a scientifically supportable position to take by 
him. 

His logic that having a non-chemical specific, 
relatively low resolution, PID used to perform 
screening for locations to then do later, better 
monitoring to determine what was released is 
inherently irrational and inconsistent with his 
own report where he argues chemicals in the 
air would have been dissipating by February 
8th (pg. 80): 

In essense, he is argung tha it was ok to get 
poor PID readings early when that would have 
been the best (and possibly only) time to get 
an accurate air reading. And since the PID 
instrument was not specific for any 
hydrocarbon, it would not have been an 
effective screening tool since it could not 
effectively screen for individual chemicals of 
concern such a benzene, vinyl chloride, 2-
ethylhexal acrylate or n-butyl acetate. 

Note that the USEPA documents indicate it 
was troubled about the lack of specific 
monitoring of the air amid concerns it was 
dissapating away before sampling was beng 
adequately recorded (Exhibits 195/196): 

Gullet indicated by February 26, 2023, it was 
too late to sample the air plume. 

While not my job nor needed for my own 
contamination analysis, Dr. Love is apparently 
critical of my report because I didn’t better 
specifically tell NS/Acradis how they should 
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have done their early sampling jobs.  Yet 
instrumentation like a portable FID with 
chemical specific (e.g., benzene) sensors, or a 
Proton Transfer Reaction Mass Spectrometer 
[PRT + MS], are equipment that is available 
and which Arcadis/NS (and presumably Love) 
should have been familiar, but they chose not 
to employ this method of sampling despite was 
was expected to have been released from the 
derailment and vent and burn.. 

Pg. 122. This statement that my concerns were for the 
lack of VOC measurements in the air misses 
my entire argument - which was that VOCs in 
the air must be measured in the days 
immediately following the incident and that 
PIDs were not an appropriate or accurate 
method to perform that sampling at that time.  
The limitations of PIDs are something which 
NS/Arcadis should have been aware, and 
could have addressed, if they had wanted to 
get a true and accurate picture of the extent of 
contaminate releases. Moreover, by the time I 
arrived on site, my experienced opinion was 
that residual VOCs were most likely to be 
found in the surface soils and surface 
waters/shallow groundwater – which 
demonstrated to be the case. 

Pgs. 122-
125 

Here, Dr. Love doubles down on his support of 
the inaccurate sampling plan based on the 
false assumption the winds were to the 
southeast during the burn.  Also, see Finley 
response to Issue #3, repeated in part below: 

Interestingly, no mention is made by Love of 
the date of the IMAAC model relative to when 
the March Arcadis sampling plan was initiated.  
However, the dates of the reports for this 
modeling are found in pg. 30 of my report 
(Exhibit 180) and are May 31, 2023 (Exhibit 
93) and July 3, 2025 (Exhibit 91) – both 
apparently after the Arcadis sampling was 
completed. 

A review of the actual timing of events is 
important to show that this wind modeling 
report was dated after the sampling occurred 
(Section 6-1 of my report – Exhibit 180) so 
Arcadis/NS could not have relied upon it when 
planning their sampling plans: 

3-6-2023: Arcadis Sampling Plan (Figure 6-1 
of my report). 

4-18-2023: Arcadis Revised Sampling Plan 
(Figure 6-5 of my report) 

5-19-2023: Arcadis Sampling Results Report 
(Figure 6-7 of my report). 

5-31-2023: IMAAC Wind Modeling Report 1st 
Issued. 

More importantly, Arcadis/NS continued to 
perform background sampling in an arc from 
the west to the northeast (see Petty Report 
Exhibit 180, Figures 7-5 and 7-6 – background 
samples are colored green) suggesting 
(falsely) that the plume was to the southeast.  
Since the plume went in these other directions, 
however, their work would overestimate 
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background levels simply because they were 
not background levels and this would have 
tainted all of their subsequent analysis 
regarding the actual source (the derailment 
and burn) of contamination found 

Dr. Love also uses this term “fails to recognize” 
often in his critiques of my report. Not only is 
this statement false based on a reading of the 
actual language and opinions  in my report, but 
it also assumes he can read my mind. It calls 
into question either Love’s ability to 
comprehend the subject matter described or 
whether he actually reviewed the report 
(versus a summary prepared by some other 
individual, program, AI, or entity) before 
offering his own opinions 

Love’s statements are also inconsistent based 
on Arcadis’s own mapping shown in my report 
(Exhibit 180, Section 6.1, pgs. 27-34 & Figures 
6-1 through 6-9).  From Figure 6-5 actual 
sampling was predominately in the evacuation 
zone with limited background samples in an 
arc from the west to northeast (green dots).  
Surface ash deposits identified were shown in 
Figure 6-8 to the north, east and south with 
background sample locations to the west in an 
arc to the northeast further shown in Figure 6-
9.   

Furthermore, the statement that visible ash 
was “reasonably expected to represent 
locations with the greatest deposition of 
Derailment-related particles” is unsupported 
and speculative. Reasons include the fact that: 

- Ash hasn’t been proven as a surrogate for 
the PAH and Dioxin deposits. 

- NS/Arcadis assumed that they found all the 
ash deposits; however, what portion was found 
and what is the supporting documentation to 
evidence that all the ash deposits were found? 

The visible ash locations overlap with 
background sampling locations – Why?  How 
does this assumption of background locations 
which are not background locations impact 
overall conclusions of background levels and 
subsequent remedial decisions? 

How does Dr. Love know that visible ash 
represents the areas of greatest derailment-
related chemical deposits?  If so, this would 
elevate the assumed background levels when 
the highest ash deposit areas were found to be 
where a portion of the background samples 
were identified by NS/Arcadis and taken? 

Given the much lower background levels for 
dioxins found by the USEPA in Ohio and by 
Petty and others, NS/Arcadis’ selection of 
background sampling locations is more likely 
than not ither fundamentally flawed or simply 
wrong. 

In summary, Dr. Love’s statements conflict 
with actual data, are inconsistent with the 
evidence in this case, and actually support the 
suggestion of a flawed sampling plan 
performed by Arcadis/NS as opined by Petty 
and others discussed elsewhere in this rebuttal 
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and the original report.  These failings would 
have tainted the NS/Arcadis analysis and 
provided false justifications for NS limiting its 
remediation plans and/or providing the 
community any recommendations on the 
source of later sampling results (NS claiming 
samples were background only/ not from the 
derailment) or potentially safety of their 
exposure. 

Pg. 126. 

Pg. 127. 

Dr. Love does not refute the statement in my 
Report that only a single dioxin sample was 
taken on Plaintiff’s properties. Instead, he 
makes a spurious argument that because 
contaminated soils with elevated levels were 
remediated outside of the property, un-
remediated soils on the property must also 
have been delineated.  This argument is both 
disingenuous and false. NS/Arcadis did not 
know the full extent/levels of soil contamination 
(nor groundwater contamination) on the 
Plaintiffs’ properties. As just noted, the dioxin 
sampling on CeramFab was limited and there 
was (curiously) never any sampling performed 
by Arcadis/NS on the WYG property. 

His statement that the “soil exceedances on 
the CeramFab property were evaluated by 
Arcadis in the Delineation Memo and 
determined to be consistent with the 
background levels of dioxins given the long-
standing industrial land use and background 
sources” simply repeats the speculative 
soundbites, without the requisite support 
required, at several levels: 

1. Neither Dr. Love, nor NS/Arcadis know the 
actual extent/levels of soil contamination on 
the property.  They took only 1 sample [CS2-
DU3-A (Lab ID #: 410-171090-31] and my 
report (Exhibit 180, pgs. 120-124, Figures 7-34 
& 7-35 and Table 7-21) shows even it has a 
TEQ of 10.6 ng/kg. 

2. As illustrated earlier, almost certainly, 
NS/Arcadis background sampling methodology 
is flawed and likely resulted in inappropriate 
elevated values used for comparison 
purposes. 

3. Dr. Love speculates on the long-term land 
use of the Plaintiffs’ specific locations and 
contaminant potentially from prior operations at 
these two locations.  However, nor does he 
offer specific data (e.g., Sanborn maps) on 
prior operations or pollutants emanating from 
such operations with time nor does he provide 
other specific supporting reliance materials to 
substantiate these baseless speculative 
statements. 

4. Dr. Love speculates, as shown later, on 
background sources, with no specific data 
showing such sources emitted specific 
chemicals on these two properties. 

In this paragraph, Dr. Love also conflates 
several facts to misleadingly create a false 
argument.  As discussed above, Plaintiffs’ 
properties were not fully delineated and 
sampling/delineation/remediation of soils 
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Pgs. 129-
130. 

outside the Plaintiffs’ property boundaries 
show that neither were they.  Also, the clause 
suggesting Plaintiffs’ contaminated soils were 
removed is simply false. Even if CeramFab 
had removed every ounce of soil surrounding 
the CeramFab building, it is undisputed that 
the soil immediately surrounding the building 
structures, and all the soil under those 
buildings, was never touched, and certainly not 
remediated, by NS/Arcadis. 

For the CeramFab property, a March 20, 2023 
Health and Safety Plan (HASP) prepared for 
the East Palestine Train Derailment Site, 
Unified Command Group (Exhibit 192) shows 
the property surrounded on three sides by 
derailment contamination zones (yellow lined 
boxes): 

It would not be unreasonable to assume the 
CeramFab property was not similarly 
contaminated. 

For Love’s next statement, here, I again 
disagree with this generic, unsupported, 
speculative argument - as discussed at length 
above. 

As stated repeatedly both in this rebuttal and 
my original report, Dr. Love states that 
delineation and remediation of other properties 
at the boundaries of the Plaintiffs’ property(s) 
implies the Plaintiff’s’ properties are both 
delineated, remediated, and seemingly not 
contaminated.  This is a baselessly illogical 
and unscientific argument. 

Finally, and again, Dr. Love incorrectly opines 
what he believes is in my mind (and 
presumably Norfolk Southern’s minds) by 
stating “Mr. Petty….does not recognize that 
eliminating those Derailment exposure risks to 
human health or the environment was part of 
the overall cleanup remedy implemented by 
Norfolk Southern.” 
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Again, Dr. Love falsely opines on my state of 
mind when he says: “Mr. Petty does not 
recognize...”   

Despite Dr. Love’s argumentative statement, 
he apparently forgets that I actually was at the 
site during earlier 2023 remediation efforts, 
directly oversaw and participated in some 
sampling during that time, observed the 
circumstances at the scene with my own eyes, 
and a review of photos and water sample 
results (water sample #70) from the west end 
of the north track excavation (water on clay 
layer) show contamination and directly support 
my report statements. 

Photo (Exhibit 27, Sample W-70): 

VOC, SVOC, Glycol and Dioxin results are 
summarized below (Exhibit 81, Data Set #2): 

Thus, water on the top of the clay layer under 
the west end of the north tracks had 
exceedances of 2-butoxy ethanol, diethylene 
glycol, propylene glycol, acrolein, ethyl 
acrylate, 2-ethylhexyl acrylate and n-butyl 
acetate.  These waters would interact with the 
clean materials placed in the excavation area 
and continue to be available to move in the 
shallow groundwaters – thus re-contaminating 
the soil under the tracks previously removed. 
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Pg. 127. Dr. Love oddly argues, without any scientific 
supporting basis, that I am incorrect stating 
levels have in fact increased over time in some 
cases, despite the actual experimental data 
plotted in my report showing the same (Section 
9.9, pg. 272 & Figures 9-42 and 9-43): 

The evidence is the actual sampling data and 
Love stating that I provided no evidence is 
false as would obvious by reading this Section 
(9.9) of my report. 

Pg. 128. This statement is false and simply ignores 
information contained in my report, as 
discussed earlier, about contaminated near-
surface groundwaters recognized to be moving 
toward the plaintiffs’ facilities. Love’s repeated 
errors such as this, where he completely 
ignores or “misses” opinions or supporting 
documentation/evidence cited in my report, 
again calls into question his methodology, the 
accuracy of his opinions, and whether he 
actually personally read the Plaintiffs’ reports 
before issuing his criticisms for NS. 

Pg. 130. Dr. Love inaccurately conflates delineation with 
vapor intrusion and then falsely states I 
ignored US EPA’s concurrence with the 
Arcadis delineation report.  As discussed at 
length both in this rebuttal report and my 
original report, contamination on Plaintiffs’ 
properties has not been adequately or fully 
delineated, and, in fact, as shown later, 
remains contaminated to this day.  EPA’s 
concurrence, therefore, is based entirely on 
the incomplete information they had available 
and which was predominantly provided by NS 
or its contractors. Information which likely did 
not include all the sampling and CoC issues 
identified in my original report or discussed in 
this rebuttal report at length.  Moreover, others 
at EPA and outside EPA are also critical of the 
NS sampling plan, as discussed earlier, and 
this further supports my position and 
undermines the truthfulness of Love’s 
criticisms. 
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Pg. 135. As discussed earlier, NS/Arcadis began soil 
sampling and issued reports before the IMAAC 
wind modeling data were available (see also 
response to Finely Issue #2): 

A review of the actual timing of events is 
important to show that this modeling occurred 
after the sampling occurred (Section 6-1 of my 
report – Exhibit 180): 

3-6-2023: Arcadis Sampling Plan (Figure 6-1 
of my report). 

4-18-2023: Arcadis Revised Sampling Plan 
(Figure 6-5 of my report) 

5-19-2023: Arcadis Sampling Results Report 
(Figure 6-7 of my report). 

5-31-2023: IMAAC Wind Modeling Report 1st 
Issued. 

Also, Lester (Exhibit 191) stated that 
NS/Arcadis started sampling soils before 
addressing USEPA concerns and others were 
ignored. 

Pg. 135. This series of statements by Love has been 
addressed earlier and are, in general, spurious 
and false.   

What is most interesting, however, is his 
sentence and footnote ending with 
“….concurrence by the regulators overseeing 
the response actions. 376” 

A review of the footnote purportedly supporting 
his arguments finds the following statement: 
“US EPA response was not provided for each 
individual document or dataset, but when 
available, US EPA approvals are noted in the 
Delineation Memorandum.” 

Thus, even Dr. Love admits his “empty chair” 
argument that the EPA approved all of 
NS/Arcadis’ work is contradicted by the 
language in this footnote recognizing that the 
EPA was not provided with all the documents 
or data sets for review. 
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Pgs. 136-
137. 

The statement is this first sentence that I made 
no attempt to identify other PAH sources is 
refuted by my review of the local geology and 
Arcadis boring logs in my report (Exhibit 180, 
Section 7-4, pgs. 75 to 97), and is another 
false and unsupported argument by Love. 

Despite his earlier statements regarding no 
coal seen in local site geology, Love now 
parrots Arcadis/NS’ original position and 
improperly speculates that some type of coal 
bed geology may be responsible for PAHs 
observed. 

Next, Love grasps with unsupported claims 
that non-derailment combustion may also be 
responsible for the PAHs observed.  Again, 
without the requisite supporting reliance 
materials to make such a speculative 
statement. 

Love then stretches any credibility he has to 
argue NS/Arcadis’ positions that any source 
other than those from the derailment and burn 
event are responsible for any and all 
contaminants that impact the Plaintiffs’ 
properties, and that NS/Arcadis must be 
correct in that speculation because the USEPA 
allegedly concurred.  As documented in nearly 
200 pages in my original report, (Exhibit 180) 
and again documented in this report, this 
argument by Love is more likely than not 
correct.  As an example, Love speculates that 
an industrial fuel used at the Plaintiffs’ sites is 
responsible for the benzene observed but 
doesn’t even specify the actual fuel, how much 
was used, when it was used, or its composition 
or combustion products – nor whether or not 
any such unspecified petroleum fuel was ever 
used.   

Dr. Love’s explicit statement that “benzene 
was not released from any of the railcars” is 
not supported by any known testimony or 
reporting.  Two railcars that contained benzene 
were undisputedly part of the derailment; the 
extent of residual benzene in the cars and how 
much may have been released are not known.  
However, benzene sampling data in the soils 
and waters at the derailment site (see below), 
coupled with a review of the evidence cited in 
my report, and conveniently ignored by Love, 
support my opinion that it was more likely than 
not that the local observed benzene source 
was from the derailment related events. 

Dr. Love would like to place the burden of 
evaluating his and NS’s new speculative 
sources of benzene on Plaintiffs, but that was 
NS/Arcadis job (or at least Love’s) before 
providing those same purely speculative 
assumptions.  They didn’t do this, however, yet 
claim still make the claim that the derailment 
was not one of the sources of benzene – and it 
must instead be this alluded to “petroleum.”  
Aside from this speculative argument not fitting 
with a review of the available information in 
this case, my experience of working on nearly 
200 other benzene or benzene-containing 
product cases makes it clear that this is, at 
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best, an unsupported speculative source 
statement being made by Love and it should 
not be seriously countenanced at this point. 

Pg. 138. This is, in my opinion, is a proverbial last 
minute throw away statement by Love that is 
scientifically unsupportable argument, purely 
conjecture, and calls into question what Love 
reviewed before issuing his opinions in this 
case.  My original report provided over 200 
pages of such evidence, information and 
analyses that supported my offered 
conclusions and opinions and I stand by that 
evidence and those opinions again here. 
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Table 2-2: Specific Comments on Brent Finley, Ph.D.’s May 15, 2026, Report: 

Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Comments on Text or Statements 

Pg. 101 – 3rd

¶ 
The statement that I “rarely” evaluated 
the Arcadis Delineation Report (Exhibit 
60) is simply false and again calls into 
question whether NS’ experts actually 
reviewed the entirety of Plaintiffs’ reports 
before offering their opinions in support 
of their client.  Chapter 7 is dedicated 
entirely to criticisms of the Delineation 
Report (58 pages in length).  Moreover, 
Chapter 9 (90 pages in length), a 
summary of Plaintiffs testing results, 
directly challenges data shown in the 
Delineation report.  At a minimum, 148 
pages of the 276-page report (excluding 
Ref. and Appendixes), or 54% of my 
report are criticisms of the delineation 
report – not “rarely” as Finley curiously 
and incorrectly claims.  

Information regarding sample locations, 
samples times, etc. was extensively 
presented either in the original  report or 
can be found in the Chain of Custodies 
(CoCs) identified in the exhibit/reliance 
materials. This is the same sources for 
which I personally analyzed information 
from Arcadis samples.  Samples were 
collected, stored/preserved in containers, 
shipped/taken to and analyzed by 
methods specified by Eurofins.  In fact, 
Eurofins provided Petty with all 
containers and coolers, as well as 
instructions on the type and number of 
containers to be collected by type of 
sample.  Distilled water was used to 
clean all tools, and nitrile gloves were 
changed between taking all samples.  
The samples collected were outlined in 
my report and the sampling was based 
on manifests of derailed tank car 
contents and knowledge as a chemical 
engineer of the literature of the products 
of combustion of chlorinated 
hydrocarbons.  This same process was 
used for Data Sets #1, #3, and #4 except 
that the samples for Data Set #3 were 
sent to/analyzed by another laboratory. 

Pg. 101 – 
Issue #1 and 
Response. 

This argumentative statement by Finley 
is both false and scientifically illogical.  It 
also misrepresents the claims being 
made by Plaintiffs regarding the 
cumulative property contamination, both 
in time and location,  that supports their 
claims. Contaminants from the incident 
would most logically be deposited to the 
surface soils and surface/near surface 
groundwaters. It is highly unlikely 
contaminants would have remained 
airborne for very long (i.e., weeks, 
months, years) after the incident given 
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dilution and rain events.  VOCs such as 
benzene and vinyl chloride, if present, 
would be found sorbed on surface soils 
or absorbed in surface waters/near 
surface groundwaters and not 
predominantly in the outdoor air.  SVOCs 
and Dioxins/Furans produced would fall 
to the ground and sorb on surface soils 
and waters as they are not volatile like 
VOCs. 

Contaminants found in the waters will 
move in the direction of the groundwater 
flow as cited by Defendants (Petty report 
– Exhibit 180, pgs. 48-49, Figure 7-6) 
and were trapped/stopped by the shallow 
clay layer below (see Petty report pgs. 
59-60, 77-88 and Figures 7-13, 7-15, 
and 7-17 to 7-24) and toward/under 
Plaintiffs’ properties.  

Thus, it is my opinion, for benzene for 
example, that an examination of all the 
available information would conclude 
that the benzene sampled was more 
likely than not from the derailed cars that 
found its way into the local soils and 
surface/groundwaters. 

[See also summaries of VOC sampling 
of soils and waters by Petty and plots of 
these data below – note that the 
elevated results tend to all center at the 
derailment site, thus supporting my 
opinion and undermining NS’ experts’.]

Pgs. 101-
102.  Issue 
#2 and 
Response. 

In response to Finley’s statement that 
“Mr. Petty is not qualified to discuss 
disease causation from chemical 
exposures as he is not a toxicologist, 
epidemiologist, nor a medical doctor” I 
will comment as follows: 

While my bio clearly shows I am not a 
medical doctor, Dr. Finley either did not 
read, or ignored Chapter 1 of my report 
as well as my case list history.   

As a registered CIH by examination, 
according to the American Board of 
Industrial Hygiene (ABIH) I am a trained 
and certified expert in both toxicology 
and epidemiology.  In fact, ~40% of the 
CIH exam was in the field of toxicology.  
This also ignores my coursework at the 
Ohio State University as well as training 
in these areas. 
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He also conflates serving as a “general” 
causation expert and a “specific” 
causation expert.  While I may be 
precluded from being a specific 
causation expert on any individual’s 
specific disease (an opinion I am not 
making and a claim which is not being 
made in this case) since I am not a 
medical doctor, I have routinely been 
qualified as a general causation or 
epidemiologic expert as a CIH.  
Moreover, I have previously, and 
repeatedly, been qualified by federal 
courts as a general causation expert as 
a result of Daubert opinions and/or 
hearing decisions. 

Based on these qualifications, I stand by 
my opinions in my report and this 
statement again calls into question 
whether NS’ experts actually reviewed 
the entirety of Plaintiffs’ reports (and 
particularly my own) before offering their 
often objectively false criticism opinions 
in support of their client. 

Pgs. 101-
102.  Issue # 
3 and 
Response. 

Interestingly, no mention is made by 
Finley of the date of the IMAAC model 
relative to when the March Arcadis 
sampling plan was initiated.  However, 
the dates of the reports for this modeling 
from pg. 30 of my report (Exhibit 180) 
are May 31, 2023 (Exhibit 93) and July 3, 
2025 (Exhibit 91) – both well after the 
Arcadis sampling was completed. 

A review of the actual timing of events is 
important to show that this modeling 
occurred after the sampling occurred 
and, therefore could not have been a 
source material to support the reliability 
of NS/Arcadis’ plan in advance (Section 
6-1 of my report – Exhibit 180): 

3-6-2023: Arcadis Sampling Plan (Figure 
6-1 of my report). 

4-18-2023: Arcadis Revised Sampling 
Plan (Figure 6-5 of my report) 

5-19-2023: Arcadis Sampling Results 
Report (Figure 6-7 of my report). 

5-31-2023: IMAAC Wind Modeling 
Report 1st Issued. 

More importantly, Arcadis/NS continued 
to perform background sampling in an 
arc from the west to the northeast (see 
Petty Report Exhibit 180, Figures 7-5 
and 7-6 – background samples are 
colored green) suggesting (falsely) that 
the plume was to the southeast.  Since 
the plume went in these other directions, 
NS/Arcadis’ calculations would 
overestimate background levels simply 
because they were not actually accurate 
background levels. 

Oddly, the author says that the “USEPA” 
revised its work plan.  The responsible 
party, however, was NS and their 
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contractor, Arcadis, not the USEPA.  
(see Love responses on this issue as 
well based on Gullet e-mails and the 
Lester letter report). This sort of “empty 
chair” figure pointing should not be 
countenanced and does not relieve NS 
of its responsibilities as the entity that 
was responsible for the derailment and 
related contamination event. 

Pgs. 101-
102.  Issue # 
4 and 
Response. 

This  response is a classic misdirection 
play by Finley and appears to try and 
center on a single point of multiple points 
identified and discussed in my original 
report regarding the flawed NS/Arcadis 
sampling program.  In fact, an entire 
Chapter (Chapter 6), of my report 
(Exhibit 160) outlined five (5) specific 
criticisms of the NS/Arcadis sampling 
plan, not one (1) as suggested by Finley: 

Section 6-1 – pgs. 27-36 – see Figures 
6-1 and 6-7 (flawed sampling locations 
based on wind directions). 

Section 6-2 – pgs. 36-38 – 
(overemphasis on deeper soil sampling). 

Section 6-3 – pgs. 38-39 – (use of tap 
water rather than distilled water to clean 
tools). 

Section 6-4 – pgs. 39-42 – (initial 
placement of soil samples in plastic bags 
rather than glass jars – not noted in the 
chain of custody - COC). 

Section 6-5 – pgs. 42-45 – (samplers 
often not identified – incomplete COC). 

Some additional details supporting these 
criticisms and this opinion included in my 
original report were: 

i) Purported background samples were 
likely not accurate background samples 
but included samples taken on soils 
below which the plume passed – this 
author (Finley) concedes this point – see 
responses to Issue #3 above (i.e., Petty 
Report Exhibit 180, Figures 7-5 and 7-6 
– background samples are colored green 
and reference to IMAAC plume plot.  In 
addition, much more commentary can be 
found on background sampling flaws in 
my responses to the Love report, above). 

ii) The vast majority of the samples were 
taken in the evacuation zone, not in 
other directions where the plume went. 

iii) Soil samples were collected both at 
the surface and at depths to 6”.  The 
deeper composite samples would 
logically dilute surface deposits.  My 
report agrees that some deep sampling 
was warranted to determine the depth to 
which surface contamination had moved; 
but that with limited resources, not every 
location should have been sampled to 6” 
below ground surface (bgs).  Note that 
this was the only one of my critiques 
Finley referenced, however, which is an 
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incomplete and misrepresentative 
analysis of my criticisms of the 
NS/Arcadis sampling plan. 

iv.) Arcadis/NS plans improperly allowed 
for the use of tap water, rather than 
distilled water, to clean tools. 

v) Arcadis/NS soil samples were placed 
in plastic bags and then glass containers 
– but this process was not included in 
the chain of custody or apparently told to 
Eurofins, breaking the chain of custody 
and potentially impacting the ultimate 
results. 

vi) NS/Arcadis samplers were often not 
identified, breaking the COC and calling 
into question what happened to the 
samples from the time of collection until 
they were reported by the initial person 
signing off on the COC for the lab.   

In my opinion, samples with incomplete 
COCs should be invalidated - due to 
either a break in the COC and not 
knowing who collected the samples in 
many cases or not reporting samples 
were initially placed in plastic bags – a 
fact that would not be known to the lab. 
These are all breaches of good industry 
or scientific practices and raise serious 
questions about the reliability of 
Arcadis/NS’s sampling program, while 
these corners were cut, and what 
training or instruction was provided to the 
samplers in advance. 

Pg. 103.  
Issue # 5 
and 
Response. 

Finley’s statement that “Mr. Petty alleges 
that the data is misleading due to the use 
of RLs” is incorrect and simply does not 
reflect the differences associated with 
curing of sampling data using Level 2 
reports (Arcadis) vs. Level 4 reports 
(Petty).  He is either knowingly 
misrepresenting the positions and 
statements made in my original report or 
he does not have the requisite 
experience and understanding to explain 
and interpret the differences between 
Level 2 and Level 4 reports. Either of 
these failures, however, should be fatal 
to his arguments made here. 

Pgs. 103-
104.  Issue # 
6 and 
Response. 

Finley’s response contains elements that 
actually confirm and support my offered 
criticisms, misrepresent what was written 
in my report, are speculative, and also 
are somewhat incoherent. They also 
reflect a fundamental lack of 
understanding of the PFAS chemistry – 
unlike me, who has served as one of the 
lead experts in multiple PFAS litigations. 

Specifically: 

I agree with his statement that: “The 
CeramFab delineation report represents 
that PFOS was detected during the 
environmental testing, and the aqueous 
firefighting foam (AFFF), T-Storm, 
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applied during the emergency response 
is only associated with PFOA. Mr. Petty 
treats these statements as 
contradictory.” 

I do not agree with his statement that: 
“Mr. Petty characterizes the presence of 
PFOS as proof that PFAS detections are 
attributable to the derailment.”   This is 
incorrect and simply baseless 
speculation on what I might think rather 
than what I actually wrote (see Section 
7.4, pgs. 97-102):  

“[Thus, Arcadis could have characterized 
the PFOA through testing based on 
relative branching of the chain chemistry 
to determine the extent the chemistry 
was branched which determines the 
source and dates when the product 
might have been produced.  There is no 
indication this was done, so it is 
speculation to suggest it came from 
historic sources without performing more 
due diligence.]  

[Arcadis’ statement that the only PFAS 
was PFOA seems highly unlikely 
knowing PFAS chemistry and the fact 
that PFOA either is a trace ingredient in 
the AFFF-forming ingredients or forms 
later through the slow degradation 
process.]” 

Pgs. 103-
104.  Issue # 
7 and 
Response. 

Again, this response by Finley is a 
classic unsupported misdirection play 
and does not address any relevant 
factors in my 24-page analyses (Exhibit 
180, Section 7.2, pgs. 52-75).  It is true 
that ceramics do not contain benzene, 
but this use of a single line, out of 
context, misrepresents my opinions and 
knowingly ignored my entire 24-page 
analyses. 

NS/Arcadis speculatively claimed, 
without proof, that the benzene found 
under/in the CeramFab building was 
either from i) historic leaks of fuel from 
underground storage tanks (USTs) or ii) 
from benzene-containing products found 
in the CeramFab building.  In my report, I 
showed it was highly unlikely that 
benzene was from USTs (BUSTR data 
search for leaking USTs in the area and 
local clay geology) and that no discovery 
had shown benzene to be on the labels 
or MSDSs/SDSs of any of the products 
speculated to contain benzene.  In fact, 
NS conceded, through its lawyers, that it 
had no MSDSs/SDSs to produce (see 
my report, pg. 54, Exhibit 102), indicating 
that none had ever been collected or 
placed in the file as they would have 
been if they had been collected.  
Moreover, in this report, I show that the 
gasoline component, methyl-tert-butyl-
ether (MTBE) was not ever found.  Thus, 
with known facts showing these sources 
(UST releases and benzene-containing 
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products) were probably not sources of 
benzene at the facility, NS/Arcadis’s 
position (and now Finley’s) that it came 
from these sources, remains pure, and 
both factually and scientifically 
unsupported, speculation. 

Finley’s report has now also further 
added a third speculative new set of 
sources (i.e., benzene from “fuel 
combustion, burnout of organic additives, 
and the use of solvents during 
maintenance activities.”) not originally 
claimed or listed in the NS/Arcadis 
Delineation Report. These arguments 
are as spuriously false as those initially 
addressed in my report. 

On the other hand, as exhibited in the 
benzene soil and groundwater tables 
and plots shown in this report, benzene 
was found at/near the CeramFab 
building.  Given the locations of these 
findings, the fact that two derailed cars 
likely contained residual benzene, that 
the groundwater flow is toward Plaintiffs’ 
buildings, given the benzene levels 
below the CeramFab building are greater 
than the air in the building (see also Love 
report response), and given that no other 
non-speculative sources have been 
identified, it is my opinion, that more 
likely than not, NS’ derailment was the 
source of the benzene identified in the 
relevant samples. 

Pg. 105.  
Issue # 8 
and 
Response. 

In my report, I stated, as a minimum, NS 
failed to obtain MSDSs/SDSs (not that 
they failed to review them – they did not 
obtain or collect such information) or 
read container labels to determine at a 
cursory level whether or not any of the 
products identified contained benzene. 
These statements were supported by the 
testimony and exhibits cited and included 
in my reliance list.  Either Finley did not 
review these same sources or ignored 
them.  Both are fatal faults to his opinion. 

In his response, however, Finley doubles 
down on the NS/Arcadis speculative 
position, without any evidence 
presented, that these products contain 
benzene.  In fact, curiously, he uses the 
term “plausible” which means a probably 
above zero or possible, rather than the 
term “probable” or “more likely than not” - 
suggesting that in writing his report, he 
either does not believe it is more likely 
than not these products contained 
benzene or knows he does not have the 
validated source/reliance evidence to 
make such a statement.  Again, 
whichever of these is the reason – both 
are fatal to his offered speculative 
opinions here. 

Also, see my previous response and 
Section 7-2 of my report. 
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Pg. 105.  
Issue # 9 
and 
Response. 

My initial response to this Issue is to 
point again to my responses to Issues #7 
and #8 above. 

Interestingly, Finley also concedes that 
the number of exceedances in the 
subsurface slab locations (4) under the 
CeramFab building exceed those found 
in the building (1) - supporting the 
position that benzene is present in the 
soils and/or waters below the building 
and rising up through the slab.  This, too, 
was my observation.  As Love also 
shows in his report, the levels in the 
subsurface samples are greater than 
above the slab as one would expect (see 
Love report responses) in this 
circumstance. 

Finally, Finely’s statement that: “benzene 
is ubiquitous in the environment” is 
simply, in my opinion, a misleading 
rationalization used to blame away from 
NS by arguing some other unidentified 
source is the cause other than NS’ 
derailment. Instead, Finley should have 
evaluated the totality of the evidence as I 
have done in my report (Exhibit 180, 
Section 7.2 and Finley Issues #7 through 
#9) – which would have then pointed to 
the same conclusions outlined in my 
opinions. 

Finley also states that benzene was 
located at one location, but that area was 
remediated.  This statement is 
inconsistent with my benzene sampling 
results shown elsewhere in this report.  
These include water sampled at the top 
of the clay in the excavation under the 
north tracks and surface waters at/near 
the tracks. Once again, Finley, by 
offering this opinion, has failed to 
demonstrate the necessary scientific 
rigor or evidence review to make any 
arguments beyond speculative and self-
serving statements that serve to absolve 
NS of responsibility. 

Pgs. 105-
106.  Issue # 
10 and 
Response. 

I agree that benzene was found in 
numerous soil and water samples. 

The criticism that the sampling date is 
not provided in a specific summary table 
is not how one typically obtains first-level 
information regarding a sample.  This is 
obtained from the CoCs that were made 
available to Finley and all NS’ experts – 
he apparently just did not bother to look 
for them before offering this misplaced 
critique. 

Secondly, all reports used in my reports 
were Level 4 reports, rather than Level 2 
reports used by NS/Arcadis.  This is an 
important difference in which NS’ experts 
or whoever wrote their reports, appear 
not to grasp or understand based on the 
content of their opinions offered. The 
results from Level 4 reports inherently 
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provide a higher level of Quality 
Assurance (QA)/Quality Control (QC) 
than Level 2 reports. 

Third, all Level 4 reports were sent to 
Laboratory Data Consultants, Inc. (LDC) 
for review, QA/QC compliance and data 
integrity compliance.  The output from 
LDC activities was provided in Exhibits 
#161 through Exhibit #164.  All data 
tables and plots in Section 9 of my report 
reflect QA/QC Level 4 Reports by LDC. 

Pg. 106.  
Issue # 11 
and 
Response. 

Finley’s criticisms are both false and self-
serving.  The sample results, taken from 
four independent sources (i.e., Data Sets 
#1, #2, #3, and #4) are not “selective” 
but instead represented all the samples 
results available to me at the time of the 
report (see Exhibit #81 to my report).   

The statement that my “presentation
…does not withstand technical scrutiny” 
is also unsupported and illogical.  What 
is meant by the word “presentation” is 
not known nor documented, nor is his 
term “does not withstand technical 
scrutiny.”  Instead, whether he reviewed 
it or not before issuing his report, all the 
raw sample data files were presented in 
Exhibit #81 to my report (Exhibit 180), 
the QA/QC data by LDC in Exhibits #161 
through #164 and the methods used for 
the calculations used were documented 
in Section 9 (specifically Sub-Sections 
9.1, 9.2, and 9.3) of my report.  This 
methodology was used to report results 
of calculations in Tables and Figures in 
Sub-Sections 9.4 through 9.8 and this is 
standard form of reporting for the field. 

I also disagree with his broad, general 
and unsupported statement that“ The 
concentrations provided by Mr. Petty are 
not supported by the nearly three years 
of publicly available environmental 
monitoring data generated by state and 
federal agencies” and outline the 
reasons for this disagreement in detail in 
my report.   

For example, one will find that most data 
relied on by NS/Arcadis was air VOC 
data taken weeks, months, and years 
after the incident (See my report – 
Exhibit 180, Appendix B and compare 
the number of air samples vs 
soil/sediment/water samples reported by 
the USEPA.)  As is illustrated, and was 
predictable, it would be highly unlikely 
VOC contaminants from the February 3-
6, 2023, derailment would still be found 
weeks, months or years later in the 
ambient air.  The contaminants more 
likely to be found would be in surface 
soils and waters/groundwaters and be 
associated with relatively non-volatile 
contaminants such as SVOCs and 
Dioxins/Furans. Finely should be aware 
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of this. 

Pgs. 106-
107.  Issue # 
12 and 
Response. 

Under, Issue #12, Finley stated that: “Mr. 
Petty makes several inaccurate 
statements regarding the availability and 
transparency of dioxin/furan data.  For 
example, Mr. Petty stated that 
‘NS/Arcadis curiously did cho[o]se not to 
comment directly’ on dioxin/furan 
exceedances identified within the 
CeramFab delineation report (S. Petty: p. 
105).”   

Finley’s statement that my report is 
“inaccurate” is wholly false.  A simple 
example is Finley’s acknowledgement 
that only a single dioxin sample was 
taken on the CeramFab property.  One 
cannot delineate a property unless one 
takes more than one sample. With a 
single sample, NS/Arcadis cannot know 
the contamination levels on the other 
three sides of the property – even Love 
in his report agrees with this.  Also, this 
undisputed that no soil remediation ever 
occurred immediately around or under 
the facilities. 

The argument that exceedance outside 
the property were not elevated compared 
to background levels is also spurious in 
that it still does not address actual levels 
on the property and utilized an elevated 
commercial background level (51 ng/kg) 
when compared to historic levels 
measured in Ohio and by this author 
(see Section 9.6.1, pgs. 239-242).  Petty 
analyses showed background dioxin 
levels averaged 2.3 ng/kg and the 
USEPA background levels in Ohio 
ranged from 1 to 1.8 with a medium 
value of 1.2 ng/kg (Exh. 92).  Moreover, 
a Petty statistical analysis clearly 
showed background levels were 
statistically lower than East Palestine 
measured soil vapors.  As discussed 
elsewhere, Love in his report (pg. 72) 
notes that EPA uses a Regional 
Commercial Background Screening 
Level for dioxins of 21.6 ng/kg.   

Arcadis, in their Soil Characterization 
Work Plan, used an approved residential 
screening level of 4.8 ng/kg (Petty report 
– Exhibit 180, Section 7.5, pg. 105). 

It is also constructively helpful to 
consider the work by Ohio/Pennsylvania 
University Research Consortium cited in 
my report (Exhibit 180, pgs. 127-132 & 
Figure 7-37) to evaluate these screening 
values between 4.8 and 51 ng/kg.  They 
define a cancer risk of 1 in a million at 
exposure levels <4.8 ng/kg and the non-
cancer risk of 1 in a million at an 
exposure level of 51 ng/kg.  Thus, the 
lower level is associated with the risk of 
getting cancer and the higher risk a 
disease other than cancer.  Thus, there 
is no “conflating” of screening values, but 
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a recognition in my report of the 
difference between cancer and non-
cancer screening levels for dioxins.
Based on Finley’s verbiage, this is a 
distinction that he either does not 
understand or is not familiar with.  Again, 
both of these flaws are independently 
fatal to his incorrect criticisms. 

Perhaps the most insightful statement 
made by Finley on this issue, however, is 
as follows: “Both reports included 
multiple sampling locations within the 
derailment area and its vicinity, including 
immediately north of the CeramFab 
facility, and demonstrated that the 
derailment did not result in elevated 
dioxin/furan concentrations relative to 
background conditions.”  As outlined 
at length in earlier responses, the 
samples declared as background by 
NS/Arcadis would likely have been 
inaccurately elevated because the plume 
was known to have passed over areas 
declared as being areas where 
background samples were taken.  In 
short, NS/Arcadis was using elevated 
samples from the derailment event to try 
and then improperly discount other 
elevated samples from that same event. 
Moreover, neither USEPA nor Petty 
analyses show background dioxin levels 
near 51 ng/kg. 

Finally, Finley’s comment that Mr. Petty 
stated that “NS/Arcadis curiously did 
cho[o]se not to comment directly” on 
dioxin/furan exceedances identified 
within the CeramFab delineation report 
(S. Petty: p. 105) is a complete 
misquotation of Section 7-5 of my report 
that starts on that page.  The actual 
sentence was: “In their July 17, 2025, 
Delineation Report (Exhibit 60), 
NS/Arcadis curiously did chose not to 
comment directly on the implications of 
the analytical results, such as whether or 
not they exceeded the TEQ [Dioxin TEQ 
(Toxic Equivalency)] of 4.8 set in Table 
3, footnote 7 in their September 7, 2023, 
Soil Characterization Work Plan (Exhibit 
76), so these calculations were instead 
completed by this author for the seven 
samples (Tables 7-14 to 7-20).”  As 
shown, I was commenting that 
NS/Arcadis did not complete the TEQ 
calculations for these samples to know 
what the TEQ values were and 
consequently if screening levels were 
exceeded. 
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Pgs. 107-
108.  Issue # 
13 and 
Response. 

Regarding Finley’s statement that “He 
does not explain how these seven 
samples were selected or whether they 
are representative of the broader 
dataset” reflects that he – again –  
apparently ignored or did not read the 
opening sentence of Section 7.5: “In their 
July 17, 2025, Delineation Report 
(Exhibit 60)…” 

Given historic USEPA Ohio and Petty 
Ohio background samples (1.2 and 2.3 
ng/kg), compared with the Arcadis Soil 
Work Plan discussed in the response to 
the previous Issue (#12), the 7 TEQ 
values calculated (82.4, 5.0, 5.8, 73.6, 
25.0, 21.7, and 10.5) were all much 
higher than these background levels and 
all were higher than the cancer 
screening level of 4.8 ng/kg. 

Finely, however, doubles down on NS’s 
unsupported arguments regarding the 
delineated contaminant levels on the 
CeramFab and WYG properties despite 
only a single dioxin sample taken by 
NS/Arcadis on one of the properties 
(CeramFab).  As previously discussed, I 
disagree that this represents delineation 
of the contamination on these properties.  
See also, for completeness, earlier and 
later responses on this delineation issue. 

Pg. 108.  
Issue # 14 
and 
Response. 

In general, there does not seem to be 
any actual criticism of my work here on 
which to respond.  Finley’s statement 
regarding why I included Section 8.0 in 
my report would be answered by simply 
reading the Section.  This analysis 
included a review of Arcadis’/NS’ basis 
for screening levels for dioxins and the 
basis for the screening TEQ level of 4.8 
ng/kg as discussed elsewhere. 

Pgs. 108-
109.  Issue # 
15 and 
Response. 

Again, in general, there does not seem 
to be any actual criticism of my work.   

Most interesting, Finley does state, 
however, that in the NS/Arcadis Report 
that: “residential soil screening levels 
were used…. 

Note that the residential screening 
levels, as discussed in the Issue #12 
response are cancer screening criteria 
for dioxins.  But more importantly, they 
are also used in NS/Arcadis’ own 
Delineation Report. Using these same 
residential (or cancer) screening levels 
as did I in those reports makes any 
criticisms by NS’ experts that Plaintiffs 
also used them patently disingenuous.
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Locations 
of Text Text or Summary of Statements Comments on Text or Statements 

Pg. 109.  
Issue # 16 
and 
Response. 

This is a non-criticism comment and 
baseless.  My statement is clear in terms 
of the NS/Arcadis report I am referring to 
in that Section of my report (Exhibit 180). 
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Detailed comments on Michael Lunsford’s recent report follow in Table 2-3: 

Table 2-3: Specific Comments on Michael Lunsford’s Report (Exhibit 181): 

Locations of 
Text Text or Summary of Statements Comments on Text or Statements 

Pg. 5, 2nd ¶ #32. 

Pg. 59, ¶ #246 

Pg. 6; ¶ #38 & 
#42  

Pg. 59, ¶ #246. 

I agree that the actions taken were swift 
but, as with the underlying NTSB 
investigative findings and reliance 
documents, I do not agree that the 
actions were appropriate (see Petty 
Exhibit 16 and other Plaintiff expert 
responses).  Note the following from the 
NTSB (Exhibit 16): 

“31. Norfolk Southern Railway and its 
contractors continued to assert the 
necessity of a vent and burn after expert 
opinion and available evidence should 
have led them to re-evaluate their initial 
conclusions regarding polymerization. 

32. Norfolk Southern Railway and its 
contractors compromised the integrity of 
the vent and burn decision by creating 
unwarranted urgency and not 
communicating expert opinions and 
information completely and accurately to 
the incident commander.” 

 Each of these opinions track my own 
(and other Plaintiffs’ experts’) and appear 
to be based upon the same reliance 
materials and testimony I observed and 
reviewed.  

Criticisms on my expertise are also false 
and conveniently ignore my qualifications 
and training. For example, note that 
Petty’s bio and CV show that I am a 
Chemical Engineer graduate and to be 
40-hr. Hazwopper trained.  I also taught 
the 40-hr. Hazwopper class to others for 
their certifications.  The commenter also 
ignores my 1990’s railroad experiences. 

I have also trained and implemented 
OSHA Process Safety Management 
Plans (PSMs) and US EPA Risk 
Management Plans IRMPs) for Industry 
(i.e., Nestle) outside of litigation. 
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3.0  MEASURED SEMI-VOLATILE ORGANIC CARBONS (SVOCs) AND 
DIOXINS/FURANS MEASURED IN THE SOILS AT THE PLAINTIFFS SITES: 

NS’ experts continue to question the reasonableness of Plaintiffs’ actions and argue that 
the properties, even if they were initially contaminated in 2023, are not still contaminated 
and/or that NS has completely and adequately remediated the contamination.  These 
arguments are wrong and can be rebutted by both existing sampling data contained in 
the original report as well as with additional sampling data gathered after it was observed 
NS’ March 2026 expert sampling was (again) seeking to avoid the search for derailment 
related soil contamination.  

In March 2026, soils samples were taken on Plaintiff Properties (WYG and CeramFab) 
and analyzed for PAHs and dioxins/furans.  Raw sample reports and EDD files for these 
samples are in Exhibit 81 and QA/QC files from LDC are in Exhibit 164.   

A benzo(a)pyrene equivalent (BaPE) values were calculated for PAH sample results and 
TEQ values were calculated for dioxin/furans results (see Petty Report, Exhibit 180 for 
the methodologies behind these calculations.  Calculated results are summarized in 
Tables 3-1 through 3-2: 
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Petty Rebuttal Report – CeramFab and WYG Plaintiffs - NS Train Derailment in East Palestine, OH 

Table 3-1:  Summary of Soil TPH BaPE Calculation Results – WYG and CeramFab Samples 

PAH Soil BaPE Calculation Results from Data Set #4 - CeramFab & WYG Samples Calculation Results 

Sample ID Sample Date Sample 
# 

Sample 
Type Property Address Sample Latitude-

Longitude 

BaPE

ND = 0 
µg/Kg 

BaPE

ND = 1/2
µg/Kg 

410-271419-1 03/19/2026 13:29 1 Soil CeramFab - 900 E. Taggart Street, East Palestine, OH, 44413 40.834898, -80.524664 1,053.2 1,053.2 

410-271421-1 03/19/2026 13:59 2 Soil WYG - 193 N. James Street, E. Palestine, OH  44413 40.834894, -80.537128 1,779.0 1,779.0 

Table 3-2:  Summary of Soil Dioxin/Furan TEQ Calculation Results – WYG and CeramFab Samples 

Dioxin/Furan Soil TEQ Calculation Results from Data Set #4 - CeramFab & WYG Samples Calculation Results 

Sample ID Sample Date Sample 
# 

Sample 
Type Property Address Sample Latitude-

Longitude 

TEQ 
ND = 0 
µg/Kg 

TEQ 
ND = 1/2

µg/Kg 

410-271419-1 03/19/2026 13:29 1 Soil CeramFab - 900 E. Taggart Street, East Palestine, OH, 44413 40.834898, -80.524664 15.9 15.9 

410-271421-1 03/19/2026 13:59 2 Soil WYG - 193 N. James Street, E. Palestine, OH  44413 40.834894, -80.537128 60.0 60.0 
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Petty Rebuttal Report – CeramFab and WYG Plaintiffs - NS Train Derailment in East Palestine, OH 

Data from Tables 3-1 and 3-2 are illustrated in plots in Figures 3-1 and 3-2: 
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Petty Rebuttal Report – CeramFab and WYG Plaintiffs - NS Train Derailment in East Palestine, OH 

Figure 3-1:  Plot of Soil PAH BAPE Calculation Results for WYG and CeramFab Samples –  
Using 0% for DL Constituents– Note 50% Values Not Plotted as No DL’s were Present 
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Figure 3-2:  Plot of Soil Dioxin/Furan TEQ Calculation Results for WYG and CeramFab Samples –  
Using 0% for DL Constituents – Note 50% Values Not Plotted as No DL’s were Present 
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Petty Rebuttal Report – CeramFab and WYG Plaintiffs - NS Train Derailment in East Palestine, OH 

These plots show elevated PAH and dioxin/furans remain in the Plaintiffs’ soils even in 
2026. When examined in conjunction with the other sampling results discussed earlier in 
this rebuttal and in the original report, it again demonstrates the failures in NS’ sampling 
plans, its  continued efforts to avoid determining the true impacts of its derailment related 
contaminate releases (by sampling air in 2026 – during a rain event, no less – instead of 
soil), the fallacy of its opinions that all contamination was remediated, and NS’ opinions 
the reasonableness or repair/remediation opinions described in Plaintiffs’ other expert 
reports are unwarranted or unsupported. 

4.0  MEASURED VOLATILE ORGANIC CARBONS (VOCs) MEASURED IN THE 
SOILS AND WATER AT/NEAR THE TRAIN ACCIDENT AND PLAINTIFFS 
SITES: 

In my April 6, 2026, report (Exhibit 180, Section 7, Table 7-3), I briefly summarized VOC 
measurements taken from Data Set #2.  It is constructive to illustrate the locations of 
Glycols and VOCs found in the soils and waters at/near Plaintiffs’ properties vs. those 
away from the properties to further support my original opinions and to rebut those offered 
by NS’ experts.  These data are summarized in detail in Tables 4-1 through 4-4: 

Case: 4:23-cv-02206-BYP  Doc #: 117-7  Filed:  09/08/26  48 of 138.  PageID #: 5780



Engineering & Expert Services, Inc.© 48 May 29, 2026 

Petty Rebuttal Report – CeramFab and WYG Plaintiffs - NS Train Derailment in East Palestine, OH 

Table 4-1: Summary of Measured Diethylene Glycol Levels in Soils from Data Set #2 

GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID COC ID Petty ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualifier

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.835833 -80.539167 240-180819-1 S-1 S-1-3 Diethylene glycol 4.6 mg/Kg U 11 RL 4.6 MDL U 0 2.3 

40.833889 -80.528056 240-180819-2 S-2 S-2-3 Diethylene glycol 6.1 mg/Kg U 14 RL 6.1 MDL U 0 3.05 

40.835833 -80.519167 240-180819-3 S-3 S-3-3 Diethylene glycol 5.2 mg/Kg U 12 RL 5.2 MDL U 0 2.6 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-1 S-4A S-4A-3 Diethylene glycol 5.7 mg/Kg U 13 RL 5.7 MDL U 0 2.85 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-2 S-4B S-5 S-5-3 Diethylene glycol 7.5 mg/Kg U 17 RL 7.5 MDL U 0 3.75 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180743-5 S-6A-2-3-4 S-6A-3 Diethylene glycol 6.3 mg/Kg U 14 RL 6.3 MDL UJ 0 3.15 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180743-6 S-6B-2-3-4 S-6B-3 Diethylene glycol 7.6 mg/Kg U 17 RL 7.6 MDL UJ 0 3.8 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180824-1 S-7-A S-7A-3 Diethylene glycol 830 mg/Kg 14 RL 6.1 MDL 830 830 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180824-2 S-8 S-8-3 Diethylene glycol 6.8 mg/Kg U 16 RL 6.8 MDL U 0 3.4 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180825-1 S-9 S-9-3 Diethylene glycol 6.6 mg/Kg U 15 RL 6.6 MDL U 0 3.3 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180861-1 S-10 S-10A-3 Diethylene glycol 5.8 mg/Kg U 13 RL 5.8 MDL U 0 2.9 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180825-2 S-11 S-11A-3 Diethylene glycol 6.6 mg/Kg U 15 RL 6.6 MDL U 0 3.3 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180861-2 S-15A S-15A-3 Diethylene glycol 5.3 mg/Kg U 12 RL 5.3 MDL U 0 2.65 

40.836222 -80.521222 240-184170-1 S-72-1-4 S-72-3 Diethylene glycol 5.5 mg/Kg U 13 RL 5.5 MDL U 0 2.75 

40.836194 -80.521417 240-184170-2 S-73-1-4 S-73-3 Diethylene glycol 5.7 mg/Kg U 13 RL 5.7 MDL U 0 2.85 

40.836139 -80.521833 240-184170-3 S-74-1-4 S-74-3 Diethylene glycol 5.7 mg/Kg U 13 RL 5.7 MDL U 0 2.85 

40.836083 -80.522306 240-184170-4 S-75-1-4 S-75-3 Diethylene glycol 5.7 mg/Kg U 13 RL 5.7 MDL U 0 2.85 

40.836111 -80.522500 240-184170-5 S-76-1-4 S-75-3 Diethylene glycol 34 mg/Kg 13 RL 5.5 MDL 34 34 

40.836083 -80.522722 240-184170-6 S-77-1-4 S-76-3 Diethylene glycol 8.4 mg/Kg J 13 RL 5.7 MDL J 8.4 8.4 

40.836111 -80.522889 240-184170-7 S-78-1-4 S-78-3 Diethylene glycol 5.7 mg/Kg U 13 RL 5.7 MDL U 0 2.85 

40.836139 -80.523056 240-184170-8 S-79-1-4 S-79-3 Diethylene glycol 89 mg/Kg 13 RL 5.5 MDL 89 89 

40.836083 -80.523222 240-184170-9 S-80-1-4 S-80-3 Diethylene glycol 7.0 mg/Kg U 16 RL 7.0 MDL U 0 3.5 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184170-10 S-81-1-4 S-81-3 Diethylene glycol 21 mg/Kg J 25 RL 11 MDL J 21 21 

40.836083 -80.523528 240-184170-11 S-82-1-4 S-82-3 Diethylene glycol 9.9 mg/Kg U 23 RL 9.9 MDL U 0 4.95 
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Table 4-2: Summary of Measured Diethylene Glycol Levels in Waters from Data Set #2 

GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID COC ID Petty ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif.

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.833889 -80.528056 240-180743-1 W-2-3A-
3B-3C

W-2-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL UJ 0.0 2.0

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180743-2 W-4A-3A-
3B-3C

W-4a-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL UJ 0.0 2.0

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180743-3
W-6A-3A-
3B-3C

W-6a-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL UJ 0.0 2.0

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180743-4 W-6B-3A-
3B-3C

W-6b-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL UJ 0.0 2.0

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180824-3 W-7A-3 W-7A-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL U 0.0 2.0

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180824-4 W-8-3 W-8-
3a/2b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL U 0.0 2.0

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180823-3 W-8B-3 W-8B-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol

4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL U 0.0 2.0

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180825-3 W-9-3 W-9-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL U 0.0 2.0

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180861-5 W-10A-3 W-10A-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL U 0.0 2.0

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180824-5 W-11-3 W-11-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL U 0.0 2.0

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180861-6 W-15A-3 W-15A-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol

4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL U 0.0 2.0

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180861-7 W-15B-3 W-15B-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL U 0.0 2.0

40.826389 -80.517778 240-184053-2 W-29-
3A,B,C

W-29-
3A,B,C

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL U 0.0 2.0
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GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID COC ID Petty ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif.

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.835867 -80.527150 240-184138-2 W-70-3A-C W-70-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 2600 mg/L 100 RL 40 MDL J 2,600 2,600

40.835883 -80.526267 240-184138-5 W-72-3A-C
W-72-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 450 mg/L 10 RL 4.0 MDL J 450 450

40.836139 -80.523278 240-184171-1 W-74-3 W-74-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 270 mg/L 10 RL 4.0 MDL J 270 270

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184171-2 W-76-3 W-76-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL UJ 0.0 2.0

40.836056 -80.524056 240-184171-3 W-78-2-4 W-78-
3a/3b/3c

Diethylene 
glycol 4.0 mg/L U 10 RL 4.0 MDL UJ 0.0 2.0
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Table 4-3: Summary of Measured VOC Levels in Soils from Data Set #2 

GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.835833 -80.539167 240-180819-1 S-1 S-1 2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 

3200 ug/Kg U 4200 RL 3200 MDL UJ 0.0 1,600.0 

40.833889 -80.528056 240-180819-2 S-2 S-2 2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 31 ug/Kg U 65 RL 31 MDL U 0.0 15.5 

40.835833 -80.519167 240-180819-3 S-3 S-3 2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 4200 ug/Kg U 5600 RL 4200 MDL UJ 0.0 2,100.0 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-1 S-4A S-4A 
2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 37 ug/Kg U 79 RL 37 MDL U 0.0 18.5 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-2 S-4B 
S-5 S-4B 2-Ethylhexyl 

acrylate 5400 ug/Kg U 7300 RL 5400 MDL U 0.0 2,700.0 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180743-5 S-6A-
2-3-4 S-6A 2-Ethylhexyl 

acrylate 3900 ug/Kg U 5200 RL 3900 MDL U 0.0 1,950.0 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180743-6 S-6B-
2-3-4 S-6B 2-Ethylhexyl 

acrylate 6600 ug/Kg 5600 RL 4100 MDL 6600 6600 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180824-1 S-7-A S-7A 
2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 27 ug/Kg U 57 RL 27 MDL U 0.0 13.5 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180824-2 S-8 S-8 2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 37 ug/Kg U 78 RL 37 MDL U 0.0 18.5 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180825-1 S-9 S-9 2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 32 ug/Kg U 67 RL 32 MDL U 0.0 16.0 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180861-1 S-10 S-10 2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 38 ug/Kg U 79 RL 38 MDL U 0.0 19.0 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180825-2 S-11 S-11 
2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 4800 ug/Kg U 6400 RL 4800 MDL UJ 0.0 2,400.0 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180861-2 S-
15A 

S-
15A 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 26 ug/Kg U 56 RL 26 MDL U 0.0 13.0 

40.836222 -80.521222 240-184170-1 S-72-
1-4 

S-72-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 36000 ug/Kg 9900 RL 7300 MDL J 36000 36000 
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GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.836194 -80.521417 240-184170-2 S-73-
1-4 

S-73-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 8400 ug/Kg 5000 RL 3700 MDL J 8400 8400 

40.836139 -80.521833 240-184170-3 S-74-
1-4 

S-74-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 59000 ug/Kg 17000 RL 13000 MDL J 59000 59000 

40.836083 -80.522306 240-184170-4 S-75-
1-4 

S-75-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 3600 ug/Kg U 4800 RL 3600 MDL UJ 0.0 1,800.0 

40.836111 -80.522500 240-184170-5 S-76-
1-4 

S-76-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 340000 ug/Kg 58000 RL 43000 MDL J 340000 340000 

40.836083 -80.522722 240-184170-6 S-77-
1-4 

S-77-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 730000 ug/Kg 100000 RL 77000 MDL J 730000 730000 

40.836111 -80.522889 240-184170-7 S-78-
1-4 

S-78-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 4300 ug/Kg U 5800 RL 4300 MDL UJ 0.0 2,150.0 

40.836139 -80.523056 240-184170-8 
S-79-
1-4 

S-79-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 160000 ug/Kg 39000 RL 29000 MDL J 160000 160000 

40.836083 -80.523222 240-184170-9 S-80-
1-4 

S-80-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 7100 ug/Kg U 9500 RL 7100 MDL UJ 0.0 3,550.0 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184170-10 S-81-
1-4 

S-81-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 16000 ug/Kg 12000 RL 8700 MDL J 16000 16000 

40.836083 -80.523528 240-184170-11 S-82-
1-4 

S-82-
1 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 65 ug/Kg U 140 RL 65 MDL UJ 0.0 32.5 

GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualifier

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.835833 -80.539167 240-180819-1 S-1 S-1 Benzene 160 ug/Kg J 420 RL 71 MDL J 160 160 

40.833889 -80.528056 240-180819-2 S-2 S-2 Benzene 0.91 ug/Kg U 6.5 RL 0.91 MDL U 0.0 0.5 

40.835833 -80.519167 240-180819-3 S-3 S-3 Benzene 99 ug/Kg J 560 RL 94 MDL J 99 99 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-1 S-4A S-4A Benzene 1.1 ug/Kg U 7.9 RL 1.1 MDL U 0.0 0.6 
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GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-2 S-4B 
S-5 S-4B Benzene 120 ug/Kg U 730 RL 120 MDL U 0.0 60.0 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180743-5 S-6A-
2-3-4 S-6A Benzene 88 ug/Kg U 520 RL 88 MDL U 0.0 44.0 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180743-6 S-6B-
2-3-4 S-6B Benzene 94 ug/Kg U 560 RL 94 MDL U 0.0 47.0 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180824-1 S-7-A S-7A Benzene 0.79 ug/Kg U 5.7 RL 0.79 MDL U 0.0 0.4 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180824-2 S-8 S-8 Benzene 1.1 ug/Kg U 7.8 RL 1.1 MDL U 0.0 0.6 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180825-1 S-9 S-9 Benzene 0.94 ug/Kg U 6.7 RL 0.94 MDL U 0.0 0.5 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180861-1 S-10 S-10 Benzene 1.1 ug/Kg U 7.9 RL 1.1 MDL U 0.0 0.6 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180825-2 S-11 S-11 Benzene 110 ug/Kg U 640 RL 110 MDL U 0.0 55.0 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180861-2 S-
15A 

S-
15A Benzene 0.78 ug/Kg U 5.6 RL 0.78 MDL U 0.0 0.4 

GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.835833 -80.539167 240-180819-1 S-1 S-1 isobutylene 180 ug/Kg U 850 RL 180 MDL UJ 0.0 90.0 

40.833889 -80.528056 240-180819-2 S-2 S-2 isobutylene 4.8 ug/Kg U 13 RL 4.8 MDL U 0.0 2.4 

40.835833 -80.519167 240-180819-3 S-3 S-3 isobutylene 240 ug/Kg U 1100 RL 240 MDL UJ 0.0 120.0 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-1 S-4A S-4A isobutylene 5.8 ug/Kg U 16 RL 5.8 MDL U 0.0 2.9 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-2 
S-4B 
S-5 S-4B isobutylene 310 ug/Kg U 1500 RL 310 MDL U 0.0 155.0 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180743-5 S-6A-
2-3-4 S-6A isobutylene 220 ug/Kg U 1000 RL 220 MDL U 0.0 110.0 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180743-6 S-6B-
2-3-4 S-6B isobutylene 240 ug/Kg U 1100 RL 240 MDL U 0.0 120.0 
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GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180824-1 S-7-A S-7A isobutylene 4.2 ug/Kg U 11 RL 4.2 MDL U 0.0 2.1 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180824-2 S-8 S-8 isobutylene 5.7 ug/Kg U 16 RL 5.7 MDL U 0.0 2.9 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180825-1 S-9 S-9 isobutylene 4.9 ug/Kg U 13 RL 4.9 MDL U 0.0 2.5 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180861-1 S-10 S-10 isobutylene 5.9 ug/Kg U 16 RL 5.9 MDL U 0.0 3.0 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180825-2 S-11 S-11 isobutylene 270 ug/Kg U 1300 RL 270 MDL UJ 0.0 135.0 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180861-2 S-
15A 

S-
15A isobutylene 4.1 ug/Kg U 11 RL 4.1 MDL U 0.0 2.1 

40.836222 -80.521222 240-184170-1 S-72-
1-4 

S-72-
1 isobutylene 420 ug/Kg U 2000 RL 420 MDL UJ 0.0 210.0 

40.836194 -80.521417 240-184170-2 S-73-
1-4 

S-73-
1 isobutylene 210 ug/Kg U 1000 RL 210 MDL UJ 0.0 105.0 

40.836139 -80.521833 240-184170-3 S-74-
1-4 

S-74-
1 isobutylene 740 ug/Kg U 3400 RL 740 MDL UJ 0.0 370.0 

40.836083 -80.522306 240-184170-4 
S-75-
1-4 

S-75-
1 isobutylene 210 ug/Kg U 960 RL 210 MDL UJ 0.0 105.0 

40.836111 -80.522500 240-184170-5 S-76-
1-4 

S-76-
1 isobutylene 1200 ug/Kg U 5800 RL 1200 MDL UJ 0.0 600.0 

40.836083 -80.522722 240-184170-6 S-77-
1-4 

S-77-
1 isobutylene 4400 ug/Kg U 21000 RL 4400 MDL UJ 0.0 2,200.0 

40.836111 -80.522889 240-184170-7 S-78-
1-4 

S-78-
1 isobutylene 250 ug/Kg U 1200 RL 250 MDL UJ 0.0 125.0 

40.836139 -80.523056 240-184170-8 
S-79-
1-4 

S-79-
1 isobutylene 1700 ug/Kg U 7900 RL 1700 MDL UJ 0.0 850.0 

40.836083 -80.523222 240-184170-9 S-80-
1-4 

S-80-
1 isobutylene 410 ug/Kg U 1900 RL 410 MDL UJ 0.0 205.0 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184170-10 S-81-
1-4 

S-81-
1 isobutylene 500 ug/Kg U 2300 RL 500 MDL UJ 0.0 250.0 
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GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.836083 -80.523528 240-184170-11 S-82-
1-4 

S-82-
1 isobutylene 10 ug/Kg U 27 RL 10 MDL UJ 0.0 5.0 

GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.835833 -80.539167 240-180819-1 S-1 S-1 n-Butyl acrylate 2,300 ug/Kg U 4,200 RL 2,300 MDL U 0.0 1,150.0 

40.833889 -80.528056 240-180819-2 S-2 S-2 n-Butyl acrylate 25 ug/Kg U 65 RL 25 MDL U 0.0 12.5 

40.835833 -80.519167 240-180819-3 S-3 S-3 n-Butyl acrylate 3,000 ug/Kg U 5,600 RL 3,000 MDL U 0.0 1,500.0 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-1 S-4A S-4A n-Butyl acrylate 30 ug/Kg U 79 RL 30 MDL U 0.0 15.0 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-2 S-4B 
S-5 S-4B n-Butyl acrylate 3,900 ug/Kg U 7,300 RL 3,900 MDL U 0.0 1,950.0 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180743-5 S-6A-
2-3-4 S-6A n-Butyl acrylate 2,800 ug/Kg U 5,200 RL 2,800 MDL U 0.0 1,400.0 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180743-6 S-6B-
2-3-4 

S-6B n-Butyl acrylate 3,000 ug/Kg U 5,600 RL 3,000 MDL U 0.0 1,500.0 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180824-1 S-7-A S-7A n-Butyl acrylate 22 ug/Kg U 57 RL 22 MDL U 0.0 11.0 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180824-2 S-8 S-8 n-Butyl acrylate 30 ug/Kg U 78 RL 30 MDL U 0.0 15.0 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180825-1 S-9 S-9 n-Butyl acrylate 26 ug/Kg U 67 RL 26 MDL U 0.0 13.0 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180861-1 S-10 S-10 n-Butyl acrylate 31 ug/Kg U 79 RL 31 MDL U 0.0 15.5 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180825-2 S-11 S-11 n-Butyl acrylate 3,500 ug/Kg U 6,400 RL 3,500 MDL U 0.0 1,750.0 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180861-2 
S-
15A 

S-
15A n-Butyl acrylate 21 ug/Kg U 56 RL 21 MDL U 0.0 10.5 

40.836222 -80.521222 240-184170-1 S-72-
1-4 

S-72-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 5,300 ug/Kg U 9,900 RL 5,300 MDL U 0.0 2,650.0 

40.836194 -80.521417 240-184170-2 S-73-
1-4 

S-73-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 2,700 ug/Kg U 5,000 RL 2,700 MDL U 0.0 1,350.0 
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GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.836139 -80.521833 240-184170-3 S-74-
1-4 

S-74-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 9,300 ug/Kg U 17,000 RL 9,300 MDL U 0.0 4,650.0 

40.836083 -80.522306 240-184170-4 S-75-
1-4 

S-75-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 2,600 ug/Kg U 4,800 RL 2,600 MDL U 0.0 1,300.0 

40.836111 -80.522500 240-184170-5 S-76-
1-4 

S-76-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 16,000 ug/Kg U 29,000 RL 16,000 MDL U 0.0 8,000.0 

40.836083 -80.522722 240-184170-6 S-77-
1-4 

S-77-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 56,000 ug/Kg U 100,000 RL 56,000 MDL U 0.0 28,000.0

40.836111 -80.522889 240-184170-7 S-78-
1-4 

S-78-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 3,200 ug/Kg U 5,800 RL 3,200 MDL U 0.0 1,600.0 

40.836139 -80.523056 240-184170-8 S-79-
1-4 

S-79-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 21,000 ug/Kg U 39,000 RL 21,000 MDL U 0.0 10,500.0

40.836083 -80.523222 240-184170-9 
S-80-
1-4 

S-80-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 5,200 ug/Kg U 9,500 RL 5,200 MDL U 0.0 2,600.0 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184170-10 S-81-
1-4 

S-81-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 6,300 ug/Kg U 12,000 RL 6,300 MDL U 0.0 3,150.0 

40.836083 -80.523528 240-184170-11 S-82-
1-4 

S-82-
1 n-Butyl acrylate 53 ug/Kg U 140 RL 53 MDL U 0.0 26.5 

GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qual. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.835833 -80.539167 240-180819-1 S-1 S-1 Vinyl chloride 210 ug/Kg U 420 RL 210 MDL U 0.0 105.0 

40.833889 -80.528056 240-180819-2 S-2 S-2 Vinyl chloride 2.3 ug/Kg U 6.5 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.835833 -80.519167 240-180819-3 S-3 S-3 Vinyl chloride 280 ug/Kg U 560 RL 280 MDL U 0.0 140.0 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-1 S-4A S-4A Vinyl chloride 2.8 ug/Kg U 7.9 RL 2.8 MDL U 0.0 1.4 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180757-2 S-4B 
S-5 S-4B Vinyl chloride 5.9 ug/Kg U 17 RL 5.9 MDL U 0.0 3.0 
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GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 

Final 
Qualif. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180743-5 S-6A-
2-3-4 S-6A Vinyl chloride 260 ug/Kg U 520 RL 260 MDL U 0.0 130.0 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180743-6 S-6B-
2-3-4 S-6B Vinyl chloride 270 ug/Kg U 560 RL 270 MDL U 0.0 135.0 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180824-1 S-7-A S-7A Vinyl chloride 2.0 ug/Kg U 5.7 RL 2.0 MDL U 0.0 1.0 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180824-2 S-8 S-8 Vinyl chloride 2.8 ug/Kg U 7.8 RL 2.8 MDL U 0.0 1.4 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180825-1 S-9 S-9 Vinyl chloride 2.4 ug/Kg U 6.7 RL 2.4 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180861-1 S-10 S-10 Vinyl chloride 2.8 ug/Kg U 7.9 RL 2.8 MDL U 0.0 1.4 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180825-2 S-11 S-11 Vinyl chloride 3.7 ug/Kg U 10 RL 3.7 MDL U 0.0 1.9 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180861-2 S-
15A 

S-
15A Vinyl chloride 2.0 ug/Kg U 5.6 RL 2.0 MDL U 0.0 1.0 

40.836222 -80.521222 240-184170-1 S-72-
1-4 

S-72-
1 Vinyl chloride 2600 ug/Kg 990 RL 490 MDL 2,600 2,600 

40.836194 -80.521417 240-184170-2 
S-73-
1-4 

S-73-
1 Vinyl chloride 240 ug/Kg U 500 RL 240 MDL U 0.0 120.0 

40.836139 -80.521833 240-184170-3 S-74-
1-4 

S-74-
1 Vinyl chloride 850 ug/Kg U 1700 RL 850 MDL U 0.0 425.0 

40.836083 -80.522306 240-184170-4 S-75-
1-4 

S-75-
1 Vinyl chloride 240 ug/Kg U 480 RL 240 MDL U 0.0 120.0 

40.836111 -80.522500 240-184170-5 S-76-
1-4 

S-76-
1 Vinyl chloride 11000 ug/Kg 2900 RL 1400 MDL 11,000 11,000 

40.836083 -80.522722 240-184170-6 
S-77-
1-4 

S-77-
1 Vinyl chloride 15000 ug/Kg 10000 RL 5100 MDL 15,000 15,000 

40.836111 -80.522889 240-184170-7 S-78-
1-4 

S-78-
1 Vinyl chloride 290 ug/Kg U 580 RL 290 MDL U 0.0 145.0 

40.836139 -80.523056 240-184170-8 S-79-
1-4 

S-79-
1 Vinyl chloride 1900 ug/Kg U 3900 RL 1900 MDL U 0.0 950.0 
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GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 
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Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type 
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Qualif. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.836083 -80.523222 240-184170-9 S-80-
1-4 

S-80-
1 Vinyl chloride 470 ug/Kg U 950 RL 470 MDL U 0.0 235.0 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184170-10 S-81-
1-4 

S-81-
1 Vinyl chloride 12000 ug/Kg 1200 RL 580 MDL 12,000 12,000 

40.836083 -80.523528 240-184170-11 S-82-
1-4 

S-82-
1 Vinyl chloride 4.9 ug/Kg U 14 RL 4.9 MDL U 0.0 2.5 
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Table 4-4: Summary of Measured VOC Levels in Waters from Data Set #2 

GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type

Validator 
Qual. 

Final 
Qual. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.833889 -80.528056 240-180820-1 W-2-1 W-2-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 

3.3 ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL U 0.0 1.7 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180820-2 
W-4A-
1 

W-4A-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 3.3 ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL U 0.0 1.7 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180820-3 W-6A-
1 

W-6a-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 

220 ug/L 100 RL 33 MDL 220 220 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180820-4 
W-6B-
1 

W-6b-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 410 ug/L 400 RL 130 MDL J J 410 410 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180822-5 W-11-1 
W-11-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 4.0 ug/L J 10 RL 3.3 MDL J 4.0 4.0 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-1 
W-7A-
1 

W-7A-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 530 ug/L 200 RL 66 MDL 530 530 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-2 W-8-1 
W-8-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 3.3 ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL U 0.0 1.7 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180822-4 W-8B-
1 

W-8B-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 

4.0 ug/L J 10 RL 3.3 MDL J 4.0 4.0 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180822-3 W-9-1 
W-9-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 3.3 ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 1.7 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180860-1 W-10A W-10A-
1A/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 

3.3 ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 1.7 

40.838333 -80.530000 240-180860-2 W-12 
W-12-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 3.3 ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL U 0.0 1.7 

40.851111 -80.565833 240-180860-3 W-13A 
W-13A-
1a/1b-1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 3.3 ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL U 0.0 1.7 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-4 W-15A 
W-15A-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 3.3 ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL U 0.0 1.7 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-5 W-15B 
W-15B-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 3.3 ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL U 0.0 1.7 

40.826389 -80.517778 240-184056-1 W-29-
1A,B,C 

W-29-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 

3.3 ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL U 0.0 1.7 
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GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type

Validator 
Qual. 

Final 
Qual. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.835867 -80.527150 240-184094-1 
W-70-
1A-C 

W-70-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 17 ug/L J 50 RL 17 MDL J 17 17 

40.835883 -80.526267 240-184094-2 
W-72-
1A-C 

W-72-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate ND ug/L U 10 RL 3.3 MDL U 0.0 1.7 

40.836139 -80.523278 240-184173-3 W-78-1 W-78-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 

3.3 ug/L J 10 RL 3.3 MDL J 3.3 3.3 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184173-1 W-74-1 
W-74-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 4300 ug/L 4000 RL 1300 MDL 4300 4300 

40.836056 -80.524056 240-184173-2 W-76-1 W-76-
1a/1b/1c 

2-Ethylhexyl 
acrylate 

28 ug/L 20 RL 6.6 MDL 28 28 

GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type

Validator 
Qualifier 

Final 
Qual. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U 
Lat. Long. 

40.833889 -80.528056 240-180820-1 W-2-1 
W-2-
1a/1b/1c Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180820-2 W-4A-
1 

W-4A-
1a/1b/1c 

Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180820-3 
W-6A-
1 

W-6a-
1a/1b/1c Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180820-4 W-6B-
1 

W-6b-
1a/1b/1c 

Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.2 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180822-5 W-11-1 
W-11-
1a/1b/1c Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-1 W-7A-
1 

W-7A-
1a/1b/1c 

Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-2 W-8-1 
W-8-
1a/1b/1c Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180822-4 
W-8B-
1 

W-8B-
1a/1b/1c Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180822-3 W-9-1 W-9-
1a/1b/1c 

Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.2 
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40.836111 -80.534444 240-180860-1 W-10A 
W-10A-
1A/1b/1c Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.2 

40.838333 -80.530000 240-180860-2 W-12 
W-12-
1a/1b/1c Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.851111 -80.565833 240-180860-3 W-13A W-13A-
1a/1b-1c 

Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-4 W-15A 
W-15A-
1a/1b/1c Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-5 W-15B W-15B-
1a/1b/1c 

Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.826389 -80.517778 240-184056-1 
W-29-
1A,B,C 

W-29-
1a/1b/1c Benzene 0.42 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.835867 -80.527150 240-184094-1 W-70-
1A-C 

W-70-
1a/1b/1c 

Benzene ND ug/L U 5.0 RL 2.1 MDL U 0.0 1.1 

40.835883 -80.526267 240-184094-2 
W-72-
1A-C 

W-72-
1a/1b/1c Benzene ND ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.836139 -80.523278 240-184173-3 W-78-1 
W-78-
1a/1b/1c Benzene 1.3 ug/L 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL J J 1.3 1.3 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184173-1 W-74-1 W-74-
1a/1b/1c 

Benzene 2.6 ug/L 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL 2.6 2.6 

40.836056 -80.524056 240-184173-2 W-76-1 
W-76-
1a/1b/1c Benzene 10 ug/L 1.0 RL 0.42 MDL 10 10 
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40.833889 -80.528056 240-180820-1 W-2-1 
W-2-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180820-2 
W-4A-
1 

W-4A-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180820-3 W-6A-
1 

W-6a-
1a/1b/1c 

Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 
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40.833611 -80.540556 240-180820-4 
W-6B-
1 

W-6b-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.2 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180822-5 W-11-1 
W-11-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-1 W-7A-
1 

W-7A-
1a/1b/1c 

Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-2 W-8-1 
W-8-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180822-4 W-8B-
1 

W-8B-
1a/1b/1c 

Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180822-3 W-9-1 
W-9-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.2 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180860-1 W-10A W-10A-
1A/1b/1c 

Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.2 

40.838333 -80.530000 240-180860-2 W-12 
W-12-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.851111 -80.565833 240-180860-3 W-13A 
W-13A-
1a/1b-1c Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-4 W-15A W-15A-
1a/1b/1c 

Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-5 W-15B 
W-15B-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.826389 -80.517778 240-184056-1 W-29-
1A,B,C 

W-29-
1a/1b/1c 

Ethyl acrylate 0.31 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.835867 -80.527150 240-184094-1 
W-70-
1A-C 

W-70-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate 12 ug/L 5.0 RL 1.6 MDL 12 12 

40.835883 -80.526267 240-184094-2 W-72-
1A-C 

W-72-
1a/1b/1c 

Ethyl acrylate 4.5 ug/L 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL 4.5 4.5 

40.836139 -80.523278 240-184173-3 W-78-1 
W-78-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate ND ug/L 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.2 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184173-1 W-74-1 
W-74-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate 4.4 ug/L 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL 4.4 4.4 

Case: 4:23-cv-02206-BYP  Doc #: 117-7  Filed:  09/08/26  63 of 138.  PageID #: 5795



Engineering & Expert Services, Inc.© 63 May 29, 2026 

GPS Coordinates 
Lab Sample 

ID 
COC 

ID 
Petty 

ID Analyte Result Unit Flag High 
Limit 

High 
Limit 
Type 

Low 
Limit 

Low 
Limit 
Type

Validator 
Qual. 

Final 
Qual. 

Values 
Used - 
0% of 

U 

Values 
Used - 
50% of 

U Lat. Long. 

40.836056 -80.524056 240-184173-2 W-76-1 
W-76-
1a/1b/1c Ethyl acrylate ND ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.31 MDL U 0.0 0.2 
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40.833889 -80.528056 240-180820-1 W-2-1 W-2-
1a/1b/1c 

isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL U 0.0 0.3 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180820-2 
W-4A-
1 

W-4A-
1a/1b/1c isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL U 0.0 0.3 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180820-3 W-6A-
1 

W-6a-
1a/1b/1c 

isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.3 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180820-4 
W-6B-
1 

W-6b-
1a/1b/1c isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.3 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180822-5 W-11-1 
W-11-
1a/1b/1c isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL U 0.0 0.3 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-1 W-7A-
1 

W-7A-
1a/1b/1c 

isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL U 0.0 0.3 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-2 W-8-1 
W-8-
1a/1b/1c isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.3 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180822-4 W-8B-
1 

W-8B-
1a/1b/1c 

isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL U 0.0 0.3 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180822-3 W-9-1 
W-9-
1a/1b/1c isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.3 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180860-1 W-10A W-10A-
1A/1b/1c 

isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.3 

40.838333 -80.530000 240-180860-2 W-12 
W-12-
1a/1b/1c isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL U 0.0 0.3 

40.851111 -80.565833 240-180860-3 W-13A 
W-13A-
1a/1b-1c isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL U 0.0 0.3 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-4 W-15A W-15A-
1a/1b/1c 

isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL U 0.0 0.3 
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40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-5 W-15B 
W-15B-
1a/1b/1c isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL U 0.0 0.3 

40.826389 -80.517778 240-184056-1 
W-29-
1A,B,C 

W-29-
1a/1b/1c isobutylene 0.60 ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.3 

40.835867 -80.527150 240-184094-1 W-70-
1A-C 

W-70-
1a/1b/1c 

isobutylene ND ug/L U 10 RL 3.0 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 1.5 

40.835883 -80.526267 240-184094-2 
W-72-
1A-C 

W-72-
1a/1b/1c isobutylene ND ug/L U 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.3 

40.836139 -80.523278 240-184173-3 W-78-1 W-78-
1a/1b/1c 

isobutylene 1.0 ug/L J 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL J J 1.0 1.0 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184173-1 W-74-1 
W-74-
1a/1b/1c isobutylene 1.5 ug/L J 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL J 1.5 1.5 

40.836056 -80.524056 240-184173-2 W-76-1 W-76-
1a/1b/1c 

isobutylene 1.0 ug/L J 2.0 RL 0.60 MDL J 1.0 1.0 
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40.833889 -80.528056 240-180820-1 W-2-1 
W-2-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.835278 -80.517778 240-180820-2 W-4A-
1 

W-4A-
1a/1b/1c 

n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180820-3 
W-6A-
1 

W-6a-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate 270 ug/L 100 RL 23 MDL 270 270 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180820-4 W-6B-
1 

W-6b-
1a/1b/1c 

n-Butyl acrylate 200 ug/L J 400 RL 92 MDL J J 200 200 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180822-5 W-11-1 
W-11-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-1 
W-7A-
1 

W-7A-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate 200 ug/L 200 RL 46 MDL 200 200 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-2 W-8-1 W-8-
1a/1b/1c 

n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 
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40.852222 -80.546944 240-180822-4 
W-8B-
1 

W-8B-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180822-3 W-9-1 
W-9-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 1.2 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180860-1 W-10A W-10A-
1A/1b/1c 

n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 1.2 

40.838333 -80.530000 240-180860-2 W-12 
W-12-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.851111 -80.565833 240-180860-3 W-13A W-13A-
1a/1b-1c 

n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-4 W-15A 
W-15A-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-5 W-15B W-15B-
1a/1b/1c 

n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.826389 -80.517778 240-184056-1 
W-29-
1A,B,C 

W-29-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate 2.3 ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 

40.835867 -80.527150 240-184094-1 
W-70-
1A-C 

W-70-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate 97 ug/L 50 RL 11 MDL 97 97 

40.835883 -80.526267 240-184094-2 W-72-
1A-C 

W-72-
1a/1b/1c 

n-Butyl acrylate 8.8 ug/L J 10 RL 2.3 MDL J 8.8 8.8 

40.836139 -80.523278 240-184173-3 W-78-1 
W-78-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate ND ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 1.2 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184173-1 W-74-1 W-74-
1a/1b/1c 

n-Butyl acrylate 77 ug/L J 100 RL 23 MDL J 77 77 

40.836056 -80.524056 240-184173-2 W-76-1 
W-76-
1a/1b/1c n-Butyl acrylate ND ug/L U 10 RL 2.3 MDL U 0.0 1.2 
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40.833889 -80.528056 240-180820-1 W-2-1 W-2-
1a/1b/1c 

Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 
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40.835278 -80.517778 240-180820-2 
W-4A-
1 

W-4A-
1a/1b/1c Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.833889 -80.540556 240-180820-3 
W-6A-
1 

W-6a-
1a/1b/1c Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.833611 -80.540556 240-180820-4 W-6B-
1 

W-6b-
1a/1b/1c 

Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.2 

40.832778 -80.542500 240-180822-5 W-11-1 
W-11-
1a/1b/1c Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-1 W-7A-
1 

W-7A-
1a/1b/1c 

Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.830278 -80.534444 240-180822-2 W-8-1 
W-8-
1a/1b/1c Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.852222 -80.546944 240-180822-4 W-8B-
1 

W-8B-
1a/1b/1c 

Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.830000 -80.525833 240-180822-3 W-9-1 
W-9-
1a/1b/1c Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.2 

40.836111 -80.534444 240-180860-1 W-10A 
W-10A-
1A/1b/1c Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL UJ UJ 0.0 0.2 

40.838333 -80.530000 240-180860-2 W-12 W-12-
1a/1b/1c 

Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.851111 -80.565833 240-180860-3 W-13A 
W-13A-
1a/1b-1c Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-4 W-15A W-15A-
1a/1b/1c 

Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.847500 -80.582778 240-180860-5 W-15B 
W-15B-
1a/1b/1c Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.826389 -80.517778 240-184056-1 W-29-
1A,B,C 

W-29-
1a/1b/1c 

Vinyl chloride 0.45 ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.835867 -80.527150 240-184094-1 
W-70-
1A-C 

W-70-
1a/1b/1c Vinyl chloride ND ug/L U 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL U 0.0 0.2 

40.835883 -80.526267 240-184094-2 
W-72-
1A-C 

W-72-
1a/1b/1c Vinyl chloride 1.2 ug/L 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL 1.2 1.2 
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40.836139 -80.523278 240-184173-3 W-78-1 
W-78-
1a/1b/1c Vinyl chloride 6.4 ug/L 1.0 RL 0.45 MDL J J 6.4 6.4 

40.836111 -80.523472 240-184173-1 W-74-1 
W-74-
1a/1b/1c Vinyl chloride 1200 ug/L 50 RL 23 MDL 1,200 1,200 

40.836056 -80.524056 240-184173-2 W-76-1 W-76-
1a/1b/1c 

Vinyl chloride 140 ug/L 10 RL 4.5 MDL 140 140 
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Petty Rebuttal Report – CeramFab and WYG Plaintiffs - NS Train Derailment in East Palestine, OH 

Some of the data from Tables 4-1 through 4-4 are illustrated in plots in Figures 4-1 through 
4-8: 
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Figure 4-1:  Plot of Soil Diethylene Glycol Sampling Results – Using 0 for DL Constituents 
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Figure 4-2:  Plot of Water Diethylene Glycol Sampling Results – Using 0 for DL Constituents 
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Figure 4-3:  Plot of Water Benzene Sampling Results – Using 0 for DL Constituents 
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