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1.0       INTRODUCTION 

This is the Feasibility Study (FS) Report  for the Shakespeare Composite Structures Site (the 

Site) located in Newberry, South Carolina.  This FS Report has been formatted in general 

accordance with the FS Work Plan (AECOM, 2019).  The FS Work Plan was submitted to the 

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) on May 15, 2019. 

SCDHEC approved the FS Work Plan in correspondence dated June 4, 2019.  This Introduction 

section addresses the FS objectives, site background, and FS Report organization. 

1.1 Feasibility Study Objectives 

The objectives of the FS, as stated in the FS Work Plan, include the following:  (1) present the 

current conceptual site model (CSM); (2) summarize bench-scale treatability study and pilot study 

results; (3) develop remedial action objectives (RAOs), applicable or relevant and appropriate 

requirements (ARARs), and remedial goals (RGs); (4) identify and screen potentially applicable 

remedial technologies and process options, and (5) develop and evaluate remedial action 

alternatives.  The locations in this FS Report where each of these objectives are addressed is 

discussed in Section 1.3 below. 

 

1.2 Site Background 

The facility description and location, and the facility operational background, are summarized 

below, along with a summary of the pre-FS site investigation activities.  More detailed descriptions 

of the facility background, historical operation, and site topographic setting are included in the 

Remedial Investigation (RI) Report (AECOM, 2018). 

1.2.1 Facility Description and Location 

The Site is located at 19845 US Highway 76, approximately 1 mile northwest of Newberry, South 

Carolina (Figure 1-1).  The Site is centered on the Valmont Composite Structures facility (the 

“Facility,” formerly known as Shakespeare Composite Structures), and includes several 

surrounding properties (Figure 1-2A). General land use surrounding the facility consists of 

agricultural, residential, undeveloped, and commercial/light industrial properties (AECOM, 2018). 

The topography of the Site is generally flat or slightly sloping on the Facility property.  Land surface 

elevations generally decrease to the southwest, west, and north moving away from the Facility 

property.  Surface elevations range from approximately 562 feet (ft) mean sea level (msl) on the 

east side of the Facility to less than 520 ft msl along an unnamed intermittent stream located to 

the north of the Facility.  Uses of adjacent properties are as follows: 

North:  The Facility property is bordered immediately to the north by a CSX rail line and 

undeveloped land planted with pine trees.  The property bounding the facility to the north of the 

CSX rail line is owned by Mr. J.L. Dickert.  

East: The Facility property is bordered immediately to the east by a residential parcel (owned by 

Mr. Jesse Stephens), beyond which is vacant land (pine trees) and vacant buildings formerly 

occupied by the Dickert Lumber Company.  The property immediately east of the private residence 

up to Lumber Road is also owned by J.L. Dickert.   
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South:  The Facility property is bordered to the south by U.S. Highway 76 and properties owned by 

the Newberry County Airport, Mr. Walter Shealy, and Ms. Cristal Rendon.  The property owned by 

Mr. Shealy is primarily farmland with a few small residences (rental homes) located sporadically 

across more than 60 acres.  

West:  There are three properties located immediately to the west of the Facility property.  The 

property that immediately bounds the facility to the west is owned by Ms. Edith and Mr. Steve 

Bedenbaugh.  The properties to the west of the Bedenbaugh property are owned by Mr Josh 

Chapman and Ms. Kimberly Chapman.   

Northwest:  The property located to the north-northwest of the Chapman properties and west of 

the Dickert property is owned by Mr. Josh Chapman and Ms. Kimberly Chapman.     

Some of these offsite properties have private water located on those parcels (see Figure 1-2B).   

1.2.2 Facility Operational Background 

The Facility was originally opened to produce fiberglass products, and it has continued to be used 

for this manufacturing process.  Operations at the facility include the design and manufacture of 

large fiberglass utility poles and cross arms and a variety of other fiberglass outdoor products 

such as posts, signs, sheet piling, and signposts.  Manufacturing is conducted inside two separate 

buildings – the Main Building  (nearest to US Highway 76) and the Pole Winder Building (near the 

railroad tracks). 

1.2.3 Site Investigation History/FS Activities 

Several phases of investigative efforts have been performed at the Site, as discussed below.     

1.2.3.1   Pre-Voluntary Cleanup Contract (VCC) 

The pre-VCC investigative efforts that were conducted include: 

• Phase II Environmental Site Assessment – Collection of initial soil and groundwater 

samples from the Shakespeare facility (February through April 2014); 

• Site Investigation – Collection of additional soil and groundwater samples from the 

Shakespeare facility along with several groundwater samples from surrounding private 

parcels (May 2014 through August 2014); and 

• Expanded Investigation - Collection of additional shallow groundwater samples and 

evaluation of shallow bedrock for impacted groundwater on surrounding properties 

(August through September 2014). 

 

Results of these studies are included in the RI Report (AECOM, 2018). 

 


