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RECORD OF DECISION

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Site Florence Land Recontouring (FLR) Landfill, Florence,
Mansfield, and Springfield, New Jersey

Documents Reviewed

I am basing my decision on the following documents describing
the analysis of cost-effectiveness of remedial alternatives for
the FLR Landfill site:

- Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for the FLR Landfill,
Black & Veatch Engineers-Architects, May 1986:

- Staff summaries and recommendations:
- Responsiveness Summary, June 1986.

Description of Selected Remedy

- Construction of a synthetic membrane and clay compesite cap:

- Construction of a circumferential soil/bentonite slurry
containment wall: '

- Construction of an upgradient ground-water interceptor system;
- Construction of a new stormwater management system:;

- Leachate treatment and disposal at a POTW or the Burlington
County Solid Waste Management Facilities Complex:

- Gas col}ection and treatment:

- Removal and disposal of lagoon liquids and sediments, and
other surface debris:

- Construction of a partial fence with warning signs:

- Supplemental sampling of ground water, surface water and
sediments during design.



Declarations , ' .

Consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 and the National 0il
and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300, and
pursuant to EPA Delegation Manual Order 14-5, I have determined
that the remedy described above is the cost-effective remedial
action alternative for the FLR Landfill site.

It is hereby determined that implementation of this remedial
action is the lowest cost alternative that is technologically
feasible and reliable, and which effectively mitigates and
‘minimizes damages to and provides adequate protection of public
health, welfare and the environment. It is also hereby determined
that the selected remedy is appropriate when balanced against

the availability of Trust Fund monies for use at other sites.

The State of New Jersey has been consulted and agrees with the
selected remedy.

TJuan 17,, (2t M / '%i
Date Christopher 5? Daggett

Regional Administrator




SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

FLORENCE LAND RECONTOURING LANDFILL SITE
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SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION
FLORENCE LAND RECONTOURING LANDFILL
FLORENCE, MANSFIELD, AND SPRINGFIELD, NEW JERSEY

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION ..

The Florence Land Recontouring (FLR) Landfill is located on
Cedar Lane Extension in the Townships of Florence, Mansfield,
and springfield in Burlington County, New Jersey (see Figure 1).
The site is situated between the New Jersey Turnpike and 1-295,
one mile south of Interchange 52 on I-295 (see Figure 2). More
specifically, the landfill property is delineated as Block 173,
Lots 1, 2, 3A and 3B in Florence:; Block 44, Lot 7 and Block

44A, Lot 8 in Mansfield; and Block 304, Lot 1 in Springfield.
These parcels of land cover an area of about 60 acres. The
site includes a 29-acre landfill, two leachate collection
lagoons, a pond believed to have been formed by excavation of
soils, which were used as landfill cover material, and two empty
tanks. ,

The area surrounding FLR is predominantly residential and
agricultural. Adjacent to most of the site perimeter are lands _
recently acquired by Burlington County for the implementation

of a new 600-acre solid waste management facility.  The remaining
site boundaries are formed by the Assiscunk Creek. “The creek
flows in a southerly direction, is a tributary to the Deleware
River and is used for both noncontact recreational purposes and
for irrigation.

The FLR Landfill lies above the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer, a major
source of drinking water for the area. The Raritan-Magothy
Formation comprises about 150 feet of interbedded sands, silts and
clays. Separating the landfill from this aguifer is 50 to 70 feet
of Merchantville Clay. Overlying the Merchantville are Pleistocene
deposits varying from zero to 25 feet in thickness, which consist
of sand, silt and clay. The surficial Pleistocene Aquifer is used
as a water supply, but to a lesser extent than the Raritan-Magothy.
Flow in both the Pleistocene and Raritan-Magothy is in the south-
southeast direction toward the Assiscunk Creek. Based on existing
hydraulic gradients, leachate from the landfill has the potential
to flow out of the fill into the adjacent surficial Pleistocene
Aquifer. Since ground water from the Pleistocene Aquifer discharges
into the Assiscunk Creek, the creek acts as a natural hydraulic
barrier to further contaminant transport in the ground water beyond
the creek. _

SITE HISTORY

The FLR Landfill was operated as a solid waste disposal facility
“ from November 1973 until November 1981. Florence Land Development,
a partnership, owned the site from April 1974 to May 1978. Since
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then, Florence Land Development, Inc. has owned the site. During
all of its operating period except for 1977, the landfill was
operated by Florence Land Recontouring (FLR), Inc. 1In 1977, the
?1te yas operated by Jersey Environmental Management Services
JEMS).

During its operation, the landfill was permitted to accept
sanitary and industrial (non-chemical) waste, including septage
and sewage sludge. 1In 1975, an investigation by the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) disclosed chemical
waste disposal at the landfill. Due to a history of environmental
concerns, including observed leachate seeps, potential ground-
-water contamination and emissions to the atmosphere, a Consent
Order to alleviate and control further contamination was issued
by the New Jersey Superior Court in January 1979. Elements of
this order included a listing of permitted and prohibited waste
types for acceptance at the facility:; establishment of a sampling
and analysis program for existing ground-water monitoring wells:
specifications for site preparation, disposal limits, and -
operations; design and installation of a leachate collectidn
system; pumping and removal of leachate to alleviate hydraulic
head pressures: the construction of cutoff walls, dikeas, and
wastefill gas vents; provisions for the control of litter, dust,
odor, noise and fire protection, and the establishment of the
final elevation and depth of excavation. Leachate removed from
the landfill is being discharged to the Willingboro Wastewater
Treatment Plant under NJPDES/SIU Permit #NJ0029289. Compliance
with the Consent Order has been spcradic. Quarterly responses to
the order have been prepared by FLR's consultant, M. Disko
Associates, since its issuance in January 1979.

In July 1981, FLR, Inc. submitted a final landfill closure plan,
and operations terminated in November 1981. Following this

closure plan, the wastefill area was capped with on-site clayey
material reported to be Merchantville Clay and subsequently
revegetated. The extent and level of accuracy to which landfill
construction, operations, and closure were performed as represented
by design drawings and reports are unknown. A general site plan

is presented in Figure 3.

The quarterly reports prepared by FLR's consultants have demon-
strated inadequate leachate removal. Due to the lack of compliance
with the Consent Order, NJDEP brought FLR to court in August 1985.
At that time, FLR was directed to remove 350,000 gallons per

month from the manholes of the leachate collection system.

Reports filed with-the NJDEP by industrial generators indicated
that 95 tons of hazardous waste were disposed at the FLR Landfill

site. These wastes reportedly contained phthalates, heavy metals,

and vinyl. chloride monomers.
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CURRENT SITE STATUS

Residents in the general area of the site have been complaining
of private potable well contamination, which they believe
originates from FLR, for several Yyears. 1In 1985, NJDEP Division
of Water Resources found petroleum hydrocarbon contamination in
the supply of the Columbus Water Company, which is located in
Mansfield Township. NJDEP concluded that the petroleum hydro-
carbons detected in water samples originated from within the
water company's system. The system was subsequently cleaned to
eliminate the water problem. 1In response to complaints by
Mansfield Township residents of potable well contamination, EPA
sampled thirteen potable wells both upgradient and downgradient
of the site including the Columbus Water Company in August 1985,
One chemical compound, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, was detected
in the samples, as well as in the laboratory blank prepared for
data validation purposes. EPA concluded that the presence of
this chemical in the blank indicated that it was introduced in-
the laboratory. -

Samples were collected from twenty domestic water-supply wells
installed in both the shallow Pleistocene and deep Raritan-Magothy
Aquifers and located hydraulically upgradient and downgradient of
the site as part of the remedial investigation. The locations of
these wells are provided on Figure 4. Methylene chloride and
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate were the only volatile and base
neutral compounds found in twelve of the twenty samples. These
compounds were found at low levels, none of which exceeded 23

ppb. Their presence may be due to laboratory contamination since
these particular compounds are frequently laboratory introduced
during analysis. Additional sampling and analysis would be
required to make a more definite conclusion. It should be noted
that the levels found are significantly lower than EPA drinking
water .criteria. Domestic well water data are summarized on
Table:l in Attachment 1.

Elevated levels of hazardous substances were detected in the
landfill material and in ground water from monitoring wells

within the landfill. Leachate samples from the existing leachate
collection system manholes contain much lower levels of contaminants
than the ground water from the wells within the landfill. However,
these samples are not as indicative of the leachate generated by
the waste as samples from the landfill wells. This conclusion is
based on the concept that ground water migrates along the path of
least resistance, through the collection system where it dilutes
the leachate, rather than flowing directly through the landfill
materials. The locations of all sampling points are provided on
Figure 5. Analyses of leachate collected from the manholes is
presented on Table 2 in Attachment 1. e
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The landfill is situated in the gurficial Pleistocene Formation.
organic compounds were jdetected in water samples from monitoring
wells inastalled around the site in the this aquifer. well 4S5,
located hydraulically upgradient of the landfill but locally
downgradient of the leachate lagoons, contained 10.46 ppb of total
organic compounds. Wells 55 and 6S+ located downgradient of the
landfill, contained 231.61 ppb and 3.15 ppb of total organic
compounds.

Intetpretatidn of analytical results of water samples from wells
in the Raritan-nagothy Aquifer jndicate that the water quality
upgradient and downgradient of the site is equivalent, which leads
to the conclusion that water quality in this aquifer has not been
impacted by the site. This conclusion is supported by the
following: permeability in the 50 to 70 feet of Merchantville

Clay was determined to be between 10-5 centimeters per second
(cm/sec) and 10-7 cm/sec and pump tests performed on the Raritan-
Magothy jndicated no hydraulic connection petween this aquifer

and the pleistocene Aquifer in which the jandfill is located. '
Data collected {ndicates that there is no of f-site plume. The
presence of random contaminants detected in Raritan-Magothy samples;:
such as methylene chloride and bis(z-ethylhexyl) phthalate, will
be addressed further in future sampling. Ground-water data is
presented on Table 3 of Attachment 1.

Migration of contamination is further evidenced by the collected
soil data. Levels of methylene chloride as high as 938 ppb were
found within the landfill and were subsequently detected in
downgradient borings at 172 ppb and 419 ppb. These levels far
exceed the NJDEP guideline that methylene chloride be five times
greater than the concentrations found in the blank to be considered
an environmental contaminant. 1n addition, heavy metal analyses
from soil borings outside the landfill indicate concenttations
similar to and greater than in the 1andfill samples, which further
supports that some migration from the l1andfill is occurringe. The
highest metal concentrations were found in the Merchantville

~Clay. This can be attributed to properties of clay which enable

it to capture metals via an jon exchange mechanism. soils data
are summarized in Table 4 of Attachment l.

Ground water downgradient of the site in the surfical aquifer
flows into the Assiscunk Creeke. PentachlorOphenol and phenol
were detected in the surface-vater and sediment samples from the
creek. Their presence does indicate the impact of the landfill
on the pleistocene Agquifer. surface-water and sediment data are
summarized on Tables 5 and 6 in Attachment 1. .

Air sampling perfo:med at PLR using the flame jonization detector
(rID) and photoionization detector (PID) showed elevated levels

. of volatile organic compounds at the site. The highest concen-

trations measured were found above manholes and monitoring wells.
Backgronnd-levola'uere;detected at the site poundaries; In 7
addition to the PID and*?IDisanpling.;ca:pou?ad.o:ption,;ubes{_
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were used to identify specific compounds present in the air
emissions. Although the recommended holding times were exceeded,
benzene and toluene were detected in the air samples. An air
model was used to estimate the concentration of volatiles at the
nearest off-site residence, which was calculated to be 0.453 ppm.
Assuming that this were entirely benzene or entirely toluene,

this value is insignificant in relation to potential health
impacts. Since emissions were not detected at the site boundaries
and were not calculated to be of significant levels at the nearest
residence, it can be concluded that off-site air emissions from
FLR do not pose a public health threat.

Puﬁlic health concerns at the FLR Landfill site in its curient
condition are summarized below.

°The ground water in the landfill is contaminated and there is a
potential for migration into the adjacent Pleistocene Aquifer and
the lower Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. There are a limited number
of homes with potable wells in the Pleistocene Aquifer downgradient
of the site due to the short distance between the landfill and
the Assiscunk Creek, which acts as a hydraulic barrier to ground-
water transport. These homes are being purchased by Burlington
County, which will leave no potable wells immediately downgradient
of the site in this aquifer. Contaminated ground water from the
site is expected to reach the drinking water supplies in the
Raritan-Magothy in a minimum of twenty-four years if no remedial
action is implemented. There are approximately 500 persons
within a three-mile radius downgradient of the site with potable
wells in the Raritan-Magothy.

°The Assiscunk Creek has shown minimal impacts from the FLR
Landfill. However, there is a potential for contaminants to
migrate .to the creek via surface-water runoff and ground-water
flow in the surifical Pleistocene Aquifer. The creek is used
for recreation and irrigation purposes and is considered an
exposure pathway through dermal contact and ingestion.

*The air investigation has not shown the air emissions from FLR

to pose a health threat off-site. The concentrations of total
volatile organics found on-site are at levels high enough to

pose a health threat depending on the specific chemicals present.
The remedial investigation, however, did not detect particular
chemicals at the concentrations of total volatile organics
measured. Air emissions are an exposure pathway through inhalation.

®*Hazardous substances found in the landfill may be present at the
ground surface on-site and may present an exposure pathway through
dermal contact.
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ENFORCEMENT

..

An investigation to identify potentially responsible parties
(pPRPs) is in progress for purposes of potential cost recovery
and enforcement actions in regard to future costs of remedial
activities. parties jdentified as PRPs will be sent notice
jetters offering them the opportunity to perform the design and
construction activities recommended in this document before EPA
and NJDEP make a decision to fund any future work.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

The feasibility study process involves, as a firat step: selecting
technologies that are appropriate for remedying the public
health and environmental concerns associated with a particular
site. In the case of FLR, the remedial objective is to control.
the potential release of contaminants from the landfill. Based
on the general exposure pathways, more specific objectives were
established: Tl
- Mitigate downgradient, off-site ground-water contamination
- Mitigate on-site surface-water runoff contamination
- Mitigate off-site air contamination
- Mitigate the potential for health hazard exposure and
enhance on-site safety

The remedial measures evaluated were designed to alleviate the
potential public health risks and environmental impacts associated
with the landfill wastes.

Considering available technologies and the gite's existing physical
conditions, several remedial alternatives were developed and are
listed in Table 1. Capital costs, operation and maintenance COostS.
and total present worth costs for the alternatives are provided

in Table 2. Present worth costs for all alternatives were calculated
using a thirty year life cycle as a basis for comparison of these
costs. A more detailed description of the technology screening
and remedial alternative development can be found in Volume 3 of
the Remedial Investigation/?easibility study dated May 1986. The
remedial alternative descriptions that follow identify each

action, present the effectiveness and cost of the action, and
address the alternative's consistency with other environmental
laws. Consistency with other environmental laws is described

more completely in a latter section of this document.

- Alternative 1 - No Action

LS

Under the No Action alternative, all current leachate handling
activities would be abandoned. Mmonitoring of air, ground water,
and:surface»uat;ra,land.petiodic site inspections would continue
as operation and maintenances: : - C o : ' :
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TABLE 1 ..

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1 - No Action

- Termination of leachate pumping and removal

Alternative 2

= Maintenance of current volumes of leachate pumping and removal

= Leachate treatment and disposal at an off-site POTW

= Temporary leachate storage in an on-site tank prior to
transport to POTW :

- Replacement of carbon filters above manholes

- Repairs to existing cap and stormwater management system

Alternative 3

= Circumferential barrier wall with upgradient groufd'Vater
interceptor and diversion trench

= RCRA compliant composite cap

Leachate removal using present leachate collection system

= Temporary leachate storage in an on-site tank prior to
transport to an off-site POTW or BCSWMFC

~ Passive gas collection system with activated carbon treatment

= New stormwater management system

Alternative 4

= New synthetic membrane cap and stormwater management system
Extraction wells augmenting present leachate collection system
Direct leachate discharge to BCSWMFC for treatment
= Active gas collection and direct discharge to BCSWMFC for
incineration

Alternatives 5, 6, and 7

- Partial upgradient barrier wall with upgradient ground-water
interceptor and diversion trench

= New synthetic membrane cap and stormwater management system

= Extraction wells augmenting present leachate collection system

= Active gas collection

Treatment Options

Alternative 5 - Leachate and gas treatment at BCSWMFC
Alternative: 6. — On-site leachate pretreatment; temporary
storage in on-site tank and truck transport.
to POTW: on-site-gas incineration - :
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Treatment Options (continued)

.

Alternative 7 - On-site leachate treatment and discharge to
Assiscunk Creek: on-site gas incineration

Actions Common To All Alternatives

- partial fence installation
- Long-term air and water-quality monitoring

Actions Common To Alternatives 2 through 7

- Lagoon removal
- Debris removal
- Archeological investigations
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TABLE 2

.

CAPITAL COSTS, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

COSTS, AND PRESENT WORTH COSTS

) Annua}
Capital Operation & Present
Cost Maintenance Worth
Alternative (S) ($) (s)

1 62,000 48,000 453,000
2 469,000 394,000 4,172,000
3 7+937,000 169,000 '902084000
4 4,492,000 312,000 7,262q000
5 4,751,000 235,000 6,780,000
6 5,335,000 257,000 7.616,000
7 5,619,000 201,000 7,402,000
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A partial fence with warning signs would be installed. It
would serve toO restrict site access, which would reduce the
occurrences of direct contact with-any hazardous materials and
inhalation of high levels of volatile organics. The fence would
extend from the Assiscunk Creek along the northern property line
to Cedar Lane Extension and along Cedar Lane Extension and the
southern fill area back to the creek (see Figure 6).

1t is estimated that approximately 21,000 gallons per day (GPD)
of leachate are currently generated by precipitation infiltration
and ground-water inflow. An average of 12,000 GPD is currently
removed by pumping performed in compliance with the NJDEP
Consent Order. In addition to the potential for migration
laterally into the pleistocene Aquifer, the unremoved leachate
could eventually create. a hydrostatic pressure head sufficient

to induce leachate migration into the underlying Merchantville
Formation and ultimately encounter the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer.-
The potential for surface-water runoff contamination would
increase since the continued erosion of the existing,sbil cover
would inevitably expose additional waste to surface-water runoff.
The potential for off-site air contamination would incrementally
increase over several years as the cap erodes sufficiently to
facilitate the release of landfill gas. since the activated
carbon in the filters above the manholes is spent at present,

the presence of the filters has no effect on air quality.

In addition, the potential for on-site safety and health hazard
exposure would increase due to the cessation of leachate removal,
which would permit leachate to accumulate in the manholes, and
continued cap erosion, which would further expose waste and
potentially create additional air emissions. Although install-
ation of a partial fence around the site would discourage
unauthorized site entry, the potential for on-site safety and
health hazard exposure on the site itself would still increase.

Alternative 2

This alternative includes repairing the existing cap: replacing
the carbon absorption filters, and maintaining the current
practice for leachate handling (see Figure 7). On-site material
would be used to repair the eroded portion of the cap for ‘
mitigation of surface-water runoff contamination. The existing
drainage pipes and slope downpipes would be refurbished, and new
‘dikes. and flumes would be constructed to improve on-site drainage
patterns. All areas disturbed by this activity would be revege-
.tated. Air contamination would be addressed by replacing the
existing carbon filters on the manholes with new carbon filters

on a continuingybasia.r'The.exiating leachate. collection system .

would be utilized for'cblléctioﬁ'trOM”existin§7manholes“io:x‘,
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transfer by truck to a publicly-owned treatment works (POTW)
for treatment and disposal. The existing lagoons would be
abandoned and a new 75,000 gallon leachate storage facility
would be constructed for temporary storage. Reduction of the
health and safety eéxposure would be achieved by removing the
lagoons, on-site trailer, and miscellaneous debris for disposal
at appropriate facilities. The fence would be inatalled as
described in Alternative 1. Long-term air and water quality
monitoring programs would be implemented for determination of
the-efﬁectivenesa of the improvements.

Under this alternative, the potential for ground-water, surface-
water and air contamination is expected to be mitigated slightly
Que in part to the repair of the cover system and the replacement
of the activated carbon filters on the manholes. 1In addition,
continued removal of the leachate from the existing collection
system, which would be cleaned and rehabilitated to increase
pumping efficiency, would assist in minimizing any vertical and
lateral migration of leachate. It should be noted that the -
repair of the cover system would only function to retard, not
prevent precipitation infiltration. T

It is estimated that approximately 21,000 GPD of leachate will
be generated by precipitation infiltration and ground-water
inflow into the wastefill. 12,000 GPD will be removed by the
upgraded collection systenm, resulting in a net volume of 9,000
GPD of leachate to accumulate in the wastefill. While this
alternative does provide for the capture of a portion of the
potentially contaminated leachate, it does not prevent the

. migration of leachate downgradient of the site.

The potential for surface-water runoff contamination would
decrease slightly as a result of repair of the existing cover
system. However, discontinuities in the cap would be created by
weathering, and erosion would occur at different rates in the
cap even with periodic maintenance. Such irregular weathering
would continue to create a potential for the contamination of

surface~-water runoff and infiltration.

The potential for off-site air contamination would be mitigated
slightly as a result of the cap repair, which would promote the
venting of emissions through the carbon filters. However, the
carbon filters are not expected to treat the trace elements in
landfill gas which cause odors: therefore, the nuisance potential
of the emissions would not be mitigated. 1In addition, the
potential for on-site safety and health hazard exposure would
be mitigated by the installation of a partial fence around a
portion of the site, the decommissioning of the lagoons, the
repair of the cover system; and the replacement of the carbon -
1n”the‘manholegfilte:s..:Bo:h the cap repair.and.the carbon. -
filters are remedial meaaureszwhich‘would'requirt-periodic
maintenance and replacement in order to be effective.
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Alternative 3

Alternative 3 is designed to minimize the volume. of leachate
produced by containing the waste (see Figure 8). A circumfer-
ential barrier wall would be constructed around the landfill

from the ground surface into the Merchantville Clay. A relatively
impermeable cover system compliant with Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements would be placed over the entire
landfill. This cover consists of the following material layers
in ascending elevation: one foot of coarse drainage materjial with
a permeability less than 10-3 cm/sec containing a polyethylene
pipe collection system for the controlled discharge of collected
gases: two feet of compacted clay with a permeability coefficient
less than 10-7 cm/sec; a synthetic membrane; one foot of coarse
drainage material with 107° cm/sec permeability; filter fabric:
and two feet of vegetative cover consisting of on-site soils.

The unsuitably steep slopes along the eastern side of the landfill
would be regraded to a slope no greater than two horizontal to
one vertical (2:1). To aid in the control of ground-water _
migration, a ground-water interceptor system would be installeg
immediately upgradient of the cutoff wall. This system would
serve to reduce the hydrostatic head on the barrier wall and
enhance the reliability of the containment system:- It would
consiast of perforated, heavy-duty tubing centered within crushed
stone backfill. The piping would be connected to non-perforated .
conveyance piping for transmission around the northeastern
perimeter of the site to a discharge near Assiscunk Creek. The
leachate management system specified for Alternative 2 would be
incorporated into this alternative. The amount of leachate
generated and recovered would be significantly less so the
leachate storage structure would have a 10,000-gallon capacity.
The leachate would be periodically removed and discharged to a
POTW or the BCSWMFC. The gases generated would migrate upward to
the coarse cover layer and be directed by pipes to two atmospheric
vents at the crown of the landfill. The gas would pass through
activated carbon filters over each vent before being released to
the atmosphere. A new stormwater management system would consist
of seven riprap channels extending down the side slopes and an
intercepting stormwater runoff conveyance channel over the cover
in the northeastern sector of the landfill. 1Installation of a
partial fence, removal of the lagoons, the on-site trailer and
miscellaneous debris, as well as air and water quality monitoring
would occur as in Alternative 2.

The installation of a circumferential wall, an upgradient ground-
water interceptor, and a composite synthetic membrane/clay cover
system would divert upgradient ground-water flow around the
landfill, greatly reduce infiltration, and prevent the contact of
surface-water runoff with the waste. They would serve to prevent
the migration of leachate out of the landfill and the contamination .

_of surface-water runoff. The full containment wall is supplemented
'by,the‘RCRA.compliant,cap:becauqe the objective of. thia:-eystem.is .=
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to minimize leachate production and this type of cap will provide
the greatest assurance for preventing infiltration. 1It is
estimated that the total volume of ground water and precipitation
which infiltrates the wastefill would be 100 GPD. To arrive at
this estimate, assumptions of neglible inflow through the barrier
wall and less than 100 GPD through the cap based on a permeability
of 10-11 cm/sec were used. A conservative volume of approximately
5,000 gallons per month of water infiltrating the landfill has been
utilized for operation and maintenance cost estimation purposes.
This infiltration would be removed by pumping from the cleaned and ~
rehabilitated leachate collection system for subsequent disposal at
a POTW or the Burlington County Solid waste Management Facilities
Complex (BCSWMFC).

The potential for air contamination is expected to be moderately
mitigated by the installation of a synthetic membrane/clay cover
system and coarse drainage blanket vent layer which would channel
landfill gas to the manholes for venting through the replaced -
carbon filters. As discussed for Alternative 2, the activated
carbon will not treat trace elements, such as hydrodgen ‘sulfide, in
the landfill gas; therefore, the trace element odors will not be
mitigated. Alternative 3 is expected to mitigate on-site safety
and health hazards to a greater degree than Alternative 2 because
of the superior cover system which would be installed.

Alternative 4

A new synthetic membrane cap would be constructed over the landfill
to minimize infiltration and contamination of surface water runoff
(see Figure 9). The cap would be constructed in the areas with

' slopes flatter than 3:l of the following material layers in

ascending elevation: one foot coarse drainage material with a
permeability greater than 10-3 cm/sec: filter fabrics: six inches
of compacted on-site soils: a synthetic membrane: and two feet

of vegetative cover. In the areas steeper than 3:;1, a modified
cap would be constructed. The cap would consist of the following
material layers in ascending elevation: one foot coarse drainage
material with a permeability less than 10-3 cm/sec and two feet
of vegetative cover. A new system of surface-water controls,
consisting of interceptor dikes, flumes and drainage pipes would
be installed. Five extraction wells on the downgradient side of
the site would augment the existing leachate collection system.
Leachate would be directly discharged to the proposed BCSWMFC for
treatment and disposal. An active gas extraction system consisting

. of a blowver system that would withdraw directly from the headspace

of the extraction wells, existing manholes, and from the perforated -
collection header of a new blanket layer to be placed over the

‘- landfill. The blower system would discharge: directly to ‘the

BCSWMFC. for treatment of the gases. Installation .of the. fence,
removal of the lagcons.ﬂon-site*trailet*and miscellaneous- debris, -

and long-term monitoring would occur as in Alternative 2.
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Under Alternative 4, the potential for ground-watév-contamination
would be moderately mitigated and the potential for surface-water
and air contamination, and on-site safety and health hazard
exposure would be significantly mitigated. The installation of

a synthetic membrane cover system would prevent surface-water
runoff contamination and minimize precipitation infiltration.
However, upgradient ground-wvater infiltration into the wastefill
would still create ljeachate, which would be extracted and trans-
ported to the BCSWMFC for treatment. It is estimated that approx-
imately 10,000 gallons per day of leachate will be generated and
this entire amount will be extracted from the manholes and new
extraction wells. As with Alternative 2, while Alternative 4
provides for the capture of the potentially contaminated leachate,
it does not prevent the potential for degradation of upgradient
ground waters in the Pleistocene Aquifer that infiltrate the
landfill.

The new synthetic membrane cover system would prevent surface-"
water runoff contamination and significantly reduce precipitatioﬁ
infiltration. While the synthetic membrane system gscqonsidered
to be similar in permeability to the composite synthetic membrane/
clay cover system in Alternative 3 and therefore expected to
permit only a small amount of infiltration, a clay layer is not
incorporated as a back-up in the event of membrane breach.
Consequently, this alternative is considered less reliable.

The synthetic membrane cover system, coupled with an active gas
extraction system, would significantly mitigate the potential

for air contamination, including odors, at the site. The

active gas extraction system would also promote more complete
removal of the gas than a passive system.

The potential for on-site safety and health hazard exposure
would be-virtually eliminated by the partial fence and cover
system installation, lagoon decommissioning, and active gas and
leachate extraction with off-site treatment. In addition, the
implementation of a long-term air and water-guality monitoring
program will assist in the future evaluation of the site.

Alternative 5

Alternative 5 is similar to Alternative 4 with the addition of

a partial wall and a ground-water interceptor system along the
upgradient side of the landfill (see Figure 10). The cutoff .
wvall would divert ground-water flow around the landfill, which
would decrease the volume of leachate generated. From analysis
of the potentiometric surface map (see Figure 11), the required
limits for the partial wall were determined to extend from
approximately the site entrance at Cedar Lane Extension to the

- area of.the existing leachate lagoons. This wall would be '
installed at the toe ofgthc;landiillmberns and:.extend from existing
grade elevation to a winimum of three feet into the underlying
Merchantville Clay layer..
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The potential for ground-water, surface-vater, and.air contamin-
ation, and on-site safety and health hazard exposure would be
significantly mitigated under this alternative. The installation
of a partial slurry wall and upgradient ground-water interceptor
would prevent and divert upgradient ground-water flow from the
Pleistocene Aquifer avay from the landfill. 1In addition, the
installation of a synthetic membrane cover system would prevent
surface-water runoff contamination and minimize precipitation
infiltration into the landfill. It is estimated that approximately
2,000 GPD of leachate will be generated, and 1,000 GPD of groung-
water flow will be induced, for a total extraction volume of
3,000 GPD. Water will be extracted from the existing manholes
and new leachate extraction wells for treatment at the BCSWMFC.

In relative terms, the partial barrier wall will be somewhat less
effective than the complete slurry wall in minimizing ground-water
inflow and contamination, but significantly more effective than
having no barrier wall. The effectiveness of the synthetic membrane
cover system and the active gas extraction system is the same as” .
described for Alternative 4. 1In addition, the potential for on-site
safety and health hazard exposure and the effect of'-a long-term
monitoring program is also as described in Alternative 4.

Alternative 6

Alternative 6 is similar to Alternative 5 with the addition of
on-site leachate pretreatment and disposal at a POTW and on-site
gas incineration rather than treatment at the Burlington County
facility (see Figure 12). The leachate would be pretreated by an
anaerobic biological process followed by transfer by truck to a

- POTW. The pretreatment would reduce the chemical oxygen demand
(COD), which is a consideration for discharge to a POTW. The
estimated pretreatment system design parameters would include a
3,000 GPD flow rate with influent COD of 6000 to 8000 milligrams/
liter ‘(mg/1) and an effluent COD less than 1000 mg/1. The sludges
and solids from the process would be disposed off-site in an
approved RCRA facility or State licensed industrial landfill,
depending upon the characteristics of the sludge.

The potential for ground-wvater, surface-water, and air contamin-
ation, as well as on-site safety and health hazard exposure,
would be significantly mitigated by Alternative 6. The effective-
ness of stormwater management measures is the same as discussed
for Alternative 5. Air contamination would be controlled by an
active gas collection and incineration system. Although emissions
would be created by the gas combustion, these are not expected

to be significant or create any nuisance potential.
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Ground-water contamination would be controlled by a partial

barrier wall and synthetic membrane cover system, as discussed

for Alternative 5, with leachate extraction and on-site pretreatment,
followed by final effluent disposal at a POTW. The pretreatment
facility is expected to treat the leachate to the level nhecessary
for acceptance at a POTW, assuming that unexpected or abnormal
changes do not occur over time in the leachate composition.

The potential for on-site safety and health hazard exposure would
be mitigated by the installation of a fence and synthetic cover
system, the decommissioning of the lagoons, and active gas extrac-
tion and flaring. Potential explosion hazards could be created

by the flare units if not properly maintained. The pretreatment
facility is not expected to create safety or health hazards

since it would be stationary and enclosed. Adherence to standard
safety and operating procedures at the site should prevent
accidental mishaps.

Finally, as with Alternatives 2 ihrough 5, the implementation of ~
a long-term air and water-quality monitoring program will assist
in early detection of contamination and future site'evaluation.,

Alternative 7

Alternative 7 is similar to Alternative 6 with the addition of

a complete leachate treatment system which directly discharges
treated effluent to the Assiscunk Creek rather than pretreatment
followed by disposal at a POTW (see Figure 13). The treatment
process would include anaerobic filters, followed by the activated
sludge process and solids contact basins for reduction of the
high concentrations of biological oxygen demanad (BOD), cob, and
metals. The added treatment is for the purpose of reducing the
BOD to 30 mg/1 and the suspended solids to 30 mg/1. Sludges
generated from the treatment plant would be transported off-site
for disposal.:

The treatment facility has been conceptualized to treat the leachate
to a degree sufficient for discharge to the Creek, based on the
projected leachate quality and effluent requirements. The possibility
exists, however, that the treatment process proposed will be unable

to effectively treat the leachate if its quality is significantly
different than expected or changes greatly over time. 1In addition,

it should be noted that the surface-wvater quality in Assiscunk

Creek will be impacted by the plant effluent. However, since the
effluent quality will meet State requirements, the impact is

expected to be minimal.

Discussion of Alternatives

The altctnativon:devclopcd:for.FLR.£u1fill,ghemnational;Contingency
Plan requirement in that at  least one‘alternative from each of
the following groups is considered: the no-action alternative:
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alternatives that do not attain applicable or relevant environ-
mental standards but provide significant protection to public
health, welfare and the environment:; alternatives that exceed
applicable or relevant environmental standards; alternatives
that attain applicable or relevant environmental standards: and
alternatives that use treatment or disposal at an off-site
facility.

Alternatives 1 and 2 do not provide significant protection to
public health and the environment since they allow for the
release of ground water from the landfill. Hazardous substances
found in the landfill have the potential to migrate into the
Pleistocene Aquifer and the Assiscunk Creek under these alterna-
tives. The remaining alternatives are designed to eliminate
virtually all ground-water migration from the landfill. For
this reason, they received higher evaluations than Alternatives
1l and 2 and were more likely candidates for the recommended . -
alternative.

Alternative 3 is designed to contain the waste by allowing for

a minimal amount of percolation and ground-water infiltration.
An estimated 5000 gallons of leachate per month would be pumped
and treated. Alternative 4 allows for a larger volume of ground
water to infiltrate through the waste and, as a result, 10,000
GPD leachate would be pumped and treated. The partial wall in
Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 is designed to divert most of the ground
water around the landfill and reduce the amount in contact with
the waste. 3000 GPD leachate would be pumped and treated.

" Alternatives 4, 5, 6 and 7, which allow for some ground water/
waste contact, have the potential to remove contaminants from the
landfill by "flushing". However, the extent of flushing that
occurs. cannot be determined. Alternative 3, the full-containment
option, is not a system which would encourage flushing due to the
limited infiltration volumes. The wastes would remain encapsulated.

The alternatives which allow for a greater production of leachate,
Alternatives 4, 5, 6 and 7, require more operation and maintenance
than the full-containment option. Full containment with leachate
collection would provide the most assurance for preventing leachate
migration downgradient because of the physical barriers associated
with it. The other alternatives all rely solely on the leachate
collection system for migration prevention.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS:

A public meeting was held on June 12, 1986 to present the results

of the RI/FS and the recommended alternative. . The RI/FS reports
were ‘distributed to. the:public.on May 19, and the. comment periodcw
extended until June 23. Responses to all public comments are -
included in the Responsiveness Summary in Attachment 2 of this

report. :
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CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND REQUIREMENTS

Compliance With RCRA

The remedial alternatives developed for FLR were designed to
control the source of contamination and prevent contaminant
migration. Each alternative has the goal of preventing
infiltration from entering the landfill as well as preventing
runoff from coming in contact with exposed waste. Two types of
caps were evaluated in the Feasibility Study: a RCRA compliant
cap consisting of a synthetic membrane and a clay layer:; and a
cap consisting of a synthetic membrane. The full-containment
option includes the RCRA cap because the objective of this
alternative is to produce a minimal amount of leachate and the
cap provides the greatest assurance for prohibiting infiltration.
The synthetic membrane will allow virtually no infiltration

when it is intact. The purpose of the clay layer is to provide
additional protection and reliability. : -
A clay layer was not included in the caps for Alternatives 4,

5, 6 and 7, which provide for partial containment of the waste.
Since some ground water would continue to flow into the landfill
with these alternatives, the volumes of water passing through

any tears in the membrane would be insignificant and not warrant
the extra protection and reliability provided by a clay layer.

In order to comply with RCRA requirements, the synthetic membrane
and clay composite cap will be installed as part of the selected
remedy of the FLR Landfill site.

Compliance With the National Historic Preservation Act

A Stage IA archeological study prepared for Burlington County
stateg that there may be significant archeological sites on the
FLR Landfill property. These sites may be eligible for placement
on the National Register of Historic Places. The National
Historic Preservation Act states that properties with archeological
value must be addressed prior to a federal agency's approval of
an undertaking on that land. 1In accordance with the requirements
of this law, further archeological studies will be conducted at
FLR during the remedial design process before the remedial
action is implemented. Alternatives 2 through 7 will include
the performance of a Stage IB archeological survey and any
further archeological studies necessary to mitigate impacts on
significant archeological sites prior to on-site remedial '
construction.
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Compliance with Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management)

Approximately 30% of the FLR Landfill property (the southern

and eastern portions of the site) lie within the 100-year flood-
plain as designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency.
All of the remedial alternatives, except Alternative 1, will
require unavoidable encroachment on the fringe area of the
floodplain. However, none of the alternatives will result in
long-term adverse impacts to the floodplain or flooding levels.
Short-term impacts related to construction activities associated
with Alternatives 2 through 7 will be mitigated through strict
adherence to appropriate engineering specifications developed .
during the remedial design process.

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

The National O0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan in 40 CFR Part 300.68(i), specifies that the lead agency
will select "... a cost-effective remedial alternative which
effectively mitigates and minimizes threats to and provides
adequate protection of public health, welfare, and the environment...
This will require selection of a remedy that attains or exceeds
applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal public health

and environmental requirements that have been identified for

the specific site."” Evaluation of the remedial alternatives

leads to the conclusion that the action described below is a
cost-effective remedy at the FLR Landfill site.

The various aspects of the recommended alternative are described
. below along with the rationale for selection:

Three remedies for the cap were evaluated: the RCRA synthetic
membrane ‘and clay composite cap, a synthetic membrane cap, and
repair: of the existing cap with on-site socils. 'In accordance
with the "CERCLA Compliance With Other Environmental Statutes"
policy, a cap compliant with RCRA requirements will be constructed
at the FLR Landfill. This cap will be effective in eliminating
precipitation from infiltrating into the landfill and eliminating
contact between surface-water runoff and the waste.

Three options for prevention of ground-water inflow were evaluated:

a circumferential barrier wall: an upgradient partial barrier wall;
and no barrier wall. The estimated volumes of ground-water intrusion
through the circumferential wall is neglible. For the partial wall
and for no wall, the volumes are 2000 GPD and 9000 GPD, respectively.
The estimated cost of the full barrier wall is $626,000, and the
estimated coast of the partial wall is $172,000.
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Selection of a leachate disposal method is based on cost-
effectiveness for the leachate volumes generated. Various
options were jdentified in the alternatives. Alternative 3,
which yields a minimal leachate volume, utilizes transport by
truck to a POTW or the BCSWMFC. For Alternatives 4 and 5,

which yield larger volumes, direct discharge to the BCSWMFC was
evaluated. Alternative 6 has a volume equal to that for
Alternative 5 and utilizes on-site pretreatment followed by
transport to.a POTW for disposal. Alternative 7 has the same
volume as Alternatives 5 and 6 and utilizes on-site treatment and
discharge to the Assiscunk Creek. A comparison of the costs for
leachate treatment in Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 shows that disposal

at the BCSWMFC is the most cost-effective method.

Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 are all designed to prevent downgradient
ground-wvater migration. 1In Alternative 3, 5000 gallons of
leachate per month is generated in comparison with 10,000 GPD

in Alternative 4 and 3,000 GPD in Alternative S. As a result,
Alternative 3 has a small annual leachate treatment cost of -
$5,300 compared to $109,500 and $32,900 for Alternatives 4 and -
5, respectively. The circumferential wall, which is the cause
for the small leachate volume, bears a capital coeq_osAssze,ooo.-
The partial wall in Alternative 5 has a cost of $172,000.
Installation of the circumferential wall would result in the

-lowest life-cycle cost, because in a finite number of years,

the higher capital cost would be off-set by the lower treatment
cost. Considering both the additional assurance gained with
the circumferential wall and the lower life-cycle cost, it is
recommended that the full wall be installed at the FLR Landfill
site.

The recommended remedy for the FLR Landfill will consist of the
following: a RCRA synthetic membrane and clay composite caps

new stormwater management system; circumferential barrier wall:
upgradient ground-water interceptor system: leachate treatment
and d#aposal.at a POTW or the BCSWMFC: gas collection and treat-
ment: removal of lagoons with disposal of sediments on-site
before landfill is capped: disposal of on-site trailer and
miscellaneous debris at an appropriate off-site landfill: and
installation of a partial fence with warning signs. Leachate
treatability studies will be conducted during design. The costs
for this alternative are summarized in Table 3. :

In addition, supplemental sampling will be conducted during
design of the selected remedy. The reason for this action is
twofold: significant outstanding concerns expressed by citizens
regarding potable water quality at the June 12, 1986 public
meeting and development of a more comprehensive data base of
existing off-site ground-water quality prior to the installation
of the BCSWMFC. This program will include sampling ground water
£romrthnuexiating;nonitoring'uella, new monitoring wells, if .
necessary, and atca.potable“vella.%&Surfacewvatetgandiaedinent;

samples will also be obtained from the Assiscunk Creek.



TABLE 3

DETAILED'COSTS OF RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

CAPITAL COST SUMMARY =

Mobilization ‘ $ 563,000
Circumferential barrier wall with upgradient

ground water interceptor 626,000
Leachate collection system refurbishing ana

lagoon decommissioning 55,000
Composite synthetic membrane/clay cover system 4,853,000
Gas collection and treatment system 111,000
Monitoring wells 23,000
Miscellaneous site imprsvements 117,000

Subtotal $6,348,000

Contingencies (15%) R 952,000
Engineering and Administration A 721,000
Total $8,021,000

Operation and Maintenance Cost Summary

Annual O&M Cost

($/¥YR)
Leachate collection $ 2,500

Leachate transport and disposal at POTW '
or BCSWMFC ‘5,300
Gas treatment 33,000
Cap and drainage structure maintenance 80,000
Honitoring 48,000
Miscellaneous O&M 1,200
Total $ 170,000

Total Present Worth. Cost =~ §9,270,000 . .
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Operation and Maintenance (0&M) of the site will include long-
term collection and treatment of the gas and leachate. 1In
addition, long-term monitoring and maintenance of the cap and
drainage structures will be required. The monitoring program
will include sampling of ground water, surface water, sediments,
and air. The O&M cost is estimated to be $170,000 annually.

OsM will be funded as specified in CERCLA and the NCP.

SCHEDULE
Project Milestone . Date
- Approve Remedial Action June 1986
- Complete Enforcement Negotiations December 1986 . -
- Amend Cooperative Agreement for Design Pending CERCLR Reaut%or-
: ization or State Funding
- Initiate Design - Pending CERCLA Reauthor-
ization or State Funding
- Complete Design Pending CERCLA Reauthor-

ization or State Funding
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY:

Completion of Feasibility Study
Florence Land Recontouring, Inc. Landfill
Florence, Mansfield and Springfield Townships
Burlington County

‘New Jersey



" Responsiveness Summary:
Completion of Feasibility Study
Florence Land Recontouring Landfill, Inc.
Florence, Mansfield and Springfield Townships

-

A public meeting was held by the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection (NJDEP) on May 2, 1985 to discuss the initiation of the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the Floremce Land Recontouring, Inc.
Landfill (FLR) site. Notification of the meeting was accomplished through press
releases sent to all newspapers listed in the FLR Community Relations Plan and
mailings to all parties listed in the "Contacts" section of the plan. An
information package including an agenda, fact sheet, glossary of terms, overview
of the community relations program at Superfund hazardous waste sites, site maps
and the steps involved in a major hazardous waste site cleanup was given to all
attendees at the beginning of the meeting (see Attachment A). The meeting was
attended by approximately 40 people in addition to the local officials, NJDEP
representatives and USEPA representatives. (See Attachment B). After the
initial presentation by NJDEP's contractor, Black and Veatch
Engineers-Architects, the meeting was opened for discussion. -
A second public meeting was held by NJDEP on June 12, 1986 to discuss the results
_of the RI/FS at the FLR site. Notification of the meeting was -accomplished
through press releases sent to all newspapers listed in the FLR Community
Relations Plan and mailings to all parties listed in the "Contacts" section of
the plan and on the attendance sheet from the May 2, 1985 public meeting. An
information package including the agenda, fact sheet, glossary of terms, overview
of the Superfund community relations program, and the steps in a major site
cleanup was handed out to all attendees at the beginning of the meeting (see
Attachment C). Approximately 90 people attended (see Attachment D).

The contractor, Black & Veatch Consulting Engineers, discussed the results of the
RI/FS and the remedial action alternatives for long-term site remediation. NJDEP
then presented 1its recommended alternmative.

The draft RI/FS was made available for public review and comment, beginning on
May 19, 19?6, at six respositories: The Florence, Mansfield and Springfield
Township Municipal Buildings, the Florence Township Library, the Burlington
County Library in Mount Holly, and the NJDEP Division of Hazardous Site
Mitigation in Trenton. The comment period closed on June 23, 1986.

Following is a summary of the major verbal and written questions and comments
with NJDEP's and USEPA's responses:



Issue:

Answer:

Issue:

Issue:

Answer:

RESPONSIVESNESS SUMMARY

Verbal Comments

Well #4 is not a true upgradient well. They are impacted by lagoons.
How were upgradient aquifer conditions assessed?

Based on the results of the RI, NJDEP and USEPA have concluded that
well BV - 4S is not a true upgradient well. This may be a result of
local impact on the upper (Pleistocene) aquifer from the lagoons or
spillage which has occurred during leachate removal from the lagoons.
However, the upgradient water quality conditions could be assessed by
the upgradient potable wells. This information will be augmented by
the upgradient wells installed as part of the supplemental sampling
program.

This landfill is only 13 years old and relatively young. As such,
there has been insufficient time for the leachate to migrate. The
Townships are not convinced that FLR is not contributing to the water
problems being experienced in the area. In the past year and a half,
the community has utilized three different laboratories as well as
NJDEP and USEPA and we see different contaminants popping up. Blacl

_ and Veatch (B&V) and NJDEP knew that in addition to the RI/FS,

residents wanted the problem of ground water contamination .addressed.
Data collected to date has indicated random, not persistent, pollution.

The selected alternative will mitigate any future release of
contamination from the FLR landfill. The circumferential barrier wall,
composite cap and subsequent jeachate extraction will minimize the
hydraulic pressures which cause contaminant migration. Public comment
was considered in the design of the RI/FS sampling program. The
sampling indicated that all drinking water criteria had been met. The
two organic contaminants that were detected at trace levels were
methylene chloride and bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate. With regard to the
methylene chloride, it has been detected in ten of the 21 homes
sampled. However, in all instances (except for DW-09) it was also
detected in corresponding trip and field blanks (Quality Control
Samples). . For DW-09, a duplicate of this sample was analyzed and
methylene chloride could not be detected. Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate
was detected in three domestic wells as follows: at below method
detection limits (BMDL) in two wells and at 16.0 parts per billion
(ppb) in one well. However, the corresponding trip blank contained
80.0 ppb of this contaminant. Therefore bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate and
methylene chloride are believed to be laboratory introduced for the
potable well samples.

We are not sure if the wells were sampled correctly. With regards to
exceeded holding times, Section 10 of the RI has the biggest disclaimer
we've ever seen. The FS neglects analysis of contaminants that may
have escaped from the landfill already.

All potable wells were sampled in accordance with acceptahle NJDEP
sampling procedures under supervision of a NJDEP .representative. The

first round of analyses‘-1nd1catedw,thatf,the"Iaboraco:y'_had; exceeded .
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holding times for the volatile organic analysis by six to seven days.
As a result, affected wells were resampled and analyzed for the
volatile organic fraction only. The results of these latter analyses
passed the NJDEP Quality Assurance review without.. qualification.
However, as with previous analyses, methylene chloride was detected in
these samples and in the trip blank. It is believed that this
contaminant was laboratory introduced throughout the course of the
project, however supplemental sampling will be conducted to address the
presence -of these low levels of contaminants found in the potable well
samples. This supplemental sampling will include existing monitoring
wells, newly-installed monitoring wells, a selection of local potable
wells and surface/sediment samples from the Assiscunk Creek. A long-
term monitoring program will also be implemented as part of the
selected alternative.

Statements in the RI report are inconsistent regarding the integrity of
the Merchantville Clay. It is stated that the Merchantville is
impermeable, but also suggested that it is not. We know clay layers
may seem to have low permeability and appear continuous, but in nature
clay can fracture and deviate in thickness. The analysis in the RI did
not indicate any connection between the shallow and deeper aquifer.
That analysis should be completed.

The RI did not state that the Merchantville Clay was iMpeEEeable, but
that it serves to retard the migration of contamination. Th
permeability of the Merchantville vas, measured to be between 10

centimeters per second (cm/sec) and 10 cm/sec. At this rate, ground
water in the surface aquifer could migrate through the clay and reach
the Raritan-Magothy in 24 years. Pump tests performed in the
Raritan-Magothy showed no direct hydraulic connection between this
aquifer and the surface aquifer. The recommended alternative will not
only minimize the production of leachate, but will extract any
remaining 1liquid from the landfill and relieve the hydraulic pressures
which.would drive the leachate through the clay in the 24 year period.
This is expected to substantially reduce the potential for contaminant

migration.

We know about serious problems in Mansfield with regard to high cancer
rates and contaminated water. We are disappointed with the B&V ground
water flow reports. We feel that they are inaccurate. We were
instrumental in getting the site on the National Priorities List. We
went to Washington D.C. to meet with William Hedeman and Chris Smith
and were told that the RI would include an investigation of potable
wells. At the May 1985 public meeting this was again expressed. We
question whether potable sampling was done. Residents that were listed
as being sampled say they were not sampled. .

A potable well sampling program was implemented as part of the RI. The
selection of the 20 locations were based on _the following criteria:

1) Coordination with respect to survey results of the
incidence of cancer on Hedding-Jacksonville Road (at the
request of Dorothy. Wirth,. Chairperson, FLR Citizen's
Advisory Committee [FLRCAC]). e
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2) Use of locations with an existing data base. This
"~ focused on the wells sampled be Geraghty and Miller in
1982, . ‘

3) A representative cross section of wells upgradient and
downgradient of the landfill.

The daily sampling logs are available upon request.

In addition to the potable wells sampled during the RI, USEPA sampled
13 potable wells in Mansfield Township in August 1985,

We know there is no source, other than FLR, for the ground water
contamination in the area. We question your analyses. The RI report
stated that there were quality assurance problems with the data.

The potable well data from the RI/FS does not show any contamination in
drinking water supplies which can be attributed to the FLR landfill.
As stated in an earlier response, detected contaminants are suspected
of being laboratory introduced. The resampling of select potable welils
is expected to clarify this issue. It is possible that there are other
sources of potential ground water contamination in the. .area. All
potable wells which had quality assurance problems were resampled. The
references to qualified data for potable well samples is incorrect and
the final RI report will reflect the correct results. Out of
ninety-two samples taken during the FLR RI, eighteen pieces of data
were qualified due to exceeded holding times for the volatile organic
fraction. It should be recognized when assessing these samples,
however, that they are of a solid matrix in which the holding times are
not as critical as in a liquid matrix. Fluid samples allow for greater
volatization of contaminants during handling then do solids such as
soils and sediments. Due to the nature of these matrices, holding
times are not critical. Resampling was performed on all other matrices
due to exceeded holding times.

In future years, how will the origin of detected off-site contamination
be distinguished between FLR and the Burlington County Solid Waste
Management Facilities Complex (BCSWMFC)?

The long-term monitoring program will continue for at least a 30-year
period. This, in conjunction with the supplemental sampling program,
will: (1) further investigate potential residual contamination; and (2)
establish a strong data base prior to the installation of the BCSWMFC.

A figure of $300 million was presented in the FS as the cost for
excavation and removal of the landfill. What is the origin of this
figure?

The number of facilities nationwide which are currently permitted to

accept . hazardous waste: is very limited. These facilities were :
contacted for representative prices and trucking costs were evaluated .
based upon: transportation..to.. the. . closest..licensed  facility . (CECOS..

Landfill in Niagra Falls, NY). Movement of the 30 acre landfill could
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take up to five years with no assurance during the process that CECOS
will remain a permitted facility.

Containment is not permanent. Only two alternatives..;ontainmént and
no action, have been evaluated; other technologies should be evaluated.

Other technologies were evaluated (refer to Chapter 3 of the FS - Vol.
3) but were determined inappropriate for this site. Complete
encapsulation with a full slurry wall and clay/synthetic cap is a
state-of-the-art remediation technology for a landfill of FLR's size.
At the June 12, 1986 public meeting, NJDEP made it clear that during
the comment period, the public may submit additional alternatives that
may not have been considered. None were received.

No coordination with the emergency departments occurred during this
project.

In June 1985, NJDEP met with representatives of the police, fire and
ambulance squads of Florence, Mansfield and Springfield Townships. In
addition, representatives of local hospitals were present. Topics of
discussion at this meeting included the sampling program for the RF,
equipment which was to be utilized and possible emergencies which could
arise (their origin, who would respond, etc). R

There are numerous families now using bottled water and bagged ice.
My family has suffered from repeated medical problems as well as
unexplained illnesses. This imparts not only financial stresses, but
emotional strain as well. More work needs to be done to establish the
true significance of the contamination there. Containment must be
combined with an alternate water supply.

All sampling, to date, has indicated that there does not exist any
potable wells which have contaminants which exceed relevant drinking
water criteria. Traces of contamination which have been found cannot
be definitively linked to the FLR landfill. By law, there exists no
justification to implement public water lines in the area. The
supplemental sampling program will be implemented in the Design phase
t6 further address area water quality.

Were the selection of alternatives influenced by the County and the
facility they are building?

No. Both on-site and off-site facilities were evaluated for leachate
and gas treatment. Any reference to a Publicly Owned Treatment Works
(POTW) in the FS could mean the use of the BCSWMFC as an option. The
BCSWMFC was evaluated as a technically sound alternative for leachate
disposal and by law must be addressed. No contracts have been
developed for its use.

What catries:ﬁoreﬁwélght;in evaluating the. alternatives, governmental--

concerns or local concerns?



Answer: Neither governmental nor 1local concerns carry more weight over the
other during the alternatives evaluation process. Section 300,68
(3)(1) (1-4) of the National Contingency Plan states that:

(1) Selection of Remedy (1) The
appropriate extent of remedy shall be
determined by the lead agency's selection
of a cost-effective remedial alternative
that effectively mitigates and minimizes
threats to and provides adequate
protection of public health and welfare
and the environment. This will require
selection of a remedy that attains or
exceeds applicable or relevant and
appropriate Federal public health and
environmental requirements that have been
identified for the specific site. (2) In
selecting the appropriate extent of
remedy from among the alternatives that
will achieve adequate protection of
public health and welfare and the
environment in accordance with 300.68
(1) (1), the lead agency will consider
cost, technology, reliability,
adminstrative and other concerns, and
their relevant effects an public health
and welfare and the environment. (3) If
there are no applicable or relevant and
appropriate Federal public health or
environmental requirements, the lead
agency will select that cost-effective
alternative which effectively mitigates
and minimizes threats to and provides
adequate protection of public health and
welfare and the environment considering
cost, technology, and the reliability of
the remedy. (4) Pertinent other Federal
< criteria, advisories, and guidance and
State standards will be considered and
may be used in developing alternatives,
with  adjustments for site-specific
circumstances.

In Section 300.38(3)(1)(2) "other concerns" includes any state or
local concerns. USEPA mandates that the lead agency (in this case
NJDEP) conduct a Community Relations Program which addresses local
government and citizen concerns. This Responsiveness Summary is a
summary of community input.

Issue: We are concerned over ‘the contaminants which do not-have standards and
which could have potential long term effects on health. The standards
for contaminants, should be zero parts per billion. - :
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e information.. -

This year, NJDEP expects to complement USEPA's drinking water criteria
by setting 16 additional state drinking water standards. The laws
under which NJDEP and USEPA function allow for action omly in the event
that contaminant levels present exceed applicable and relevant
standards, criteria or guidelines. All qualifications dbr descriptions
of water quality and all remediation decisions must be made in
reference to these standards. All relevant standards will apply to
present and future sampling.

Removing the entire wastefill will not remove all of the contamination.
Contaminants are already present in the Merchantville Clay. What would
be done about the contamination in the clay if the site were to be
excavated?

That portion of the affected clay would have to be removed.

was the Roebling Steel Facility ever evaluated as impacting the
upgradient ground water quality of FLR?

No. There has not been any evidence of a connection between the two
gites. Roebling Steel is several miles from FLR and is presently being
investigated by USEPA under a separate R1/FS. -

The FS does not evaluate the off-site risk due to on-site emergencies.
We are concerned about the health and safety of local residents during
the construction phase. -

During the Design phase of this project, 8 contingency plan to address
such emergencies will be developed. This plan will be available for
public review upon request. A Health and Safety Plan will be developed
for the future construction activities. The plan will be developed in
coordination with local input.

When will work be jnitiated at FLR?

The Design phase, which averages 12 to 15 months in duration, 1is
scheduled to begin in early 1987. The Construction phase is currently
projected to begin in 1988, following the completion of the Design.
Initiation of further work may be dependent upon Superfund
reauthorization.

Who will perform the Operation and Maintenance (0&M) at the site?

O8M is the responsibility of the NJDEP and will be accomplished under
contract with a private firm.

What is NJDEP's responsibility in keeping the local communities
notified of activities and providing monitoring reports? '

Agreements will be. made with local officials regarding the circulation
of the data results. Other than public meetings and/or briefings at
pre-set points in the_remediation process (or when major events occur)
the community - -has. . the responsibility - of . contacting. NJDEP for ..



Written Comments

Issue: The general .summary of the report (Volume 2, page i) states that "no
significant adverse impacts on the environment or public health have
been posed by the FLR Landfill." By the very definition of a
"Superfund" site, this is a contradiction.

Answer: The statement made in the RI (Vol 2, pg. i) which states, "the
investigations conducted at the FLR Landfill site indicate that no
significant adverse impact on the enviromnmental surroundings or public
health have been imposed by the facility to date" is accurate with
respect to the RI performed by Black and Veatch and does not contradict
its status as a "Superfund” site. The National Priorities List (the
national ranking of sites eligible for Superfund monies) is comprised
of sites with known hazardous wastes that are either presently
Jeopardizing, or have the potential to jeopardize, public health and
the environment. The RI performed at FLR clearly identified hazardous
wastes within the landfill. Although no migration has been evidenced
off-site to date, there exists a potential for a release, leading NJDEP
and USEPA to elect to encapsulate the source.

Issue: Twelve volatile organics, three acid compounds and several heavy metals-
vere detected in the B&V monitoring wells, which translates into a
variety of environmental threats and health hazards. These
contaminants will be a threat to anyone using water from the
Raritan-Magothy. '

Answer: Regarding the variety of contaminants (including volatile organics,
heavy metals and acid compounds) which were detected at elevated
levels, please be aware that none of these parameters exceeded drinking
water standards. The recommended alternative is designed to remove
contaminants from the landfill and will alleviate the hydraulic head on
the Merchantville Clay formation. It is these hydraulic presssures
which serve as the driving force of water through the Merchantville
into the Raritan-Magothy.

Issue: It is not hydrologically astute of the report to say that "the effects
of the contaminant migration from the landfill are limited due to the
dilution of the contaminants in the surface waters of the Assiscunk
Creek.”" Because the water dilutes the contaminants, doesn't mean that
there are less contaminants, but that they are more widely spread.

Angswer: The intent of B&V's statement was not to say that the dilution in the
Assiscunk Creek was an acceptable method of treatment, but rather a
present condition at the site which minimizes off-site impact. As a
result of this and other phenomena, an encapsulation alternative has
been chosen. In addition, sampling will be implemented to address any
potential residual contamination.

Issue: .= There is a contradiction in the two statements that "the investigations
conducted at the FLR Landfill site indicated that no significant
adverse impact on the environmental surroundings or public health have
been imposed.by. the facility to. date" (Vol 2, pg. i) and "it is the
opinion of Black and. Veatch that - off-site .contamination  may - be
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contributed both by unidentified errant sources other than FLR and
limited contribution by the FLR Landfill at this time."

- There is no coﬁtradiction in terms with respect to claiming that FLR 1is

not imposing a significant adverse impact on the environment and that
it could also be 2 contributing source of erratic contamination found
off site. Contaminants found off site were infrequent, with no
distinguishable pattern, and were well below known drinking water
standards. Therefore, it is NJDEP's and USEPA's judgement that there
i{s no significant off-site impact from FLR and traces of contamination
which were found may or may not be associated with the site.

The ground water js contaminated with arsenic, chromium, zinc, ironm,
and total organic compounds and we suspect that this 1is the cause of
the high rate of mysterious i{llnesses and cancer cases in close
proximity to the FLR site. In an unscientific survey, we found a
cancer rate three times higher than the rate for the state of New
Jersey. We petitioned USEPA to do a health survey. The NJDEP spoke
with me about a health survey, but nothing was ever done. We have
contacted a8 university to conduct a survey.

Contaminants found offsite were infrequent, with no pattern and well
below any standards. There is no significant impact by FLR and
contamination which was found may or may not be associated with it.
Therefore, the cause of any illnesses cannot be attributed to FLR at
this time. The New Jersey Department of Health is currently conducting
a Cancer Cluster Investigation in the area. This is a preliminary step
which may lead to a more in-depth survey.

The residents of the Township of Springfield petition for "total

cleanup and removal of all hazardous compounds" from the landfill.

The estimated cost of this remedial action alternative is $300 million.
Although total removal may seem tO be the 1ideal remedial action
alternative, the Superfund budget simply precludes this choice. This
figure represents a substantial portion of the total proposed Superfund
budget over the next several years and this is only one of 888 sites
nationwide.

Furthermore, there are other disadvantages which must be taken into
account when considering this alternative. For example:

- Increases in area traffic over a period of years from thousands of
heavy-duty trucks which would be needed to remove the waste;

- Increases in the risk of off-site contamination posed by potential

accidents involving hazardous waste transportation;

-. Llack ofnlicensqd,diposal facilities available to dispose of such a
large volume of waste material (which would ;probably have to be
placed in another landfill). o

.Wempetitioned;NJDER,to'work closely with us during the course of the .
, RI/FS, but were told that NJDER:uas;unahlejto%neetvvi;hfus..'Heﬁfeel we -
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could have made suggestions concerning the locations of domestic wells
that could have influenced the selection of wells tested.

Requests for additional meetings to discuss sampling data were denied
because data had not yet passed Quality Assurance/Quality Control
review. The data was not available until two days prior to the public
release of the RI/FS. Up until that time, all other information had
been forwarded as it was available. The field sampling plan (the scope
of work for the investigation and probably the most important document
for public input prior to the final report) was forwarded to both Mr.
William Wilkens, Attoiney for Florence Township, as well as to Mr. Dan
Raviv, Mansfield Township's hydrogeologist. Written comments were not
received from either party although Mr. Raviv did telephone the NJDEP
site manager after his review. His only contention with the potable
sampling program was that well-screen depths be determined prior to
sampling. In addition, the proposed potable sampling program was
modified in response to conversations between USEPA/NJDEP and Mrs.
Dorothy Wirth of the Mansfield Township Environmental Commission.

This land was clean in 1973. None of the seven dlternatives presented
will restore the 1land to that condition. There are only two
alternatives presented: no action and containment. Containment will not
work. The contamination will eventually migrate. - Innovative
technologies have been identified and should be explored, .

In most cases, it is not possible to return contaminated land to its
former pristine condition. Containment with leachate. treatment is the
best alternative identified for preventing further environmental
impacts via contaminant migration. In Chapter 3 of the Feasiblity
Study, Black and Veatch evaluated the known technologies to date. The
implementation of a slurry wall was the only applicable state-of-the-
art technology for a thirty-acre landfill. The development of further
alternatives was requested from the communities during the public
meeting for NJDEP/USEPA review. None were received.

The threats posed by FLR are minimal and are representative of those of
a sanitary landfill. Nothing 4in the B&V RI/FS demonstrates any
jpstification for the site's inclusion on the National Priorities List.
The lavishly expensive remediation alternatives presented in the FS are
wholly unwarrranted and represent overly complex methods of closure
that exceed NJDEP's normal requirements for landfill closure.

Although the RI/FS states that the landfill is representative of a
typical municipal sanitary landfill, the data collected during the
field investigation determined the presence of elevated levels of
hazardous substances in the ground water and soils in the FLR Landfill.
Substances found in the ground water in the landfill include 351 ppb
1,1 dichloroethane, 148 ppb ethylbenzene, 787 ppb toluene and 1600 ppb
arsenic. The landfill soils contain 79,609 ppb toluene, 298 ppb
pentachlorophenol, 30,100 ppb bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate and 2030 ppb
tetrachloroethylene. Section 104(a) of CERCLA states that "Wherever

"any hazardous substance is released or there is a substantial threat of

such a. release into. the evironment...the President is. authorized to

act, consistent with the National Contingency Plan (NCP) to provtde:forw‘:
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remedial action relating to such hazardous substances..." The
hazardous substances found in the FLR Landfill pose a threat of release
into the environment and therefore the USEPA and NJDEP are acting to
remediate the site consistent with the NCP. The alternative selected
in the R.0.D. 18 designed to prevent the release of. the hazardous
substances from the landfill into the environment.

Hazardous compounds found in the leachate were at lower concentrations

- than that found two Yyears ago, which indicates & dilution of

contaminants in the wastefill. The impacts on ground and surface water
quality downgradient of the site are minimal.

Dilution of contaminants does not mean that they disappear, rather that
are spread over a larger area. In the case of FLR, ground water in the
landfill containing hazardous substances is migrating from the landfill
i{into the adjacent Pleistocene Aquifer. This release or even the
potential release of hazardous substances provides authorization to
remediate the site consistent with the NCP under Section 104(a) of
CERCLA.

No elevated 1levels of volatile organic compounds were detected in the
air at the site. -

Page ii of the RI report states that "the presence of elevated levels
of volatile organic compounds was not detected (in the ‘-air emissions
from FLR)." This statement .refers to. the fact that mo specific
volatile organic compound was {dentified at elevated levels. The air
data on Tables 8.2, 8.3, and 8.4 do in fact show levels of volatile:
organics onsite as high as 180 parts per million. Regardless of the
results of the air investigations, & remedy involving capping of the
landfill necessitates gas collection and treatment tO alleviate the
build up of gases within the landfill or gas migration through the
ground.

This site was improperly placed on the National Priorities List and
should be delisted now. The RI shows that closure under CERCLA 1is
unnecessary. No significant adverse impact on the environment or
public health have been posed by the facility to date.

Although B&V stated that 'mo significant adverse impact on the
environmental surroundings or public health have been imposed by the
facility to date'", the gotential for adverse impacts exists and is the
justification for remediating this gsite consistent with the NCP. In
its present state, the FLR landfill gite does not meet the criteria for
deletion from the National Priorities List. This site will be eligible
for deletion after the necessary remedial actions are taken and it is
proven, via monitoring, that a potential public health or environmental
threat no longer exists.

The NJDEP and USEPA believe that there {s evidence of some migration
from the FLR landfill into the environment. Downgradient well BV=5S in
the Pleistocene Aquifer, contained 231.61  ppb of total organic

“compounds. The Assiscunk Creek contained 9.42 ppb of pentachlofophenol e

and 16.5 ppd o£~phenol.“:The~nI[FS;est1matcdqthat.contaminantsﬁftom.thg“
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landf1ll’ would migrate through the Merchantville Clay to the
Raritan-Magothy Aquifer in 24 years if the landfill remained in 1its
present state.

This site will soon be surrounded by the proposed BCSWMFC. Any chance
of lateral migration of leachate from FLR will be foreclosed by the
containment barriers which must be constructed for the solid waste
facility.

The containment system for the solid waste facility 1is not being
designed to "foreclose" leachate from FLR and cannot be relied on to do
so. They are independent facilities whose retention mechanisms will
not interact with one another.

Governmental, public and judicial knowledge can certainly be taken with
regard to the serious domestic water supply contamination problem in
private potable water supplies 1located in proximity to the FLR
Landfill. Vinyl chloride, methylene chloride, chloroethane,
1-2-dichlorobenzene, bis (2-ethyl hexyl) phthlate, arsenic and numerous
other carcinogens have been found in significant concentrations in
domestic water supplies in both the shallow Pleistocene Aquifer and the
deep Raritan-Magothy Aquifer.

Some of the concentrations of these contaminants are 1in;excess of five
times the concentrations found in field blanks and therefore merit
further intense investigation. This data has been compiled over the
last several years as a result of tests performed by NJDEP, USEPA,
Burlington County, Mansfield Township and private water well
investigations by concerned residents.

Mansfield Township has, in fact, expended a great deal of time and
money with regard to 1its efforts in having 1ts ground water
hydrologist, Dan Raviv Associates, perform water tests throughout the
township in an effort to analyze contaminant data and contaminant
sources.

The alarmingly high cancer occurrences and cancer related deaths
experienced by residents living in close proximity to the contaminated
wastefill area has been repeatedly communicated to various USEPA and
NJDEP officials over the last several years. Cancer occurrences in the
area of the township where the FLR landfill is located exceed the New
Jersey average by approximately three hundred (300) percent.

At a conference in Washington, D.C., prior to the award of the RI/FS
contract to B&V, William N. Hedeman, Jr., then Director of the Office
of Emergency and Remedial Response in the Federal Superfund Program,
indicated that the domestic water supply contamination problem would be
investigated in conjunction with and as a part of the RI/FS for FLR and
that remediaton of FLR would be coordinated with the 1location and
construction of the BCSWMFC proposed by the Burlington County Board of
Chosen Freeholders on the parcel of land adjacent.to the FLR Landfill
site. . . .
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Township representatives have repeatedly expressed their concerns over
deferring commencement of waste filling operations in the new County
landfill next to the FLR Superfund site until remediation has been
completed and domestic water supplies are free from contamination. The
Township has also expressed an additional concern pertaining to the
location of a 1,200-unit adult community, which is now being completed,
which is supplied by water with two on-site wells. This development is
located approximately one mile from the FLR Wastefill area. Mansfield
and Florence Townships were, therefore, under the opinion and belief,
based upon representations from NJDEP and EPA, that the scoping of the
project included an expansive investigation, dealing with both source
and off-site contamination and environmental concerns, and that the
factors set forth in 40 CFR Section 300.68(e) would be incorporated
into the RI/FS analysis. Pursuant to subsection (e) (1) (31) of 40 CFR
Section. 300.68 (e), the expanded analysis would necessarily include an
analysis of "contaminated drinking water at the tap" and remediation
measures responding thereto, including provision for water supplies.

All of these concerns were again expressed at the first public meeting
arranged by your office which was held on May 2, 1985. Both Townships
and their residents were led to believe that such an expanded analysis
was part of the study, especially in light of the following statements
contained in Section 2.4, entitled Potable Water Supply Well Inventory,
on Page A-14 of B&V's Project Specific Proposal for FLR: . =
"as part of the field operations, a survey of domestic and any
public, water supplies within a one-mile radius of the site will
be conducted. The purpose of this survey will be to identify
domestic water supply wells that may have been impacted by
contaminant migration from the site and to further define the
geologic and hydrologic conditions in the area."

Needless to say, the Townships were dismayed to find, upon receipt and
review of B&V's RI/FS Report two weeks ago, that B&V did not
investigate domestic water supplies within one mile of the contaminated
waste fill area as represented, but, instead, simply tested twenty
domestic wells located in close proximity to the waste fill area. The
Township officials and the residents and professional consultants were
equally dismayed that B&V did not expand their investigation and study
upon finding contaminants in those wells sampled. B&V simply indicated
that further tests should be conducted in the future with respect to
these issues and, as will be discussed in subsequent comments,
indicated that the contaminant source might not be the landfill
inasmuch as the same or similar contaminants were found in both
upgradient and downgradient wells.

Based upon the limited scope of the investigation, B&V concluded in its
RI that the contamination was "source contained". The remediation
alternatives suggested in the FS were predicated upon and presuppose
the accuracy of this conclusion in the RI. The Townships feel that the
remedial alternatives may not accurately or fully address the nature,
scope and breath of appropriate remedial measures if the supposition in.
the RI pertaining to ‘"source contamination" 1s. incorrect,
unsubstantiated: and/or inconclusive. .. XF S
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It 18 the opinion of NJDEP and USEPA that the potable sampling program
performed by B&V was in accordance with Mr. Hedeman's assurances to the
Townships, the CFR and the project-specific proposal submitted by B&V.

As per Mr. Hedeman and the CFR, a domestic water supply investigation
was performed to assess the potential impact of FLR 6n area potable
wells. The traces of contaminants found in potable wells did not
exceed current drinking water standards and could not be directly
associated with FLR. Regarding the “one-mile survey" listed in the
proposal, a survey does not include every home within a one-mile
radius, rather a representative sample of a potentially affected.
Community. B&V, in their response to Dan Raviv's comment letter, did

. in fact, map out the 20 samples taken and found that a one-mile radius

had been addressed (see attached).

The Townships were advised by USEPA and NJDEP that an enforcement
action would be brought by the government(s) under CERCLA to recoup its
costs incurred resulting from investigation and remediation. However,
Page 5-58 of the FS (Volume 3) indicates as follows:

"An endangerment assessment is often prepared as part of the
public health assessment for enforcement-related remediations.
Since the remediation to be performed at the FLR Landfill is not
currently defined as an "enforcement action" under CERCLA, a
separate endangerment assessment has not be performed.

NJDEP's enforcement attorney was present at the June 12, 1986 public
meeting and representations were made at the premeeting conference with
the Municipal officials that an enforcement action would be brought by
the government. The Townships request written confirmation that an
"enforcement action" under CERCLA will be instituted by the government
and that a separate endangerment assessment will be performed and made
available to the Townships within the next several weeks. The
Townships have incurred substantial investigatory and remediation costs
on their own and may wish to commence litigation to recoup their costs.
I am advised that Florence Township has already filed a "Notice of
Claim" under CERCLA.

An exposure assessment was completed (RI/FS, Volume 7, Appendix Q)
which identified the exposure pathways at the site, and as a result the
recommended alternative was designed to eliminate these pathways. The
supplemental sampling program will address both ground water and
surface water quality. 1In the event that contamination is detected in
potable wells at levels which exceed present drinking water criteria
and which can be linked to FLR, a risk assessment will be performed at
that time. With regards to the aforementioned enforcement action, an
investigation to identify potentially reponsible parties (PRPs) 1is in
progress for the purposes of potential cost recovery and enforcement
actions in regard to future costs of remedial activities. Parties
identified as PRPs will be sent notice letters offering them the
opportunity to perform the Design and/or Construction activities
recommended in the Record of Decision before USEPA and NJDEP make a
decision to fund any future work. Should they decline, they are
puieniially. 1iable: for. treble damages. .. Y e C
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Both the RI and FS devote substantial verbiage to an explanation of
groundwater flows in both the shallow aquifers in the Pleistocene
deposits and the deep Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. Reference 1is made to
prior studies and reports focusing on the geologic* and hydrologic
analysis of the site by Geraghty and Miller, Inc. (G&M), Woodward-
Clyde, Richard A. Alaimo Associates, Princeton Aqua Sciences, Inc. and
Roy F. Weston. Page 5-30 of the RI (Volume 2) indicates that "The
configuration of the potentiometric surface contour lines (See Figure
5.7) indicates a general ground-water flow direction from the northwest
to the southeast and. south, toward Assiscunk Creek."” Several sections
in both the RI and FS indicate that this “flow description" applies to
both the shallow aquifers and the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. Other
sections in the reports indicate that this "flow description” applies
to both the shallow aquifers in the Pleistocene deposits. The
Townships request written clarification from B&V as to whether this
"flow description" is limited to an analysis of the shallow aquifer
flows and/or whether the "flow description"” is also applicable to flows
in the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. At the June 12, 1986 public meeting,
Lawrence J. Hosmer of B&V presented a slide which was shown to the
public which appeared to indicate that the flow description applies
only to the shallow aquifers in the pleistocene deposits.

Please refer to the attached B&V letter. .

As 1indicated previously, B&V has offered an opinion that the
groundwater flow is from the northwest to the southeast to the south
towards the Assiscunk Creek. B&V has concluded that the contamination
found in "upgradient" wells cannot be caused by the landfill inasmuch
as the landfill is hydrologically "downgradient". B&V has also
indicated that groundwater flows can be changed by heavy water
utilization and pumping in the area. The Townships feel that an
explanation is in order from B&V to reconcile these two statements and
opinions. The Townships request written confirmation from B&V that the
contamination found in the supposedly "ypgradient" wells cannot
possibly be coming from the FLR waste fill area.

Please refer té the attached B&V letter.

B&V indicates that the waste fill area is located in close proximity to
the Raritan-Magothy recharge area and that this aquifer is recharged by
the Delaware River and through vertical downward infiltration from
overlying Wwater sources. B&V has also indicated that the
Merchantville Clay Formation, which overlies the Raritan-Magothy
Aquifer, "...is fairly irregular and suggests the presence of remnant
fluvial-induced, erosional features." Not withstanding the foregoing
comments, B&V has determined that the existence of the Merchantville
Clay Formation can be expected to protect the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer
from leachate contamination. These statements and this analysis
appears to conflict. - If the Raritan-Magothy is "impermeable”, the
Raritan-Magothy Aquifer would not be able to be recharged by vertical

gseepage from: shallow aquifers. The Townships request a written ..

explanation from B&V. further expanding upon the. "permeability factors"
';It.1s~alsortafbe“noted;an“I
advised at the June 12 public meeting; that Beatrice Tylutki testified
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in court proceedings in the late 1970's that the Merchantville Clay
Formation had been pierced under the waste fill area and that the waste
£f111 leachate was then contaminating the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. An
explanation is in order as to why DEP and B&V's current position
appears to be that the Merchantville Clay Formation*-has not been
plerced and that there 1is no contamination seeping into the
Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. '

The RI/FS report did not state that the Merchantville Clay Formation
was "impermeable" but rather was characterized by low permeability. 1In
fact, B&V has acknowledged that, given present conditions, break
through of the clay would occur in 24 years. As a result, the
recommended alternative seeks to mitigate the driving hydraulic force
which "pushes" the contaminants through the clay. This will be
achieved by encapsulating at the 1landfill with state-of-the-art
technologies, and by extraction of the remaining liquids within the
f11l material. In response to the inquiry as to the testimony of
Beatrice Tylutki, the site manager, Beth Muhler, has contacted Mayor.
Sharon Worrell of Florence Township to obtain the .court proceedings.
However, their existence does not alter the fact that neither the pump
tests nor the samples taken during the RI/FS indicated a direct
hydraulic interconnection between the upper and lower aquifers. In the
event that the court proceedings do indicate a "pit" of some sort, this
information will be considered during the Design phase. .

SURFACE WATER IMPACTS AND SOIL SAMPLINGS. Methylene chloride was found
in both the surface water and soil samples that were taken. B&V
concludes that water quality in the Assiscunk Creek has "changed
slightly in the last three years'" and that several constituents exceed
the state's water quality standards. A review of Table 6.1, which
compares upstream and downstream stations, reveals that fecal
chloroform, fecal strep and phosphate levels are all in violation of
the State standards. A series of other chemicals, including phenol,
were present in both the Assiscunk Creek and the drainage channel
located adjacent to Cedar Lane extension. B&V indicates that "it is
also -theoretically possible that these constituents are emanating from
the waste fill since phenol was present in the water in BV-2S and
pentachlorophenol was present in the soil in B-03.". B&V also found
that phthalate contamination actually increased in concentration
approximately 54 feet into the Merchantville Formation. The existence
of the methylene chloride contamination along with the other
contaminants that were found at the levels that they were found in the
soils and in the Assiscunk Creek should have spurred additional
investigation by B&V. However, B&V simply reported the existence of
the contaminants and stopped 1its investigation after rendering an

" opinion that the contamination could not be caused from the waste fill

area. It is obvious to anyone investigating the FLR Landfill that it
is the only source of contamination in those portions of Florence and
Mansfield Townships. B&V should have expanded its investigation as
opposed to stopping its investigation when these contaminants, at the
levels found, were detected.

The- RI/FS :found. that. the - trace. levels of contaminants:- detected in the .
surface water and soils could not be directly linked to FLR in the form
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of a ground water plume, but acknowledged FLR to be & potential source.
It is the acknowledgement that has prompted both the USEPA and the
NJDEP to endorse the complete containment of the landfill. In

. addition, toO address potential residual contamination, 8 sanpling

program will be {nitiated in the Design phase and has been incorporated
as part of the selected remedy.

There has been mpisinterpretation with respect toO B&V's statement
regarding the concentrations of contaminants i{ncreasing at 50-60 feet
in the Merchantville Clay. This depth reference was relative to the
top of the wastefill and represents the junction of the clay and the
wastefill, For further clarification, refer to Volume 2, table 7.3,
tyastefi11l" heading, B02-02 and Volume 2, Figures 4.5-4.8.

REMEDIATION ALTERNATIVES. At the June 12, 1986 public meeting, DEP and
B&V indicated that Alternative 3, with modifications thereto, would be
the selected remediation procedure. The Townships feel that additional
off-site monitoring wells should be jncluded in the remediation process
to further investigate contaminant levels. Additionally, provisions
for potable water supply for the residents 1in the area should be
{ncluded in the remediation alternative. Many of the residents living
in close proximity to the landfill have been drinking bottled water
since the late 1970's. Installation of a water 1ine connected to the
Burlington Township public water supply is in order for the protection
of these individuals. e

An additional sampling program has been included in the selected
remedial alternative. This program will include the implementation of
additional upgradient and downgradient monitoring wells and the
respective sampling of these wells, pre-existing wvells, select potable
wells, surface water and sediment matrices.

Consistent with the explanation provided in the June 12, 1986 public
meeting, the provision for a public water supply cannot be performed
via the FLR Superfund Project. All data, to date, has not indicated an
impact from the landfill on local potable supply wells. Methylene
chloride, the reoccurring contaminant found in the potable wells, was
found both upgradient and downgradient of the landfill and was well
below drinking water standards. In the event that future sampling
demonstrates a potential public health problem associated with the
drinking water supplies, appropriate remedial action will Dbe
considered.

It is my understanding that 2-ethyl hexyl phthalate concentrations were
found in wells that have been installed by Burlington County on the
tract of land adjacent to the FLR Landfill where the new County
Landfill is to be located. Based upon the B&V reports, this area is
supposed to be "upgradient". An explanation is requested from B&V as
to how this situationﬂcould occur. As referred to earlier in this
letter, B&V has neglected to {nvestigate- the sources . of the
contaminants found in the supposedly "upgradient" wells. A wmore
intense and detailed investigation and analysis.ofkthis.issue,must be

.- conducted: -
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Answer: Levels of. bis-2-ethyl-hexyl phthalate, well below current drinking
water standards, were found both by Burlington County during their
field investigations and by USEPA in their August 1985 investigation of

~ the water problems being experienced by the people of Columbus. This
is a reccurring regional problem that Mansfield Township's own
hydrologist, Dan Raviv Associates, has not been able to pinpoint a
source for. 1Its occurrence has been so varied and irregular that no
direct link has been established to FLR or any other source. NJDEP has
begun to investigate potential sources, other than FLR, that might be
the cause of the phenomenon.

B&V was contracted through federal funding to address the FLR landfill
and its subsequent impact on the environment and public health of the
surrounding community. Ground water flows were established in
agreement with the NJDEP's Division of Water Resources, and upgradient
and downgradient flow conditions clearly defined. You are referred to
the attached B&V letter for a further discussion of this issue.

Issue: The accuracy of the lab tests and data that was compiled 1s
questionable in light of all of the Quality Assurance problems and
improper testing procedires utilized. The conclusions drawn by B&V are
based upon the inaccurate and incorrect data. It is suggested that-
retesting and reanalysis is in order to assure the quality of the lab ~
results and data on hand. .

Answer: Attached, please find an intra-Departmental memorandum which summarizes
the qualifications on the laboratory data. This should replace
Appendix G of the RI/FS which was an incomplete ' draft of this
attachment. In addition, the "QD" denotation on the six potable
samples is incorrect. It referred to the qualifications on the first
round of sampling. The numbers presented represent the resampling
performed for the volatile organic fraction which had originally
exceeded holding times. In light of this informationm, the quality

assurance problems, after resampling, were minimal.
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SUITE 200. 240) RESEARCH BOULEVARD
ROCKVILLE MARYLAND 20850

June 27, 1986

Ms. Beth I. Muhler, Site Manager

Nev Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection

Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration

428 East State Street, Second Floor

Trenton, Nev Jersey 08625

Dear Ms. Muhler:
Re: Response to Public Comment -

Florence Land Recontouring (FLR)
Landfill RI/FS °

. In accordance vith your request, ve have revieved the comments received
by the Nev Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) from the
firms of Parker, McCay & Criscuolo, P.C. and Dan Raviv Associates, Inc.
(DRAI) during the public comment period relative to the remedial
investigation/ feasibility study conducted at the FLR Landfill in Burlington
County, Nev Jersey. The comments offered by DRAI are specifically addressed
in this response. General information is also provided to assist the NJDEP in
responding to Parker, McCay & Criscuolo, and as a result of a Black & Veatch
reviev of the "Preliminary Interpretation of the Regional Hydrogeology in the
Vicinity of the FLR Landfill", prepared by DRAI. This response is organized so
as to directly correlate wvith the points addressed by DRAI.

1. Merchantville Formation Characterization

Comment : .

"Black & Veatch indicate that the Merchantville occurring in the
study area consists of strata of clay, silt, and sand which are
vertically and laterally discontinuous. The report is deficient in
describing the occurrence and lateral movement of ground vater in the
Merchantville, vhich would impact potential contaminant movement from
vastes in the overlying FLR landfill. A quantitative analysis of the
rate of dovnvard infiltration, based on differences in ground water
levels betveen all three units, is also lacking in the Black & Veatch
study."”

Response:

, Discussion {presénted in the RI report vith respect:to.the potential for -
the vertical and lateral migration of: contaminants: through the Merchantville
Formation is necessarily limited to the extent of data.availuble. A quantita-



BLACK & VEATCH

Nev Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Ms. Beth I. Muhler 2 June' 27, 1986

tive assessment of vertical and lateral flow through the Merchantville
Formation, and an assessment of the potential for contamination. of the
Raritan-Magothy Formation by the landfill, were not performed during the RI/FS
because the existing database vas not sufficient considering the heterogeneous
character of the formation. The hydraulic conductivity of each of the 3
geologic units is indeed integral to determining cross contamination
potential; hovever, the level of detail appropriate to the overall scope of
the study was applied in order to determine the physical properties of each
unit. Additional data on the head and the vertical/horizontal permeability
distributions across the Merchantville Formation would be required to prepare
a reasonably precise, quantitative assessment. This level of data is being
~gathered by Voodvard-Clyde Consultants for the confining unit underlying the
proposed Burlington County SWMFC. By analogy, justified by the proximity of
the facility to the FLR Landfill site and similar depositional and physical
properties of the Merchantville and Voodbury clays, the Voodvard-Clyde data
and assessment would most probably be reasonably applicable, and therefore
could be employed at the FLR Landfill site, once complete. It is anticipated
that this information, based upon preliminary discussions with Voodward-Clyde,
vould correlate favorably vith the parameters utilized for the Merchantiville
clay at the FLR Landfill. -

The ability of the middle stratum, the Merchantville:Formation clay, to
maintain the 2 overlying/underlying aquifers as separate units was measured
during this study in terms of a vertical permeability (k. ). As discussed
in Section 5.1.2, page 5-3 of the RI report, thg kv value of the Merchantville
clay underlying the site averages 1.2 x 10™ centimeters per second
(em/sec). Laboratory analysis7of the coefficient of permeability north of the
FLR Landfill site was 10 x 10~/ em/sec. These data are limited to vertical
permeability; the relationship of the horizontal permeability to the vertical
permeability can vary throughout a stratum, but may generally be represented
by a translational factor.

For a homogeneous, isotropic material, k and k would be the same, oOr
k /kv = 1.0 would be appropriate; hoveVer, most formations have a
cna:actetistically greater component of permeability in the horizontal
direction as.a result of depositional patterns vhich subsequently control
lateral migration. Literature and experience with the Merchantville Formation
clay indicates an approximate horizontal permeability on the order of 5 times
the vertical permeability. Lateral movement of ground vater in the formation
is, hovever, limited by both the soil and depositional characteristics within
the unit. As described in Section 7.1.1.2 of the RI report,

n...the Merchantville Formation materials consisted primarily of a
greenish-gray to olive-black, glauconitic silty, clayey sand, with
occasional thin lenses of sand.”

Relatively impervious pockets and thin lenses within the Merchantville
Formation could theoretically transmit water if an outlet wvere available;
hovever, ground-vater . flowv cannot, in general, be transmitted through the
lenses due to the discontinuity of the Merchantvillematrix.
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The presence of ground vater vithin the Merchantville Formation was
determined by a review of the physical parameters of the.soil. Samples of the
Merchantville clay vere obtained and subjected to physical testing to
determine density, moisture content, particle-size and hydraulic conductivity;
in addition, calculations vere performed utilizing recorded vater levels to
determine permeability and hydraulic gradients. The Merchantville Formation:
discussion did not elaborate upon ground-vater flov or occurrence due to the
lack of ground vater detected vithin the matrix.

2. Ground-Vater Flovw

Comment:

n"Ground vater in the Pleistocene aquifer and Raritan-Magothy aquifer
{s described as moving in a southeast direction. These flov
directions are based on vater level measurements taken at the FLR
site only. The Black & Veatch study is deficient in information
concerning the relationship betveen ground vater flov directions at
the site and the surrounding area. Consequently, evaluationg
concerning the impact of the FLR and proposed BCSWMFC on area ground
vater flow directions and potential contaminant migration routes
cannot be made." o

Response:

At the FLR Landfill site, several factors influence the ground-water flow
pattern, such as the proximity of Assiscunk Creek, on-site leachate pumping,
and the hydraulic head on each geologic unit. These factors in addition to
vater level measurements observed in each well wvere considered vhen
determining ground-vater flov. Off-site influences such as major vell fields
and the BCSWMFC may additionally have an affect on the local hydrologic
regime. The RI report is intended to discuss the near-local pattern of
ground-vater flov; a complete regional hydrologic assessment of the ground
vater. was not performed since the CERCLA program confines the study area to
the site and immediate influences.

The regional flov direction tovard the southeast in the Raritan aquifer
beneath the site vas determined from potentiometric levels in the monitoring
vells. This direction is consistent vith previous data developed by Geraghty
& Miller, vith the Voodvard-Clyde data developed for the proposed BCSWMFC, and
vith the original pre-pumping regional flov pattern in the aquifer. This flow
pattern has been observed at and near the site during the several recent
investigations (and is supported by the DRAIL "preliminary Investigation");
misinterpretation of this regional flov direction is therefore unlikely.

Near Camden, and at other locations, large pumping troughs have disturbed
the original potentiometric surface and the orignal flov direction in the
aquifer. Some small-scale maps depict the trough as extending to the vicinity
of the site, but the effects of pumping at more distant centers such as this
are not yet apparent at. the. site. The potential impact of the Burlington -
County. facility on flov. in~the Raritan-Magothy Formation.relates primarily to
a reduced aquifer recharge’ over the :facility area. ~ That aspect has been
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analyzed by VWoodvard-Clyde in their report to Burlington County. If a
substantial reduction of the recharge was to occur, a flov component from the
FLR Landfill tovard the County facility might be expected to originate.
Hovever, the Burlington County facility represents a relatively small portion
of the total recharge area available to the Raritan aquifer, and therefore the

likelihood of a significant depression occurring is remote.

The potential for

a depression occurring would be further mitigated by the short-term mounding
effect vhich could occur during loading of the soil structure with the BCSWMFC
landfill.

3.

have -an-. effect.:on :the ability of well BV-4S

Location of BV-4D

Comment :

"Sampling of deep well BV-4D vhich was constructed to monitor
upgradient conditions (background) in the deep aquifer indicated the
occurrence of contaminated ground water. In our opinion, this well
is located too close to the existing lagoons to be qualified, as. a
background well. Mounding effects due to the operation of thé
lagoons may have caused downwvard and localized upgtadient movement of
contaminated ground vater recharge." ts

Response:

The comment poses two questions. If the well reference is incorrectly
stated in the comment; i.e., BV-45S is potentially locally downgradient and
contaminated by the lagoons rather than BV-4D, the RI report describes Black &
Veatch vell number BV-4S as regionally upgradient, but locally downgradient of
the site. Tvo portions of Section 5.3.3 of the RI report describe
location of BV-4S as follows:

"A portion of the ground-vater flow beneath the wastefill was
diverted beneath the vestern end of the wastefill. This may be due
to the removal of overburden material beneath a large portion of the
wastefill and replacement with low-permeability waste, thereby
creating a barrier to ground-water flow. A shallov surface
depression over the area appears to be recharged by ground-vater flow
resulting from the "damming" effect created by the low-permeability
material. It is assumed that this pond receives both surface-wvater
run-off and ground-vater inflowv. Downgradient, in the southern
portion of the higher transmissivity zone, the ground-vater flow
divides partly toward Assiscunk Creek and the remainder tovard Cedar
Lane Extension. The lov-permeability zone located near GM-39  and
GM-48 appears to promote this diversion. Based on this analysis,
vell BV-4S is considered to be located regionally, hydraulically
upgradient of the vastefill, and wells BV-5S ,and BV-6S are located
dovngradient of the vastefill. .

the

Ground-vater: mounding beneath the lagoons: in this instance ‘may indeed

.to  serve. as an. upgradien

(background) well. As described in - the: RI, local discharge from the lagoon_
could occur through the vadose zone in a radial pattern until intercepted in
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the gtound-vater'regime; a -mounding effect could thereby be created which
wvould permit local; i.e., in the vicinity of the lagoons, flov in a
northwesterly direction (regionally upgradient). Hovever, upon mixing with
the regional ground vater, the direction would reverse to characterize the
regional flow direction. Monitoring in the "mixing zone" could be indicative
of conditions vhich do not represent regional background. For this reason,
additional off-site monitoring wells are proposed for installation during the
design of the site remediation, and incorporation into the overall site
monitoring system. ’

The thickness of the Merchantville Formation in the vicinity of vells
BV-4S/D wvas determined to be approximately 68 feet. Mounding of the Raritan
aquifer at this location, created by surcharge loading of the surface by the
lagoons, is highly remote considering the light applied loads and pressure
distribution vith depth. significant recharge of the Raritan aquifer, through
the Pleistocene deposits and the Merchantville Formation, by the lagoons is
also considered remote since contaminants released by the lagoons wvould be
intercepted, diluted and transported by the shallov aquifer, thereby
minimizing the contaminants available for further vertical percolation._ The
increased hydraulic head applied by the mounding in the shallov aquifer, in an
area in vhich the Pleistocene deposits are thin (on the order of 10 feet in
thickness) would be minimal, resulting in a limited vgrtical migration
potential through the Merchantville Formation; this increaséd head would most
probably be offset by the relatively greater thickness of the Merchantville
Formation in this area. Contamination noted in the analysis of samples from
BV-4D is therefore considered to be generated by off-site, upgradient sources.

Monitoring well BV-4D is considered to represent regional upgradient
conditions in the Raritan aquifer, as stated in Section 5.3.3 of the RI
report:

npotentiometric surface maps of the Raritan aquifer wvere constructed
based on wvater-level measurements. The elevations of the vater
surface ranged from -3.0 feet Mean Sea level Datum (msl) near the
leachate lagoons to -6.0 feet msl. The potentiometric contours
fconsist _of nearly straight lines vith equal interspacing indicating
flov direction toward the southeast. In a regional sense, vell BV-4D
is therefore located hydraulically upgradient of the vastefill, and
vell BV-6D is located dovngradient.” '

As stated previously, additional upgradient vells, to be installed during the
design phase, vill be intended to verify this assertion.

4. Transmissivity of the Merchantville Formation

Comment:

"The evaluations are deficient in data pertaining to vater level
response in the Merchantville Formation during the tests. This data
" i{s necessary for quantitification of the amount of .ground vater and
subsequent.. routes: of Jﬁpotential.”;contaninants, ‘released. .to the.
Raritan-Magothy 'aquifer“nnder“punping-conditions (e.g. ‘from ground
vater supply.vells).” '
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Response:

Vater level responses vere not observed in the Merchantville Formation as
the purpose of the pump tests in the deep vells vas to ascertain the hydraulic
characteristics of the Raritan aquifer at these locations. Other techniques;
e.g., literature search values and laboratory testing of relatively
undisturbed samples for permeability and particle-size characterization,
rather than in-situ, full-scale pump tests vere employed to determine the
hydraulic characteristics of the Merchantville Formation.

5. Drawvdowvn Effect

Comment:

"Black & Veatch indicate that no effects of pumping in
the Raritan-magothy vere observed in the shallov aquifer. A positive
response would be indicative of the potential for downvard ground
vater movement and subsequent potential contaminant movement. A
deficiency in this interpretation is that it is possible that the
duration and rate of testing vere too low to cause sufficient amounts- .
of ground wvater movement during the short testing period. Black &
Veatch indicate that a "significant recharge effect” vas observed
during the testing of wells completed in the Raritan-Magothy
Formation. This affect may be ' the result of ground-vater being
released from the overlying Merchantville Formation which has been
characterized by Black & Veatch to be of low permeability and an
effective barrier to downward contaminent movement, but also a source
of recharge.”

Response:

The Raritan aquifer is one of the major potable vater resources for the
Nev Jersey coastal plain; many of the domestic and municipal well fields 1in
the area_ withdrav wvater from this aquifer. Since the available yield in the
Raritan aquifer is significant, the small-scale, limited pump tests conducted
during the RI/FS placed a localized, and therefore inconsequential overall
demanid on the aquifer system. Unless the aquifer wvas sufficiently stressed so
as not to be readily recharged, thereby developing a suction head on the
overlying Merchantville Formation, flow through the Merchantville Formation
clay would necessarily be driven, and limited by the physical characteristics
of the formation such as permeability and the gradients applied by the
overlying strata. Since it is not reasonable, in an investigation of this
type, to stress an aquifer with such a significant yield as the Raritan, the
duration and rate of pumping in these tests should have no impact on the
transmission characteristics of the overlying Merchantville Formation.

6. Transmissivity Values

Comment:

"Many of the -assumptions:inherent in the methods of analysis used to
evaluate the aquifer ‘hydraulics-testing-data are:violated “due *to*
their application to observations made solely in pumped vells.
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Consequently, the transmissivity values obtained from the evaluations
are subject to error. The transmissivity values obtained by Black &
Veatch for the Raritan-Magothy formation are consistently lower
(greater than an order of magnitude) than those reported by the USGS
(Gill and Farlekus, 1976). Using lowver transmissivity values might
lead to a false sense of safety in determining if a pumping vell,
vhich wvas completed in the Magothy-Raritan aquifer near the site,
could be affected by potential contamination."

Response:

Pump test data from the 3 deep wells wvere interpreted using standard
analytical techniques (Theis and Jacob for dravdown and recovery periods).
The pump test set-up; i.e., single-vell, limited test duration, may be debated
as to the level of accuracy produced, but the interpretation represents an
appropriate application of the technique vithin the bounds of the test set-up.

The pump test results indicate that the transmissivity and hydraulic
conductivity values varied by over an order of magnitude for the tested
sections of the 3 vells. Such variability is consistent vith the lithology of
the sections. The reported "recharge or discharge" effects apparent for the
. test curves wvere logically interpreted as manifestations of the lenticular
character of several horizons, an observation also indicated by geologic data.
In addition, as only the upper 20 feet of the aquifer section vas tested, the
values obtained should not be interpreted as representative of the entire
aquifer section. Also, any comparison of the site-specific values of the
aquifer parameters vith the "regional" values can be made only if the aspects
of variability and position of the test section are considered.

7. Domestic Vell Contaminant Source

Comment :

"The study indicates the occurrence of numerous landfill affiliated
“contaminants in ground vater at the FLR site. The Black & Veatch
study initially states that methylene chloride was the only
contaminant detected in sampled domestic vells located upgradient and
downgradient of the site. The levels detected are reported by Black
& Veatch to be significantly less than the suggested USEPA health
advisory criteria. Black & Veatch indicates, further on in the
study, that other contaminants (Acid Base Neutral Compounds) wvere
found in the majority of the domestic wells sampled. The ground
vater quality in the area of the site is qualified by Black & Veatch
as "good". No definitive statement is made concerning the sources of
the detected compounds.”

Response:

The concentrations of methylene chloride in domestic vell vater samples;. ...

vhile.“signiiicantlyﬁlover than health advisoryﬁstandaxds._ve:e. exhibited in™
higher levels and detectedq:noreu“frequently:_than .the: acid extractable or
base/neutral . compounds. Due to a lack of existing criteria, standards, or
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advisory levels for the compounds detected which fall within the acid
extractable or base/neutral fractions, specific comparisons and statements as
to the water quality cannot be made; no definitive statement wvas therefore
offered regarding the potential for health hazard. However, based upon the
number, types and levels of contaminants present, and consideration of areal
background and anticipated levels, the overall wvater quality vas characterized
as good.

In response to the comment that ™"no definitive statement is made
regarding the sources"” of these compounds detected, a variety of possible
sources could be considered. Several sources potentially contributing to the
acid/base/neutral compound levels detected include: other 1land disposal
operations in close proximity (several of which are under investigation by the
USEPA/NJDEP at the present time); other commercial/industrial operations; and
agricultural sources. In addition, the mere installation of domestic wells has
a history of being a primary contributor of phthalate compounds in wvell vater
due to the construction components of the wells. Contributions by the above
sources are beyond the consideration of the FLR Landfill RI/FS activities,
vhich are intended to identify contaminants in the wvastefill and the extent,
if any, of their migration, but not the identification of external
contaminants and sources.

8. Domestic Vell Sampling Protocol -

Comment:

"It does not appear that Black & Veatch compiled well logs for the
domestic wells which were sampled during this investigation. In
addition, the protocols for domestic well sampling are not presented
in the RI."

Response:

A search of records maintained by the NJDEP, Division of Water Resources
vas conducted at the outset of the FLR Landfill RI/FS studies. This search
vas -intended to identify and assimilate data on domestic wells wvithin a 1.0 -
mile ‘radius of the site. (A copy of the data obtained for the domestic wells
is attached to this letter.) Based upon this data, prior sampling locations
and information developed during previous studies, and intervievs with
residents in the area, the 20 domestic wvell locations were jointly identified
by USEPA/NJDEP and Black & Veatch. These locations were selected as
representing a variety of conditions, such as aquifer tapped, location in the
aquifer vith respect to the FLR Landfill site, availability of sampling
points, and sampling history, and vere authorized by the appropriate owners.

The sampling of the domestic wells wvas performed in accordance with both
NJDEP and USEPA sampling procedures, as described in the Black & Veatch,
Engineers-Architects, Field Sampling Plan for the Florence Land Recontouring
Landfill site, dated May 17, 1985. All samples were collected from that point
in closest proximity to the well, and most' accessible. Strict
decontamination, sample: packaging and handling, and. chain-of-custody protocols
vere exercised during the execution of this task. -
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Prior to sample collection, water vas evacuated from the point source for
15 to 30 minutes to flush residual contaminants commonly built-up in’ domestic
plumbing. The location of each point source varied dependent upon domestic
vell availability. In addition, care vas taken to avoid wvater treatment
systems such as softeners so as not to introduce any "nev" constituents which
could affect the ionic conditions in the vater. The specified locations of
each point source vhere a domestic vell vater sample vas obtained is specified
in Table 1. The locations of each source point vas a factor considered during
the evaluation of final analytical data.

9. pData Restrictions

Comment:

"It is strange that Black & Veatch, after their rextensive’ sampling
program, devoted one section of the RI (Section 10.0) as a disclaimer
to the quality and reliability of the analytical results of their
investigation." ,

Response: -

Section 10.0 of the RI does not offer a ndisclaimer to'the quality and
reliability of the analytical results..."; this section discusses the bounds
of reasonable extrapolation and limitations imposed by the data assimilated
from this and prior investigations at the site. As vith any scientific study,
findings and conclusions can only be drawvn from valid datapoints, and
reasonably extended from representing a specific situation to characterizing a
general finding. vith increased datapoints, reliability is increased through
repetitive, replicating data; i.e., the hypothesis is verified. Broader-based
data also extends the ability to laterally extrapolate general findings with a
reasonable assurance of accuracy. This discussion of scientific method is
addressed for the FLR Land£ill RI/FS in Section 10.3: Qualifications on the
Remedial Investigation, the first paragraph of vhich follovs:

_"Any site investigation is based upon a 1imited amount of data, from
‘which judgment must be applied in order to characterize the site.
Every investigation could generally benefit from the collection of
additional field data, in the form of additional test borings,
monitoring stations, analytical data points, etc., but this is
neither practical nor cost effective. Vith this understanding,
reasonable and prudent judgment must be utilized in assessing the
data available. Therefore, vhile additional data would be useful in
verifying the conclusions in this remedial investigation, the level
of data has been sufficient to drav reasonable conclusions. Hovever,
in examining these conclusions, it is prudent to appreciate the
reliability of the results; therefore, several qualifications of the
remedial investigation are presented in this section.”

This section of the RI was incorporated in the interest of full
disclosure of the basis upon vhich conclusions vere dravn ' during- the FLR.

Landfill RI/FS.  No  statement. is intended .to: imply. that.. the conclusions -

presented in tl:e RI/FS are not supported: by :the data collected, .or that the
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Table 1: Domestic Well Locations

Sample Owner/ .. ‘
Identification Residence " Location of Point Source

GV-DW09 Vorrell Front faucet on right side.

GVW-DV10 Roche Faucet on rear side.

GW-DV11 Roche Faucet on left side of garage.

GV-DVW12 _ Horton Faucet on rear, near porch.

GV-DV14 Burnett Faucet in rear.

GV-DV16 Conlow Faucet in rear on right.

GV-DV17 Moska Open well in front yard.

GV-DVW19 Lovenduski Hose faucet on south side.

GVW-DV22S Marshall Faucet in rear on right side.

GV-DV22D Marshall Dug vell (cistern) in yard on

' right side.

GW-DV50 Miller In a shed laundry spigot.

GV-DV51 Freck Faucet in rear on left side.

GV-DW52 “Hall Faucet on south side.

GV-DV53 - Cummings Utility sink in garage. -

GV-DVW54 Meise Faucet in front. '

- GW-DW55 Rule Faucet in front on left side

GW-DW56 Neindorf Dug vell (cistezn).'in front

yard.
GW-DW57 Commercio A line from a 50-gallon holding
tank. .
GV-DW58 Maragalino In house, bathroom faucet.

GW-DW59 Potts Faucet in rear on right.
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study findings are not reasonable interpretations based upon the data
‘developed. The laboratory data qualifications do, .. hovever, present
limitations, or gaps, vhich should be eliminated by supplemental information
to be collected to verify and reconfirm the data upon vhich remediation
decisions have been made. The acquisition of this supplemental information was
subsequently addressed in the feasibility study as a design, implementation,
and operational requirement for broad-based monitoring programs.

General Comments

The conclusion of DRAI is that "the RI/FS {is deficient in its treatment
of the impact on regional hydrogeology, vater resources, and vater quality"”.
In support of this opinion, "a cursory evaluation as conducted by DRAI of the
regional hydrogeology and its interaction with the FLR is presented in (as)
Attachment I". Attachment I, entitled "Preliminary Interpretation of the
Regional Hydrogeology in the Vicinity of the FLR Landfill", summarizes
existing vell data collected from a records search for wvells in Mansfield
Township. These vells exhibit a geographic centroid at a distance of
approximately 2.25 miles from the FLR Landfill site. Three vells in Florence
Towvnship, near the township line, and 3 deep vells on the FLR landfill site,
installed during the 1982 Geraghty & Miller investigation are also
incorporated. Two concentrations of these vells are addressed .as a focus of
the study; one vest of Columbus, at an approximate distance of closest
approach of 1.4 miles from the FLR Landfill site, and the other in Columbus,
at an approximate distance of 2.6 miles from the site. While definite
boundaries cannot generally be defined for the area of influence of a facility
such as the FLR Landfill, a 1.0-mile distance is considered reasonable. This
radius from the FLR Landfill, and the domestic wells surveyed within that
approximate boundary during the RI/FS, are presented on Figure 1. It should
be noted that only 4 of the DRAI domestic wells fall within the 1.0-mile
boundary.

The DRAI "cursory evaluation" further presents isopleth mapping of the
"shallov aquifer ground-water elevation", the "deep aquifer potentiometric
surface elevation", and the "elevation of top of Woodbury Formation". These
interpretations are based upon the domestic wvell data presented previously.
These ;interpretations may indeed be reasonable and representative of the study
area; hovever, the study area only peripherally includes the FLR Landfill.
The shallov aquifer map is based upon an effective total of 5 data locations,
only one of vhich is within 1.0-mile of the FLR Landfill site. Extrapolations
of the ground-vater surface in the vicinity of the FLR Landfill are therefore
vithout adequate basis. WVhile flow is indicated across the FLR Landfill site
tovard the northvest, conflicting data from the RI/FS and other sources near
the site have not been incorporated, as is evidenced by equipotential lines
vith an elevation of +40 feet, mean sea level (msl) datum crossing Assiscunk
Creek at a point wvhere the free surface-vater elevation in the creek is
approximately elevation +15 feet msl. In general, the development of a
ground-vater surface map for this large area based upon 5 data points is not
reasonable, particularly since the surface |is, in large measure,
topographically controlled.
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The DRAI poténtiometric surface map for the deep aquifer is in essential
accord with the conclusions of the RI/FS. Since a Voodbury Formation surface
isopleth vas not prepared for the RI/FS, no comparisons are appropriate in
this regard. Therefore, in summary, vhile the DRAI data and interpretation in
those areas vhich have adequate datapoints may be correct, extrapolation of
this information beyond the fringe of the study area is not wvarranted, and
therefore not reliable. As evidenced above, such extrapolations represent
conjecture at best. The interpretation of the shallov aquifer flowv aside, the
wcursory evaluation” is considered to support the overall conclusions of the

RI/FS.

Ve trust these responses are adequate within the given time-frame;
additional discussion is available if so varranted. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,

BLACK & VEATCH

. Lavrence Hosmer

seb
Attachments
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MEMORANDUM MAY 13 1386
" T0: BETH MUHLER, Site Manager, BSM - R
THROUGH: MARJA VAN OUWERKERK, Assistant Chief, BEERAYV\V'
FROM: ANNE DECICCO, Technical Coordinator, BEERA Af)
'SUBJECT: FLORENCE LAND RECONTOURING LANDFILL: QUALIFICATIONS ON THE

RI/FS DATA

'As you are aware, finalization of the Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study for the subject site has been delayed due to the numerous
laboratory quality assurance issues surrounding the chemical analytical
results of this study. ETC Corporation performed the majority of the
analytical work on this project. 0On April 9, 1986, a meeting was held to
discuss these quality assurance issues with representatives from NJDEP,
Black & Veatch (prime contractor) and ETC Corporation in attendance.
Ouring the meeting, ETC was presented with a list of outstanding quality
assurance items to address, which had been prepared by Tien-Nye Vaccari of
the DWM - Office of Quality Assurance. These items were presented to ETC
in anticipation that ETC could provide additional information in order to
reduce the number and type of qualifications on some of the data. Through
an April 24, 1986 letter to Lawrence Hosmer, B&v, ETC provided a response
to these items. Based on a review of the ETC response with Ms. Vaccari,
OQA ‘(in a meeting on May 5, 1986), the final qualifications on the
analytical results for this site were outlined and are provided in
Attachement 1. Air data has not yet been submitted for review, therefore,
it has not been included here.

As a forward comment, the outstanding QA issues primarily include
exceedance of sample holding time for volatile organic and base/nuetral
extractable fractions in some of the samples and trip/field blank
contamination (methylenebhloride and Phthalates).. :

In general, the data provide a good representation of the quality of
the matrices sampled, however, due to the qualifications noted in
Attachement 1, in some cases, the contaminant values reported are not
exact. .. . A

New Jersey Is An Equal Opporiunity Employer



Attachment 1

‘.

Provided below are non-correctable quality assurance issues which have
resulted in usable yet qualified data:

Batch 1 -- Surface Water and Sediment Samples

For surface water samples, all data are acceptable except for the acid
extractable fraction of Sw-04-01. It should be noted that Sw-03-02 was
also unacceptable, however, a duplicate of this sample, SW-03-02, has been
validated and is therefore usable.

For the sediment samples, the following problems remain unresolved,
thereby resulting in a high qualification of the data.

PROBLEM SAMPLES AFFECTED

a. VO exceeded holding times (25 days) SSE-07-01, SSE-02-02,
SSE-02-01, SSE-01-013
SSE-04-01

b. B/N/A exceeded holding times (1 month) Same as above.

c. Method blank contamination (phthalates) Same as above.

d. Wrong method for TCOD analysis SSe-02-01, SSe-01-01,
SSE-03-01

Batch 2-7, 15 -- Soil Samples/Borings 4,5,6

All data are acceptable, however, several problems are noted below,
therefore, the data is qualified.

- PROBLEM SAMPLES AFFECTED

a. ' VO exceeded holding times (24 days) $S0-B04-02
XFB-0910-5
SFB-0912-5

b. B/N/A exceeded holding times SS0-804-02
$S0-804-03
S$S0-B04-04

c. Contaminated FB & T8 (MCl) Batch 2,4,5

Regarding methylene chloride (MC1) contamination in the trip and field
blanks, this problem was project-wide and should be addressed as an
overall forward comment when describing the results of this study.



d. Internal standard not detected in % XTB-0910-§
method blank SFB-0912-S
STB-0912-5

Batch 19 -- Shallow Monitoring Wells Bv-45, S5, &5

All data are acceptable, however, the following problems are noted:

PROBLEM SAMPLES AFFECTED
8. V0 exceeded holding times WFB-1120-W
WFB-1120-W
b.  Surrogate recovery outside of limits WFB-1120-W
WTB-1120-w
WGW-BV45-01

Batch 20 -- Monitoring Well BV-40 and GM-45 .

All data are acceptable, however, the following proplg¢‘is noted:

PROBLEM . SAMPLES AFFECTED
a. Contamination in TB & fB8 (phthalates) ' FB-1125-w
TB-1125-w

Batch 21 -- Monitoring wells Bv-50, &0

All data are acceptable, however, the following problems are noted:

PROBLEM SAMPLES AFFECTED
a. VO exceeded holding times (1-2 days) WGW-BVSD-01
WGW-BV6D-01

: i WTB-1125-W (7 days)
b. Contamination in T8 & FB (MC1 & phthalates) WTB-1125-w
WFB-1125-w

Batch 22 -~ waste-fill Monitoring Wells Bv-15, 25, 35

All data are acceptable, however, the following problems are noted:

PROBLEM SAMPLES AFFECTED
a. B/N/A exceeded holding times WGW-8V1S-01
b. Surrogate recovery outside of control limits .. . .  wGw-8v1S-g01 ..
(attributed to. sample matrix) S WGW-BV1S-01R .

WGW-BV3S-01R: -



Batch 24 -- Domestic well samples (11 total) plus GM-40

All data are acceptable, with the exception of the VO fraction for 6
wells which had exceeded holding times. These wells have been resampled
and analyzed for VvOs only and.are also acceptable.

PROBLEM SAMPLES AFFECTED

a. VO exceeded holding times (6-7 days) WGW-DW17-02
WoW-DW22D-02
WGW-DW16-02
WGW-DW55-02
- WGW-DW54-02
WOW-DW56-02
WTB-1210-W

with regard to the resampled potable wells, only a Tier 11 data
package was submitted to NJDEP. All the backup {nformation required
for a Tier I package will have to be submitted in order. for these
sample results to be approved. -

Batch 25 == Domestic wells

All data are acceptable except for the vo fraction of WGW-09-02.
However, since this sample had a duplicate, WGW-09-03, which was accepted,
no serious qualifications have resulted.

Batch 8, 13, 16, 18 Soil Samples

All data are acceptable, however, VO holding times were exceeded (13
days) for Batch 8. Since these are soil samples, the results are
acceptable yet qualified.

HS68/km

c: Dr. Mmerry Morris
Tien-Nye Vaccari, OQA
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NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
DIVISION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT
EAZARDOUS SITE MITIGATION ADMINISTRATION

Public Meeting )
on
Commencement of
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Focus Feasibility Study
at the
Florence Land Recontouring Landfill Site
Florence, Mansfield and Springfield Townships
Burlington County
Thursday, May 2, 1985
7:00 p.m.
Florence Township Memorial High School
Auditorium
Front Street
Florence, NJ

AGENDA -

Opening Remarks; Dr. Jorge H. Berkowitz,

Introduction of NJDEP personnel - Administrator
Hazardous.Site Mitigation Administration .

NJDEP

Community Ihput Ms. Grace L. Singer, Chief
Office of Community Relations
NJDEP

Overview of Past History Ms. Beth Muhler, Site Manager

and Current Situation; Bureau of Site lanagement

Introduction of Contractor: NJDEP

Blacle and Veatch Engineers -

Architects

Presentation: ‘Remedial Mr. Lawvrence J. Hosmer,

Investigation/Feasibility Project Officer

Study Black and Veatch Engineers - Architects

Questions and Answers



STATE OoF New JERSEY
Dzrmruzxr or ENV!RONIENTAL PROT!CTION

FACT SHEET
on

Commencement of

Remedial Investigation/?easib111ty Study
Focus Feasibility Study
at
Florence Land Recontouring Landfill Site
Florence, Mansfield and Springfield Townships
Burlington County
May 2, 1985

Site Description:

The Florence Land Recontouring Landfill, covering 29 acres in a mixed
residential and agricultural area, was operated as a disposal facility from 1973
until 1981. During this time, the landf1ll was permitted to accept sanitary and
industrial waste, including septage and sewage sludge. (For approximately one
year during this period, the site was identified as JEMS and_operated by Jersey
Environmental Management Services.) i3

Although a leachate collection system exists at the site, excessive levels of
leachate have been found within the landfill. Surficial leachate seeps have
been observed near the banks of the Assicunk Creek which is used for recreation
and irrigation. Ground water sample results indicate the presence of volatile
organic compounds in the shallow aquifer. There i1is a possibility of
contamination in the deeper Magothy-Raritan aquifer, which is the primary ground
water source for the local community. Similarities of chemical constituents
were found in the landfill 1leachate and in some private wells. There are
approximately 16 public wells and over 1,800 private wells within a three mile
radius of -the site. Preliminary air monitoring has indicated the presence of .
volatile organics emanating from manholes and monitoring wells at the landfill.
Vents equipped with carbon filters were installed in order to control air
emissidns; however, there is some question regarding the adequacy of these
measures.

Background

A Consent Judgement was issued by the New Jersey Superior Court in January, 1979
to close the landfill. 1Ip July, 1981 Florence Land Recontouring submitted a

closure plan and the operation terminated in November, 1981.

of 97 New Jersey sites on the National Priorities 'List,  the Florence Land-

RecontouxinsmLandfillflitemis‘:anked‘10thrin priority... .
i Over LY Y
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What 1is "Suﬁerfund"?

Superfund is the common name for the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act enacted by Congress in December 1980. The Act
authorized the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to provide
long-term remedies at hazardous waste sites. The Act established a $§1.6 billion
fund, raised over five years (ending in 1985) from special taxes and general
revenues, to accomplish the cleanup of these sites.

What is the National Priorities List (NPL)?

The NPL is a list of the highest priority releases or potential releases of
hazardous substances, based upon State and EPA Regional submissions of candidate
gites and the criteria and methodology contained in the Hazard Ranking System
(HRS), for the purpose of allocating funds for remedial response. Published by
USEPA, the NPL is updated periodically.

What is a remedial investigation?

A remedial investigation involves field activities for collecting information to
make decisions in controlling contaminants. The investigation usually includes
sampling and analysis of ground water, surface water, soils, apd other natural
and man-made substances for the presence of contaminants.

What is a feasibility study?

A feasibility study is an evaluation of alternative remedial measures for
controlling the contaminants and selection of the most appropriate altermative.



NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
DIVISION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT -

HAZARDOUS SITE MITIGATION ADMINISTRATION
A Community Relations Program at Superfund Hazardous Waste Sites

As part of the federal/state Program of cleanup at hazardous waste
sites, a Community Relations Program 1s conducted to receive local input and
to advise local residents and officials about the planned remedial actions at
the three major stages of the cleanup: 1) remedial investigation/feasibility
study 2) engineering design and 3) removal/treatment/construction. Local
briefings and meetings are conducted with elected officlals and residents and
generally take place at: :

1) The commencement of 8 remedial investigétibn/feasibility study so
that local concerns can be addressed early in the process.

2) The completion of a feasibility study to discuss ‘the alternative
courses of remedial action. There is a 30-day cbmment period after
- public presentation of .the alternatives during which the feasibility
study is available in local repositories.

3) The engineering design stage to carry out the mandates of the
selected remedial alternative.

4) The commencement of the removal/treatment/construction stage to
advise of the expected physical remedial action,

5) The completion of the remedial action. "

. In- addition to the activities outlined above, there ig generally
ongaing communication with local officials and residents as required.
Depending upon whether the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) or the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has the lead
in remedial action at a site, community relations activities are conducted by
the relevant State or Federal agency.

In New Jersey, the DEP Community Relations Program is directed by Grace
Singer, Chief, Office of Community Relations (609) 984-3081. At Region II,
EPA, the contact person is Lillian Johnson, Community Relations Coordinator
(212) 264-2515,

HS45:4s -
4/85 .



STEPS INVOLVED IN A MAJOR HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE CLEANUP

|
(1) (2)
Site Identified

and Referred

3
v

(5) (6)

Prioritization Determination of Lead

(9) (10)
Riring of Comntractor Preparation of
for Remedial Investi- Feasibility

gation/Feasibility Study
Study
(13) : (14)

Hiring of Construction/ Cleanup Evaluation

Removal Cleanup

Contractor

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection

"5/84 .

Initial Site Investigation

(3)

Secure Site

(7
Community Relations

Plan Activated

(11)
Selection of Remedial

Action Alternative

(15)
Contractor Audit and

Close out

(%)
Site Analysis Evaluation

and Assessment

(8)
Signing of Contract or

Cooperative Agreement

(12)
Hiring of Contractor

for Engineering Design
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Public Meeting to Discuss Commencement of
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
at
Florence Land Recontouring Landfill site
Florence, Mansfield and Springfield Townships
Burlington County
Thursday, May 2, 1985
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T NEW JERSEY.DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

" DIVISION OF HAZARDOUS SITE ﬁITIGATION

Public Meeting
on
Completion of
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
at
Florence Land Recontouring Landfill Site
Florence, Mansfield and Springfield Townships
: Burlington County
Thursday, June 12, 1986
7:30 P.M.
Fountain of Life Center

AGENDA o
1. Opening Remarks; Mr. Anthony Farro, Assistant Director
Introduction of NJDEP Personnel Division of Hazardous Site Mitigation
and Contractor:
Black & Veatch/Engineers-Architects
2. Community Input Ms. Grace L. Singer, Chief
Office of Community Relations
Division of Hazardous Site Mitigation
3. Overview of Past History Ms. Beth Muhler, Site Manager
and:Current Situation Bureau of Site Management
‘ Division of Hazardous Site Mitigation
4. Presentation: Mr. Lawrence J. Hosmer, Project Officer
Remedial Investigation/ Black and Veatch/Engineers-Architects
Feasibility Study '
5. NJDEP Recommended Mr. Robert Predale, Chief
Alternative Bureau of Site Management
Division of Hazardous Site Mitigation
6. Comments and Questions The floor will be open for comments

Columbus & 01d York Roads

Florence, NJ

and questions at this time.



STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Fact Sheet

on

Completion of

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
at
Florence Land Recontouring Landfill
Florence, Mansfield and Springfield Townships
Burlington County
June 12, 1986

Site Description: The Florence Land Recontouring Landfill (FLR) is an inactive
site covering 29 acres in a mixed residential and agricultural area where
Florence, Mansfield and Springfield Townships merge. FLR operated as a licensed
municipal landfill from November 1973 until November 1981. During this time, the
landfi1ll was permitted to accept sanitary and industrial waste including septiage
and sewage sludge. (For approximately one year during this period the landfill-
was identified as JEMS and was operated by Jersey Environmental Management
Services.) L

Although a leachate collection system exists at the site, concern about the
system's adequacy has been expressed through the years. Surface leachate seeps
have been observed sporadically near the banks of the Assicunk Creek which is
used for recreation and irrigation. Ground water sample results have indicated
on-site contamination by volatile organic compounds in the shallow Pleistocene
Aquifer. The potential for contamination of the deeper Magothy-Raritan Aquifer,
which is the primary local ground water source, has also been a concern. The
largely rural/agricultural area contains approximately 16 public potable wells
and over 1,800 individual potable wells within a three-mile radius of the site.

Air monitoring has indicated the presence of volatile organic gases emanating
from manholes-and monitoring wells at the landfill. Vents equipped with carbon
filters ve?e installed by Florence Land Recontouring, Inc. in order to control
air emissions; hovever, there is some question regarding the adequacy of these
measures due to lack of ownership maintenance.

Background: A Consent Judgement was issued by the New Jersy Superior Court in
January 1979 to close the landfill due to the site's history of environmental
problems. Florence Land Recontouring, Inc. terminated operations in November
1981.

A Cooperative Agreement vas signed by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) and the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP)
on March 28, 1984 providing funds in the amount of $442.445 to conduct a Focus
Feasibility Study and a Remedial Investigation/FeasibiliLy Study (R1/FS).

Status: A Draft Feasibility Study vas completed in May 1986 and the remedial .

. sction. alternatives. ars presently _being evaluated by NJDEP. and. USEPA. . The . )

publickcuuncntﬁpcridd.‘endingronwJunlf23,;uma:nnnounccd;oa May:.19,:1986. . The *.
Lraft Feasibility Study has been available since May 19 at the following
repositories: . _ : .

New Jersev Is An Equal Opporiunity .l:'mplo_rer over. ..



-

II. Summary of Feasibility Study Results:

A, Principal Remedial Response Objectives : .

-

hd Micigate downgradient, off-site ground water contamination.

¢ Mitigate off-gite, surface water run-off contamination.
b Mitigate off-site, air contamination.
° Mitigate the potential for health hazard exposure.

B. Principal Remedial Alternatives for Long-Term Site Remediation:

Alternative 1 - No action except to complete the implementation of Initial
Remedial Measures (fencing and continued long-term environmental monitoring
program).

Alternative 2 - Upgrade .and refurbish surface water run-off controls;
improve the leachate management system; replace carbon filters on manholes
and maintain these, as required; remove on-site debris and structures and.
continue the long-term environmental monitoring program.

»
-

Alternative 3 -~ 1Incorporates a ‘leachate management system similar to
Alternative 2, with the addition of a circumferential slurry barrier wall;
the 1installation of a composite synthetic membrane/clay cover; the
installation of a new surface water control system; use of a passive gas
collection system and continue the long-term environmental monitoring

program.

Alternative 4 - Use of the current leachate management system, augmented
with extraction wells for leachate removal; off-site disposal of leachate;
installation of a new synthetic cap over the wastefill; improvement of the
surface water run-off system; use of an active gas extraction system with:
disposal at the Burlington County Solid Waste Management Facility Complex -
and continue the long-term envirommental monitoring program.

Alternative 5 - Alternative 5 is similar to Alternative 4 with the addition
of a partial slurry wall along the upgradient side of the wastefill (to
reduce leachate quantities generated).

Alternative 6 - Alternative 6 is similar to Alternative 5 with the addition
of on-gite pretreatment of leachate and the implementation of an on-site
incineration facility.

Alternative 7 - Alternative 7 is similar to Alternative 6 with the addition
of a complete leachate treatment system; it incorporates the partial slurry
vall of Alternatives 5 and 6 and incorporates both on-site leachate and gas
treatment plants.

For further information, or if you have any questions, . contact Jeffrey Folmer of
NJDEP's Oiiice of Community Relations at (609) 984-3081.



Glossary of Terms

Administrative Consent Order (ACO): A binding legal docyment between 2
government agency and a respons party. It 1is 1issued by the
government in the form of an order that specifies site mitigation
activities to be undertaken by the responsible party.

Contract: The legal agreement that outlines federal and state
government responsibilities at USEPA-lead sites on the National
Priorities List (Superfund sites) as authorized by the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA).

Cooperative Agreement: An agreement whereby USEPA transfers funds and
‘other resources to a state for the accomplishment of certain remedial
activities at sites on the National Priorities List (Superfund sites)
as authorized by the Comprehensive Environmental Respounse, Compensation
and Liability Act (CERCLA).

Engineering Design (Remedial Design): Following a feasibility study,
an engineering design 1s executed to translate the selected remedy in
accordance with ergineering criteria in a bid package, enabling
implementation of the site remedy. '

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS): A 1imited feasibility study which is
performed on a certain aspect of site remediation and/or when more than
one remedial measure is considered technically viable for the immediate
control of a threat

Immediate Removal Actions (IRAs): Actions taken to prevent or mitigate
immediate and significant Tisk to human life, health or to the
environment.

Initial Remedial Measures (IRMs): Actions that can be taken quickly to
1imit exposure OT threat of exposure to 2 significant health or
envirpnmental hazard at sites where plannirg for remedial actions is
underwvay.

Monitoring Well: A well installed under strict design specifications
that, when sampled, will reveal hydrogelogic data at its point of
installation. Monitoring wells are installed at predetermined
locations, usually in groups, to gain knowledge of site conditions
{ncluding: extent and type of ground water contaminaticn, soil types,
depth to ground water and direction of ground water flow.

National Contingency Plan (NCP): ~ The basic policy directive for
federal response actions under the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). It sets forth the
Hazard Ranking System and procedures and standards for responding to
releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants. The
NCP is a regulation subject to regular revision.

National Priorities List (NPL): A list of the highest priority
releases OT potential, releeseS'uof=whezerdousfﬁsubstances..»blsedilupon*~



NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ERVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
DIVISION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT -
HAZARDOUS SITE MITIGATION ADMINISTRATION

A Community Relations Program at Superfund Hazardous Waste Sites

As part of the federal/stats program of cleanup at hazardous vaste
sites, a Community Relatioms Program is conducted to Teceive local input and
to advise local residents and officials sbout the planned remedial actions at
the three major stages of the cleanup: 1) remedial investigation/feasibility
study 2) engineering design and 3) removal/treatment/construction. Local
briefings and meetings are conducted vith elected officials and residents and
generally take place at: .

1) The commencement of a remedial invutigaiioh/fulibility study so
that local concerns can be addressed early in the process. -

2) The completion of a feasibility study to discuss the alternative
courses of ramedial action. There is a 30-day comment period after
public presentation of the altarnatives during which the feasibilicy
study is available in local repositories. '

3) The engineering design stage to carry out fhl mandates of the
selected remedial alternative.

4) The commencement of the removal/treatment/construction stage to
advise of the expected physical remadial actiom.

S) The completion of the remedial action.

In addition to the activities outlined above, there 1is generally
ongoing communication with 1local officials and residents as required.
Depending upon whether the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) or the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has the lead
in remedial action at a site, community relations activities are conducted by
the relevant State or Federal agency.

In New Jersey, the DEP Community Relations Program is directed by Grace
Singer, Chief, Office of Community Relations (609) 984-3081. At Region 1II,.
EPA, the contact person is Lillian Johnson, Community Relatioms Coordinator
(212) 264-2515., ’

HS45:3s
4/8S

Over. ...
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NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
DIVISION OF HAZARDOUS SITE MITIGATION

Public Meeting to Discuss
Completion of
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

at
Florence Land Recontouring Landfill
Thursday, June 12, 1986
7:30 P.M,
Fountain of Life Center
Columbus & 0ld York Roads
Florence, NJ
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‘ ' l .Dan Raviv Associates, Inc.

Consuitants in ground water hydrology, water quality and landfill hydrology

.

June 23, 1986

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
pivision of Hazardous Site Mitigation

432 East State Street - CNO28

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Attention: Mr. Jeffrey Folmer

Review Comments of RI/FS Report Prepared by
Black and Veatch Regarding FLR Landfill -
Job No. 84C175 -

GCentlemen: i

The following letter presents review comments prepared by Dan Raviv
Associates, Inc. (DRAI) on the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) of the Florence Land Recontouring (FLR) Landfill
prepared by Black & Veatch (B&V). DRAI has been retained by the law
firm of Parker, McCay & Criscuolo on behalf of the Townships of
Mansfield and Florence, Burlington County, New Jersey.

work performed by DRAI included a review of various documents relative
to the RI/FS, supplied by the NJDEP, and verbal comments during the
June 12 public meeting. Most of the hydrogeologic and geotechnical
studies which were referenced to by the B&V study are available from
the DRAI project file.

Introddction
Work conducted by DRAI included the following:

(1) Review, evaluate, and comment on the sections of the RI/FS as it
pertains to the geology, ground water, surface water and water

quality.

(2) Review and comment on the sections of the RI/FS which pertains to
present and potential environmental impact from the existing FLR and
the proposed Burlington County Solid Waste Management Facilities

~ Complex (m)-

(3) Review and comment on the methods and procedures used to collect

and evaluate hydrogeologic and water quality information_in the ... ..
vicinity of..the existing and .proposed facilities. -

5 Central Avenue; West Orange, New Jersey 07052 (201) 325-0806..




Mr. Jeffrey Folmer

NJDEP
June 23, 1986

Page 2 —

(4) Identify deficiencies relating to the collection of data needed
to conduct a quantitative impact analysis of the proposed BCSWMFC on
the hydrologic environment.

(5) Provide a general summary of the RI/FS review and evaluation.

‘Summary of Findings

The following summary is based on our review and evaluation of the
RI/FS and supporting documents:.

(1) The Florence Land Recoutouring Landfill is a superfund site,
ranked number 192 on the National Priority List and number 39 in New

Jersey.

(2) Ground water is documented as occurring in a shallow aquifer
(pleistocene) and a deep aquifer (Raritan-Magothy Formation). The -
Raritan-Magothy aquifer is a regionally important source of ground
water. The two aquifers are separated by the Merchantville Formation.
The Merchantville is described by B&V as a geologic unit having a low
vertical permeability which allows minimal downward infiltration of
ground water from the shallow aquifer to the deep aquifer. The
Merchantville is also described as a source of recharge to the
Raritan-Magothy aquifer.

B&V indicate that the Merchantville occurring in the study area
consists of strata of clay, silt, and sand which are vertically and
laterally discontinuous. The report is deficient in describing the
occurence and lateral movement of ground water in the Merchantville,
which would impact potential contaminant movement from wastes in the
overlying FLR landfill. A quantitative analysis of the rate of
downward infiltration, based on differences in ground water levels
beg.ween all three units, is also lacking in the B&V study.

(3) Ground water in the pleistocence aquifer and Raritan-Magothy
aquifer is described as moving in a southeast direction. These flow
directions are based on water level measurements taken at the FIR site
only. The B&V study is deficient in information concerning the
relationship between ground water flow directions at the site and the
surrounding area. Consequently, evaluations concerning the impact of
the FLR and proposed BCSWMFC on area ground water flow directions and
potential contaminant migration routes cannot be made. :

In addition, sampling of deep well BV-4D which was constructed to
monitor upgradient conditions (background) in the deep aquifer
indicated the ooccurrence of contaminated ground water. In our

opinion, this well is located too close to the exigting lagoons to be
qualified as a background well. Mounding effects due to the operation
of the lagoons may have: caused dounward and 1 ized ‘upgradient ..©
movement of contaminated ground water recharge. - woo .

Dan Raviv Associates, Inc.



Mr. Jeffrey Folmer
NJDEP
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(4) Testing of aquifer hydraulics at individual monitoring wells
completed at the site was performed in order to obtain data on the
localized ground water transmitting capabilities (transmissivity) of
the tested aquifers. The evaluations are deficient in data
pertaining to water level response in the Merchantville Formation
during the tests. This data is necessary for quantification of the
amount of ground water and subsequent routes of potential contaminants
released to the Raritan-Magothy aquifer under pumping conditions (e.g
from ground water supply wells).

B&V indicate that no effects of pumping in the Raritan-Magothy were
observed in the shallow aquifer. A positive response would be
indicative of the potential for downward qround water movement and
subsequent potential contaminant movement. A deficiency in this
interpretation is that it is possible that the duration and rate of
testing were too low to cause sufficient amounts of ground water
movement during the short testing period. B&V indicate that a
"gignificant recharge effect” was observed during the testing of wells
completed in the Raritan-Magothy Formation. This affect may be the
result of ground water being released from the overlying Merchantville
Formation which has been characterized by B&V to be of low '~
permeability and an effective barrier to downward contaminant

movement, but also a source of recharge.

Many of the assumptions inherent in the methods of analysis used to
evaluate the aquifer hydraulics testing data are violated due to their
application to observations made solely in pumped wells.
Consequently, the transmissivity values obtained from the evaluations
are subject to error. The transmissivity values obtained by B&V for
the Raritan-Magothy Formation are consistently lower (greater than an
order of magnitude) than those reported by the USGS (Gill and
Farlekus, 1976). Using lower transmissivity values might lead to a
false sense of safety in determining if a pumping well, which was
completed in the Magothy-Raritan aquifer near the site, could be
affected by potential contamination.

(5) The study indicates the occurrence of numerous landfill
affiliated contaminants in ground water at the FLR site. The B&V
study initially states that methylene chloride was the only
contaminant detected in sampled domestic wells located upgradient and
downgradient of the site. The levels detected are reported by B&V to
be significantly less than the suggested USEPA health advisory
criteria. B&V indicates, further on in the study, that other
contaminants (Acid Base Neutral Compounds) were found in the majority
of the domestic wells sampled. The ground water quality in the area
of the site is qualified by B&V as “"good". No definitive statement is
made concerning the sources of the detected compounds.

(6) It does not appear that B&V compiled well logs for the domestic

wells which were- sampled. during this investigation. ' .In‘addition the:

- protocols for domestic well sampling are not-presented in the RI ™

Dan Raviv Associates. Inc.
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report. The results of analyses of samples obtained from domestic

wells are dependent upon the location of the sampling point (e.g.,

water faucet, versus from the well). This dependency is due to the
increased potential for aeration of the water samples with distance
from the well, -

(7) It is strange that BaV, after their 'extensive’ sampling program,
devoted one section of the RI (Section 10.0) as a disclaimer to the
quality and the reliability of the analytical results of their
investigation. .

Conclusions

In summary, it is our opinion that the hydrogeologic conditions in the
vicinity of the FLR landfill and proposed BCSWMFC, their mutual
interaction, and the potential impact on the local and regional

aquifers and the local water supply wells, are not presented in an
adequately quantitative manner in the RI/FS. Data deficiences can be
remedied by resampling and measuring water levels in residential wells -
in the area, adding wells within the shallow and deep aquifers as well -
as the Merchantville Formation in the vicinity of the FLR, and

conducting additional aquifer hydraulic tests and data anslyses.

In our opinion, the RI/FS is deficient in its treatment of the impact
on regional hydrogeology, water resources, and water quality. An
example of a cursory evaluation as conducted by DRAI of the regional
hydrogeology and its interaction with the FLR is presented in
Attachment I. We recommend that the appropriate sections be upgraded
with quantitative data and that the RI/FS be amended.

If you should have further questions, or need additional information,
please call.

Very truly yours,
DAN- RAVIV ASSG:E\TB, INC.

— o —
4 N~ —
D. viv, Ph.D.
President
DDR/1b

cc: Ronald C. Morgan, Esq.
Mayor William M. Aaronson
Mansfield, New Jersey
Mayor Sharon A. Worrell
Florence, New Jersey

Dan Raviv Associates. Inc



Attachment I

Preliminary Interpretation of the Regional Hydrogeqlogy
in the Vicinity of the FLR LANDFILL

Introduction

As requested by Mansfield Township Environmental Commission, Dan Raviv
Associates, Inc., (DRAI) has completed a cursory evaluation of the ground
water conditions occurring about Mansfield Township and the Florence Land
Recontouring (FLR) landfill. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the
relationship between the regional hydrogeologic conditions and the FLR
landfill.

The attached figures (Figures 1-9) and tables (Tables I & II) are based on
information obtained from logs of domestic wells (obtained from NJDEP by
Mrs. Dottie Wirth of Mansfield Township) and a report by Geraghty & Miller,
Inc. (The Technical Evaluation of The Florence Landfill Recontouring, Inc.,”
Landfill, May 1982).

Source of Information SRS

Based on logs supplied by Mansfield Township, domestic wells can be
categorized as either deep or shallow, depending on the depth of the well
screen interval with respect to a regional hydrogeologic unit of low ground
water transmitting capability (Woodbury Clay/Merchantville Formation). The
logs of domestic wells reviewed by DRAI were compiled by the Burlington
County Health Department in conjunction with the NJDEP. This study also
utilized the logs of deep wells (38,39,40) as presented in the Geraghty &
Miller, Inc. report.

The locations of wells used in this study are shown on Figure 1. The wells
are located on the 7.5 min. U.S. Geological Survey Topographic Quadrangle
Maps of Bristol and Columbus, New Jersey. The approximate ground elevation
at each:well was interpolated from these quadrangles and summarized in
Table I.

Approximate static ground water elevations were interpolated from the
obtained well logs. The respective ground water levels were measured at
the time of well installation. Consequently, the dates of water level
measurement range from 1951 to 1985. The wells are designated as shallow
or deep depending on the penetrated aquifer. Ground water contour
elevations in the shallow and deep aquifers are shown on Figures 2 and 3,

respectively.

Dan Raviv Associates, Inc.
Job No. 84C175 . . :



Hydrogeologic Setting

The ground water environment in the study site area is comprised of a
shallow and a deep aquifer. The shallow squifer is primarily comprised of
sand belonging to the Englishtown Formation with localized areas of fill
material (e.g., FLR Landfill) and stream deposits. The deep aquifer
consists of clay, silt, and sand deposits belonging to the Raritan-Magothy
Formation. The shallow and deep aquifers are separated by low permeability
deposits comprised primarily of clay and silt belonging to the Woodbury and
Merchantville Formations. .

Ground water flow direction in the shallow aquifer is controlled by the
surface topography, top of Woodbury Formation topography, and location of
surface water bodies. Ground water flow in this aquifer is from areas of
higher ground water elevation occurring to the northeast of the FIR, and
radically towards all directions (Figure 2). Consequently, some of the
ground water flow in the shallow aquifer is westerly across the Florence
landfill. A high point in the top of the Woodbury Formation (Figure 4)
concurs with the localized high point of ground water elevation in the
shallow aquifer.

Regional ground water flow in the deep aquifer is controlled by the
regional incline of the aquifer towards the east. Consequently, regional
ground water flow is from the west, towards the east in the Rarjtan-Magothy
Formation. The easterly incline of the Magothy-Raritan Formation from -50
feet msl in the west to -130 feet msl in the east is illustrated in Figure
5. The ground water contour intervals (Figure 3) indicate localized

elevations of ground water in the shallow aquifer. These depressions are
characteristic of conditions caused by the pumping of water supply wells
and result in localized deviations of ground water movement from the
regional pattern.

Summary

The above evaluations of ground water elevations and geologic unit
occurrence are based on approximations obtained from logs of domestic and
monitoring wells installed between 1951 and 1985. This cursory evaluation
is intended as a general interpretation of regional trends in the vicinity
of the FLR Landfill and Mansfield Township only. However, the evaluation
presented is the first step for a regional assessment of ground water
conditions based on the available historical data.

Dan Raviv Asgociates, Inc.
Job No. 84C175
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BURLINGTON COUNTY

P.O. BOX 249
- ATLANTIC AVENUE
coLumMBaus, NEW JERSEY 08022
MARION E. HAY ) .. MUNICIPAL ComPLEX
MuNICIPAL CLERK 609-298-0542

June 20, 1986

State of New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection
Office of Community Relations

432 East State Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Att: Jeffrey Folmer

Dear Mr. Folmer:

and be entered into the comments concerning the Florence Land ﬁeéoﬁtouring RIFS.
My name is Dorothy Wirth. My positions are: 1). Chairman of the FLR Citizens
Clean Up Committee, 2). Vice-Chairman of the Mansfield Township Environmental
Commission, 3). Member of the Mansfield Township Planning Board.

testings that were alluded to in the RIFS.

We have had five sets of water testing done throughout the Township. several
e sets of tests indicated the presence of specific pollutants. Other sets

water testing).

One set of tests was conducted by the E.P.A., we flew to Washington to
Petition them to assist us in searching for the Source of our local water
contamination problem. The testing done by the E.p.a. indicated the Presence
of Bis 2 ethylhexyl phalate. They concluded that this was a labratory con-
tamination since the trip blank showed Bis 2 ethylhexyl phalate at the level

times that of the trip blank. This base neutral is a known carcinagin. It

was found to be Present at the FLR site in both your tests and the County tests
in both the soil and the water.  Three of the four homes that showed high levels
of contamination with the above-mentioned chemical have. had cancer.deaths.



Department of Environmental Protection June 20, 1986
Att: Jeffrey Folmer

—

In one of them, the husband, approximately 39 years of age, died of cancer of the
colon. Six months later, the wife, also 39, was diagnosed as having cancer of the
colon. All four surrounding neighbors havg suffered the same. ailment. One other died.

The house that showed levels of the same chemical at 1200 ppb also had a 38 year
old man die of cancer. One of the other two homes with a level of over 700 ppb also
had a cancer death.

In an admittedly unscientific survey, we found that the Hedding-Jacksonville
Road had a 50% cancer rate. We have five cases of breast cancer in the distance
of § mile. One owner of a house died of breast cancer. Subsequently, the house
was sold. The new owner has now contracted and been operate on for breast cancer.

If we extrapolated our population so that we had 100,000 residents, our cancer
rate would be 1450 per 100,000. The rate in 1985 for the State of New Jersey was 425
per 100,000 for men and 400 per 100,000 for women. Ours is three times greater.
Because we have a great deal of concern over this situation, we petitioned the EPA,
at a meeting in New -ork in September, to do a health survey. The D.E.P. spoke
with me in approximately February of 1986 saying that they were considering asking
that a health survey be included in the RIFS. Nothing was ever done concerning
this. Because of this, our Township has been forced to make arrangements withe
experts from a leading university to assist us in conducting such a survey. Prior
to doing this, we had directly approached the State Department:of Health. We were
told that a need must be shown, before they could institute a survey. They would
not accept anything that we presented as being scientific and a sufficient reason
for doing a health survey. Therefore, there was no way that we could persuade
them to assist us in doing such a survey.

This has been a typical example of our relationship with the D.E.P. and various
State agencies throughout the course of the RIFS. We repeatedly petitioned the
D.E.P. to work closely with us during the course of the clean-up study. We are
aware that Burnt Fly Bog, the Ellis site and Lipari have had many meetings and
constant input during the course of the preparations for clean-up. We have been
repeatedly told how busy and unable to attend meeting the D.E.P. officials were.

Our treatment has been totally different than that at the other five sites.

We have a great concern that the site be adequately cleaned up due to the

fact that the County Landfill will be located adjacent to the site.

Had we been given a freer range of access:

1. We could have made suggestions concerning locations of comestic
wells that it would have been advisable to test.

2. We could have contributed the expertise of our Geo-Hydrologist.

3. We could have provep the need for a comprehensive health study.

4. We could have provided input that would have contributed to a more
complete feasibility study that would be an accurate and adequate guide in select-
ing a proper means of clean-up.

Very uly ours, ‘

Do thy W1rth
Co-Chairpers¢ry,. Mansfxeld Twp. Environ. Comm.
Chairperscn, FLR Citizen's Advisory Committee
DW:mh
cc: Ronald C. Morgan,: Township. Solicitor
File
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BURLINGTON COUNTY
P.O. BOX 249

- ATLANTIC AVENUE
COLUMBUS, NEW JERSEY 08022
MARION E. HAY | . . * MUNICIPAL COMPLE x
MUNICIPAL CLERK 609-298-0542

June 20, 1986

State of New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection
Office of Community Relations

432 East State Street

Trenton; New Jersey 08625

Att: Jeffrey Folmer

Dear Mr. Folmer:

The following concerns are to be a matter of record and entered into the
comments concerning the Florence Land Recontouring RIFS: -

I became involved in the FLR site in late 1978, so I am not unfamiliar or
uninformed. For eight years, I've devoted much time and effort to the environ-
mental issues surrounding this site. -I'm on the Board of Directors of NJCA,
worked actively on the N.J. campaign on toxic hazards, the Right to Know Bill
and am a member of CCHW founded by Lois Gibbs of Love Canal.

I've testified before the Congressional Committee on the Superfund issue
and am actively working with the N.J. Environmental Federation and the N.J.
Environmental Lobby.

In January 1986, 1 began the first year of a three year term on my
Municipal Committee, after having served on our local Board of Education and
other municipal committees and community organizations. I am.not a hysterical
housewife.

-

I a@ totally familiar with the bureaucracy (which everyone refers to as
red tape) in our Government. Bureaucracy is, (a) the administration of a
government chiefly through bureaus and (b) the non-elective officials staffing .
such bureaus. It is also government marked by diffusion of authority among
numerous offices and adherence to inflexible rules of operation.

The Easy Access directory put out by the DEP should be titled "No Easy
Access". Direct answers are virtually impossible to obtain as is information
and explanations. Unless of course a "Political" contact is obtained. '

On the local level, we municipal officials are accountable to our people.
On the State level, non-elected officials such as yourselves are not and cannot
be held accountable. However, you can take this information presented here

tonight back to the "Politicians" who will ultimately decide this.issue and the . .-



Department of Environmental Protection June 20, 1986

Att: Jeffrey Folmer

Evidence has come to light over the past years that indicate that past
and present land owners and corporate officers knew hazardous waste was being
dumped at the FLR site. They must be held accountable for tHeir irresponsible
actions and open disregard for the szety and well being of our people and our
natural resources.

This land was clean in 1973. Uncontaminated. None of the seven
alternatives presented has a goal to restore this land to that condition.

There are actually only two alternatives. 1. Non-Action and 2. Contain-
ment. We all know what non-action means so 1'll address containment. 1Its a so
called "proven technology". 1Its proven - proven to fail. It doesn't
render harmless the problem. Eventually the contamination will migrate. Caping
is not permarent and containment only replaces one problem with another.

Other technologies have been identified and should be explored. The
EPA's new SITE program (Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation) began primarily
to replace conventional cleanup methods that transfer risk or at best, contain
the wastes, which is not a permanent alternative.

I direct your attention to Vol 2, RI Summary on page 10-5-Data Gaps,

and I quote: "The reliability of the analytical data is also guestionable since,
in several instances, various holding times were exceeded: Although
small exceedance for certain comstituents should not invalidate the
analyses, the results must be considered suspect. Of greater significance .
at the FLR Landfill site is that, in most instances, only low concentrations
of contaminants are apparent in the samples. The presence of only low
levels of constituents makes it difficult to actually quantify the extent
of contamination. This fact, in conjunction with exceeded holding times,
creates a situation where the levels of detected concentrations could
be exceeded by the range of analytical error, or could be masked by
background levels. Therefore, the low concentrations of contaminants
apparent at the site could be potentially non-representative of the
actual site condition.

. Since only a single sampling event was conducted during this in-
vestigation, it is not reasonable to predict future leachate discharges
from the site with a high degree of reliability. Predictions of future
site performance are based on the current information incorporated with
past studies. The absence of off-site contamination at the present time
should not be misconstrued to imply that these discharges could not occur
in the future; additional future monitoring would therefore be necessary
to identify any contaminants plumes if they should form and migrate off-
site. The presence of various contaminants in the waste disposed at the
site identifies a potential for future discharges and the need for
continuous monitoring."

I maintain that a technology for the clean up of the FLR site cannot be selected
if the problem is not perperly defined or if the RI/FS investigation is suspect .
or incomplete. By Black and Veatch s own statement on the Summary of Data Gaps,
such is. the case here..: -



Department of Environmental Protection June 20, 1986
Att: Jeférey Folmer

.

Further, there are constant references made to "low levels" of contamin-
ants. There are many chronic health affects attributable to "low-level", long
term exposure ranging from allergies, to depression, to cancer and lukemia.
Low levels should not be irterpreted as being "safe".

The DEP and the EPA are responsible for protecting the public health
and the environment.

"We urge you to pay strict attention to the testimony presented here tonight.
We have done our homework as elected municipal officials. Now we expect you
to do yours.

Finally, I ask yYou to keep this in mind: "We didn't inherit this earth
from our parents, we are borrowing it from our children®.

ank|you,

i (W

Ma¥y Ellenfister, Committeewoman
Mansfiel wnship

MEL :meh

€c: William M. Aaronson, Mayor
John R. Bereczki, Committeeman
Mary Ellen Lister, Committeewoman
Ronald C. Morgan, Township Solicitor
Mansfield Township Environmental Commission
Win Porter, Assist. Administrator, US EPA
File
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June 18, 1986

N. J. Department of Environmental Protection
Office of Community Relations
432 East State Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Mr. Follmer:

I am submitting additional comments about the draft
RI/FS for Florence Land Recontouring site.

Generally speaking, the alternative selected appears
*to be acceptable when compared with the other alterhatives

presented. Naturally, we would opt for removal of all wastes
at the site as the most preferred course of action.

[ S [

FECNLE MTED FOR QSN ENARCNMENT  RD#1, Box 331D, Bordentown, NJ 08505



..

Addressing alternative #3 specifically is rather difficult
without detailed design and engineering plans. This brings up the
first suggestion and comment -~ the FLR citizens committee should
be involved directly during the preparation of enginering and design
plans. I would urge the site manager to share all draft plans, reports,
schedules, etc. with the committee to assure prompt and comprehensive
feedback, as well as being an ideal vehicle for disseminating correct,
complete and timely information to the local citizenry. The suspicion,
distrust and, I daresay, emnity evoked at the June 1l2th meeting can
only increase, if no positive steps are taken by your office. Full

resistance ang opposition in your already difficult job. Full involvement
of the citizens' committee will demonstrate the level of confidence

you have in your plans and their results. 1t will also serve as

4 methodology for resolution of citizens' concerns about the remediation
heightened by the dispute over technical issues. - .

Alternative #3's implementation raises serious concerns
about one, the criticality of the Health and Safety Plan and two,
long term monitoring of air and water, especially for contamination
to the Raritan-Mogothy aquifer.

We maintain that our township officials should insist upon
a detailed Health and Safty plan which contains adequate measures
to prevent on-site incidents, and detailed contingency plans to handle
on-site emergencies. These pPlans and actions must provide for the
safeguarding of all residents' health and safety. The input of the
FLR citizens committee would be essential for such questions as:

l. How do you plan to coordinate emergency response efforts
with the fire and police?

2. What plans exist for early warning of residents in
" the event of an emergency requiring evacuation?

3. what security and surveillance measures at the site
at night are you proposing?

4. Decontamination procedures, contractor liability and
reimbursement for loss of property due to off site
contamination during construction?

5. What plans for traffic control exist during construction?



We §1an to provide our suggestions on these amd similar
questions to you in the near future when we offer our health and
safety plan requirements.

Our second concern is after the remediation is complete.
With the continued presence of the wastefill at FLR, long term air
and water monitoring are a vital necessity. Again, we strongly urge
citizens involvement through direct access to all air and water monitoring
plans, designs and reports. 1In addition, we believe that the FLR
citizens committee must receive copies of all monitoring reports
rendered to the State by the contractor directly from the State.
Such a direct mailing will demonstrate good faith on the part of
the State and contractor performing the monitoring. Transmittal
through township officials to the citizens committee would be deemed
unacceptable in any proposed monitoring plan.

We will propose to you a geophysical monitoring program -
employing the use of surface measurements of the electromagnetic -
conductivity and/or galvanic resistivity of the earth water materials
underlying the site to detect leachate plume movement. We. believe
this methodology offers a cost effective, long term monitor¥ing and
detection system.

In closing, I again reiterate the necessity to involve
the FLR citizens committee in all future plans.

Sincerely,

Herbert Meire, President

People United for
- Klean Environment
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MUNICIPAL COMPLEX
BROAD STREET
FLORENCE. NEW JERSEY 08518
609-499.2525

June 18, 1986

Mr. Jeffrey Folmer

NJ Department of Environmental Protection
Office of Community Relations

CN 028

432 E. State Street

Trenton, NJ 08625

Dear Mr. Folmer:
The members of the Environmental Commission of Florence Township

attended the recent public meeting on the completion of the Remedial: -

-Investigation/Feasibility Study at the Fountain of the Life Center and

would like to express concern on the.exclusion of a health impact
accessment.,

The accessment is underscored by numerous cases of cancer along
with physiéal maladies of people living in the proximity of the Florence
Land Recontouring Site.

We are looking forward to your consideration in this vital matter.

-

Sincexely,

e flyte

Dana Paykos
Chairman of Environmental Commission

DP:ts
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We blan to provide our suggestions on these and similar
questions to you in the near future when we offer our health and
safety plan requirements.

Our second concern is after the remediation is complete.
With the continued presence of the wastefill at FLR, long term air
and water monitoring are a vital necessity. Again, we strongly urge
citizens involvement through direct access to all air and water monitoring
plans, designs and reports. In addition, we believe that the FLR
citizens committee must receive copies of all monitoring reports
rendered to the State by the contractor directly from the State.
Such a direct mailing will demonstrate good faith on the part of
the State and contractor performing the monitoring. Transmittal
through township officials to the citizens committee would be deemed
unacceptable in any proposed monitoring plan.

We will propose to you a geophysical monitoring program -
employing the use of surface measurements of the.electromagnetic -
conductivity and/or galvanic resistivity of the earth water materials
underlying the site to detect leachate plume movement. We. believe
this methodology offers a cost effective, long term monitofing and
detection system.

In closing, I again reiterate the necessity to involve
the FLR citizens committee in all future plans.

Sincerely,

Herbert Meire, President

People United for
: Klean Environment
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MUNICIPAL COMPLEX
BROAD STREET
FLORENCE. NEW JERSEY 08518
609-499-2525

June 18, 1986

Mr. Jeffrey Folmer
NJ Department of Environmental Protection
Office of Community Relations
CN 028
432 E. State Street
Trenton, NJ 08625
Dear Mr. Folmer:
The members of the Environmental Commission of Florence Township

attended the recent public meeting on the completion of the Remedial: -

JInvestigation/Feasibility Study at the Fountain of the Life Center and

.
-

would like to express concern on the_exclusion of a health impact
accessment.

The accessment is underscored by numerous cases of cancer along
with physiéal maladies of people living in the proximity of the Florence
Land Recontouring Site.

We are looking forward to your consideration in this vital matter.

Sinceiely,

ana ﬂ%@d

Dana Paykos v
Chairman of Environmental Commission

DP:ts
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MieELE, COOPER, SPINRAD & KRONBERG

90 MILLBURN AVENUE
MiLLBURN, N. J. 07041

JoseEPH P. MIELES (201) 762-4700
LawreNce COOPER®

MaX SPINRAD®

MARTIN F. KRONBERG

* MEMBER N . AND N.Y. BARS June 13, 1986

Mr. Jeffrey Folmer

N.J. Department of Envirommental Protection
Office of Community Relations

QN 028

432 East State Street

Trenton, N.J. 08625

Re: HDRMIAI‘DRECDNIOMG-PWCHEARDJG -
HEID JUNE 12, 1986 QCONCERNING RIFS :

Dear Mr. Folmer:

Enclosed find a letter from the urdersigned as counsel to Florence Land
Recontouring together with an attached letter from New Jersey First, Inc. setting
forth the position of our client relative to the RIFS conducted by Black & Veatch.
Pursuant to the hearing conducted on June 12, 1986 relative to the above, kindly
see that this 8 page letter from the undersigned together with the one page letter
from New Jersey First, Inc. be made part of the record concerning the public hearing
in this matter.

Very truly yours,
MIELE, COOPER, SPINRAD & KRONBERG

il P

CERTIFIED MAIL, R.R.R.

MS:SM

Encl.

cc: Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, w/o/enc.
New Jersey First, Inc.

cc: Anne R. Simonoff, D.A.G., w/o/enc.

cc: Beth I. Muhler, w/o/enc. .
Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration.



Mi1ELE, COOPER, SPINRAD & KRONBERG
90 MILLBURN AVENUE
MILLBURN.NtJ.O704l

JOSEPH P MIELE® (201) 762-4700

LAwRENCE COOPER®

MAX SPINRAD®

MARTIN F. KRONBERG June 11, 1986

* MEMBER N.J. AND N.Y. BARS

Anne R. Simonoff, Esq.
Deputy Attorney General
Hughes Justice Complex

CN 112

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Re: Florence Land Recontouring Landfill
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

Dear Ms. Simonoff:

As the attorney for Florence Land Recoqpoﬁting,
-Inc. and Florence Land Development (collectively "FLR"),
I have reviewed the Black & Veatch Remedial InQestigation/Feasi-
bility Study ("RIFS"), dated May 12, 1986, concerning the
Florence Land Recontouring, Inc. landfill (the "site"),
which NJDEP provided to my clients. This study was conducted
under the supervision and authority of NJDEP, which we under-
stand is the léad agency in connection with possible remedial
mea;ures to be undertaken at the site. This letter constitutes
FLR's official response to the RIFS and we therefore ask
you to include it as part of the record developed in connection
with the announced public meeting to be held by NJDEP on
June 12, 1986. 1In addition, we enclose a letter from Richard

J. Sullivan, .the. environmental consultant.:.for FLR, which



Mi1ELE, COOPER, SPINRAD & KRONBERG

Anne R. Simonoff, Esq.
Page Two
June 11, 1986
should also be included in that record.
The Black & Veatch RIFS is the most recent ang
most costly report in a series of environmental studies
of this site, all of which have reached the same conclusion:

that the health hazards or threat of environmental harm

created by this site are de minimis and represent the normal,

expected incidents flowing from the use of land as a sanitary
landfill. Nothing in the Black & Veatch RIFS demonstrates
any justification for this site's inclusion on the EPA'S
National Priority List as a "superfund site" under £ﬁe Compre-
hensive Environmental Responée, Compensation and Liability
Act, 42 U.S.C. §9601 et seg. ("CERCLA"). The Remedial Investi-
gation in faét demonstrates that the lavishly expensive
remediation alternatives set forth in the Feasibility Study
are wholly unwarranted and represent overly complex methods
of closure that exceed the normal requirements for landfill
closare as set forth in proposed NJDEP regulations.

In 1982 Geraghty & Miller, Inc. performed a thorough
investigation of ground water quality at and around the
site for the County of Burlington. 1Its report, which concluded
that the water quality parameters indicated values in the

range of "normal" background levels, is consistent with
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MiIELE, COOPER, SPINRAD & KRONBERG

Anne R. Simonoff, Esgq.
Page Thzee
June 11, 1986

.

other studies and the Black & Veatch iﬁvestigation. See
Technical Evaluation of the Florence Land Recontouring,

Inc. Landfill, May 1982; Memo of Peter Sugarman dated October
21, 1982, to Edward.Londres; RIFS, Volume II, Remedial Investi-
gation, at 5-36 to 5-3?, 5-42, 5-53. 1Indeed, Black & Veatch
has concluded that any hazardous compounds found in the
leachate were at lower concentrations than that found two
years ago, indicating a dilution or "flushing" of contaminants
in the wastefill, a ﬁormal incident of a typical landfill. B -
See RIFS, Volume II, Remedial Investigation, at 5756. In
fact, the unanimous conclusion of the various reports is

that the location of this landfill over the sikty foot thick
Merchantville Clay formation, with its very low permeability,
has "perched" the ground water above as effectively as would
be done by a man-made liner system. See RIFS, Volume II,
Remedial Investigation, at 4-11. Black & Veatch has ungquali-
fiequ‘stated that "impacts on water quality down gradient

of the wastefill are minimal." Id. at 5-57. The water quality
in domestic wells in the vicinity downgrade of the site

was found to be within acceptable limits except for iron

and zinc, which were also found upgrade of the site and

therefore are most probably from a source other than the
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Anne R. Simonoff, Esqg.
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June 11, 1986

landfill. 1In sum, "the ground water qdality in the area
is good." Id. at 1-5.

The neérby surface water has been similarly unaf-
fected by the landfill. Black & Veatch has confirmed the
earlier findings by Geraghty & Miller, Inc. that the landfill
has "little or no impact on water quality" in nearby Assiscunk
Creek. And the éoil analysis performed showed that the
materials detected in the waste were at "significantly lower
[concentrations] than would be expected to occur in a sanitary
or industrial waste landfill," presumably caused;_ag‘Black
& Veatch has acknowledged, by the "effectiveness ;f the
existing leachate collection system." Id. at 7-10.

As to air quality, no "elevated levels" of volatile
organic compounds were detected at the site; merely the
usual "nuisance impact" associated with most garbage landfills
where waste is decomposing. See RIFS, Volume 1I, Summary
of Rgméaialilnvestigation, at iii.

' Inclusion of the site on the National Priority:
List under CERCLA was said to be because of the potential
health and safety threats caused by this site as a result

of the presence of hazardous wastes in significant quantities.

But here, as Black & Veatch acknowledged, the only source
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indicating the deposition of hazardous waste is the NJDEé
hazard ranking form and the NJDEP industrial survey generator
reports. RIFS, Volume II, Remedial Investigation, at 1-4.
Neither of these sources is firsthand; and there is no confir-
mation by Black & Veatch that hazardous wastes exist at

the site in any but the most nominal amounts, amounts expected
to be found at a landfill where ordinary household chemical
materials are deposited with municipal solid wastes. Indeed,

the only hazardous substance encountered in detectable amounts

during the Black & Veatch site investigatign was_langfill-
generated leachate, to be expected in any sanitaf& landfill.
RIFS, Volume 1I, Remedial Investigation, at 3-1. Leachate
has been pumped out of the landfill since closure of the
landfill; the hazardous substance concentration in the leach-
ate, which has typically declined in strength over time,

is no more than "average" and for some constituents lower
thaq;aﬁerage than that found in "typical sanitary landfill
leaéhate." .RIFS, Volume 1I, Remedial Investigation, at
3-11. Moreover, according to Black & Veatch, the pH level,
an indicator of hazardous levels, "falls within the normal
range of sanitary wastes."™ 1d.

In sum, Black & Veatch's study confirms earlier
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conclusions that "no significant adverse impact on the environ-
mental surroundings or public Health have been imposed by

the facility to date," almost five years after landfilling
ceased. RIFS, Volume II, Remedial Investigation Summary,

at i.

. NJDEP's exorbiténtly expensive and thorough site
investigation demonstrates that this landfill should never
have been designated as a superfund site. FLR objected
to that designation back in 1983, when EPA first decided .

to list the site, and reiterates its contention thaﬁ this

designation is without basis and will result in NJDEP expending
government resources on unnecessary studies and remediation
measures that constitute overly expensive and unwarranted
closure procedures. The Black & Veatch RIFS demonstrates

that this site was improperly placed on the National Priority
List aﬁd should be delisted now, before additional funds

-

are .expended for closure measures which the Remedial Investi-
gation shows are unnecessary.

Surely the full pénoply of remedial measures listed
in Black & Veatch's alternatives 3 through 7 identified
in its Feasibility Study should not be undertaken. Given

the results of the Remedial Investigation, it is clear that
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the cover material and cap called for in alternative 5 is
unnecessary and exceed NJDEP's current requirements and
even its probable future requirements for capping a closed
landfill as set forth in its proposed closure regqulations.
See 18 N.J.R. 914 (May 5, 1986). FLR has already capped
the landfill with acceptable, low-permeable clay soil from
the Merchantville Formation in accordance with their closure
plan; additional capping should only, at most, have to meet
the proposed requireﬁents, which are exceeded in Black &
Veatch's alternatives.

Moreover, the slurry walls or contaminant barriers
called for in alternatives 3 and 5 are also unnecessary
and would not be required in a normal sanitary landfill
closure, which is all that should be required for this site.
DEP's proposed new closure regulations only require cut-off
walls where there is a need to "restrict the lateral migration

-

of leachate, provide for a compléte contaminant system and
prevent pollution of the underlying aquifer." 18 N.J.R.°
909. At this site there has been no demonstrated lateral
migration of leachate, nor should any be anticipated, and

the underlying aquifer is well protected by the clay stratum

that contains the wastefill. - Moreover, FLR's earlier closure
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plan included the construction of cut-off walls,'which were
obviously performed as intended to prevent leachate migration
and contain any contaminants. Finally, the proposed slurry
walls fail to take account of the fact that this site will
soon be surrounded by the proposed Burlington County Waste
Ménagement facility. Any chance of lateral migration of
leachate from this site will be foreclosed by the containment
barriers which must be constructed under Dﬁb fegulations
in connection with th; operation of that facility.

Under these circumstances, the remediak’méasures
proposed by Black & Veatch is not justified by its own in-
vestigation, or by NJDEP requirements. This sife should
be delisted and the government's time and money concentrated
on sites legitimately in need of the exorbitant type of
remedial measures proposed here, for what should be an ordi-
nary landfill closure. |

: 1 appreciate your consideration of the above.

.

FLR stands ready to meet with you and other NJDEP representa-
tives to discuss this subject in detail.
Very truly yours,

MIELE, COOPER, SPINRAD & KRONBERG
Attorneys for Florence Land
Recontouring and Florence
Land Development

iy

‘-m'By:- //y

cc: Beth I. Muhler, Site Manager
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ENVIRONMENTAL MANAQGEMENT CONSULTANTS SERVING BUSINESS AND GOVERNMENT

10 June 1986

Ms. Beth I. Muhler

Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration
CN 028 - NJDEP

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Ms. Muhler:

As an environmental adviser to Florence Land Recontouring
Incorporated and Florence Land Development, I have reviewed
the 12 May 1986 report of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study of the FLR landfill done by Black & Veatch. I am present-
ing these comments for the record of the public meeting to be
held by the Department of Environmental Protection on 12 Jume
1986 concerning this study:

l. Neither this study by Black & Veatch nor other studies

which preceded it have discovered evidence of the dis-
charge, potential discharge or even ‘the presence of
hazardous wastes disposed of at the landfill site.

2. The failure of comprehensive investigation to discover
such evidence indicates that the landfill should not
be included on the EPA's National Priority List as a
Superfund site.

3. The B&V study shows that the leachate and gases pro-
duced in the landfill are of a character consistent

- with that found in a typical municipal solid waste
: landfill.

4. The Department's landfill closure requlations and
NJPDES permit requirements should govern the design
of the Florence landfill closure.

Sincerely, '

Richard J. Sullivan
Principal. .

RJS: jeb

ROUTE 31 PROFESSIONAL BLELOING » 2480 PENNINGTON ROAD ¢ TRENTON, N.J. 08838 s PHONE: §08/883-3009 - "+

&>



230E Jacksonville-Hedding Road
RD1 Bordentown, New Jersey 08505
June 20, 1986 )

New Jersey Dept. of Environmental Protection
Office of Community Relations

CNO28

432 East State Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Attention: Mr. Jeffrey Folmer
To the Members of the New Jersey Dept. of Environmenfal'Protection:

In an effort to convey to you the very serious concerns of the resi-
dents of Springfield Township, Burlington County, regarding the
Florence Land Recontouring Landfill Site located in Florence and
Mansfield Townships, a petition bearing 404 signatures is enclosed.
Those signing the petition live nearest the western portion of the
Township (west of U. S. Highway 206), living in very close proximity
to the landfill.

As the petition states, the residents are urging the approval of a
total clean-up and removal of contaminents on the landfill site.

We are also petitioning the Committee Members of Springfield Township
to join with Mansfield and Florence Townships in their efforts to
completély eliminate this health-hazard and to restore to us the
Clean environment to which we are entitled.

Sincerely,
Do BTl

(Mrs.) Veronica A. Stevenson

Encs. - petition -pages 1-24
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PETITION TO: THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
DIVISION OF HAZARDOUS SITE MITIGATION -

FROM:  RESIDENTS OF SPRINGFIELD TOWNSHIP, BURLINGTON COUNTY, NEW JERSEY.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF SPRINGFIELD TOWNSHIP, WISH TO MAKE KNOWN OUR
CONCERN REGARDING THE FLORENCE LAND RECONTOURING LANDFILL SITE LOCATED IN FLORENCE
AND MANSFIELD TOWNSHIPS. BECAUSE OF THE HIGHLY TOXIC WASTE KNOWN TO EXIST ON
THE SITE AND THE VERY PROBABLE LIKELIHOOD OF CONTAMINATION OF THE WATER SUPPLY
WE URGENTLY PETITION THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
TO APPROVE TOTAL CLEAN-UP AND REMOVAL OF ALL HAZARDOUS COMPOUNDS IN THIS
SITE.

THE HEALTH AND WELFARE (F ALL RESIDENTS IN THIS AREA 1S AT STAKE. OUR LIVES ARE
ENDANGERED AND WE PLEAD FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION!

NAME (PRINTED) ADDRESS SIGNATURE
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LAW OFFICES

PARKER, M<cCAy & CRiISCUOLO
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
SUITE 401
THREE GREENTREE CENTRE
ROUTE 73 & GREENTREE ROAD

MARLTON, N. J. 080853 e

l

(609) 596-8900

June 23, 1986

File No. -1091-0005RCM

Mr. Jeffrey Folmer

NJDEP Division of
Hazardous Site Mitigation
CN 028

432 E. State Street
Trenton, N.J. 08625

Re: Written Comments on RI/FS Prepared by Black and Veatch
. Engineering Architects Regarding Florence Land Recontouring
(FLR) Landfill o

Dear Mr. Folmer:

This office serves as Solicitor for the Township of Mansfield.
I attended the June 12, 1986 Public Meeting held by NJDEP at the
Fountain of Life Center in Florence Township and expressed certain
comments and concerns on behalf of Mansfield and Florence Townships
with respect to the RI/FS Report prepared by Black and Veatch
(hereinafter referred to as B&aV).

At the meeting, Anthony Farro, Assistant Director of the NJDEP,
Division of Hazardous Site Mitigation, indicated that additional
written comments would be accepted by NJDEP and EPA on or before
June:23, 1986 and that these governmental agencies and/or B&V would
respond to each comment and concern in writing. Grace Singer, Chief
of the Office of Community Relations in the NJDEP Community Rela-
tions Program indicated that all written comments should be address-

ed and directed to you for appropriate response. -

This letter is intended to summarize and expand upon the verbal
comments that I posed at the June 12, 1986 meeting and raise certain
additional technical comments and concerns which merit a written
explanation and response.

My comments are as follows:

l. SCOPE OF STUDY. Governmental, public.and judicial knowl-
edge can certainly be taken with regard to the serious domestic
watertsupplyncontamination;problem¢inuprivate“pdtable?water.supplie
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located in proximity to the FLR Landfill. Vinyl chloride, methylene
chloride, chloroethane, l-2-dichlorobenzenes, bis (2-ethyl hexyl)
phtahlates, arsenic and numerous other carcinogens have been found
in significant concentrations in domestic water supplies in both the
shallow aquifers and the Pleistocenes deposits and the deep Raritan-
Magothy Aquifer.

Some of the concentrations of these contaminants are in excess
of five (5) times the concentrations found in field blanks and
therefore merit further intense investigation. This data has been
complied over the last several years as a result of tests performed
by NJUDEP, EPA, Burlington County, Mansfield Township and private
water well investigations by concerned residents.

Mansfield Township has, in fact, expended a great deal of time
and money with regard to its efforts in having its ground water
hydrologist, Dan Raviv Associates, pPerform water tests throughout
the township in an effort to analyze contaminant data and contami-
nant sources. -

The alarmingly high cancer occurrences and cancer related
deaths experienced by residents living in close proximity to the
contaminated waste fill area has been repeatedly communicated to
various EPA and NJDEP officials over the last several years. Cancer
occurrences in the area of the township where the FLR Landfill is
located exceed the New Jersey average by approximately three hundred
(300) percent.

At a conference in Washington, D.C., prior to the award of the
RI/FS contract to B&V, William N. Hedeman, Jr., then Director of the
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response in the Federal Superfund
Program, indicated that the domestic water supply contamination
problem would be investigated in conjunction with and as a part of
the RI/FS for FLR and that remediation of FLR would be coordinated
with theé location and construction of the Burlington County Solid
Wasté Management Facilities Complex proposed by the Burlington

County Board of Chosen Freeholders on the parcel of land adjacent to
the FLR Landfill site.

Township representatives have repeatedly expressed their
concerns over deferring commencement of waste filling operations in
the new County landfill next to the FLR Superfund site until reme-
diation has been completed and domestic water supplies are free from
contamination. The Township has also expressed an additional
concern pertaining to the location of a 1,200 unit adult community,
which is now being completed, which is supplied by water with two
on-site wells. This development is located approximately one mile
from the FLR Waste fill area. Mansfield and Florence Townships
were, therefore, under the opinion and belief, based upon represen-..

. tations from NJDEP and EPA, that the scoping of the project included'VF
. @an. expansive:investigation,. dealing with both.source -and off-site
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contamination and environmental concerns, and that the factors set

forth in 40 CFR Section 300.68(e) would.be incorporated into the

RI/FS analysis. Pursuant to subsection (e) (1) (3i) of 40 CFR Section,
300.68(e), the expanded analysis would necessarily include an
analysis of "contaminated drinking water at the tap" and remediation
measures responding thereto, including provision for water supplies.

All of these concerns were again expressed at the first public
meeting arranged by your office which was held on May 2, 1985 at the
Florence Township High School pPrior to preparation of the RI/FS by
B&V. Both townships and their residents were led to believe that
such an expanded analysis was part of the study, especially in light
of the following statements contained in Section 2.4, entitled
Potable Water Supply Well Inventory, on Page A-14 of BsgV's Project
Specific Proposal for FLR: _

"As part of the field operations, a survey of
domestic and any public, water supplies within a _
l-mile radius of the site will be conducted. The -
purpose of this survey will be to identify domes-

tic water supply wells that may have been ..

impacted by contaminant migration from the site

and to further define the geologic and hydrologic
conditions in the area."

Needless to say, the Townships were dismayed to find, upon
receipt and review of B&V's RI/FS Report two weeks ago, that B&V did
not investigate domestic water supplies within one mile of the
contaminated waste fill area as represented, but, instead, simply
tested twenty domestic wells located in close proximity to the waste
fill area. The Township officials and the residents and profession-
al consultants were equally dismayed that B&V did not expand their
investigation and study upon finding contaminants in those wells
sampled. B&V simply indicated that further tests should be conduct-
ed in the future with respect to these issues and, as will be
discyssed in subsequent comments, indicated that the contaminant
source might not be the landfill inasmuch as the same or similar
contaminants were found in both upgradient and downgradient wells.

Based upon the limited scope of the investigation, B&V conclud-
ed in its RI that the contamination was "source contained". The
remediation alternatives suggested in the FS were predicated upon
and presuppose the accuracy of this conclusion in the RI. The
Townships feel that the remedial alternatives may not accurately or
fully address the nature, scope and breath of appropriate remedial
measures if the supposition in the RI pertaining to "source con-
tamination" is incorrect, unsubstantiated and/or-inconclusive.

2. ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT AND ENFORCEMENT ACTION. - .The
Townships were advised by EPA and NJDEP that an enforcement action

would;be;h:ought"by;thetgove:nment(s)ﬁunderzCERCLA;to“recoup,its.
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costs incurred resulting from investigation and remediation.
However, Page 5-58 of the FS (Volume 3) indicates as follows:

"An endangerment assessment is often prepared as
part of the public health assessment for enforce-
ment-related remediations. Since the remediation
to be performed at the FLR Landfill is not cur-
rently defined as an "enforcement action® under
CERCLA, a separate endangerment assessment has not
been performed."

NJDEP's enforcement attorney was present at the June 12, 1986
public meeting and representations were made at the premeeting
conference with the Municipal officials that an enforcement action
would be brought by the government. The Townships request written
confirmation that an "enforcement action” under CERCLA will be
instituted by the government and that a separate endangerment
assessment will be performed and made available to the Townships
within the next several weeks. The Townships have incurred substan-
tial investigatory and remediation costs on their own and may wish
to commence litigation to recoup their costs. I am.advised that
Florence Township has already filed a "Notice of Claim" under
CERCLA. ~

3. GEOLOGIC AND HYDROLOGIC ANALYSIS

A. Groundwater flows. Both the RI and FS devote substantial
verbage to an explanation of groundwater flows in both the shallow
aquifers in the Plestocene deposits and the deep Raritan-Magothy
Aquifer. Reference is made to prior studies and reports focusing on
the geologic and hydrologic analysis of the site by Geraghty and
Miller, Inc. (G&M), Woodward-Clyde, Richard A. Alaimo Associates,
Princeton Aqua Sciences, Inc., and Roy F. Weston. Page 5-30 of the
RI (Volume 2) indicates that "The configuration of the potentiome-
tric surface contour lines (See Figure 5.7) indicates a general
ground-water flow direction from the northwest to the southeast and
south, toward Assiscunk Creek". Several sections in both the RI and
FS indicate that this "flow description” applies to both the shallow
aquifers and the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. Other sections in the
reports indicate that this "flow description” only applies to the
shallow aquifers in the plestocene deposits. The Townships request
written clarification from B&V as to whether this "flow description"
is limited to an analysis of the shallow aquifer flows and/or
whether the "flow description" is also applicable to flows in the
Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. At the June 12, 1986 public meeting,
Lawrence J. Hosmer of B&V presented a slide which was shown to the
public which appeared to indicate that the flow description applies
only to the shallow aquifers in the Plestocene deposits. :

B. Changes in Groundwater Flow. As indicated previously, BsV -

has. offered.an opinion that the groundwater flow.is -from-the. north- -
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west to the southeast to the south towards the Assiscunk Creek. Bs&V
has concluded that the contamination found in "upgradient" wells
cannot be caused by the landfill inasmuch as the landfill is hy-
drologically "downgradient". B&V has also indicated that ground-
water flows can be changed by heavy water utilization and pumping in
the area. The townships feel that an explanation is in order from
BsV to reconcile these two statements and opinions. The Townships
request written confirmation from B&V that the contamination found
in the supposedly "upgradient”™ wells cannot possibly be coming from
the FLR waste fill area.

€. Outcrop Area and Recharge of Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. B&V
indicates that the waste fill area is located in close proximity to
the Raritan-Magothy recharge area and that this aquifer is recharged
by the Delaware River and through vertical downward infiltration
from overlying water sources. B&V has also indicated that the
Merchantville Clay Formation, which overlies the Raritan-Magothy
Aquifer, "...is fairly irregular and suggests the presence of
remnant fluvial-induced, erosional features.". Notwithstanding the
foregoing comments, B&V has determined that the existence of the
Merchantville Clay Formation can be expected to protect the Raritan-
Magothy Aquifer from leachate contamination. These statements and
this analysis appears to conflict. If the Raritan-Magothy is
"impermeable”, the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer would not be able to be
recharged by vertical seepage from shallow aquifers. The Townships
request a written explanation from B&V further expanding upon the
"permeability factors"™ of the Merchantville Clay Formation. It is
also to be noted, as I advised at the June 12 public meeting, that
Beatrice Tylutki testified in court proceedings in the late 1970's
that the Merchantville Clay Formation had been pierced under the
waste fill area and that the waste fill leachate was then contam-
inating the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. An explanation is in order as
to why DEP and BaV's current statements seem to conflict with prior
court testimony given by a former DEP employee. In summary, DEP's
position during the Court proceedings in the 1970's was that the
Merchantville Clay Formation had been pierced and that the waste
fill area was contaminating the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer. DEP and
B&V's current position appears to be that the Merchantville Clay
Formation has not been pierced and that there is no contamination
seeping into the Raritan-Magothy Aquifer.

3. SURFACE WATER IMPACTS AND SOIL SAMPLINGS. Methylene
chloride was found in both the surface water and soil samples that
were taken. B&V concludes that water quality in the Assiscunk Creek
has "changed slightly in the last three years" and that several
constituents succeed the State's water quality standards. A review
of Table 6.1, which compares upstream and downstream stations,
reveals that fecal chloroform, fecal strep and phosphate levels are
all in violation of the State standards. A series of other chemi-
cals, including phenol, were present in both the Assiscunk Creek and
the. drainage. channel .located adjacent .to.Cedar.Lane extension. ..Bé&’
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indicates that "it is also theoretically possible that these con-
‘stituents are emanating from the waste fill since  phenol was present
in the water and BV-2S and pentachlorophenol was present in the soil
in B-03.". B&V also found phalate contamination actually increased
in concentration at approximately fifty-four feet into the Merchant-
ville Formation. The existence of the methylene chloride contamina-
tion along with the other contaminants that were found at the levels
that they were found in the soils and in the Assiscunk Creek should
have spurred additional investigation by B&V. However, B&V simply
reported the existence of the contaminants and stopped its inves-
tigation after rendering an opinion that the contamination could not
be caused from the waste fill area. It is obvious to anyone inves-
tigating the FLR Landfill that it is the only source of contamina-
tion in those portions of Florence and Mansfield Township. B&V
should have expanded its investigation as opposed to stopping its
investigation when these contaminants, at the levels found, were
detected.

4. REMEDIATION ALTERNATIVES. At the June 12, 1986 public.
meeting, DEP and B&V indicated that Alternative 3, with modifica-
tions thereto, would be the selected remediation procedure. The
Townships feel that additional off-site monitoring wells should be
included in the remediation process to further investigate contami-
nant levels. Additionally, provision for potable water supply for .
the residents in the area should be included in the remediation
alternative. Many of the residents living in close proximity to the
landfill have been drinking bottled water since the late 1970's.
Installation of a water line connected to the Burlington Township
public water supply is in order for the protection of these indi-
viduals. '

: 5. BURLINGTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES COM-
PLEX. It is my understanding that 2-ethyl hexyl phtalate
concentrations were found in wells that have been installed by
Burlington County on the tract of land adjacent to the FLR Landfill
where the new County Landfill is to be located. Based upon the B&V
reports, this area is supposed to be "upgradient". An explanation
is requested from B&V as to how this situation could occur. As
referred to earlier in this letter, B&V has neglected to investigate
the sources of the contaminants found in the supposedly "upgradient"”
wells. A more intense and detailed investigation and analysis of
this issue must be conducted.

DEP must withhold additional approvals of the County Landfill
project until these contaminant sources are located and remediation
has been completed with respect to this Superfund site.

6. QUALITY ASSURANCE PROBLEMS. The accuracy of the lab tests
and data that was compiled is questionable in light of all of the
Quality Assurance problems and improper testing procedures utilized. ..
The conclusions:drawn:by: B&V.are.based upon.~the.inaccurate-and:..
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incorrect data. It is suggested that retesting‘and reanalyéis is in
order to assure the quality of the lab results and data on hand.

Dan Raviv Associates will be forwarding its report to you with
respect to certain technical hydrogeologic issues. The comments ang
concerns raised by Dan Raviv are intended to be incorporated by
reference into this report.

The Townships look forward to promptly receiving B&V's written
comments in response to this letter and Mr. Raviv's report.

RONALD C. MORGAN -
RCM:jm

cc: -Dan Raviv
Marion E. Hay, Township Clerk



