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contamination. In 1980, the state conducted a site inspection and found approximately
250 leaking drums of various chemical compounds. The state discovered that VOCs and
materials contaminated with PCBs were disposed of .in an onsite sanitary septic system.
After site operations ceased in 1983, the state conducted a second site inspection and
discovered approximately 1,600 leaking and open drums. Analyses of the drums' contents
revealed the presence of numerous VOCs and PCBs. In 1985, the state ordered the site
owner to properly dispose of the drums; however, only about 400 drums were removed. In
1986, EPA initiated a removal action to address the remaining 1,200 drums and 22 USTs at
the site. This ROD addresses the final remedy for the contamination present in the soil,
sediment, buildings and equipment, drums, sludge, septic system, and hardened latex, as
the first of two operable units. A future ROD will address ground water contamination,

. as 0U2. The primary contaminants of concern affecting the soil, sediment, sludge, and
debris are VOCs including PCE, TCE, toluene, and xylenes; other organics, including PAHs,
PCBs, pesticides, and phenols; and metals, including arsenic and lead.

The selected remedial action for this site includes excavating approximately 600 buried
drums with offsite disposal or incineration; dismantling 30 production vats from their
steel supports and draining any remaining material that is not hardened into drums for
offsite disposal or incineration, disposing of the vats in an offsite landfill; removing
the floor drains and demolishing 41,000 square feet of the onsite buildings with offsite
disposal; excavating the septic system along with 800 gallons of associated liquids and
6 cubic yards of sludge with offsite disposal; excavating and treating onsite an
estimated 34,700 cubic yards of contaminated soil and sediment using low thermal
desorption; testing soil to determine the need for stabilization prior to disposal, then,
and backfilling treated material onsite; transporting residuals generated during the
treatment process offsite for disposal or treatment; treating offgases using carbon
adsorption or another appropriate treatment; monitoring air; assessing the wetland area
and performing additional ground water investigations during the remedial design phase;
implementing institutional controls, if necessary and site access restrictions including
fencing. The estimated present worth c¢ost for this remedial action is $17,883,600, which
includes an annual O&M cost of $4,848,700 for 1 year.

'

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS:

Chemical-specific soil clean-up goals, which are based on the EPA Risk Assessment
Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), include PCBs 1 mg/kg; heptachlor epoxide 0.1 mg/kg;
benzo(a) anthracene 0.4 mg/kg; chrysene 13 mg/kg; bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 46 mg/kg;
indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene 0.2 mg/kg; arsenic 3.6 mg/kg; and lead 500 mg/kg. Building
material contaminated with PCBs greater than 50 mg/kg will be disposed of in accordance
with TSCA/RCRA requirements.
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Contaminated soil will be excavated and
treated by low temperature thermal
desorption, and then backfilled on the site.
Buried drums present at the site will be
excavated also, and will be disposed of or
incinerated at an off-site facility. The
vats will be dismantled and disposed of in an
appropriate off-site landfill. Two buildings
on the site will be demolished and also

‘disposed of in an appropriate off-site

landfill.
$11,263,600 .
$4,848,700
$17,883,600
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Record of Decision for the
Industrial Latex Site

Kathleen C. Callahan, Director
Emergency and Remedial Response Division (2ERRD)

Constantine Sidamon-Eristoff
Regional Administrator (2RA)

Attached for your approval is the Record of Decision (ROD) for
the contaminated soil, vats, and buildings at the Industrial
"~ Latex site. The site is located in Bergen County, New Jersey.

The selected remedial action represents the first of two planned
operable units for the site. This action will address the
contamination present in the soil, vats, and buildings at the
site. The groundwater will be the subject of the second operable
unit. :

Contaminated soil will be excavated and treated by low
temperature thermal desorption, and then backfilled on the site.
Buried drums present at the site will be excavated also, and will’
be disposed of or incinerated at an off-site facility. The vats -
will be dismantled and disposed of in an appropriate off-site
landfill. Two buildings on the site will be demolished and also
disposed of in an appropriate off-site landfill.

The estimated present worth cost to perform the remedial action
at the site is $18 million. :

A remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) to
identify the nature and extent of contamination at the site was
completed in July 1992. The results of the RI/FS and the
Proposed Plan for the site were released to the public on July
16, 1992. The 30-day public comment period ended on August 15,
1992. In addition, a public meeting was held on August 10, 1992.
The comments provided by local residents and officials on the
proposed remedial action did not necessitate a modification of
the proposed remedy.

The attached ROD was developed by EPA and has been reviewed by
the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy,
and the appropriate offices within Region II. Their input and
comments are reflected in the document.

If you have any questions concerning this ROD, I will be happy to
discuss them at your convenience.
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RECLARATION STATEMENT
RECORD OF DECISION
INDUSTRIAL LATEX

ame d

Industrial Latex
Wallington, Bergen County, New Jersey

me (o]

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
contaminated soil, vats, buildings, and buried drums at the
Industrial Latex site. The remedial action was chosen in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 and, to the
extent practicable, the National 0il and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the
administrative record for the site.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the
Industrial Latex site, if not addressed by implementing the
response action selected in this Record of Decision, may present
an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health,
welfare, or the environment.

esc (*)

The remedy described in this document represents the first
operable unit for the Industrial Latex site. It addresses the
current and future threats to human health and the environment
associated with the contamination present in the soil, vats,
buildings, and buried drums at the site, and is the final
remedial action for these media. Additional investigation will
be undertaken to characterize the nature and extent of any site-
related groundwater contamination. A subsequent decision
document will address the need for groundwater remediation.

The major components o: the selected remedy include:

- Excavation of contaminated soil exceeding remediation goals
above the water table, on-site treatment by low temperature
thermal desorption, and on-site backfilling of the treated
so0il; ’ ' _
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- Re#oval and off-site disposal of contaminated vats in an
approved landfill under the Toxic Substances Control Act and
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act;

- Demolition and off-site disposal of'buildings in an
appropriate landfill;

- Excavation and off-site treatment or disposal of buried
drums; and ’ :

- Appropriate environmental monitoring to ensure the’
effectiveness of the remedy.

Statutory Determinations
The selected remedy is protective of human health and the

" environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference
for remedies that employ treatment that reduces toxicity,
mobility, or volume as a principal element. Subsequent actions

may be necessary to address groundwater contamination at the
site.

Because this remedy will not result'in hazardous substances
remaining on the site above health-based levels, the five-~year
review will not apply to this action.

nstantine Sidamon-Eri
Regional Administrator




DECISION SUMMARY
RECORD OF DECISION

INDUSTRIAL LATEX

SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Industrial Latex site is located at 350 Mount Pleasant Avenue
in the Borough of Wallington, Bergen County, New Jersey. It is
situated in a small valley between two northeast-southwest
trending hills. The property encompasses 9.67 acres in a mixed
residential/industrial neighborhood. The site is bordered by a
residential area including an elementary school to the west; a
tractor trailer storage area to the north; the CONRAIL/New Jersey
Transit railroad line to the east; and an outdoor recreational
complex, residences, and an undeveloped lot to the south (Figure
-1). The undeveloped lot is owned by the Borough of Wallington
and is utilized for storage (road salt, sand, gravel, and
construction debris), and for composting (grass, leaves, etc.).
The Borough of Wood-Ridge is located directly east of the
railroad line.

The site is southeast of an extensive industrial development
bordering the CONRAIL/New Jersey Transit rail corridor.
Industrial facilities near the site include the Curtiss-Wright
Corporation located in Wood-Ridge and Farmland Dairies in
Wallington. The Curtiss-Wright and Farmland Dairies facilities
are currently undergoing environmental investigations under the
New Jersey Environmental Cleanup Responsibility Act (ECRA).

The majority of the land use within a one-half mile radius of the
Industrial Latex site is residential, while some land is zoned
for commerce and industry. Major residential developments are
closely situated to the east, west, and south of the site.
According to 1990 census data, approximately 17,500 people live
in the Boroughs of Wallington and Wood-Ridge.

Until 1985, the Borough of Wallington had maintained five public
water supply wells within the Borough (Figure 2). Four of these
wells are located within one mile of the site. However, the
wells have been closed since 1985 due to groundwater
contamination of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) such as
trichloroethene (TCE), tetrachloroethene (PCE), and trans-l,2-
dichloroethene. The Passaic Valley Water Commission currently
supplies potable water to the Wallington Water Company for
distribution to the Borough. )

Two buildings are present on the site. Building 1 housed the
offices and laboratory of the Industrial Latex Corporation and
served as the shipping warehouse. Some chemical processing was
performed in this building. A floor drain runs down the center
of Building 1 discharging to the ground at the rear of the



property. Off-specification product was allegedly dumped in the
floor drain. Four on-site septic tanks were also used for
disposal of chemical wastes: Tanks 1 and 2 are located
immediately adjacent to the southeast side of Building 1 and
Tanks 3 and 4 are located approximately 125 feet northeast of
Building 1. A boiler located in Building 1 may be a source of
dioxin contamination found at the site due to the alleged
combustion of oil containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).
The larger building, Building 2, served as the main production
facility. Most of the production equipment still remains in the
building along with rolls of finished materials and miscellaneous
- pieces of small equipment. Four rooms were added to the original

structure of Building 2 after 1960. The additional portions of
this building may be built on buried debris. Thirty chemical-
processing vats were used to formulate the latex products; six
vats are located in Building 1 and 24 vats are located in
Building 2. Latex product has solidified on the interior and
exterior surfaces of the vats.

SITE EISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES .

The Industrial Latex Corporation manufactured chemical adhesives,
and natural and synthetic rubber compounds from 1951 until 1980.
Adhesives were initially formulated using vegetable protein in a
solvent base. Solvents utilized in the process included acetone, -
heptane, hexane, methyl ethyl ketone (MEK), and methylene
chloride. To reduce flammability, PCBs were introduced as a fire
retardant. In addition, the PCBs also had excellent bonding
properties. ~

In the late 1970s, solvent-based adhesives were replaced by
water-based latex adhesives. Intermittent processing of latex
compounds continued at the site until October 1983, when all
operations ceased. Poor operational procedures and on-site waste
disposal practices resulted in widespread areas of surface and
subsurface soil contamination.

Prompted by numerous complaints from local officials about the
misuse of solvents and the dumping of trash and chemicals on the
property, the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
and Energy (NJDEPE) conducted a site inspection in 1980 and found-
approximately 250 leaking drums of various chemical compounds.

In addition, NJDEPE discovered that VOCs and materials
contaminated with PCBs had been disposed of in an on-site
sanitary septic system. NJDEPE conducted a second site
inspection in 1983 and discovered approximately 1,600 drums which
wvere open, leaking, or lying on their sides. Analyses of the
drum contents revealed the presence of acetone, hexane, MEK,
dimethyl formanide, and 1,1,l-trichloroethane (TCA).



In 1985, NJDEPE began enforcement efforts to have the site owner
remove and properly dispose of all on-site drums and contaminated
soil. By March 1986, however, only about 400 drums had been
removed. : ’

Because of the owner's inability to conduct a timely removal of
the material, the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) initiated a removal action in April 1986 to address
immediate contaminant hazards present at the site. Sampling and
analyses of on-site drums revealed the presence of benzene,
ethylbenzene, toluene, xylene, and extensive PCB contamination.
By January 1987, EPA had removed 1,200 drums and 22 underground
'storage tanks from the site. '

From May 1987 until January 1988, EPA conducted an expanded site
inspection for the purpose of collecting additional data on the
nature and extent of contamination. 1In addition, a fence was
installed to restrict access to the site and reduce direct
exposure to surface contamination. The data collected during the
expanded site inspection was used as supporting documentation in
ranking the Industrial Latex site for inclusion on the National
Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites. The site was proposed
for inclusion on the NPL in June 1988 and finalized in March
1989. EPA initiated a remedial investigation and feasibility
study (RI/FS) to determine the nature and extent of contamination
at the Industrial Latex site in June 1989. .

On March 26, 1986, EPA sent notice letters to five potentially
responsible parties (PRPs). On July 31, 1986, EPA issued a
Unilateral Administrative Order to all five of these PRPs
demanding that they perform removal actions at the site. None of
the PRPs offered to perform this work. In January 1988, EPA
filed a lien on the site pursuant to Section 113 of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensatory and Liability
Act (CERCLA), as amended. In addition, EPA sent a letter, dated
January 4, 1988, to two of the PRPs demanding that they reimburse
EPA for $1,524,000 in past costs related to removal activities at
the site. Neither party offered to provide EPA with such
reimbursement. On March 17, 1992, EPA sent information request
letters to three firms believed to have information relating to
the disposal of waste material at the site. The responses did
not indicate that the firms had any involvement with the
Industrial Latex site. EPA will evaluate further enforcement
activities.

HIGHLIGHTS8 OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

A Community Relations Plan (CRP) was developed to ensure the
public opportunities for involvement in site-related decisions.
In addition, the CRP was used by EPA to determine, based on
community interviews, activities to ensure public involvement and

3



to provide opportunities for the community to learn about the
site.

EPA held a public meeting and distributed a fact sheet in June
1989 to explain the initial RI/FS to the public and to report on
the progress being made at the s1te.

The RI and FS reports were released to the public in July 1992.
A Proposed Plan, that identified EPA's preferred remedial
alternative, was released on July 16, 1992. These documents were
made available to the public at the information repositories at
the John F. Kennedy Memorial Library, located on Hathaway Street
in Wallington, New Jersey, and the Wood-Ridge Memorial Library,
located on Hackensack Street in Wood-Ridge, New Jersey, and in
the administrative record file at the EPA Docket Room in Region
II, New York, New York. A copy of the administrative record is
also located at the John F. Kennedy Memorial Library. The notice .
of availability for the above-referenced documents was published
in The Record (Bergen/Hudson Edition) on July 16, 1992. The
public comment period on these documents was held from July 16,
1992 to August 15, 1992.

Oon August 10, 1992, EPA conducted a public meeting at the

~ Wallington Civic Center, to present the findings of the RI/FS and
the Proposed Plan, and to respond to questions and comments from

area residents and other attendees.

Responses to the comments received during the public comment
period are included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is part
of this Record of Decision (ROD).

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
the Industrial Latex site, chosen in accordance with the CERCLA,
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the National 0il and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). The
selection of the remedy for this site is based on the
administrative record.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION
This Record of Decision was developed by EPA. -

As with many Superfund sites, the problems at the Industrial
Latex site are complex. As a result, EPA has organized the site
into two remedial phases or operable units, in addition to the
removal action that was conducted between April 1986 and January
1987. This ROD addresses the first operable unit for the site
and identifies the selected remedy for the contaminated soils and
sediments, buildings and equipment, drums, septic system, and



hardened latex material. This is a final remedy for the first
operable unit.

Because the results of the groundwater investigation were not
conclusive, a second operable unit to more fully characterize the
presence and extent of contamination will be performed. A
subsequent investigation will be performed to determine the
nature and extent of any site-related groundwater contamination.
A final remedy for the groundwater contamination will be
determined after collecting and evaluating additional groundwater
information. .

SUMMARY OF SBITE CHARACTERISTICS

Site Geology and Hydrology

The Industrial Latex site lies within the physiographic region
known as the Triassic lowlands which is a subdivision of the
Piedmont Province. 1In general, the lowland terrain consists of a
gently rolling surface that varies in altitude from one foot to
200 feet. The lowland is underlain by igneous and sedimentary
rocks of Jurassic and Triassic Age, respectively. The
sedimentary bedrock deposits of shale, siltstone and sandstone
‘belong to the Brunswick Formation of the Newark Group. The
Brunswick Formation is also referred to as the Passaic Formation. -
The igneous bedrock consists of basalt and diabase intrusions
which form highly resistant ridges, known-.as the Watchung
Mountains. The site is located in a small valley between two
northeast-southwest trending hills. The site has an average
elevation of 63 feet above mean sea level (MSL). The hill to the
west of the site has an elevation of 120 feet above MSL. To the
east, another ridge of hills rises to an altitude of 200 feet

- above MSL. '

The sedimentary beds strike north to northeast and dip west to
northwest at 10 degrees. A prominent set of joints parallels the
strike of the beds; a less prominent set strikes in a northwest
direction. The United States Geological Survey (USGS) performed
geophysical logging on the Borough of Wallington's Spring Street
well, located approximately 450 feet south of the site. Based on
this logging, the USGS inferred that major fracture zones exist
at 36 to 40 feet and 53 to 66 feet below ground surface, with
numerous small fractures down the rest of the 392-foot well.

Bedrock at the site is overlain by approximately 35 feet of
glacial deposits. The glacial deposits are thick (30 to 50 feet)
in the eastern portion of the site and relatively thin (6 to 8
feet) in the western portion of the site due to the sharp rise in
bedrock elevation in this area. :



" Low portions of the site to the east have accumulated marshland
organic substratum of the Udorthents Series. However,
development of the area and reworking of the on-site soils have -
disturbed the original soils significantly. In general, soils
found at the Industrial Latex site are classified as soils of the
Boonton Series Urban Land Complex.

The Industrial Latex site is located in the Passaic River basin.
Generally, on-site surface runoff flows eastward across the site
to an intermittent drainage channel which parallels the railroad
tracks. This drainage channel ordinarily flows only during
periods of excessive precipitation.

Groundwater is present in both consolidated and unconsolidated
subsurface material at the Industrial Latex site. Formerly, five
municipal wells supplied the Borough of Wallington with its
potable water. All wells were completed in the Brunswick
Formation, at depths ranging from approximately 350 to 400 feet
below the ground surface. As shown in Figure 2, the municipal
wells are situated throughout the Borough. Since 1985, the
mun1c1pa1 wells have been closed due to VOC contamlnatlon. The
primary contamlnants are trans-1,2-dichloroethene, PCE, and TCE.

In 1986, the USGS conducted a survey of the groundwater quality
in the area of the Industrial Latex site. In addition to the
Wallington municipal wells, analytical data were reviewed from a
‘municipal test well immediately south of the site, monitoring
wells at the Curtiss-Wright Facility in Wood-Ridge northeast of
the site, and production wells at the Farmland Dairies in the
Borough of Wallington north of the site. Based on this water
quality data, the USGS inferred that groundwater in the
unconsolidated and bedrock materials around the site are
contaminated with VOCs, petroleum hydrocarbons, and phthalate
esters. - This may indicate that groundwater contamination is a
regional problem in the area.

The RI also investigated groundwater quality both on and off the
Industrial Latex site. However, because groundwater sampling
produced inconsistent results, and only relatively low
concentrations of contaminants were detected, no conclusions
could be drawn from that part of the investigation.

The depth to water at the Industrial Latex site was found to
range from approximately 10 feet below the ground surface in the
eastern portion of the property to about 20 feet in the western
portion. The water level difference in the depth corresponds to
a change in topography between the eastern and western portions
of the site.

Using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Wetland
Classification System, the wetlands identified at the Industrial
Latex site were classified as palustrine wetlands. ' The water
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regime at the site could be classified as seasonally/temporarily
flooded. This indicates that water is present for both brief and
extended periods during the growing season. When surface water
is absent, the water table usually occurs closely below the
ground surface early in the season and drops lower as the growing .
‘season continues. Palustrine emergent wetlands are located near
the northeast corner of the site. The palustrine scrub/shrub and
forested wetlands, in the northern section of the site between
the fence and the property boundary, are characterized by
hardwood shrub and tree vegetation. A scrub/shrub wetland
borders the surface drainage ditch adjacent to the eastern
property boundary. Past human activities have disturbed these
wetlands causing alterations in typical wetland hydrology, soil
and vegetation. Perturbations found on site include altered
drainage patterns, buried hydric soils (i.e., filled wetlands),
scraped and/or removed hydric soils, buried plant materials,
mounded dirt and debris on buried hydric_soils, ditched wetland
areas, and removed vegetation.

A Stage IA Cultural Resource Survey performed as part of the RI
concluded that there is little likelihood that significant
prehistoric or historic activities occurred at the site. 1In
addition, due to the extensive reworking of the site soils over
the last 40 years, any archeological remains of such activities
would have been likely obliterated. Therefore, no additional
investigation is considered necessary.

ure d te atio

A series of field investigations, collectively referred to as the
remedial investigation, was completed in June 1992. The purpose
of the RI was to determine the nature and extent of contamination
associated with the site.

To assess the nature and extent of contamination, 256 samples -
were obtained from surface and subsurface soil, 54 samples from
groundwater, 24 from sediments, and 86 samples of building
components including interior bulldlng surfaces, -floor drains,
septic systems, and equlpment.

The major conclusions of the RI for the site are summarized
below:

] Approximately 32,000 cubic yards of soil on the site are
contaminated with PCB Aroclor 1260, bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate, metals, and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs). This volume is based on an estimate of soil
containing more than 1 part per million (ppm) of PCBs, and
includes soil in the wetland portion of the site as well as
beneath the buildings. The highest levels of soil .
contamination are found along the eastern boundary and in
the southeast corner of the site (Figures 3 to 6). PCB
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Aroclor 1260 is found in concentrations up to 4,000 ppm,
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate up to 280 ppm, and antimony up to
12.6 ppm. An additional 2,700 cubic yards of soil contain
metals at concentrations consistent with background levels
for the area. The background levels were based on off-site
sampling of soil.

Approximately 600 buried drums containing latex-type
material and other material are present along the eastern
boundary and southeastern corner of the site at a depth of
one-half foot to 10 feet below the ground surface. Samples
of this material detected PCB Aroclor 1260 at concentrations
as high as 43,700 ppm. In addition, drums and related
latex-type material are exposed along the railroad corridor.

Approximately 2,700 cubic yards of soil and sediments in a
drainage channel along the eastern border of the site are
contaminated with PCB Aroclor 1260 (up to 250 ppm), bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate (up to 150 ppm), PAHs (up to 13 ppm),
and metals (up to 654 ppm). The surface water in the
drainage channel did not contain any compounds which exceed
promulgated New Jersey Surface Water Quality Criteria.

- Groundwater beneath the eastern portion of the site may be
contaminated with low concentrations of VOCs, PCB Aroclor
1260, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, and metals, but the
results from several rounds of groundwater sampling were not
consistent. Additionally, because background conditions
were not sufficiently established, it could not be
determined if the groundwater was actually contaminated as a
result of the site. However, all residences in the area are
served by the Passaic Valley Water Commission.

Approximately 41,000 square feet of interior building
.surfaces (walls and floors) and an exterior concrete pad are
contaminated with PCB Aroclor 1260 at a level up to 95 ppm.
The floor drains in one of the buildings, the processing
vats, and miscellaneous equipment within both buildings are
also contaminated with PCB Aroclor 1260 (as high as 570
ppm). The floor drains are also contaminated with VOCs,
phthalates, and metals.

Approximately 800 gallons of liguids and six cubic yards of
sludges from the septic tanks are contaminated with VOCs (up
to 2,800 ppm), PCBs (up to 22,000 ppm), phthalates (up to

5, 600 ppm), and metals (up to 13,000 ppm).

Thirty vats are present in the two buildings on the site and
are primarily contaminated with surficial PCBs (up to 21,100
ppm), metals, and VOCs (up to 24,800 ppm).



S8UMMARY OF BITE RISKS

Based upon the results of the RI, a baseline risk assessment was
conducted to estimate the risks associated with current and
future site conditions. The baseline risk assessment estimates
the human health and environmental risk which could result from
the contamination at the site if no remedial action were taken.

Human Health Risk Assessment

For the human health risk assessment, a reasonable maximum human
exposure was evaluated. A four-step process was utilized for
asse551ng site-related human health risks for a reasonable
maximum exposure scenario: Hazard Identification--identified the
contaminants of concern at the site based on several factors such
as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration; Exposure
Assessment--estimated the magnitude of actual and/or potential
human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures,
and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contaminated soil) by which
humans are potentially exposed; Toxicity Assessment-- determined
the types of adverse health effects associated with chemical
exposures, and the relationship between. magnitude of exposure
(dose) and severity of adverse effects (response); and Risk
Characterization--summarized and combined outputs of the exposure
and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative (e.g., one-in-
a-million excess cancer risk) assessment of site-related risks.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic
(cancer causing) and noncarcinogenic effects due to exposure to
site chemicals are considered separately. It was assumed that
the toxic effects of the site-related chemicals would be
additive. Thus, carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks
associated with exposures to individual indicator compounds were
summed to indicate the potential risks associated with mixtures
of potential carcinogens and noncarcinogens, respectively.

Table 1 shows the chemicals detected in soil and sediments at the
site, and identifies the chemicals of potential concern. The
health effects criteria for the chemicals of potential concern
are presented in Table 2.

Noncarcinogenic risks were assessed using a Hazard Index (HI)
approach, based on a comparison of expected contaminant intakes
and safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference Doses
(RfDs) have been developed by EPA for .indicating the potential
for adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units
of milligrams per kilogram per day (mg/kg-day), are estimates. of
daily exposure levels for humans which are thought to be safe
over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals). Estimated
intakes of chemicals from environmental media (e.g., the amount
of a chemical ingested from contaminated drinking water) are
compared with the RfD to derive the hazard quotient for the
contaminant in the particular media. The HI is obtained by
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adding the hazard quotients for all compounds across all media.
An HI greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for
noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a result of site-
related exposures. The HI provides a useful reference point for
gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant
exposures within a single medium or across media.

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer
_potency factors developed by EPA for the indicator compounds.
Cancer potency factors (CPFs) have been developed by EPA's
Carcinogenic Risk Assessment Verification Endeavor for estimating
excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to
potentially carcinogenic chemicals. CPFs, which are expressed in
units of (mg/kg-day)”’, are multiplied by the estimated intake of
a potential carcinogen, in mg/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound
estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with
exposure to the compound at that intake level. The term "upper
bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated
from the CPFs. Use of this approach makes underestimation of the
risk highly unlikely. _

For known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upper-
bound individual lifetime cancer risks of between 1X10* to

1X10*® to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual
has no greater than a one in ten thousand to one in a million
chance of developing cancer as a result of exposure to site
conditions over a 30-year period.

To evaluate human health risk, several exposure pathways were
selected for detailed evaluation under both current and future
land-use conditions. Under current land-use conditions

(Table 3), the dominant health risk is posed by the ingestion of
on-site surface soil (0 to 2 feet) by a trespasser. Ingestion of
soil poses the greatest carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk.
The estimated cancer risk is 9x10* (nine in ten thousand),
primarily due to PCB Aroclor 1260. The HI related to ingestion
of on-site surface soil is 7.8. :

The estimated cancer risk for dermal contact with on-site soil
and for incidental ingestion of, or dermal contact with, off-site
surface soil are within EPA's target cancer risk range of 10* to
10°. The HIs for these exposure pathways are less than one.

Both excess cancer risk and the HI for the remaining exposure
pathways are also within acceptable levels.

The following exposure pathways were evaluated in detail under
future land-use conditions: .

¢ Incidental ingestion and dermal absorption of on-site
surface soils by a hypothetical future worker.
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¢  Incidental ingestion and dermal absorption of on-site
surface soils by a hypothetical future resident (Birth
to 30 years old).

Under future land-use conditions (Table 4), the dominant health
risk is posed by the ingestion of on-site surface soil by a
future resident. Based on contaminant concentrations identified
in the on-site surface soil, ingestion of the soil poses the
greatest carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk. The estimated
excess cancer risk is 2x10? (two in a hundred), due primarily to
PCB Aroclor 1260. The HI is 48, also due to PCB Aroclor 1260.

The estimated excess cancer risk for dermal contact with on-site
surface soil for a future resident is 5x10° (five in a thousand),
and the HI is 14. The estimated excess cancer risk for
incidental ingestion of on-site surface soil by a future worker
is 3x10%, and 5x10* for dermal contact with the soil. The HIs.
are 9.5 and 1.6, respectlvely.

A qualitative risk assessment was performed for the building
surfaces and vats on the site because of the difficulty in
adequately quantifying those exposure risks. Generally, the
chemicals detected on the building and vat surfaces were present
at concentrations significantly higher than the maximum
concentrations found in on-site soil. Dermal absorption of PCB
Aroclor 1260 and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate are the most serious
health threats, and chronic exposure may result in elevated
cancer risks, adverse liver effects, and fetotoxicity. Short-
term exposures via inhalation to high concentrations of VOCs in
the floor drains may result in neurological effects. The high
concentrations of inorganic chemicals are not likely to penetrate
the skin; however, the risks due to incidental ingestion may be
significant due primarily to antimony and zinc.

Ecological Risk Assessnment

For the ecological risk assessment, a reasonable maximum
environmental exposure was evaluated. A four-step process was
utilized for assessing site-related ecological risks for a
reasonable maximum exposure scenario: pProblem Formulatijon--a
qualitative evaluation of contaminant release, migration, and
fate; identification of contaminants of concern, receptors,
exposure pathways, and known ecological effects of the contami-
nants; and selection of endpoints for further study; Exposure
Assessment--a guantitative evaluation of contaminant release,
migration, and fate:; characterization of exposure pathways and
receptors; and measurement or estimation of exposure point
concentrations; (o] s Assessment--literature
reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, linking contaminant
concentrations to effects on ecological receptors; and Risk
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--measurement or estimation of both current and
future adverse effects. :

The ecological assessnént is sumnarized as follows:

¢ PCBs have the greatest potential to adversely impact
the soil-dwelling invertebrates and small mammals
because they are widely distributed in the soil
throughout the site, and have a relatively high
toxicity and propensity to bioconcentrate.

¢  Chemical concentrations in the surface water of the
drainage channel are generally below concentrations
likely to impact aquatic communities. Some impacts
might occur to sensitive aquatic species and/or life
stages as a result of inorganic contaminants in the
sediment.

U tainti

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this
evaluation, as in all such assessments, are subject to a wide
variety of uncertainties. 1In general, the main sources of
uncertainty include: '

environmental chemistry sampling and analysis
environmental parameter measurement

fate and transport modeling

exposure parameter estimation

toxicological data

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media
sampled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to
the actual levels present. Environmental chemistry-analysis
error can stem from several sources including the errors inherent
in the analyt;cal methods and characteristics of the matrix being
sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates
of how often an individual would actually come in contact with
the contaminants of concern, the period of time over which such
exposure would occur, and in the models used to estimate the
concentrations of the contaminants of concern at the point of
exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both
from animals to humans and from high to low doses of exposure, as
well as from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a
mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by
making conservative assumptions concerning risk and exposure
parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, the Risk
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Assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to
populations near the site, and is highly unlikely to
underestimate actual risks related to the site.

More specific information concerning human health risks,
including a quantltatlve .evaluation of the degree of risk
associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the
Risk Assessment Report.

Conclusion

-Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the
Industrial Latex site, if not-addressed by implementing the
response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the
environment.

REMEDIAL iCTION OBJECTIVES

The following remedial action objectives have been established
for this operable unit of the Industrial Latex site:

4 Reduce risks associated with inadvertent ingestion of, and
direct contact with, contaminated soil and sediments

¢ Reduce risks associated with continued release of
contaminants from other known source areas, such as buried
drums, buried off-specification product, and septic tanks

¢ Reduce risks associated with potential future releases from
equipment, building process vats, floor drains, and
buildings

¢ Reduce ecological risks associated with current site
conditions and potential future releases from equipment,
building process vats, floor drains, and buildings

To achieve these objectives, EPA will utilize the risk-based
remediation goals developed for the Industrial Latex site shown
on Table 5. The remediation goals were based on an assumption
that the site could be developed for residential use at some
future time. Additionally, the relatively close proximity of
current residences to the contaminated area (several residential
backyards extend onto uncontaminated portions of the Industrial
Latex property) further substantiates the basis for this
assumption. The remediation goals will decrease the risks to the
10® range. These risk-based remediation goals were derived in
order to reflect the potential risk from exposure to a chemical
given a specific pathway, medium, and land-use combination. By
setting the total risk for carcinogenic effects at an acceptable
risk level (i.e., one in a million), it is possible to calculate
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a'remediation level for carcinogens in that exposure pathway.
For noncarcinogens, total risk is set at an HI of 1 for each
chemical in a particular medium. It is then possible to
calculate a remediation level for each noncarcinogen within that
particular medium. Because significant contaminant
concentrations are present near the groundwater table in some
areas of the site, soil will be remediated to the average water
table (approximately ten feet below the ground surface).

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA, as amended by SARA, requires that each selected site
remedy be protective of human health and the environment, comply
with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements, utilize .
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or-
resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable,
and be cost effective. In addition, the statute includes a
preference for the use of treatment as a principal element for
the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous
substances.

The FS evaluated in detail eight alternatives for remediating the
soil, three alternatives for remediating hardened material in
vats, and four alternatives for remediating building surfaces.
Under the soil remedial alternatives, Alternative S$-1 (A), No
Action, also includes no action for the hardened material in vats
and the building surfaces. Alternatives S-2 through S$-6 each
include the excavation of buried drums which would be transported
off site for treatment or disposal. Alternatives S-4, S-5, and
S§-6 also include the removal of the septic system and its
contents for off-site treatment or disposal.

.The estimated capital cost, operation and maintenance costs
(0&M), and net present worth costs of each alternative discussed
below are provided for comparison. The estimated implementation
time reflects only the time required to construct or implement
the remedy, and does not include the time required to design the
remedy, negotiate with the responsible parties, or procure
‘contracts for design and construction. A brief description of
each alternative follows.
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BOIL (INCLUDING BURIED DRUM/LATEX) REMEDIATION ALTERNATIVES

lternative 8- s No Action (8o a
surfaces)
Estimated Capital Cost: . $ 0
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $30,000
Estimated Present Worth: $83,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: none

A No Action alternative is evaluated for every Superfund site to
establish a baseline for comparison of remedial alternatives.
Under this alternative, no further action would be taken to
address contamination at the site.

The fence which currently surrounds the site would remain in
place, however, it would not be maintained. No measures would be
taken to reduce the potential for exposures to the contaminated
soil, hardened material in vats, or the building surfaces. No
environmental monitoring activities would be performed, other
than a review after five years to determine if contamination has
spread. The cost estimates above include the cost to perform
this review. :

Alternative 8-1 (B): Minimal Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 167,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: ~$ 237,200
Estimated Present Worth: $3,434,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 30 years

Under the Minimal Action alternative, no measures would be taken
to remediate the contamination on the site. However, certain
capital costs which include extending the existing fence and
groundwater monitoring would be included in this alternative.

Site conditions would also be periodically monitored to evaluate
the migration of contaminants from the site and to monitor the
effects of natural attenuation. As with the No Action
alternative, a review would be required after five years. The
estimated implementation timeframe for this alternative is for
the monitoring program. '
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A ative ‘8- I
Estimated Capital Cost: . $4,940,000

Estimated Annual O&M Costs: ' $ 240,000
Estimated Present Worth: - . $7,090,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 6 months

Capping represents an alternative that utilizes containment with
no treatment. Capping would reduce the mobility of the soil
contaminants by minimizing water infiltration and subsequent
leaching of soil contaminants into the groundwater. Various
capping methodologies were evaluated in the FS including a
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) type cap, multi-
media cap, asphalt cap, and soil cap. For cost estimation
purposes, an asphalt cap with an underlying High Density
Polyethylene liner was selected as the representative process
option for the capping alternative.

Prior to construction of the cap, buried drums would be excavated
and transported off site for treatment or disposal. Contaminated
sediments from the drainage ditch and contaminated soil from the
wetland area at the northeastern portion of the site would be
excavated and relocated to the area to be capped.

During construction and related activities, an air monitoring
program would be implemented to assure that no significant
airborne contamination migrates off site. Dust suppression
measures would be undertaken during soil excavation and related
activities. Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be
performed to determine the potential impact of the remedial
action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mitigation or
restoration would be developed.

Following the installation of the cap, a long-term monitoring
program would be undertaken to ensure the effectiveness of the
remedy. - Deed resttictions would be sought for the property, if
necessary. .

e e 8- - ’
Estimated Capital Cost: ' .$ 9,100,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 240,000
Estimated Present Worth: $11,200,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: '~ 6 months

.Under this alternative, contaminated soil would be mixed with
setting agents, such as cement or lime, to form a hard, durable
product in which contaminants are chemically bound and/or
entrapped in the solidified mass.

Approximately 28,100 cubic yards of contaminated surface and
subsurface soil can be stabilized in place. The remaining soil,
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an estimated 6,600 cubic yards, is in the wetland area, confined
areas where the soil mixing equipment cannot reach, or under the
buildings. Soils in the wetland area would be excavated and
stabilized ex-situ to facilitate wetland restoration. Soils
removed from wetland would be relocated on site after treatment.
- Soils excavated from the confined area between the buildings
would be treated ex-situ and used to backfill the same area from
which they were removed. If the buildings were demolished, that
soil could be also stabilized in place, as well as the soil under
the buildings. If the buildings were not demolished, the soil
under them would not be stabilized.

An asphalt cap would be constructed over the stabilized soils to
isolate them and to reduce the infiltration of precipitation into
the treated soils. Prior to the stabilization of the soil,
buried drums would be excavated and transported off site for
treatment or disposal. During construction and related .
activities, an air monitoring program would be implemented to

- assure that no significant airborne contamination migrates off
site. Dust suppression measures would be undertaken during soil
excavation and related activities. .Deed restrictions would be
sought for the property, if necessary. Additionally, an
assessment of the wetlands would be performed to determine the
potential impact of the remedial action. If necessary, a
detailed plan for wetland mitigation or restoration would be
developed.

lternative 8-4: Low Temperature rma esorption
Estimated Capital Cost: $10,480,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 4,848,700
Estimated Present Worth: $17,100,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 1 year

Alternative S-4 involves excavation of an estimated 34,700 cubic
yards of contaminated soil, on-site treatment by low temperature
thermal desorption (LTTD), and backfilling of treated material.
Buried drums and the septic system would be excavated and
transported off site for treatment or disposal.

LTTD is a treatment process for solids and sludges which uses
thermal forces to remove PCBs and other organic contamination.
Contaminated soil is indirectly heated causing the volatilization
of organic compounds. The process off-gas is then treated using
a scrubber and activated carbon filters, or some other
appropriate gas treatment approach. The residuals from this.
process, which include spent carbon and small amounts of waste
water, would be transported off site for treatment or disposal.
Data available from the treatability study show that PCBs have
been reduced to less than 2 parts per million (ppm) (the
treatability study treatment goal). It is anticipated that the
EPA remediation goal of 1 ppm can be satisfied by modifying
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treatment conditions such as residence time and temperature, if
necessary. If the remediation goal of 1 ppm cannot be satisfied,
the residual soils may need additional remedial measures (e.qg.,
stabilization) prior to backfilling. If necessary, a waiver of
TSCA chemical waste landfill requirements would be sought under
40 CFR 761.75(c) (4). 4

Treated soil would be tested to determine the need for
stabilization of metals prior to backfilling. After backflllzng,
the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and
seeded. During construction and related activities, an air
monitoring program would be implemented to assure that no
significant airborne contamination migrates off site. Dust
suppression measures would be undertaken during soil excavation
and related activities. Additionally, an assessment of the
wetlands would be performed to determine the potential impact of
the remedial action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland
- mitigation or restoration would be developed. Deed restrictions
would be sought for the property, if necessary.

t at ve s- e o atio

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 5,760,000
" Estimated Annual O&M Costs: - $ 5,073,600

Estimated Present Worth: - $16,800,000

Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 2 years

The dechlorinatjon alternative involves excavation of
approximately 34,700 cubic yards of contaminated soils, on-site
treatment by dechlorination, and backfilling of the treated
material. Buried drums and the septic system would be excavated
and transported off site for treatment or disposal.

Dechlorination is a chemical treatment process in which a glycol
reagent is used to displace chlorine molecules from certain
classes of chlorinated organic wastes, producing a less toxic,
water-soluble species. Dechlorination can be used to treat
liquids, soils, 'and sludges containing PCBs, chlorobenzenes, and
dibenzofurans. The s0il pH would be neutralized prior to
backfilling on site, coupled with leachate testing to demonstrate
that treated soils would not contribute to groundwater
contamination. Process fluids may require off-site treatment or
disposal. Toxicity testing of treated soils would be performed
to ensure that terrestrial organisms can be supported. Solid
residuals would be sampled and analyzed for toxicity
characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) and total constituents,
and other RCRA characteristics necessary for off-site disposal.

Treated soil would be tested to determine the need for :
stabilization of metals prior to backfilling. After backfilling,
the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and.
seeded. During construction and related activities, an air
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monitoring program would be implemented to assure that no
significant airborne contamination migrates off site. Dust
suppression measures would be undertaken during soil excavation
and related activities. Additionally, an assessment of the
wetlands would be performed to determine the potential impact of
the remedial action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland
mitigation or restoration would be developed. Deed restrictions
would be sought for the property, if necessary.

lternative B8-6: Solve traction
'Estimated Capital Cost: | $16,200,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 5,716,900
Estimated Present Worth: $23,700,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: .° 1 year

This alternative involves excavation of an estimated 34,700 cubic
‘'yards of contaminated soil, on-site treatment by solvent
extraction, and backfilling of the treated material. Treated
so0il would be tested to determine the need for stabilization of
metals prior to backfilling. Buried drums and the septic system
would be excavated and transported off site for treatment or
disposal.

Solvent extraction is a physical treatment process in which an
organic solvent is used to extract organic contaminants from the
soils and sediments. The solvent extraction process would
separate the contaminated soils into three distinct fractions:
dry, oil-free solids; water; and oil. This separation occurs in
a two-stage process consisting of a cold stage followed by a hot
stage. During the cold stage, the screened, contaminated soil in
mixed with a solvent such as triethylamine (TEA), and two phases
are formed: a TEA/oil/water phase, and a solids phase. .The
solids are removed with a filter or centrifuge and dried to
recover the solvent. Since the environment is alkaline, the
metals are converted to hydrated oxides, which precipitate and
exit the process with the solids. After the TEA/oil/water phase
leaves the 'cold stage, it is heated to 130°F at which point two
separate phases are formed: a TEA/o0il phase, and a TEA/water
phase. Solvent is recovered by drying the solids, and steam
stripping the o0il and water phases.

Confirmatory sampling of treated soils and sediments would be
conducted prior to backfilling. This would consist of sampling
each batch of treated material and analyzing.for PCBs and full
TCLP and total analyses. Toxicity testing would also be
conducted to ensure that treated soils can support terrestrial
organisms. ‘

Residual PCB-contaminated-oil from the treatment process would be
sampled for total and TCLP constituents, and other RCRA
characteristics necessary for off-site disposal. No other
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residuals are anticipated to be generated which would require
off-site disposal. However, material that cannot be processed in
the solvent extraction system (e.g., rocks, tree roots) may also
require off-site disposal.

After backfilling, the treated soil would be graded, covered with
topsoil, and seeded. During construction and related activities,
an air monitoring program would be implemented to assure that no
significant airborne contamination migrates off site. Dust
suppression measures would be undertaken during soil excavation
and related activities. Additionally, an assessment of the
wetlands would be performed to determine the potential impact of
the remedial action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland
mitigation or restoration would be developed. Deed restrictions
-would be sought for the property, if necessary.

tiv - - () t
Estimated Capital Cost: $ 7,190,060
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 8,872,900
Estimated Present Worth: $25,300,000
" Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 3 years

Alternative S-7 would involve the excavation of approximately
34,700 cubic yards of contaminated soil followed by thermal
destruction of organic chemicals (PCBs, VOCs and PAHs) using a
mobile on-site incineration unit. Contaminated materials (i.e.,
soils, sediments, hardened latex product and drums) would be
incinerated on site. Materials handling may be necessary to
shred drums and latex material prior to feeding into the
incinerator.

The rotary kiln incineration process evaluated for this
alternative involves the introduction of wastes and auxiliary
fuel into the high end of an inclined cylindrical refractory-
lined kiln. Wastes are substantially oxidized to gases and ash
as they pass through the rotating kiln. Rotation of the
combustion chamber creates turbulence and improves the degree of
oxidation. .Solids retention time varies.from several minutes to
more than an hour depending on waste characteristics. Exhaust
gases from the kiln enter a secondary chamber afterburner to
complete oxidation of the combustible waste. Prior to release to
the atmosphere, exhaust gases from the afterburner pass through
air pollution control units for particulate and acid gas removal.
Ash residue (i.e., treated soil) is discharged at the bottom of
the kiln. Treated soil would be tested to assure the organic
contaminants are destroyed and to determine the need for
stabilization of metals prior to backfilling. After backfilling,
the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and
seeded.
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During construction and related activities, an air monitoring
program would be implemented to assure that no significant
airborne contamination migrates off site. Dust suppression
measures would be undertaken during soil excavation and related
activities. Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be
performed to determine the potential impact of the remedial
action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mitigation or
restoration would be developed. Deed restrictions would be
-sought for the property, if necessary.

ternative 8-8: -git
Estimated Capital Cost: : $ 4,900,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 6,886,600
Estimated Present Worth: $13,600,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 1 year

This alternative consists of the excavation and off-site disposal
of approximately 34,700 cubic.yards of contaminated material.

Composite soil and sediment samples would be analyzed for PCB
content to characterize the level of contamination. Off-site
landfilling of contaminated soils and sediments would be
conducted in accordance with RCRA and TSCA regulations, including
transport via a licensed firm in accordance with Department of
Transportation requirements and disposal in an appropriately
permitted landfill(s). Soil containing less than 50 ppm of PCBs
could be sent to an industrial solid waste landfill, while soil
contaminated above 50 ppm would be sent to a RCRA/TSCA landfill.
RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR 268) would be satisfied
for all excavated soil prior to landfilling.

During construction and related activities, an air monitoring
program would be implemented to assure that no significant
airborne contamination migrates off site. Dust suppression
measures would be undertaken during soil excavation and related
.activities. Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be
performed to determine the potential impact of the remedial
action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mitigation or
restoration would be developed. Deed restrictions would be
sought for the property, if necessary. For shipment to the off-
site landfill, a rail spur would be constructed on the Industrial
Latex site. It would take approximately 100 shipments utilizing
five rail cars per day to transport the contaminated soil from
Industrial Latex site. Clean fill would be transported to the
site and placed into the excavated area. Utilizing a 20 cubic
yard dump truck, it would take approximately 1,540 truckloads to
backfill the site. After backfilling, the site would be graded,
covered with topsoil, and seeded. . '
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REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR HARDENED MATERIAL IN VATS

The No Action alternative for the hardened material in vats is
presented as Alternative S-1 (A) under the soil remedial’
alternatives. Under that alternative, no measures would be taken
to reduce exposures to the hardened material in the vats on the
site. Although combined with the no action alternative for soil,
no action for the hardened material in vats could be
independently selected. ‘

Estimated Capital Cost: $140,200
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 0
"Estimated Present Worth: " $140,200
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 2 months

‘"Alternative V-1 involves dismantling the production vats from
their steel supports and draining any remaining unhardened
material into drums for transportation off site for disposal in
an off-site landfill or incineration. The vats containing
hardened material would then be transported to an approved
TSCA/RCRA landfill via flat bed truck. The floor drains would
also be removed and transported for disposal with the vats.

Alternative V-2; Disposal of Vats through Off-site Incineration
‘Estimated Capital Cost: . $646,500
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 0
Estimated Present Worth: $646,500
Estimated Implementption Timeframe: 2 months

This alternative is similar to Alternative V-1, except that the
vats would be transported off site for incineration. Because of
their large size, the vats would likely require shredding prior
to incineration. The material in the floor drains would also be .
disposed of through off-site incineration.

Alternative V-;; Blast HEardened pgte;igl from Vats

Estimated Capital Cost: ) $286,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: , $ 0
Estimated Present Worth: $286,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: - 3 months

Under this alternative, the hardened material in the vats and the
floor drains would be removed using dry ice pellet blasting. Dry
ice pellets would impact the hardened material at a high rate of
speed, shearing the material from the surface of the vats.
Because dry ice consists entirely of carbon dioxide which would
evaporate as the dry ice thaws, no residuals would be generated
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beyond the removed material. The removed material would be
transported off site for incineration.

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR BUILDING BURFACES

The No Action alternative for the building surfaces is presented
as Alternative S-1 (A) under the soil remedial alternatives.
Under that alternative, no measures would be taken to reduce
exposures to the contaminated building surfaces on the site.
Although combined with the no action alternative for soil, no
~action for the building surfaces could be independently selected.

Alternative B-1: Solvent/Detergent Washing Followed by Surface
Bealing ‘ ’ ' ’

Estimated CapitalACosﬁ: $450,700

Estimated Annual O&M Costs: : $ 21,000
Estimated Present Worth: _ $773,700
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 6 months

Alternative B-1 involves surface cleaning of the walls and floors
with a two-part, non-flammable solvent/detergent-based cleaner
where PCB contamination is present only on the surface.

The effectiveness of this alternative is highly dependent on the
depth of PCB contamination and the selection of a cleaning
solution. Where the contaminants have migrated below the
concrete surface, it may be difficult to utilize this technology.
To reduce the chance of exposure to this subsurface
contamination, it would be necessary to seal the surface with an
epoxy coating. Surface washing generates additional contaminated
liquid that would be disposed of off site.

lternative B-2: lasting of Bu ng gurfaces
Estimated Capital Cost: . $799,700
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 0
Estimated Present Worth: £€799,700
"Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 4 months

Similar to the process described under Alternative V-3, the
building surfaces would be cleaned using dry ice pellet blasting.
The PCB-contaminated concrete removed from the building surfaces
would be disposed of in an off-site TSCA-permitted landfill.
Because the PCB contamination on the walls and floors has no
apparent thickness, and the blasting action is most effective for
thick layers of surface contamination, field testing would be
required to evaluate the effectiveness of the technology for
application at the site. Shrouds would be erected in the area of
operation to protect against flying debris and to contain waste
material. Because the dry ice pellets would 1ift the
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contamination away from the concrete rather than pulverizing the
concrete, there should not be a significant airborne particulate
exposure problem. Air monitoring would be performed to confirm
this during remediation.

tiv =33 c L) 1M S

Estimated Capital Cost: $320,900
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: _ . $ 0
Estimated Present Worth: $320,900
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: '3 months

‘This alternative is proven effective for removal of PCB
contamination that has penetrated into a concrete substrate. A
scabbling device, consisting of pneumatic pistons tipped with
carbide teeth, would be used to break off building material to a
pre-determined depth. A vacuum system attached to the scabbling
device would reduce the amount of dust generated and would be
capable of contaznerlzing the dust in one step. Scabbling
generates no waste in addition to the contaminated concrete that
is being removed. However, this alternative could permanently
damage the thin concrete block walls rendering the buildings
useless or potentially unsafe. PCB-contaminated concrete would
be disposed in an off-site TSCA-permitted landfill. Scabbling
presents some risk of exposure to PCB-contaminated dust if the
vacuum system is not operated properly to contain the pulverized -
concrete. Standard health and safety and fugitive dust control
practices should be sufficient to manage this risk.

a - Smo

Estimated Capital Cost: ' $643,400
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 0
Estimated Present Worth: $643,400
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 6 months

This alternative would remove the PCB-contaminated structures
from the site. .If completed in phases, it may be possible to
segregate the uncontaminated concrete from the contaminated
-concrete. Testing during remedial design would determine the
ability to separate the material. If it is possible to separate
the material by level of contamination, several options would be
available for disposal. The PCB-contaminated concrete which .
contains greater than 50 ppm of PCBs, would be disposed of at a
TSCA-permitted facility, while the concrete containing between 1
and 50 ppm PCB could be disposed of at an industrial solid waste
facility. The uncontaminated concrete could be used as fill on
site or disposed of in an approved landfill off site. Building
demolition presents potential short-term exposure to PCB-
contaminated dust. Therefore, appropriate dust control measures -
would need to be employed during demolition.. Air monitoring
would also be performed during remediation.
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S8UMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with the NCP, a detailed analysis of each remedial
alternative was performed with respect to each of the nine
evaluation criteria. This section discusses and compares the
performance of the remedial alternative under consideration
against these criteria. These criteria were developed to address
the requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA to ensure all important
considerations are factored into remedy selection decisions.. All
. selected remedies must at least satisfy the Threshold Criteria.
The selected remedy should provide the best trade-offs among the
Primary Balancing Criteria. The Modifying Criteria are evaluated
following the public comment period.

Threshold Criteria

1. ve ection o e e onme
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate
protection and describes how risks posed through each
exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled
through treatment, englneerlng controls, or institutional
controls.

2. Compljance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy

would meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate .
requirements (ARARs) of federal and state environmental
statutes and requlrements and/or provide grounds for
invoking a waiver. _ .

Primary Balancing cCriteria
3. long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the

magnitude of residual risk and the ability of a remedy to
maintain reliable protection of human health and the
environment over time, once remedial objectlves have been

met.
4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment

addresses the statutory preference for selecting remedial
actions that employ treatment technologies that permanently
and significantly reduce toxicity, mobility or volume of the
hazardous substances as a principal element.

S. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed
to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human
health and the environment that may be posed during the -
construction and implementation period until the remedial
objectives are achieved.

6.. Implementabijlity is the technical and administrative
- feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of -
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materials and services needed to implement a particular
alternative.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and
maintenance costs, and the present worth costs.:

| Modifying Criteria

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of

: the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan, the State supports,
opposes, and/or has identified any reservations regarding
the preferred alternative.

9. Community acceptance refers to the community's comments on
the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan, and the RI
and FS reports. Responses to public comments are addressed
in the Responsiveness Summary section of this Record of
Decision.

The three categories of contaminated media (i.e., soil, vats, and
buildings) are evaluated separately utilizing the above criteria.
A comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon -
the evaluation criteria noted above, follows.

80IL (INCLUDING BURIED DRUM/LATEX) REMEDIATION ALTERNATIVES
A comparison of the soil remediation alternatives follows.
era otectio uman He e (]

Alternatives S-1 (A), No Action, and S-1 (B), Minimal Action, are
not protective of human health and the environment because the
risks associated with the Industrial lLatex site would persist for
the foreseeable future. Alternative $-2, Capping, reduces the
possibility of direct contact with contaminated soils through
containment and, therefore, reduces human health risks associated
with direct contact with contaminated soil. However, the
existing contaminated soil would remain on the site. Alternative
S-3, In-situ Stabilization, also reduces the possibility of
direct contact with the contaminated soils through immobilization
and containment. Although contaminated soil remains on site
under both Alternatives S-2 and S-3, further migration of
contaminants in the groundwater is reduced by minimizing
infiltration and leaching of contaminants into the groundwater.

The remaining five alternatives are protective of human health
and the environment because they remove contamination from the
site, either directly, as in Alternative §-8, Off-site
Landfilling, or by treating the scil to remove the risk-causing
contaminants (i.e., primarily PCBs). :

26



‘Wetlands would be assessed to determine the need for mitigation
measures or restoration if they would be potentially impacted by
remedial action.

Compliance with ARARS
While there are no ARARs for soil contamination, EPA policy has
established a cleanup goal of 1 ppm for PCB-contaminated sites
for residential use. EPA also developed site-specific, risk-
based remediation goals for the other contaminants of concern.
Alternative S~1 (A), No Action, and S-1 (B), Minimal Action, do
not achieve these remediation goals. Alternatives S-2, Capping,
and S-3, In-situ Stabilization, also do not comply with the
remediation goals because the soil contamination would be left on
site for an indefinite period of time. Although contaminant:
levels are not reduced, Alternatives S-2 and S-3 prevent direct
contact with and migration of contaminants through capping and/or
immobilization of the contaminants. While Alternative S-2 would

reduce the leaching of contamination, it would not achieve RCRA-
closure requirements.

Alternatives S-4 through S-8 satisfy EPA remediation goals and
RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions for hazardous wastes as they
apply to backfilling of treated soil, off-site landfilling, or
residuals disposal. Alternative S-8 may require additional
treatment, however, prior to disposal in an off-site landfill.
Alternatives S-3 through S-6 would be designed to comply with
RCRA requirements. Alternatives S-7, On-site Incineration, and
S-8, Off-site Landfilling, comply with RCRA/TSCA regulations.
Additionally, Alternative 7 complies with RCRA Subpart O
Incineration Unit requirements. Alternatives S-4 through S-7
would be designed to satisfy air ARARs. Because of the presence
of wetlands, wetlands mitigation or restoration requirements
would be complied with for those alternatives that impact on
then.

Because Alternatives S-1 (A), No Action, and S-1 (B), Minimal
Action, do not meet the threshold requirements of overall
protection of human health and the environment or compliance with
ARARs, they will not be considered further in the evaluation of
alternatives.

ng-16 ctlVv -

Alternatives S-4, LTTD, S-5, Dechlorination, and S-7, On-site
Incineration, are the most effective in the long term and the
most permanent because the contamination is removed from the soil
at the site and destroyed either on or off site. Treatability
study results show that LTTD provided significant removal of PCBs
from Industrial Latex site soils. Data available from the
treatability study show that PCBs have been reduced to less than
2 ppn (the treatability study treatment goal). It is anticipated
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that the EPA risk-based remediation goal of 1 ppm can be
satisfied by modifying treatment conditions such as residence
time and temperature, if necessary. If it is not possible to
achieve the remediation goal, a waiver of TSCA chemical waste
landfill requirements would be sought under 40 CFR 761. 75(c)(4)
The long-term effectiveness of Alternative S-6, Solvent
Extraction, is less certain than the other technologies because
of the uncertainty about the fate of the residual solvent used in
the treatment process. Alternative S-8, Off-site Landfilling,
provides long-term effectiveness at the site, but relies on the
long-term integrity of off-site disposal facilities.

The long-term effectiveness of Alternative S-3, In-situ .
Stabilization, is also less certain because it relies on the
ability of the soil-fixing techniques to permanently immobilize
the contaminants. With this technology, there is no certainty
that the organic contaminants could be effectively immobilized.
Alternative S-2, Capping, is effective and prevents direct
contact with contaminated soil only as long as the integrity of
the cap is maintained. Therefore, continued maintenance would be
required for an indefinite period of time.

Alternatives S-2 through S-8 all involve the removal and disposal
of buried drums and hardened latex material. However, in dealing -
with the contaminants in the soil at the Industrial Latex site,
some alternatives provide a greater reduction in toxicity,
mobility, and volume. Alternatives S-5, Dechlorination, and Ss-7,
On-site Incineration, provide the greatest reduction in toxicity,
mobility, and volume because the organic contaminants which pose -
the major problem at the Industrial Latex site (PCBs) are
destroyed in the treatment process. Alternatives S-4, LTTD, and
§-6, Solvent Extraction, also substantially reduce the toxicity,
mobility and volume of contamination by extracting organic -
compounds from the soil and further treating the residuals off
site. Alternative S-3, In-situ Stabilization, relies solely on
reduction of the contaminant mobility of both organic and
inorganic contaminants, and there is no certainty that the
organic contaminants could be effectively immobilized.
Alternative S-2, Capping, uses no form of treatment and relies
solely on the ability of the cap to prevent direct contact and to
prevent soil contamination from further adversely affecting
surface water and groundwater. Alternative S-8, Off-site
Landfilling, does not affect the toxicity or volume of
contaminants, but it somewhat reduces the mobility by contalnlng
excavated soils in a regulated landfill.

ore—-16

Alternative S-2, Capping, involves the least intrusive ictivity
and, as a result, poses the least threat to the surrounding
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community and to on-site workers. Alternative S-2 also requires
the shortest period of time to implement, less than six months.
Alternative S-3, In-situ Stabilization, requires somewhat more
intrusive activity and, as a result, has a greater impact in the
short term. All of the remaining alternatives have a greater
potential impact in the short term due to excavation of soils,
which would require engineering controls to minimize these
impacts. For Alternatives S-4 through S-7, risks associated with
treatment system mobilization and start-up are expected to be
minimal. The system vendor would be required to develop and -
implement a health and safety plan to protect nearby residents
and on-site workers. This plan would address chemical usage,
operator safety, and responses to process leaks and unanticipated.
syster upsets during start-up. Wetlands disturbed by excavation
"and treatment system construction activities would be
appropriately addressed as part of these alternatives, where
necessary. Alternative S-8, Off-site Landfilling, would involve
transportation of hazardous wastes over long distances,
potentially creating additional exposure risks.

lementab t

Alternative S-2, Capping, is the easiest alternative to implement
and uses the most commonly available materials and equipment.

The proposed asphalt cap is technically feasible to construct.
Since the remediation area is relatively flat, only minor grading-
would be required to prepare the area for construction.
Alternative S-8, Off-site Landfilling, can also be implemented,
provided that existing landfills continue to be capable of
receiving the waste at the time remediation occurs. Alternative
S-7, On-site Incineration, has been successful in the remediation
of hazardous waste problems, but has a potentially long start-up
process in order to demonstrate that applicable requirements will
be met. Alternatives S-4, LTTD, S-5, Dechlorination, and s-6,
Solvent Extraction, utilize processes which are relatively newv in
the. remediation of hazardous waste sites, and rely on the
availability of off-site facilities for the disposal or treatment
of residuals. Although treatability studies were performed for

- LTTD during the RI/FS, Alternative S-4 may require pilot studies
to determine the optimal operating parameters during design.
Because there is some uncertainty as to the residuals associated
with Alternatives S-~5 and S-6, toxicity testing would need to
performed prior to implementation. Alternative S-3, In-situ
Stabilization, has been successful for remediating inorganic
contaminants, but is relatively new and uncertain in the
treatment of organic contaminants. Additives to the basic
cement-based stabilizers would have to be carefully determined
through pilot-scale testing and may have to be varied throughout
the site to address the variability of the organic contamination.
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cost

Estimated capital costs, annual O&M costs, total present worth
costs, and the implementation timeframes of all of the soil
remedial alternatives are summarized in Table 6. Present worth
costs are based on a 30-year perlod and a discount rate of 5
percent. .

Alternative s-2, Capping, is overall the least costly
alternative. Among the treatment alternatives that remove PCBs
from the soil, Alternatives S-5, Dechlorination, and S-4, LTTD,
were about equally low in cost and were slightly more than twice
as costly as Alternative S-2. Alternative S-8, Off-site
Landfilling, costs more than Alternative S-2 (Capping) and S-3
(In-situ Stabilization), but less than all of the ex-situ
treatment alternatives.

gtate Acceptance:

The State of New Jersey has.not as yet concurred with the
selected soil remediation alternative.

ommu ce (-]

Community Acceptance was evaluated after the close of the public
comment period. Written comments received during the public
comment period, as well as verbal comments during the public
meeting on August 10, 1992, were evaluated. Several reservations
were expressed regarding EPA's proposed soil remediation
alternative at the public meeting. The responses to those
comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary.

~

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR HARDENED MATERIAL IN VATS

The No Action alternative for the hardened material in vats 1s
presented as Alternative S-1 (A) under the soil remedial
alternatives. A comparison of the alternatives for remediating
the hardened material follows.

era otec - (]

The No Action alternative, S-1 (A), would not be protective of
human health and the environment.  The risk of exposure to the
material in the vats would not be reduced to any degree under
this alternative.

All of the active remedial alternatives reduce the current and
future potential risks associated with direct contact with
hardened material in the vats by either completely removing the
_ vats for off-site disposal at a permitted landfill (Alternative
V-1) or incinerator (Alternative V-2), or by removing the
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hardened material from the vats using a blasting technology
(Alternative V-3) for off-site treatment or disposal.

Because'the No Action alternative is not protective of human
health and the environment, it is not considered further in this -
analysis.

m.ammg_mgg

For Alternative V-1, by removing all production vats and
disposing of them in a TSCA/RCRA-permitted landfill along with
the latex material from the floor drains, all ARARs for
transportation and disposal will be satisfied.

For Alternative V-2, compliance with Federal regulations (RCRA
and TSCA) would be achieved by properly manifesting and
transporting the vats to a TSCA/RCRA-permitted incinerator. .
According to the TSCA regulations, 40 CFR Part 761.60, solid PCB-
contaminated waste material containing more than 50 ppm must be
managed in a TSCA-permitted waste management facility.

For Alternative V-3, waste material would be properly disposed of
in accordance with TSCA and RCRA requlations, as appropriate.
Following vat and floor drain cleaning, confirmatory wipe
sampling would be performed to ensure that the surfaces have been
thoroughly cleaned to appropriate standards.. ’

-Te ectivenes -] a [-]

Alternative V-2, Disposal of Vats Through Off-site Incineration,
destroys the contaminant-bearing material and, as such, offers a
permanent, long-term solution. Alternative V-3 would effectively
decontaminate the vats, and, through off-site incineration, could
offer a permanent remedy. While not treating or destroying
contaminants, Alternative V-1, Disposal of Vats in Off-site -
Landfill, provides an effective means of disposal because the

- contamination, which is essentially bound in the hardened
material, is further placed in a secure, regulated environment.

Alternatives V-2, Disposal of Vats Through Off-site Incineration,
and V-3, Blast Hardened Material from Vats, reduce the toxicity,
mobility, and volume through thermal or other treatment.
Alternative V-1, Disposal of Vats in Off-site Landfill, utilizes
no treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume, but .
does provide containment for the contaminants. Additionally,
because the material in the vats is hardened, the mobility of

~ contaminants is already greatly reduced.
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Alternatives V-1, Disposal of Vats in Off-site Landfill, and V-2,
Disposal of Vats Through Off-site Incineration, are most.
effective in the short term because the vats are removed intact,
resulting in less potential exposure to workers and a shorter
duration of remedial activity. Alternative V-3, Blast Hardened
Material from Vats, requires the containment and collection of
residuals for disposal, and, as a result, is somewhat more
difficult to implement in the short term. In addition,
Alternative V-3 has the potential to produce an oxygen-deficient
environment for workers. Engineering controls would be utilized
to prevent disruption of the surrounding community.

Implementability

All of the alternatives are easy to implement, use widely:
available equipment and materials, and use well-established
methods. All three alternatives can be implemented concurrently
with the soil and building surface alternatives.

Cost

Estimated capital costs, annual O&M costs, total present worth
‘costs, and the implementation timeframes of all of the remedial
alternatives for the vats are summarized in Table 7. Present
worth costs are based on a 30-year period and a discount rate of
5 percent. . ‘

Alternative V-1, Disposal of Vats in Off-site Landfill, has the
lowest overall cost. The next lowest cost is for Alternative
V-3, Blast Hardened Material from Vats, which costs twice as much
as Alternative V-1. Alternative V-2 is the most costly of the
three alternatives. _

gtate Acceptance

The State of New Jersey has not as yet concurred with the
selected alternat:i''c “or the remediation of the hardened material

in vats.

Community Acceptance

Community Acceptance was evaluated after the close of the public
comment period. Written comments received during the public
comment period, as well as verbal comments during the public
meeting on August 10, 1992, were evaluated. Comments made at the
public meeting generally supported EPA's proposed remedial
alternative for the hardened material in vats. Those comments
are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary. -
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REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR BUILDING BURFACES

The No Action alternative for the building surfaces is presented
as Alternative S-1 (A) under the so0il remedial alternatives. A
comparison of the building remediation alternatives follows.

The No Action alternative, S~1 (A), would not be protective of
human health and the environment. The risk of exposure to the
contaminated building surfaces would not be reduced to any degree
under this alternative.

All four of the active remedial alternatives reduce the current
and future risks associated with direct contact with building and
equipment surfaces and, as a result, are protective of human
health and the environment. Alternative B-1, Washing/Surface

- Sealing, uses surface sealing as the primary isolating mechanism,
~ while Alternative B-2, Blasting, and B-3, Scabbling, attempt to
remove contaminants. Alternative B-3, Scabbling, is not
appropriate for equipment surfaces, however, and would have to be
combined with one of the other alternatives to be truly effective
if equipment were to be left in place in the plant. Alternative
B-4 removes the entire buildings from the site, thereby removing
the contaminants and more fully protecting human health and the
environment.

. Because the No Action alternative is not protective of human
health and the environment, it is not considered further in this
analysis.

(*) ance 8

If Alternative B-1 were selected, the underlying surface would be
decontaminated to comply with TSCA regulations. Confirmatory
wipe sampling and chip sampling would be conducted, following
cleaning, to ensure that contaminants have been removed.

For Alternative B-2, compliance with TSCA regulations would be
achieved by removing the surface contamination on the concrete
walls and floors, as confirmed by wipe sampling and chip sampling
subsequent to surface cleaning.

For Alternative B-3, compliance with TSCA regulations would be
achieved by removing the surface contamination on the concrete
walls and floors, as confirmed by wipe and chip sampling
subsequent to scabbling. ‘

Disposal of material under Alternative B-4 would comply with Tsca
regulations.
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Alternative B-2, Blasting, and Alternative B-3, Scabbling, both
remove contaminated concrete for treatment and provide a-
permanent, long-term solution. With Alternative B-1, Washing and
Surface Sealing, only the surface contamination is removed, and
any remaining contamination that may have penetrated beneath the
surface is sealed in place. Alternative B-1 is effective only as
lora as the sealant is maintained and re-applied periodically.

A result, it is not a truly permanent solution. However,

A. :rnative B-2, Blasting, and B-3, Scabbling, may permanently
damage the walls and floors if too much concrete is removed.
Alternative B-4, Building Demolition, removes the entire
buildings and provides a permanent solution to site
contamination, but relies on the integrity of off-site disposal

. facilities.
- Reduction of Toxicjty, Mobiljty, and Volume Through Treatment

None of the four alternatives employ treatment, except that used
for the disposal of residual, contaminated concrete or washing
_ solution. Alternative B-1, Washing/Surface Sealing, does not
reduce the toxicity or volume of contaminants, but reduces the
mok lity through containment. Alternatives B-2 (Blasting), B-3
(Scaobling), and B-4 (Building Demolition) do not reduce the .
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants, but merely removes
them from the site.

=-Te ective -

A’ -rnatives B-1 (Washing/Surface Sealing), B-2 (Blasting), and

B Scabbling) are expected to take approximately the same

ar .at of time to implement. Each of these alternatives should

be :ompleted within one to two months from initiation.

Ai rnative B-4, Building Demolition, is expected to take :
a; ximately six months to complete. While there would be some
i: :ase in traffic as a result of the off-site disposal of the

bu ing materials, coordination with local au .orities would

a the develcmment of safe transportation r» sures. However,
b: .Se the buil. ings would be removed from th. site, Alternative
B- ould enhanc: the s0oil remediation alternatives by providing

added space with which to work.

Workers will be potentially exposed to the solvent mixture during
ir .emen® :tion of Alternative B-l1l, and to airborne dust during
imrlementation of Alternatives B-2, B-3 and B-4. Personal -
protective equipment and dust control practices can be used to

manage the risk.
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Inplementability

All four alternatives are relatively easy to implement, use
widely available equipment and materials, and use well
established methods. Off-site disposal can be implemented along

with off-site disposal of drums, treatment residuals, and vat
waste,

Cost

Estimated capital costs, annual 0O&M costs, total present worth
costs, and the implementation timeframes of all of the remedial
alternatives for the buildings are summarized in Table 8.
Present worth costs are based on a 30-year period and a discount
rate of 5 percent. .

Alternative B-3, Scabbling, has the lowest overall cost.
Alternative B-1, Washing and Surface Sealing, has the second
lowest capital cost. However, when additional application of
sealant is considered, the cost of Alternative B-1 is
approximately equal to Blasting (Alternative B-2), the most
expensive option. Alternative B-4, Building Demolition, has the
second lowest cost overall, which is approximately twice that of
Alternative B-3.

State Acceptance

The State of New Jersey has not as yet concurred with the
selected alternative for building remediation.

Mmu tance

Community Acceptance was evaluated after the close of the public
comment period. Written comments received during the public
comment period, as well as verbal comments during the public
meeting on August 10, 1992, were evaluated. Comments made at the
public meeting generally supported EPA's proposed remedy for the
buildings on the site. Those comments are addressed in the
Responsiveness Summary.

BELECTED REMEDY

Section 121(b) of CERCLA, as amended, requires EPA to select
remedial actions which utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery options .
to the maximum extent practicable. 1In addition, EPA prefers
remedial actions that permanently and significantly reduce the
mobility, toxicity, or volume of site wastes.

After careful review and evaluation of the alternatives evaluated
in detail in the feasibility study, and consideration of all
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evaluation criteria, EPA presented Alternative S-4, Low
Temperature Thermal Desorption, for soils; Alternative V-1,
Disposal of Vats in Off-site Landfill; and Alternative B-4,
Building Demolition, to the public as the preferred remedy. This
remedy includes excavation of contaminated soils, on-site
treatment by low temperature thermal desorption, and backfllllng
of treated material; excavation of the septic system and buried
drums for off-site treatment or disposal; dismantling the
production vats from their steel supports, draining any remaining
unhardened material into drums for off-site disposal or
incineration, and disposal of vats in an approved TSCA/RCRA
landfill; removal of the floor drains for disposal with the vats;
demolition and off-site disposal of the two on-site buildings;
and a performance monitoring program. The performance monitoring
program will include sufficient air monitoring prior to and :
during remedial action to ensure that there are no significant
emissions to off-site areas.

The input received during the public comment period, consisting
primarlly of questions and statements submitted at the public
meeting held on August 10, 1992, is presented in the
Responsiveness Summary. Public comments did not necessitate any -
changes to the preferred alternatives. Accordingly, the
preferred alternatives have been selected by EPA as the remedial
solution for the site.

Some additional activities will be performed during the remedial
design and remedial action phases for the site. These activities
are described below. '

¢ Extend the fence to include the contaminated areas beyond
the existing fenceline :

¢ Further asseés wetland area

¢ Perform additional groundwater investigations to determine
the impact of the site on groundwater

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Superfund remedy selection is based on CERCLA, as amended and the
regulations contained in the NCP. Under its legal authorities,
EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
remedial actions that are protective of human health and the :
environment. In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes
several other statutory requirements and preferences. These
specify that when complete, the selected remedial action for this
site must comply with applicable, or relevant and appropriate
environmental standards established under federal and state
environmental laws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The
selected remedy also must be cost-effective and utilize permanent
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solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource-
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.
Finally, the statute includes a preference for remedies that
employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduce the
volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous wastes, as their
principal element. The following sections discuss how the
selected remedy meets these statutory requirements for the
Industrial lLatex site. '

otectio uma e d

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, dealing effectively with the threats posed by the
contaminants which were identified. The remedy will attain 10*
to 10® risk level for carcinogens and the HI will be less than 1

- for noncarcinogens. The action will eliminate contamination in
remediating the soil and sediments, vats, buildings and
equipment, drums and hardened latex material, all of which
contribute to an increased health and environmental risk posed by
the site.

There are no short-term threats associated with the selected
remedy which cannot be readily controlled. In addition, no
adverse cross-media impacts are expected from the remedy.

Compliance with ARARs -

The selected remedy will comply with the substantive requirements
of the following statutes and regulations. These ARARs are
listed in Table 9. : '

em =5pec

The contaminants of concern in the site soils will be remediated
to meet EPA Risk-Based Remediation Goals. The Remediation Goals
for the soil contaminants are listed in Table 5. All soils that
exceed these levels will be excavated to the average groundwater
table (approximately 10 feet below the ground surface), for on-
site treatment in the LTTD unit. During excavation, confirmatory
sampling will be conducted around the perimeter of the excavation
zones to ensure complete removal of soils exceeding remediation
goals. . '

The remediation goals also represent the maximum concentrations
which will be attained in the treated soil before backfilling..
Treated soils will be backfilled on site provided confirmatory
sampling shows that the remediation goals have been achieved, and
provided that the treated soil passes TCLP tests. If the soil
fails the TCLP test, it will be a characteristic hazardous waste,
and will be managed in accordance with all applicable RCRA
requlations, including Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR; 40 CFR
268). The treatment process will be designed such that the LDR
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standard for each applicable contaminant, as listed in 40 cFr
268.43, is satisfied.

EPA recognizes NJDEPE's request that soil at the site be
remediated to the levels specified in the proposed "Cleanup
Standards for Contaminated Sites" which NJDEPE distributed to the
public for comments earlier this year. EPA has not identified

" these proposed state regulations as ARARs since they have not
been promulgated by the state -at this time. Therefore, any
additional actions which might be required (beyond the remedy
selected in this ROD) to remediate soil, vats, or buildings at
the site to the levels specified in the proposed state

- regulations are not required by CERCLA, nor are they eligible for
federal funding under CERCLA. Any such additional actions may be
‘undertaken if they are not inconsistent with the remedy selected
in this ROD, and if they are performed with NJDEPE funding.

Location-Specific ARARS

- The soil remediation will be designed and constructed to minimize
the disturbance of areas identified as wetlands and to comply
with the requirements of Executive Order No. 11990 for the
Protection of Wetlands and the New Jersey Wetlands Act of 1970.
Before beginning remedial activities, an assessment of the
wetlands would@ be performed to determine the potential impact of
the remedial action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland
mitigation or restoration would be developed. The site is not
within the coastal zone as defined by the State of New Jersey.
The project area is not sensitive to the discovery of cultural
resources. Therefore, no additional investigation is considered
necessary. '

c =Spec

The process Qats will be transported off site in accordance with
all RCRA regulations to an approved TSCA/RCRA landfill for
disposal.

The constructieﬁ debris from the demolition of the buildings will
be segregated, if possible, according to the level of
contamination, for proper management.

Water sprays, dust suppressant chemicals, and other appropriate
control measures will be used as necessary during building

demolition and soil excavation to minimize dust emissions. Air
monitoring will be conducted to ensure compliance with air ARARs

(Table 7).

During excavation activities, appropriate erosion control and
soil conservation measures will be implemented.
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Excavated drums and latex material that are determined by
laboratory analysis to be characteristic hazardous waste will be
disposed off site in accordance with all RCRA and TSCA
requirements, including 40 CFR 263 standards for manifesting,
transporting, and recordkeeping. -

Since the potential exists for treatment of soils classified as
RCRA characteristic waste, the LTTD treatment system will be
operated in accordance with RCRA Subpart X Miscellaneous Unit
requirements, if necessary.

'LTTD will comply with air regulations, including the New Jersey
Air Pollution Control Regulations for VOC and toxic emissions
(NJAC 7:27-11 and 17), since airborne contaminants liberated from
‘the waste during treatment are carried via the nitrogen gas
carrier to the off-gas treatment system.

Sludge produced by the LTTD soil treatment system, which contains
the contaminants removed from the soil, will be disposed in
accordance with RCRA and TSCA requirements at a RCRA/TSCA-
permitted facility.

The production of noise in Bergen County, New Jersey, is
regulated by the Noise Pollution Code. This code states that a
sound source from within an industrial site may not exceed
receiving levels of 55 decibels in a residential zone. Local"
ordinances on noise in Wallington and Wood-Ridge indicate no
noise after 10:00 p.m.; noise reducers (such as mufflers for
machinery, sound barriers along the affected property line, and
temporary building enclosures for treatment equipment) will be
spec1f1ed during the de51gn phase, as necessary, to comply with
noise ordinances.

In order to mitigate risks, a site health and safety plan will be
developed and implemented. This plan will address personal
protective equipment for remediation workers, minimizing dust
exposure through water sprays or suppressant chemicals, and
restricting access to the excavation zone. This plan will also
address chemical usage, operation safety, and responses to
process leaks and unanticipated system upsets during start-up
associated with the LTTD equipment.

t atio ermanent ons e eatment
echnologie a te e

EPA has determined that the selected remedy represents the
maximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment
technologies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the
Industrial Latex site. EPA has determined that the selected
remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs in terms of long-
term effectiveness and permanence, reduction in toxicity,
mobility, or volume achieved through treatment, short-term
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effectiveness, implementability, cost and State and community
acceptance.

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The selected
remedy represents the best balance of trade-offs among the
alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria.

ogst- ectivene

The selected alternatives are determined to be cost-effective
because they provide the highest degree of protectiveness among
the alternatives evaluated, while representing cost value. The
estimated total project cost is $18,000,000.

Breference for Treatment as a Principal Element

By treating contaminated soil on site through the use of an
innovative process, the selected remedy addresses the threats
posed by the site through the use of treatment technologies.
Therefore, the statutory preference for remedies that employ
treatment as a principal element is satisfied.

'DOCUMENTATION OF BIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative
presented in the Proposed Plan.
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TABLE 1
CHEMICALS DETECTED IN ON-SITE SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES (s)

. HUMAN HEALTH ASSESSMENT
(Organics: ug/kg, inorganics: mg/kg)

e

Site Specific

) frequency of RQenge of Detected - Seckground Regiora! Backprouns
Chamice! Deteztion (b) Concontrations Corcontrations (c) Concentrations (¢,¢)
. . R
Orgonics: .
® procior- 1260 31 7 46 % - 4,000,000 mw (<130 » «190) ooe
® genzeic 9208 271 130 - %0 0w (1,900 « «2,000) eoe
® gig(2-etnytheryliphthalate 30 / 38 162 - 170,000 © (SF8 - «00) e .
® Jntyideczyiprinsiste 1738 400 w oo
g™y -CriesCane 1720 110 . w %o - §%0
&,6'-DOE 17 % 1,280 8.8 60 - 4,830
&,4'-D57 1793 o8 w 2 - 1,170

® 3.3 Dicrioobem2idine 171% 6,000 o . . eee

® 2.6-Cimecnyiprens! 1719 $0 w (S - «4d0) oo

® Di-n-butyiprttaiace 6738 ™ - 310 w (37 - D) cee

® Di-m-pstvidrinaiate 171 270 - 980 w (375 - «d)) oo
gncein ketone 1/7Ww $6 w eoo
Mestazric® epciioe e/ % - 37 w0 (9 - <h.4) 70

® gexpcnictoecrane 177 160 w wee

® SoMethyiprens! 17 $0 w (37 - «dD) eoe

® N-Nitrosoc: D enyiaming 4 /37 113 - 3,900 w (AT - «&0)) eee

® PentasnicToprens: 171 1 w (1,90 - «,000) ‘eee

PANg .
Acensor thene 2738 473 - 3,300
Acemaoihyiene 171 60 ®w (37 - «&d)) eee
Anthrazene 3/38 240 - $,900 4% - 130 oce
fen2cin)antnracent 8/3% & « 7,500 103 - 410 %% - 39,000
Sem2c(a)ov ene 7738 85 - 8,300 191 - 370 "~ 16% - 22,000
Beezcisifius-amthene 11738 36 - 14,000 198 - 410 15,000 - 62,030
Bemio(xifiuzaminene 9719 36 - 1,100 $6 - 310 300 - 26,000
Sem2c(g.n, i)peyiene 2/ %9 $7 - 810 140 - 208 900 - 47,000
Chrysene 1M/38 3% - 7,300 209 - 450 251 « 64,000
Pide=zctu-an 3738 & - 310 ® (373 - «00) ..
Dite=30(s N)anthrazens 171 240 54 » 6% .ee
Fluera=thene 1% 7 3¢ 40 - 19,000 S - 1,000 200 - 165,000
fluc-ene 373 130 - 3,600 ([ eoe
Ircens Y, s,3-¢,C)pyrene 3732 8¢ - 580 B - !0 8,000 - 61,000
nemacirrene 773 68 - 18,000 170 - TR0 eee
Pyrene %/ 3% 39 - 15,000 295 - T30 %S - 447,000

L4

PLDs § 91285 (g) . :

. :lsl l!.’::: 1 , ’ o.o“ . LYy ese

® men-2,3,7,8-1200 27 %% 0.1% - 0.17 w ove

®1,2,3,7,8-0e250 179 0.04 eee .-

® mon-2,2,2,Y,7,8-12200 171 0.63 w () . oo

®1,2,3,6,6,7,8-00300 $/719 1.6 - 3.6 © (1) eve

®1,2,3,6,6,7,9-np00 "Mz 0.07 - 6.6 0.91 - 0.13 cece

® ocoD %71 0.15 - @2.7 2.% - 3.27 eoe

® 2.3, 7,0-1L0¢8 % 7 28 0.07 - 0.9 0.16 - 0.08 o

® mon-2,3,7,8-100F 7% 0.08 - 1.4 ® (1) ooe

® g.,2,3,7.8-0e20¢ 'YAL 0.0% - 0.47 ® () ooe

® non-x,2,3,7,2-0e20F 0771 0.11-2 ® (1) oo

®3.x,2,3,7,8-n250¢ M"Ms7 0.02 - 1.7 ® (1) eoe

® monex,x,2,3,7,8-Kx2DF WAL 0.02 - 2.3 w (1) (ees

AR, T i 4
nor-x,x,2,2,3,7,8-0p00F <10 © &, oo

o ey teneni2.3.7,8- 0500 RN 0.09 - 3.9 0.6 - 0,19 -

R

_tn footnotes on 1oiluing page.

POOR QUALITY




TABLE 1 (continued)
CHEMICALS DETECTED IN ON-SITE SURFACE SOILWPLES ()

HUMAN HEALTH ASSESSMENT
(Organics: ug/kg, inorganics: mg/kg)

A

Site Specific i .

. freavency of Range of Detected Sackground Qepisra! Backgrovne
Crerical Detectron (B) Concentrations Concentratisns (&) Concentrations (c,¢)
-
fnorga~its:

. Aleene %/ 1,100 - 11,700 7,760 - 8,770 $0,000 - 1pD,000

_® antimeay 10 7 39 2.4 -28.8 °w '

* argest ¥ /3 .0.08 - §1.9 3.3-4.0 $3- 711
Sacim 30/7%9 22 - 20 68.6 - 33.1 200 - 800
Seryiiive 1% /7 3% 0.3-0.8 0. .

s taiv 1373 0.2-5.9 1.2 . oo ’
Corcrvm 38 /3% 356 - 5,00 1,210 - 1,450 - 800 - 1,500
Throm1e 3173 8.1« 2.1 0.9 -1 1
Cea:t 29/ 3% 2.8-8.2 6.7 - 4.8 $-7
Cosme’ MLV 1) s.5 - 3.7 %8 - 2.9 %- 3

s Cyo-:oe 3739 5.8 w0 (k) eee
1ro= 3% 7 3¢ 6,310 - 31,100 10,900 - 12,300 20,000 - 80,000
Leas /3 2.% - W2 $4.2 - 82.7 20 «° 80
"osaes - 38/ 3% ®T - 6,180 1,770 - 1,870 2,000 - % 000
wasga-est 3¢/ 39 87 - 4i1 ams - 308 70 - §60
Me-cury 107 3% 0.2-0.7 0.7 - 2.2 0.06 - 0.08
Sigze; ] 37/ % 6 - 22.2 9.7 - 111 $- 1§
Petassi 32/% 223 - 1,390 . 888 - 731 4,400 - 93,200

® Seiem £/35 0.2 - 1.4 W (<0.67 - «0.48) 0.1 0.6
$seiu % /28 87 - 4% .4 w0 (r) $,000 - 7,000
1 X R /9% ® - 6.3 1%.4 - 17.8 70

® Zine 36 /736 17 - 862 &1.9 - ’2.7. 3-8

eee & hZ 022 BvdilB21e from gtudy.
® 5 Se.eites 85 8 Che™ ca! of potential concern. See text.

WS 8 Azt getestes in saTTie.

R s C.aa.ity c2=irol ImOicetes €ata BTe UNUSEDIR.

(3) C=-site suaze scil sarmles $0-08 to $0-17, 80-24 to $0-27 snd the dapiicete of 80-1¢.
sa"s.es 8t D-2 feet imterval:

Onegrte 321 B2
, an% 8823 to $8-33.

$5-12, St-%s, 889

$6-Ce, $5-0¢, 8507, $8-10 to 88-12, $8-14 onc $8-15 enly, .
(L) Ine nomsec o4 s s i AR the Chemite! was Getectes givised by the total mumber of sanples
$781v2eS, €2::uS:R; TAOSE SeTDIes rejected Dy BA/SL. )
(e) Bazegrsoms savc.es $0+09, $0-02 snd the sudlicate of $0-02.
(6) Ssu°ce 24 vrta~ pesticide baskg ound levels: Corey et ol.

Pae pazrgeons levels:

g8-02, $9-04, $D-DF, $3-0
Aggitions| sampies were tested for
$B-C%, SE-U3, $5-0%, $5-05, $3-33, $3-3¢ snc $8-37. Dioxins were tested in $3-02, .

Detection Limits shown in parentheses.

7, $8-10 2o
‘tlsz

C979) (mid-Atlantic Region).® Sources of urden
JARD (173, 19B3), Blumer ot al. (1977), White ons vandersiice (1930), Wircsor

sns rites (°$75), Pusknat (1981), Edwsres (1983), Butler et al. (1984), Vet et al. (1987), and Jores

et al. (I§25).
Ce) Incrge=ic regional background levels froem Sussex Caumt

(Bon-nge~ #=c Shpceiette 1921),
(1) Deteszicn limits weee not provided by the laberatory fer these chemicets,

(8) O~y spezific congeners of PCODs & PCOFs were avalusted.

Secouse subsurfsce soll date wes

v, 84, ond Sviliven ang Ylster Cownties, NY

reps-tes as total congeness and imsutficient information was provided frem the laboratory, these to1dl values

wece NSt IRIETROrAtEC INTD the Gate SUMATY.

tots. congemers in subsurface soil were (ess Then surface soil sencentretiens.

This §s mot Likely to {nfluence the everall results because

POOR GQUALTT-
ORIGINAL



TABLE 1 (continued)

CHEMICALS DETECTED IN SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES
NEAR RAILROAD TRACKS (a)
HUMAN HEALTH ASSESSMENT

(Organics: ug/kg)

<
‘Site Specific .
_ freauercy of Rarge of Detecred Sectground Regioral Sackyrounc
. Chemigsl ) Detection (D) Concentrations Concentrations. (¢) Cencentrations ()
— e
Organics: .
® Arpcier-1263 376 $0 - 880 w (<180 - «190) oo
Chiorcene . 374 1.5 - 68 w0 (90 - Bd) 160 - &30

es ® Nz Cat2 Bvailatie from gtudy.
® o Selectec 85 8 chemizal of potential concern, Gee text.
W = hct oetestec in sampie. Detection limits shown in parentheses.

ta) Semcies $2-34 to $0-37, ene the ehplicete of $0-34 (Reilresd Tracks), which were tested for PCOs eng
RS’\UO!S only.

(3) The nuoer f sa"Dies in whieh the chemica! was detected divided by the totel muder of sanples
snpivies ea2iuCing thete saties rejected by OA/0C.

(c) Bazsg oms sacies $5-01, $2-02 ang the euplicete of $0-02.

(€) Scorce cf uttas pesticioe 2acegrounc (eveis: Carey et al. (Y979) (Mig-Atientic Repiom).

POOR CUALT



TABLE 1 (continued)

CHEMICALS DETECTED IN SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES
AT THE RECREATIONAL/PLAYGROUNDS AREA (a)
HUMAN HEALTH ASSESSMENT

(Organics: ug/kg, inorganics: mg/kg)

- -3
Site Specific ,
; Frecuency of  Range of Detected Sackyround Regiona!l Sactprove
Chemica! Detection (D) Concontrations Concontratisns (&) Cancentratisns (d,e)
e P °°O - -~ - -~~~ - -~ - J
Organics: ’ . .
® Pis(2-etnylhexyl)phthalate &4 120 - 1,600 w (<375 - «00) oo
é,47-001 174 b 14 10.8 - 1.0 20 - 1,470
Dielesin . 276 20 - 30 w (<18 - ) 40 - 240

® Di-n-petyliptinslece 174 $9 ww (<375 - «hD) oo -
feprach.Or epsrice 176 M 0 (<F - <0.6) ) n

PAng . . ’
Senzola)antheazene & 74 42 - 1D : 193 - 410 165 - 39,000
Sencla)py eme - 274 78 - 180 ° 191 - 370 163 - 22,000
Benza(eifiudra=thene &7 4 T0 - 460 98 - 410 15,000 - 62,000
Benzciald ustaninene & 74 47 - 460 $6 - 310 300 - 26,000
Crrysene b /4 ™ - 220 209 < 45D 251 - 64,000
Flueta=zaene b /4 %% - 2D 345 - 1,000 200 - 166,020
Inoe=c(1,2,3-3,S)pyreme 174 " 223 - 280 8,000 - 61,000
Pagnamtnrene 37¢ 47 - 100 170 - 720 oo
Pyrene é /4 o5 - 210 293 - 130 WS - 7,000

PCDOs/ & P21y . .
ot 274 0. - 0.49 2.% - 3.27 oo
2,3,7,8-900¢ 3/¢ 0.0% - 0.07 0.04 - 0.06 ' woe

Incege=ics: :
Al ng &4 6,380 - 8,400 T.7%0 3,70 $0,000 - 100,000
arse=:g & 74 1+6.1 3.3-4.0 5.3 - 7.1
S ur &/ é& $6.2 - 2.4 48.6 - $3.1 200 - 800
Beyilive 276 0.3 - 0.6 0. 1.5
Ceicir 4/ & 1,600 - 2,360 1,210 - 1,430 800 - 5,100
Crror - 3/4 8.5 - 12.9 991 0
Sror é /6 9350 - 16,100 10,900 - 12,300 20,000 - 50,000
e 674 433 - 86.2 $¢.2-87 - . '20-80
Na5aes 676 1,270 - 1,540 1,770 - 1,870 2,000 - 3,000
nanganese & /4 163 - 388 27s - 368 70 - 560
Nerguty & 76 0.5 - V.3 0.7 - 2.2 0.06 - D.02
Nicse! &7 64 ?.7-9.8 N AERIN $-1%
varas & /6 1.2 - 33.1 1%.4 - 17.8 T

* ing &16 80 - 8 61,9 - 32.7 38 -8

L PRGSRRRREREERE e o o J

e« 8 g 0820 Svailable from stutly:
® 5 $eieztez as 8 chemical ©f potential soncern. Ses text,
B® s ast Oetectes in sINEiS, Dcto:g\n L{mits showm in parentheses.

€8) Sarcies $0-18 throuph $0-29,

(b)) Ine nrme- of .-«3‘3; in wnich the chemical wes @erected divided by the tote! mumber of samples
one!yies, exciucing these samgles Pejected by BA/GL.

€e) Bazegroono saeies $0-0! anc 50-02 ang the aplicete of 80-02.

() Sou~ce of urten pesticide background leveis: Corey 8t 8l. (1979) (Hig-Atlentic Region). Sevrces of
urbas PAs Bazrgroume leveis: IARC 1973, 1923), Blumer ot gl. L1977), Wmite onet vargerstiice (192D),
Wingssr ans mites (1579), Puckmat (1931), Bowsres (1903), Butier ot al. (V984), Vog: et ai. (19B37),
e Jones et al. (1929). - ’ -

Ce) Inorge=:c regionsl bastgrounc levels frem Sussex County, BJ, ond Sullfven angd Ulster Counties, BY
(Boe~ngen ans Shacklette 1981), '



TABLE 1 (continued)

CHEMICALS DETECTED IN ON-SITE SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLES

(>2-24 FEET) (a) |
HUMAN HEALTH ASSESSMENT

(Organics: ug/kg, inorganics: mg/kg)

Frequency of Range of Detected  Regional Seckpround

Crermital . Detection (B) Concentrations Concentrations (c,d)

L

Orgenics: ) . :

® sepzier-1269 $6 7 12 $ - 280,000 oo

® Benzene 17 2 &,700 © eee

* §rsli-ethyihexyliphtnalste . 92 7 26 306 - 81,000 oo

® Crigropenzent . . 172 1,500 weoe

® 6,602 172 26 T e

® Dien-putylphthaiate 27 2 & - 17,000 b

* 3.3:.Lichio-oDenzene 17 26 ,300 ece

* fenyidenzene 17 26 2,300 oo

® Papngy 1 , 26 “ . oss .

® Teluene S/72 % - 47,000 oo

® xyieme (tOtal) 372 2 - 1,000 eoe

Parsg . .

® fecis(a)aninratene 17 2 110 eee

® §e=2:(0)pyrene e/ 2 0 eoe

® femazistiutrentnene e/ 26 - 110 - 200 oo

® Cecvseme : 17 26 120 ese

® Fiucmantnene 7 ¢ 100 - 310 eoe

* Prgmgoinrent 1726 250 eee

® Pyvene 21726 92 - 210 Wil

Inocge-its: .
Agnr 26 71 26 2,650 - 8,380 $0,000 - 100,000
Argemig 2% 7 26 0.82 - 1. ¢ $.3- 7.1
bac v . : Q& 7 26 13.8 - 88.8 <200 - 300
Se-yilium 8/ 26 0.25 - 0.53 1.5
Lo v 3726 0.23 - 0.42 oee
La:t 0~ 37 2% 188 - 1,600 800 - 5,100
Como=um 26 7 2 3.3 - 2.2
Cesa:e 20728 2.5 - 6.0 $-7
Cozoer 26 7 26 $.3-2.8 1 - 30
1re~ 26 7 26 - 4,640 - 13,800 20,000 - 80,000

T Lless 3728 2.2 - 1.7 20 - 50
Masnesivr 26 /7 26 $27 - 24,400 2,000 - $,000
"assanese 2672 $0.1 « &9% 70 - §H0
Nigsel : 227 26 3.5 - 2.2 . $ .18
Fcoassiumn 26 /7 26 . 262 - 1,350 4,600 - 15,200

* Seiemvum 372 0.58 - 0.68 : 0.1-0.

Ty aih %% - %8 $.000 - 7,600
sz ‘ / 7. Lt L)

® tepitige 1T/ 0.2 ven
Voras 26 7 26 $.2 - 38.8 T

® 2ing ' A 9.2 - 132 38 -0

S

* = Seiester s chemical of potentisl concern. See text.

ee< & NC O2ta Svailable from study.
(8) Chemicals were tested ot several Gepths in sampies W©-SD, wn’ $3-02, 88304, $3-06

te $5-08, $5-10 to $8-12, $B-14, $8-15, €323 to $0-34 ond 80-37 ond the dpticotes
ef $5-04, $5-15, $3-34 o $8-37 ot specific gepth intervals. Additiens! semples
$5-01, $5-03, $5-05, $8-0F ang $8-13 were testec for PChs.

(&) The nareer of sarpies in which the chemical was Getected Givided by the tetal vumber

of satpies ane'lyied, eaciuding those samples rejected by GA/GL.

€e) N: site-spezific soil boring backgrosnd senpies sre available. Source of urtan

sticige background levels: Coarey et ol. (1979) (Mid-Atiantic Repion). Sources of
::bn Par u:t:remﬂ fevels: JARL (1673, 10R3), Blumer et al. (1977), white and
Venoe-slice (1980), windsor end Kites (1679, Puckrat (1931), Ecwaras (1923,
Sotier et al. (1985, vopt et sl. (1987) and Jenes ot al. (1925).

(@) we site-specific sdil boring background sampies sre evaiisble. Inorganic

regional Bactgroune levels from Sutsex County &/ andt Sulliven end Ulster
Cosmties, KY (Soerngen snt Shackletta 1981), . _



TABLE 1 (continued)
CHEMICALS DETECTED IN TEST PIT SAMPLES

HUMAN HEALTH ASSESSMENT
(Units: mg/kg)

~ Qewpe of
. Detected
Chemical Concentrations
B
Orgenics:
Velstiles:
Atetome 130
Semzene 0.050 - 6
2-BJtanone 0.001 - 470
fihyiDenzene 0.003 - 360
Toluene 0.0 - 13,000
Xylene 0.003 - 1,800
Semi-volatiles:
Arocior 1289 0.200 - 190
8is(2-ethyinexv(iprthalate 0.%10 - 280
Di-n-butyiprtnalate - 0.24D - 43
Di-m-potyipnthainte 60
inorganics:
Antimony 66
Argenit 0.87 - 6.3
Coaium 1.9-8.9
Chromium $-1
Less & &b
2ine 21 - 26



TABLE 1 (continued)

CHEMICALS DETECTED IN SEDIMENT SAMPLES
(0-6 INCHES) (s) |
HUMAN HEALTH ASSESSMENT

(Organics: UPM. tnorganics: mg/kg)

Site Specific

R Frequency of Range of Detected Sackyround
Cherical Detection (b) Concentrations (¢) Corcentrations (d)
.- U = e T e R e
Organics:
® Arocior-1260 1713 1,000 - 250,000 0w (<200)
Bete-Brl 1/ 13 " . 0 (<10)
Senzoic acid 1/ % o 8¢

® Big(2-ethylhezyliphthalate M7 1 $8 - 150,000 310

® Batyibenzyipnathaiate 2/ W2 30 - 960 63 :

® Di-n-Dutyiprtnalate 571 29 - 270 w («20)

® Di-m-ostyiprthalate &7 12 13 - 8 W («20)

® §,2-Dichioroethene (total) 6/ % -9 w (<6)

® 2.6-Dinitretoivene 171 8 M (<420)

® N-nitrpsOCIDACNY|Ming 171 1,100 w0 (<420)

® Tesrpznioroetnene 6/ 13 $ .48 %0 (<6)

* Teluene 713 26 w (<)

®* 1,1,1-Tricnlocoethane 271 2-7 wp (<8)

® Teighio oetnene 77 % -2 D (<6)

® Xyienes (35381) $7 12 1-5 w (<)

PLO0s & PIbsg

® non-1,2,3.7,8-00200 1718 54 0w (e)

*a,,2,3700mEs 271 0.22 - 0.52 0 (e)

® no~-2,2,2,3,7,8-ux20D 371 0.6% - 2.52 ®w (o)

®1,2.3,4,6,7,8:-mp220 T718 1.37 - 11.¢ .9,

®1,2,3,6,6,7,9-0p830 7718 1.06 - 13.1 0.6

* 0 &AL 9.3 - 189 $.07

*2.3,7,-300¢ 27 1% 0.3 - 0.33 w0 (e)

® nom-x,2,3,7,8-Pe00F 3/ .23 » 1.4% w (e

® x,2,2,3,7,8-m20¢ 2718 0.37 - 0.48 "0 (e)

® memex,2,2,3,7,8-0x5DF 'YL 0.17 - %.62 n (e)

® x,2,2,%,3,7,8-np55F : 8§71 0.5 - 1.2% w ()

® mo~-x,2,%,2,3,7,8-0p00F 67/ 18 0.81 » 6.6é .

® OoDf 3/ 1 - 2.08 - $.68 n (e

® non-2,3,7,2-10DF 3/ 0.2 - 0.7 ®w (s

Pang
Acenest thene 271 150 - 360 : 43
Azemaz thyiene TRA: 8 - §,400 p 73]
Antropzene 712 a7 - 4,600 $00
Se-20!83amnracene 9713 350 - 13,000 1,800
Se=zc(a)ovrene 9/ 13 10 - 8,400 1,700
Senzz(S)fiysranthene W71 280 - 13,000 2,200
Ben1s(p .0, i)peryiens 7713 19 - 8,400 880
Senacit)fluoranthene ‘AT 218 - 2,200 1,900
thrysene 10713 240 - 21,000 . 2,200
Diden2o(a, h)anthracene 4/ N 7 - ‘.‘OD 170
Divemzsturen 571 25 - 1,100 ‘130
Fiucranthene 12793 45 « 24,000 4,300
Fluorene 37 260 - 2,400 250
Iroenc(1,2,3-¢,8)pyrene 6/ 12 16 - $,900 : $80
2-Methy(naprthaiene 'Y 52 - 460 : 120
N ihalene $712 n - 300 ”
Phensntnrene 2713 32 - 15,000 2,800
Pyrene 121713 - 310 - 6,600 3,800

m
See footrotes on following page. :



TABLE 1 (continued)

CHEMICALS DETECTED IN SEDIMENT SAMPLES
(0-8 INCHES) (s)
HUMAN HEALTH ASSESSMENT

(Organics: ug/kg, inorganics: mg/kg)

S~ - - "~ - " - -
. . o Site Specific
Freauency of Ronge of Detected Sackprare

Chemical Detection (b) °  Comcentrations (c) Concontrations (d)

jnorga~ics:
Alursng 15718 1,600 - 12,700 ‘ $,360 :

* Antimony /9% 8.6 » 3ot T 8.9

® arsenie ¥/ 2.3 - 38.1 5.3
TR 107 10 25.8 - 204 1.3

® Beryilium 6/ 1 0.6 - 2.2 .

® Lo 6713 0.3 -4.8 0 («0.08)
Caicium 1371 1,000 - 9.300 2,80
throrium 272 9.3 - 35,1 {a2.
Cozs it 0 7 10 3.5 - 10.6 $.2
Coooe- 157 %5 20.6 - 224 4

® Cys=10¢ 1798 0.8 - 0 <13

© lron %79 8,090 - 32,4%0 16,600

Y TH %71 10.2 - 65 $6
vagnesium %71 369 - 7,650 1,060

® maapaese %79 9.7 - 2,80 230
MecLcy 1379 0.9 - 2.9 1.2

® wicke! 9710 8.2 - 3.2 1.2
Potassium % 7 1% 243 - Vb 1.5

® Seiemr 6/ 0.8 - 1.2 n (.7
-3 4 13/ 8.5 - 1,315 w ()
Vanasian 10710 15.6 - 88,6 2.3

® ling 97 1 $1.1 » 3 %

=s< 8 Az D212 Bvailsdle from study.

* 3 SelezteZ as chromica! of potential concern, See text.
NS = Hzt getestec in savie.

R = Guality tontrol inoicates €ata are wusadble.

(8) Sex:ment sompies include SE-02 through SE-16 ond ep!icates of SE-06 ong SE-15,

() The namoer of sencies in which the chemica! vas detectec diviged by the totas!l rumber
ef sa"c.es Snslyled, earcliucing these senpies - jected by GA/QL.

(c) Dus.icate SaTRies were Sveraped 10 ealicuiate »e ronge of detected sconcontrations.

(§-3] s«:im-&sszil CONZENTPATIONS 87 CAMPATeT to two timms the site specific upgragient
s8¢ ‘ - 10

(o) Secteztier limits were mot provitied by the {aboratery for these chemics!s.



TABLE 1 (continued)

CHEMICALS DETECTED IN SEDIMENT SAMPLES
(12-18 INCHES) (a)
. HUMAN HEALTH ASSESSMENT
(Organics: ug/kg, inorganics: mg/kg)

e R

site-Specific
. .. fFreavency of Ronge of Detected Sackgrourd
Chemical Detection (D) Corcentrations (e) Corcontrations (d)
“
Orgsnics: .
® Arpzior-1269 T/ 8 2,600 - 86,000 D (<@00)
® Butyibenzviprthalste 27 8 35 - 310 43
® Di-n-Duty(prtnalste $/ 8 26 - 200 o (<20)
® Disne-pctyiprtraiate 3798 42 - 69 w0 (e)
® 1,2-Dichisroethene (total) 6/ 8 322 w0 (e)
® 2,6-Dinitrotolvens 37 8 120 - 230 w (e)
* Etnylbenzene 17 6 - 13 w0 (e)
* Dis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 17 8 2,200 - 16,000 310
* 2-mecnylmaprtheiene 2/ 8 270 - 450 120
® Pe~tazrloroprenc! 17 8 ] o (o)
® Tetrazhniproeinene 6/ 8 4« &3 w (e)
® Tolue~e $/7 8 R 3 0w (e)
® Trich(oroethene 6/ 8 6 - 47 w (e
® Xylemes (tetal) - 4y 7 1-2 0 ()
Pars
A=2repcene 4/ 8 33 - 250 - $00
Becic s )antnracene &7 8 170 - 1,100 1.800
Se=:1zl8)pyrene S/ 8 110 « WD 1,700
Seczo(t)f lucranthene &/ 8 190 - 2,200 2,200
Se~20(p,.n,1)pe"ylone d/7 8 160 - 580
Bec20(k)flucrantnene 27 8 220 - 280 1,900
Chrysene $7 8 250 - 1,800 2,200
Dide=zo(a,h)anthracens 37 8 110 - 330 170
Dibes2cfusan 27 ¢ 30 - 260 130
flusrantnene 67 8 360 - 2,900 4,300
Flucrene 2/ 8 82 - 10
fnoeno(1,2.3-¢,€)pyrem &/ 8 %0 - 340 $80
NaDrtnalene 27 8 290 - 400 9
Prenanthrene 6/ 8 7 - 4,300 2,800
Pyrene 67 8 470 - 1,800 3,800
fnorgenics:
ll:riﬂa!’ 87 8 $,040 - 11,700 5,360
R E .
[ TTATY o 5 .
® Beryllivm 47 8 1.3+ 2.9 0.8
Calcium 87 8 809 - 6,850 2.8:0
teoait /7 8 3308 3.2
Ceoder | WA | 17.8 - 48
fren 87 8 10,650 - 31,000 16,600
* Leaz 8/ 8 8.2 - 228
Kagnesium 8/ 8 1,280 « 2,600 1,060
thae T3 s
Mercyr . . * Ve .
ti:nly : ; : :ﬁg . K. 1% .
Socium b : .
v:cuziun 8/ B WL - 48 2.5
® Yine 87 8 3.3 - 358 %

M
e=+ & ND CG8th Ovailedle from study. _
® s Chemigcal of potential concern,
N> = Not getected in sarPle.
R s Quality control ingicates dats are Wuwsable.

=oies SE-03 to SE-D6, SE-09, SE-11, SE-13 ongs SE-15 at 12-18 (nches,
::; g::aw‘s 24 sempies in which the chemical was getected diviged by the toatal
noe- oY serpies sralyzed, excluding those samples rejected by QA/RC, .
(¢) Dunlicate savpies were aversged 10 calculste the range of Getected corcentrations.
() Upsrazient sempie SE-01 (D-6 inches), ..
(e) Detestion limits were MOt Previded by the {aboratory fer these chemicals.



- TABLE 2
ORAL TOXICITY CRITERIA FOR CHEMICALS OF

POTENTIAL CONCERN (a)
ORGANICS
&
. Target afﬂlw 3l0pe dei1gat-ot-
Chronic RfD  Uncertainty gritical factor/ Evidence
chemice! - (mg/kp-cay) factor (D) Effect (c) Source (mg/kg-cay)-1 Class.(g) Source
. S —— ‘
Organics:
Algrin 3.00£-08 1,000 " Uver mis 1.70€+01 2 .ms
Senzoit atig &.00E-00 1 msiaise 11 38 eoe 0 ms
Senzene een ece eoe Ir1s 2.90£-02 : s
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) pathalate 2.00E-02 1,000 tiver IRlS 1.60E-02 2 RIS
Sutylbenzyiphthaiate :.008-01 1,000 tivr/sbrain {31 eee : mis
m("“th.m sse sce eose eose 1.’“.02 : [ “!‘s’
&,6'-DDE oo soe eee . {3} 3.40£-0Y 82 138
Di-n-butyl prthaiate 1.00E-01 1,000 mortality inis oee ® .
Di-neottyl prinaiste 2.00E-02 1,000 liver kian . REAST eoe )
3,3/ +pichiorepenzicine coe . eos Pees coe &.58-01 T 1313
1,1-Bichloroetne™ 1.00¢-01 1,000 kidray HEASY see t nis
1,2-Dichioroetnane voe . wee eoe ese 9.18-02 82 mis
1,2-c-Dichioroetnene 1.008-02 3,000 blood WEAST . wee ® s
trans-1,2-Dichioroethens - 2.00E-02 . 1,000 Liver Il E, H .
1,2-Dichiorosropanes .ee eee WEAS? 6.80£-02 82 HEAST
2 4-Dimetnyipnenct 2.00¢-02 3,000 neuro/blood s con ®
vitrotoluenes, 2,6- : .ee HEASY 6.80¢-01 82 s
. -ayl benzene 1.008-01 . 1,000 liver kigney irls eos ] RS
tiexachlorodutegiene 2.0¢-03 100 tioney {3} 7.88-02 c s
sexach(oroethane 1.06-03 1,000 kigney s 1,68-02 - t 1mis
Nethyiene Chiorioe 6.0E-02 100 liver : nis 7.50¢-03 82 s
domgthyiprenc! ) 5.008-02 1,000 fNervous SYStem WEAS? eee . 4 mis
W-Nitrosooi1phenylamine oo eee 13} 4.90£-03 82 RS
PChs (total) 1.00E-04 (o) 100 fetotonicity Cloment 7.708+00 82 mnis
Pentacripresnenst - 3.00¢-02 100 tiver/kidgney nis 1.208-01 82 s
2,3,7,8-1L22 1.008-09 1,000 .o . WA 1987 1.56¢-0% 82 WEAST
fetrachioroetnene 1.00E-02 1,000 liver - nis $.108-02 | ¥4 MEAST
Toluene 2.00E-0V 1,000 Liver kidrey s oo D s
1,1, 1-Trichloroetnane $.00E-02 1,000 tiver NEAST eeo ® nis
Trichloroethene 7.3%¢-03 1,000 tfver : uA 1.108-02 [ H NEAST
Trichiorefiuosomethane . 3.00E-01 1,000 mortelity 1138 eee ® s
Trimethyidenzenes (1,2,4 & 1,3,%) ¢ eve eee HEASY eee ® .
Zylenes (total) : 2.008+00 100 Cus mortel ity s oo ® s

sse footnotes on foliowing pege



TABLE 2 (continued)
ORAL TOXICITY CRITERIA FOR CHEMICALS OF

POTENTIAL CONCERN (a)
. INORGANICS
. . Tarpe: Organy ope OYSIE
) Chronic RD  Uncertainty Criticel Factor/ Evicence

Cremica! . (m3/kp-tay) factor (D) gffect (&) Source  (mp/kp-cay)-1 Cless.(g) Source
.W-—
frorgenics:

antisony 6.008-04 1,000 dlood chemistry IRls . D

argenic . 3.008-06 - 3 skin s 1.Y56+00 () A ms

Sarium . 7.008-02 3 cardiovascular nis eoo -

Serylifum $.00¢-03 100 total tumor {3} 4.308+00 92 mis

Cagmium S.00E-04 (9) 10 tigney jis vee ] s

Cagmium 1.00E-03 (n) 10 . kidney 1| 317 eoe ®

Chromium §.006-03 (i) $00 ong 1S woe 3

‘W? 3-70!‘02 (j’ 1 ‘! ""‘.Y‘a “AST Klid o

Cyanioe 2.008-02 800 mye(in gegeneration RIS see ]

Leag oo (<11 mis oo [ ¥ 118
sanganese 1.00E-01 1 CNS iRis oo (] iRis
Nercury : 3.008-04 1,000 Cioney uEAST oo “d s
wickel 2.00E-02 300 <body weight ’ iis ese ® s
Seienium snc concsOs - $.00£-03 3 seiencsis s eee ] R LI
-Silver $.00¢-03 3 skin Inls eed ®

Yanasium 7.008-03 -100 Livr kidney NEASTY oo ]

2ine 2.00E-01 19 snenia HEAST oo ® s

]

ﬁ7m f01i0u:mg CRO”CH.5 8°¢ N5t Presenied Dezduse they (ack toxicity Critertd: Denlene, tert-Butylbenzene,
ehloroetnane, ceoa't, isopropyibentene, p-isopropyitoliuene snd n-propylbenzene. -

D). Uncertainty fas1c°s uteC tc Oeveiop reference coses generally consist of multiples of 10, with sach factor representing o

pecific a*es of uncestainty in the cats svailable. The standard uncertainty factors inclute the following:

A 10-folc tactor te azcount for the varistion in sensitivity smong.the mambers of the humen muugn:
« A 10-foip faz1or 10 sccoum: for the uncertsinty in sxtrapolstion anissl date to the case of L}
e & 10-folg faztar 1o pccount for uncertainty (n extrapolating from less than chronic MOAELS to ehronic WOAELS; Brd
e A 10-fol faztor tc srcoumt for the wuncertainty im extrapolating from LOAELS to NOAELS. :

)m & target organ i5 the orgen most sensitive to 8 chemicel’s toxic effect. RfD’s are besed on toxic effects in the target orgen,
31 on ubiuu basec on & study in which & Target Orpan wes Mot identified, &n 9rpan or system known to be sffectes by the
chemicat is tistes. :

€@) EPA Veight of Evidence for Carcinogenic Effects: [A) ® Numsn corcinogen besed en sdequate evidence in huamen studies;

{82) = Probadle Muman catcincpen based on inadequate evidence from human stulies and sdequate pvidence from onisel studies;
18] & Possinie nuran carcincgen Based on limited evidence from snimel stuslies. in the sbsence of Aumens studies;
D) & Not classified os to human coarcinegenicity; and )
<e) znu vatue -;; cerived Dy Clement using toxicity fnformstion available for Aroclor 1016 and received approvel from ECAD
n Janusry V95C,

€f) & unit rise ¢f SE-3 (ug/L)-1 has Deen proposed by the Risk Assessment Forum pnd this recommencation has been scheduled for
SAD Peview. This vaiue is eQJivalent to 1.7S (mg/ke/cay)-1 essuming 8 T0-kg indivicual ingests 2 Liters of weter per day.

€8) This RID for cariur is wsed 1o assess GUrinking wster exposures. ’ :

(A) Thig RD for camiur is useC O 2SSesS MOA-BQUEOUS ERPOSUTES.

(i) The oral RfD for Chromiur IV s comservatively used to assess chremium esposures.

i) €PA has repories o drinking water stonderd of 1.3 sg/L. This value was converted te o wose assuming 8 70 kg irclividusl
ingests 2 liters of water per day. : . ’

WOTE: RIS = Integrates Risk Information System, Janusry 1991,

MEAST & Wea:th Effects Assessment Sumarty Tadles, Amual 1991,
evs & No informacion svailable,
8A = Weaitr Advisory, Dftice of Drinking Water.



TABLE 3

CUMULATIVE RISKS TO CHILDREN AND TEENAGERS (6-16 YEARS)

l
.l

Pathuay

Ircicental Ingestion of
Soil or Seciment -

Derma| Contact with
$oil-or Sediment

Dermai Contact with
Surtace water

TOTAL CANCER RISK

7

Recrestiornal/ .
RQailroad’ Pleysroud Ditches Alorg
On-Site Tracks Ares Reiirssd Tracks

Cancer Risk Due to All Chemicals

-0 207 o-08 o&-05
-0 200 1%-08 0
. - . 2e-07
1£-08 207 n-os -0

Soncercer Risk Due te All Chemicels

Incigental Ingestion of »1(7.8) <1(2£-03) - <1(28-03) <1(68-01)
$oil or Seciment

Demwa: Contact with <1(9E-1) CI(2E-DL)  <1(6E-04) <1(5E£-02)
$oil or Sedioent

Demral Contact with .- o= .o <1(4E-03)
Surtace weter

CUMULATIVE NAZARD INDEX 1 (8.7 for <1 <1 <y

FOR EACH TARGET ORGAN (a) fetotoxigcity)

—

(s) Nazarg indices are summed Dy target orgen.



TABLE 4

CUMULATIVE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH FUTURE
I.AND-USE CONDITIONS

Pathway ' Workers Residents

Cancer fisk Dus to All Chemicals

Incidentsl Ingestion of Soil 35-03 28-02
Dermal Contact with Soil SE-0b SE-03
Ingestion of Groungwater 2E-04 11®¢-03

(unconsolidated sauifer)

TOTAL CANCER RISK L 4E-03 3e-02

tioncancer Risk Due to All Chemicals

Incigentsl Ingestion of Soil »1(9.5) »1(468)

Dermat Contact with Soit *1(1.6) »1(16)

Ingestion of Grounchwster »1(2.3) (9) »1(8.0)
(unconsolidates aauifer)

CUMJLATIVE MA2ARD INDEX » 1 » 1

FOR EACH TARGET ORGAN (D) (12 for fete- (64 for

toxicity) fetotoxicity,
1.8 for skin

etfects, 3.6 for
Cus etfocts)

(s) Although the hazerd index for sll chemicals exceeded 1.0,
the cumuiative hazard indices for specific target orml
sritical effects @id not exceed 1.0,

(b) nazard indices are sumwd by target ergan.



, TABLE §
EPA’s RISK-BASED SOIL REMEDIATION LEVELS

FOR THE INDUSTRIAL LATEX SITE
REMEDIATION GOAL®
in parts per million :
: (ppm) 1}
Polychlorinated Biphenyls . ' #
| pcss 1 4,000 |
; Pesticides _ ‘ ' ' u '
5 Heptachlor Epoxide 0.1 10.22 . H
: Inorganics ' 4 H :
'f Arsenic | 3.6° 49.4
| Beryllium 0.48¢ 2.2 u .
Lead C 500 89.9
| Sezivolatiles | : a
Benzo(a)anthracene . 0.4 13 .
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.1 - 111.0 l
| Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.5 . 13
: Benzo(k) fluoranthene 0.8 11 ﬂ
| Benzo(ghi)perylene 3 5.1 I
| Bis(2- ethylhexyl) : . 46 280
phthalate ‘
Ch:ysene 13 . 122 !
3.3-Dichlorobenzidine .
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene

® EPA Region 2 Remediation Goals (RG) developed according to the methodology
outlined in Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) Part B. The RG

applies to both surface and subsurface solls.

® The New Jersey Department of Environment and Energy has proposed surface
soil and subsurface soil cleanup standards for PCBs of 0.45 ppm and 100 ppm,
respectively (Proposed Residential Standards - NJAC 7:26D). Proposed surface
soil standards apply only to soils in the 0 to 2 foot depth interval.

€ The remediation level for arsenic is the background‘concent:ation. The -
corresponding RG 1s 0.4 ppm.

¢ The remediation level for beryllium is the background concentration. The
corresponding RG is 0.2 ppnm.



" TABLE 8

- COST SUMMARY
~ FOR SOIL REMEDIATION ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVE

$-1A: No Action

§-1B: Minima! Action

§-2: Capping

2
8
E

$3. In-sku S:abilization
64. Low Temperaiure Therma! Desorption
$-5. Dechioringtion

= $18,200,000
= § 8716900/ 0ur
= $23,700,000

« § 7,180,000
= -§ 8,872.900/your
= §25300,000

$ 4,900,000
§ 6,885,800/8ur
= §13,600,000

§.£. Soivert Extraction

‘$-7. OnSie Incineration

6-8: -Ofi-ske Landfiling

2ge 2g° 3g° 3g° 3g° Ig° g0 g0 g
;
g
g

r

Cc = Capha! Costs.
OtM =  Operation and Maintenance Costs.
PW = Presert Wonh &t a § percen: discourt rae.



TABLE 7

COST SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVES FOR HARDENED FRODUCT IN VATS

l

ALTERNATIVE COST
o R

V-1: Remove Vais and Dispose in OfiSie Landfil e s § 140,200
o OtM = § Ofysar

PW = § 140,200

' V-2: Remove Vats and Dispose in Ofi-She incinerator Cc - § 45,500

' OM = §

PW e § 648800

V3: €O, Blas: Latex from Vas C = & 285000
OtM = § Ofysar

PW = § 285000

G

c = Caphra! Costs.
O&M = Ope-aiion and Maintenance Costs.
PW = Presem Wonh st 8 § percent giscourt rate.



TABLE 8

COST SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVES FOR BUILDING SURFACES

gll

ALTERNATIVE
B1:  Low Pressure Soivert/Detergert Washing Folowsd by © = § 45,70
Surface Sealing O™ = § 21,000/0ar
) PW = 8§ TR0
822  CO, Biasting of Buiiding Surtaces c = § 787700
' OiIM =« 8§ = Oyw
W = § 755700
B3 s:ibbling o! Building Surfaces c = 'S $20800
_ OtM = § O/yoar
PW = § 82050
84: Building Demolition C = § 64340
: OtM = § O/ysar
Pw e § 643400
C = Capia! Costs.
O&M =  Operaiion and Maimenance Costs.
PW = Present Worth &t a § percent discourt rate.



TABLE 9

SUMMARY OF FEDERAL AND STATE APPLICABLE OR
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)
: FOR THE INDUSTRIAL LATEX SITE

CITATION

FEDERAL ARARS

Chemical-Specific ARARs

Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) -- Identification and
Listing of Hazardous Waste

40 CFR Part 261

Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

40 CFR Part 761

National Ambient Air Quality
Standards

40 CFR Part 50

-

Location-Specific ARARs

Clean Water Act (CWA)

33 v.5.C. 1251 Section 404
40 CFR Parts 230 and 231

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Nationwide Wetlands Permit Program

33 CFR Part 330

Protection of Wetlands

Executive Order No. 11990

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

16 U.S.C. 661
40 CFR Section 6:302(g)

BN N O S

National Ambient Air Quality
| Standards -- Non-attainment Zones

40 CFR Part 50

Action-Specific ARARS

RCRA Criteria for Classification of

Solid WVaste Disposal Facilities and

Practices

| 40 CFR Part 257

RCRA Hazardous Waste Management
Systems General

40 CFR Part 2€0

RCRA Standards Applicable to
Generators of Hazardous Waste

40 CFR Part 262

RCRA Standards Applicable to
Transporters of Hazardous Waste

40 CFR Part 263

RCRA Standards for Owners and
Operators of Hazardous Waste
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal
Facilities .

40 CFR Part 264
(Subpart X - Miscellaneous Units)

RCRA land Disposal Restrictions

40 CFR Part 268.43

TSCA

40 CFR Part 761




TABLE 9§ (continued)

SUMMARY OF FEDERAL AND STATE APPLICABLE OR
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)
- FOR THE INDUSTRIAL LATEX SITE

ARARS

\

CITATION

H Occupational Safety and Health Act

29 U.S.C. Sections 651-678
29 CFR Parts 1910,. 1926, and 1904

National Ambient Air Qualify
Standard

40 CFR Part 50
40 CFR Part 60 (New Source

Performance standards, Subpart E)

Clean Air Act -- Listing Criteria

42 U.S.C. 7401, Section 112

STATE ARARs

Location-Specific ARARs

New Jersey Flood Hazard Area Control
Act

NJSA 58:16A-50

New Jersey Wetland Act of 1970

NJSA 13:9A-1 et seg .

Not Applicable

New Jersey Threatened Plant Species
New Jersey Endangered Species

Not Applicable

H Action-Specific ARARs

New Jersey Prohibition of Air
| Pollution and Ambient Air Quality
| Standards

NJAC 7:27-5 and 13

! New Jersey Air Pollution Control
| Permitting Requirements

NJAC-7:27-8

| New Jersey Air Pollution Control
| Regulations '

NJAC 7:27-11 and 17

| New Jersey Worker and Community
| Right-to-Know Act

P.L. 1983¢.315
P.L. 1985¢c.543
Executive Order #161

New Jersey Emergency Response Notice

j Atmosphere

| of Release of Hazardous Substance to-

NISA 26:2C-19

| New Jersey Water Pollution Control
"] Act -- Spill of Hazardous Substances

NJAC 7:21(E)

| New Jersey Noise Control Act

NJSA 13:1G-1 et seq
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SUMMARY OF FEDERAL AND STATE APPLICABLE OR
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)
’ FOR THE INDUSTRIAL LATEX SITE

ARARSs

CITATION

New Jersey Noise Pollution NJAC 7:29-1
Regulations ,
New Jersey General Requirements for | NJAC 7:9-7

Permitting Wells

New Jersey Well Drillers and Pump
Install -s Act

NJSA 58:4A-5 et seq

New Jersey Requirements for Sealing
Abandoned Wells

NJAC 7:9-9

New Jersey Solid Waste
Management Act

NJSA 13:1E et seq




