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16. ABSTRACT (continued)

of PCB-contaminated waste 0il and 1,0.60.yd3 of soil offsite. The primary
contaminants of concern affecting the soil and ground water include: PCBs, PAHs,
VOCs, other organics, heavy metals, PCE, phenols and pesticides.

The selected remedial action for this site includes: excavation of all
PCB-contaminated soils containing concentrations above 5 mg/kg (1,100 yd3) with
offsite disposal (landfill or incineration); biodegradation of all PAH-contaminated
soils containing concentrations above 10.mg/kg (4,400 yd3); use of ground water as
an irrigation medium for the biodegradation system; and backfilling, grading and
revegetation. The present worth cost for this remedial action is $l 401,000 or
-$6 021,000 with landfllllng and incineration, respectlvely.



DECLARATION FOR _THE RECORD OF DECISION

' SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Renora, Inc. .
Edison Township (Bonhamtown), Middlesex County, New Jersey

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

This decision document represents the selected remedial action
for this site developed in accordance with CERCLA, as amended

by SARA, -and to the extent practicable, the National Contingency
Plan. ' . ) ‘

The State of New Jersey has concurred on the selected remedy.

' STATEMENT OF BASIS

-

. This decision is based upon the administrative record
.whlch 1nc1udes the following major documents: _

- Remedial Investigation Report for the Renora, Inc. Site,
. prepared by BEM Eastern Inc. for the Renora RI/FS Trust,
~:July l987~' - .

"?=Fea51b11Lty Study Report for the Renora, Inc. Site,
prepared by BCM. Eastern “Inc. for the anora RI/FS Trust,
August 1987; , .

~" The attached Summary of Remedial Alternative Selection
for the Renora, Inc. Site;

- The attached Responsiveness Summary for the site, which
incorporates public comments received and,

- Staff summaries and recommendations.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The major components of the selected remedy can be summarized
as follows:

° " excavation and of551te landfllllng of polychlorlnated
biphenyl (PCB) contaminated soils ‘

° excavation and on-site biodegradation of - polynuclear
aromatlc hydrocarbon (PAH) - contamlnated soils

e treatment of contaminated groundwater through its use
~as an-irrigation medium in the bioremediation system



DECLARATION

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, attains Federal and State requirements that are
applicable or relevant and appropriate, and is cost-effective.
.This remedy satisfies the preference for treatment that
reduces tox1c1ty, mobility, or volume as a principal element.
Finally, it is determined that this remedy utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the

» maximum extent practicable.

LA { AQA /L - Susrimpsr 27,1707

hrlstobher J¥ Dagg
Regional Administrafor




- SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

RENORA INC.

" EDISON TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

. The Renora Inc. site, located at 83 South Main Street, in the
Bonhamtown section of Edison Township, Middlesex Coumty, New
Jersey is an approximately one acre parcel of land in an area
zoned for light industrial use. Adjacent to the site is a
complex which includes an auto repair and body shop, weldlng,
machinery, and electric supply shops. The surrounding area is
residential with three sensitive uses, (a nursery school,
senior citizens center and an apartment complex), within two
thousand feet of the site. :

The site is bordered on the.north by Mill Brook, on the south -
by the New Jersey Turnpike, on the east by South Main Street
and on the west by the Conrail railrocad. The only structure at
the site is a perimeter chain link fence with locking gates.
F1gures 1-1 and . 1-2 depict the locatlon of the site and surround-:
_.1ng land use respectlvely. v .- - -
The 51te is relatlvely flat land bu1lt up* from flood plaln with ’
three ‘to twelve feet of what .appears to-be demolltlon ‘debris
and underlain'by a one to'six foot thick layer of sand and
clayey silt. The fine grained sediments are partially overlaln
by gravelly sand to sandy gravel, which pinches out near Mill
Brook. Highly weathered, clay-rich Brunswick shales underlie
the alluvial deposits. Surface elevations range from 62.5 feet
above mean sea level in the western corner of the site, to approx-

imately 66 feet above mean sea level along the southeastern peri-
meter. The site lies within the regulatory (but not actual since
the land was built up from the flood plain) 100 year flood plain
and within the actual 500 year flood plain. Figures 5-8 and 4
deplct a 51te cross section and flood plaLn boundaries respectlvely

td

Whlle there are no publlc supply well fields within one-half mile
of the site, a well search tentatively identified twelve wells
within one mile of the site of which eight are believed to be
residential but no longer used for potable purposes. Edison Town-
" ship maintains several public supply wells four to eight miles from -
the site but has reserved their use for emergency 51tuat10ns only.

All groundwater from the 51te discharges into Mill Brook, ‘which
has a drainage area of 3.1 square miles. The watershed is drained
by Bonhamtown Creek, whxch is upgradlent of the site, and M111 Brook.
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SITE HISTORY

"From 1950 to 1952 the New Jersey Turnpike (NJTP) Authorlty
aCQUILed parcels of land that form the present site. " Between
1969 “‘and*1974 the area underlying the present site was filled
~with what appears to be demolition debris ‘and the Mill Brook
stream channel was relocated at various points approximately 25
to 100 feet north to its present position. In November, 1976
Clementi Brothers Inc. acquired the site from the NJTP Authority.

In October, 1977 the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
Commissioners issued Renora, Inc. a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity as a collector/hauler of waste oils
and in 1978 Ronald Kaschner, President of Renora, Inc. leased
the site from Clement1 Bros. Inc., via an oral agreement.

. -

From 1978 to 1982 Renora Inc., transported and accepted materials.
containing hazardous substances for transfer, storage, blending.
and ultimately, -disposal through abandonment at the site.

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) and
Edison Township Department of Health and Human Resources (DOH)
inspection reports indicate that the site was poorly maintained
throughout the period of its operation. An-NJDEP inspection in
July, 1978 detected several minor spills and determined. that
Renora Inc., was acting as a Special Waste Transfer Station
without proper registration. At that time Kaschner was advised
to register with NJDEP Solid Waste Administration (SwA).

In October, 1978 an oil spill at the site was reported to the
DOH. NJDEP and the DOH the conducted an investigation which led
to an order to remove all contaminated soil and drums.

A Temporary Operating Authorization (TOA) was issued to Kaschner
in December, 1978 with an expiration date of April 30, 1979.

An NJDEP investigation of May, 1979 reported leaking drums . :
on the property. In June, 1979 NJDEP SWA sent formal notxflcatlon
of ‘the expxratlon of Renora Inc.'s TOA.

In March, 1980 NJDEP -SWA issued a Notice of Prosecution to
Renora Inc., orderxag the cessation of: all operations and the
implementation of remedial actions at the site. A subsequent
NJDEP inspection of the site in June, 1980 indicated that,
although operations had ceased, no remedial action had taken
.place. In July, 1980 NJDEP issued Renora Inc. a Directive/Notice
of Violation. The Directive/Notice was not complied with and a
meeting was arranged between Kaschner/Renora and NJDEP. 1In
August, 1980, Kaschner/Renora and NJDEP entered into an Order
and Settlement Agreement for site cleanup with a ‘scheduled
completion date of October, -1980. "~ In November, 1980, the NJDEP.
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reVoked Kaschner's registration to. collect and. haul solid waste '
for Renora, effectively Quttlng him out of business. Kaschner
abandoned cleanup actlvxtles in December, 1980 due to lack of..;
funds. : RS

- On or about July 29, 1981, NJDEP sued Renora,-Kaschner and
Anthony ‘and Catherine Clementi, and obtained an injunction
requiring them to do the following:

1) end and remedy all statuatory violations
-~ at -.the facility, .

~2) cease acceptlng wastes, petroleum products,
- and hazardous substances, -

v3).permit-NJDEP to enter the facility for inspec-
-~ tions and other investigative activities, and

4) post a performance bond.

In June of 1982 the site was abandoned and in December, 1982
'the 51te was 1nc1uded on the EPA! s Natlonal Prlorltles Llst (NPL).'

;-On september 28, 1984 EPA 1ssued an Admlnlstratlve Order to con-
“-duct. surficial cleanup at ‘the site to all the known potentially
responsible partles (PRPs), A group of these PRPs then formed
the Renora Surf1c1al Cleanup .Trust (Trust).

A removal action was initiated in October, 1984 and continued
through April, 1985. During the cleanup, approximately 33,000
gallons of liquid waste and 28,000 gallons of PCB contaminated
waste o0il along with approximately 500 cubic yards of non-PCB
contaminated soils and 560 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated
soils were shipped off-site for proper disposal.

On September 17, 1984 EPA sent Notice Letters to all the members
of the Trust to perform a Remedial Investlgat1on/ Feasibility
Study (RI/FS).

In May 1985, an Administrative-Consent Order was signed between
EPA and a group of potential ' responsible parties (Renora RI/FS
Trust) who volunteered. to undertake the studies. The RI/FS.
.was conducted by BCM Eastern Inc. under contract to the- Trust
betweén May 1985 and May 1987. The work was conducted under
EPA oversight. 1In support of the RI/FS, Camp, Dresser & McKee
.under contract to EPA conducted an endangerment assessment in
order to determine the ‘magnitude of risk to publlc health and -
the environment posed by the site.



' CURRENT SITE STATUS

The RI, completed May,'1987,-includes investigations of soil,
groundwater, surface water, sediment and air. Findings and
conclusions -as a result of the RI are as follows:

1) Surf1c1al soils (0-2 feet) are prlmar1ly contamlnated with
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs) and polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) and to a lesser extent with vbdlatile
organic compounds (VOCs), acid extractable compounds (AECs),
other base/neutral organic compounds (BNCs) and heavy
metals. The southwest ceorner of the site contains greatest
contamlnatlon at the site.

2) Shallow groundwater beneath the site is contamlnated w1th
low levels of chloroethane, (a volatlle organic compound)
» and heavy metals.:.. . : :

.’"'

. e

3) Surface water and sedlment samples show levels of heavy
metals, tetrachloroethene, phenols and pesticides.

4) No evidence.of air contamination was found-at the site.
"!5)”Nc'buried drhﬁs wereefound'at'the site.
A detailed ana1y51s of each aspect of the RI is presented

below,

SOIL INVESTIGATION

Twelve sampling locations were selected based on the site
history, test pit program results, removal action observations
and results, and field observations. Two to three depths were
sampled at each location to determine the degree of vertical
contamination. The. .bulk of the contamination is limited to
'surficial soil as a result of the contaminants high rate of
adsorption and low solubility. Concentrations and locations of.
soil/fill samples are depicted on Figure 5-2. A summary of the
chemical analysis of soil samples is presented in Table 1.

Elevated concentrations of all five of the analytical parameter
groups (PCBs, PAHs, VOCs, AECs, BNCs, and heavy metals) were

detected at the site with the major constituents being PCBs
~and PAHs. Distribution of these contaminants was not uniform;
"the greatest.coricentrations of contaminants were generally
found in the southwest portion of the site.
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Pyréne 7?20 . - 1,000 1,300 d 1,100 e 14,000 $,0U0 . 600
1.2,4-(richiorobenzene - . .oe pons or . Q . Py ) ave
fosticides ang #CBs (ug/hy). .
fcs-1200 : . - . — L - - - * . 7,000 e 430.90+ °
Hetaily (agrka) :
Ant imony JU. . - —— PUU . .o * ‘e -— - . oo
Arsenic 0.11% 4 2.02 0.3 - s.m b 0.673 . 1.4 14.7 4 14.8
Beryllivm 23 . 0.8 4.5 - 0.50 . o.n . 1.18° - oo . Q.79
Lawive 1.1 . e 1.9 0.11 ° 8.1¢ . 0.8 .54 . eee
Chromive .82 . .n 9.00 - 129 b4 12.9 . $7.) .26 . 12. S
Coryer 113 . 7.81 2.9 2.6 . 23.0 b 45.$ 23.0 . 19.7
Losd $0.5 . FI ) n.s $8.7 . . * 7.8 $5.0 . ® 2.7
Hercury e . o 0.28° - .0.13) b Q.75 bt 0.10 Q.20 . 0.103
dizaed $.31 . .$.33 $.51 1.51 ° 8.20 . 13.8 $.82 . * 9.30
Jelenian coe . P, s P, C e ase L4 0.3 “ee- . .on
Silver . 0.32 . - v ene [ - .81 . ave 0.4% . ece
Thalltwe . . . . " eve eoe . 8.0 . eon eee . aee .
g ’ 169 . 5.1 1 -~ 08.2. . 1,760 . 1% 0.1 . . 881
ai‘ra_-ll.u-:mn -
:“: Sremols (wg/tg) e . . - . . - . 0" 0.08 R l-mg&l
.. al Petrolowm ] oo e . .oe L] . o
T Rdocaruons (ag.0g) ) L2 0 1.2 ] .
+  Layound nol. mlntd tor : : o T
4 amalyte way detecied at & crncrnls at son iess than 10 times that’ m tn eny Dlank, . The result 13, therefore, questionsbie.
"8 il cesompicd Jum 8.9, 1957, resnalyzed June 9, [W47. el o e . '
e “anslysed 'O but ot auctn PR .
J  C(stitmated valvm -
. snalyte foung tn nn n'wel) o u:al.
11 bewotes tntistinguighable isomrrs
Sovox 00! Eastern Inc. (ROH Prosmt dn. OU-43/6-02)




SINUVRY OF OMEMICAL ARALTSES
Sous

RENORA SITE
EDISOR TOWMMSHIP, mEVW JEasEy

Table 1 Con't.

t1a8s?

Hyd owuriems (mg/kg)

¢ mprung agl smelyzed fur

** Analjte vas orteciec ot 2 concentration less then 10 times that found in any Blant,
$ 0l resampled June 8-9, 1987, resnsljred Juns 9, 1387. .
<== (Umpound enalyzed for But not datectes - -

J  Estimgte volwg -

4nalste foumi in Iahorstory Dlank o3 well " smple

1l Newgles ingdistinguithebie fsomers

7 TR

WK Contrn InC, (BN Projact Bn. BU-4378-02)

CompuChes B0.: 8847 S8A78. 87474 11509 - 8747% ! 87728 114860
llJl No.: 06-10285  06-10256 87-00873% 96-09721  87-00997  §6-09722  85-0980¢  06-0900¢ §7-00876
8O 1.0.: R8-5.2 R8-5-10  R8-5-10 R8-4-2 R-6-6 a8-6-8 Rg-7-2 28-7-10 28-7-10
Sample-Depth: 0-2° 7 10* 8-10° 0-2 4.t N S 0-2' - -%10°  B-10°
Sampling Date:- 06/02/86 ~ 08/02/86 ©01/14/87 05/23/86  01/14/87 03/23/% 08/27/86  05/27/88 01/13/87
Vulatile Organics (wo/tg) ) . .
Acetone 23,000, *° 940 g°°. 16 8 @ * e 3 g 50 | ) T80 8
Senzens %0 J e .o .ee . eea Lo . ase
2-But snone 22,000 Joe n7nJ e e . Lot L o~ 160
Corbon Oisulfice .. ene oon oo *ooe . one oo L. coe
Chloryfora .. e 1.2 0% o ® bl e - Lol 3.5 e
1.1-01chloroethens e ove oo ) e . .ce eow cen e
trens-1,2-dichlorsethens 1.200 - 4.0 - * ave oo Land oce
Ethy) Senzens 9,000 .ss cen -ee L4 oo - cee eea
Nethylene Chiorioe 2,000°* “0 g T3 gee - 29 8o * 808 119 8 oo 8.8 g
4-Nethyl-2-pent agune 2.200 oo e wea L] ooe ove e oo
Styrene .o - oo wna . - oo | eve ese
Tetrachioroethens ”e e 3123 Lond e oo L .- oo
Toluene 26,000 oo .89 Catd ° - L s e Ladd
:1.1.1-Trichloresthens oee P eoe eoe A4 e oee oo ere
\Trichiorosthene .ee - . one . -=e e o se
Viayl Chiorice - owe P, P, . e PN coe e
Total- Rylenes ) 40,000 - 18.0 -— L4 ane oo Ko e
Acig Estractables (wy/ig) e :
2.4-0imethy ipheno! — . [ - 03 . 7,800 3 T . oo
2-Methylphenc! 420 . 109 - o= C . el e coe
4-Nethy iphenol .o g 300 J Ladd - . $.000 J . . * oo
Poenol . P [E S0 oee Py e " eee . . one
BasesNeutrsl Orgenics (wg/ig)
Acenaphthene 180 J . e €0 nJ . e . eee
Acenaphthylene 440 L4 »0 J 12043 10 J hd el b e
Anthe scene 9% J b 210 J 1.600 160 3 . 2,30 J ° —o
Senzo( 8) anthracene 460 . 0 2,100 740 b $.600 J * 310 9
Ben2o(L)f lvorenthene 11 670 b 1.700 3,700 1.60 b 8,500 J b 940 .
Benzo(k)fivoranthene 11 620 . 1,700 3,700 1.600 . $.500 J b 940
Renzo(s)pyrene 400 . 1,200 2,200 890, i 4,800 J . M0 9
Senzo(g.A, llperylens 19203 . 43 240 400 L4 - . ave
Benzoic Actd . - [ - - — . -ee . v
Bis(2- uhylmyl)nmhu 2,000 . 4,900 140 B** 320 0 . - . )9
Suty! Benzy! Phthalate - 3M0J . e o T eme . oo b e
Chrysene N0 J . %0 2.300 700 . . $.600 J 4 [} JP]
Vibenzo( 2,0} anthracene [} . 10 3 MWI W0 . L - -~
Oidenzofuran -, . e 340 o . e ° o
1. 2-gichiorobenzens nis . e * owe oo . - . ove
1 M4=dichlorabenzeng w-— [ 2J eve [ L] P, . P,
Ni-a-buty! phthalate 200 J . 190 J e [ [ - . s
Nieaeoctyl phinalate S0 J L] %0 ~on o . i . cam
F luor anthene 910 . 1,400 $.300 %0 . 13.000 3 b &0 J
Fleoem %60 * 190 J 60 % 3 . oo . —~
Indeno(1,2.3-co)pyrene 160 3 b %0 J 720 »0 J . e e 1% J
{ sophorons oo T e - -ve coe . o . Py
2-Methyinspthalone 4,700 * b ] 100 J 200 J e - . e
Napthaleve - 1,800 b 480 M I % J . oo . e
.'.'l"m’m’.-'n ove . -——e ane oo . ® - L4 s
Phenonthrene 2,000 L4 $70 3,600 0 L4 8,300 J . 200 J
Fyrene 1.1 . 2,000 4,900 1.100 -. 13,000 3 . %0 J
1.2.4-trichiorebenzene 400 . . 00 paes eae ° coe ° e
-Pesticides and PCRs (og/ky) 3 N . s )
r-1260 . ».,000 . - RN P N 542.92¢ L4 3,000 woe B
Betals (mgrag) ‘ . ’
Aat tmony 0.11° * - 0.08v° e ° 0.07er .
- Arsenic o bt 0.4 0.6 1.9 b 0.9% 0 0.75%
. Sewvitivm e L ([ 5,] - 0.3 e oo * -8
Capeium o LT 2.82. 4 0.5 1.42 0.1). * 1.4 . 3.6
- Chwamiue . L : T .80 & % - 5 6.9 12.1 A 9.6 . 43.5
Cogoer - - T 8 . . X .- 1.9 - .2 - L4 3.8 . - 3.4
Less . N 71 ] . W $7.9: "8, - 8.2 * 174
Harcury L .. . . 0.502 e, 0.473 N oo * 0.103
Nicke) - “ 8.9 . 1.y - 8.9 1.51 * [ B, - N )
Seleniue oo . 0.32¢ Py ; e voe * . 0.091
Stiver 0.48 L4 ooe asn K J 0.3 - one
Thallive e . oo P U ‘owe - d sow
Tine A . n) 7.2 » X . “l
Risrallgmony - * . .
Tntal Phencls (ey/tyg) - 1. [ 1.9 .ee L . 0.6 . e,
Totsl Perrniom . % $.708 . 3, eee: . 1,909 1.112

T™he resuit 13, therefore, euestionable.

-

L
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SUSVRY OF ONNICAL AMALYSES.
coe © SO

- aEMORA SITE
ED1S0M TOMMSNIP, WEN JERSEY
Table 1 Com't.

estivnad e,
sso Compound analyree for .ul
J  Estimated velye

8 Analyte found in dlent o we!l a3 semple

Il Denotes ingistinguishelle

EIM Castern fug,

fot getected

fsongry -

(%M Project Ga, 00-4376-02)

) CoupuChem So.: 87772 1lesa? "y ues? . e 115098 97799 87800
OCR Moy : $6-U803  §7-Q0R7? 86-09607 §7-00878 %-09912  §7-00998 86-09913  06-09914
SN 1.D0.: R8-8-2. R8-§-12 18-3-12 R8-80-12 A8-9-2 a8-9-¢ 28-9-10  R3-90-10
" Sample Dapth: 0-2° 10-12* 10-12* 10-12° 0-2' - Gef’ - - 8-10° 8-10°
Sempling Date: 05/27/86 01/13/87  05/27/86 01/13/8? 05/28/86 . 0)/14/87  05/28/86 05/28/86
Yolatile Orgenicy (-olm(
. Acetome 24 B 210 gee 270 g 9 o 14 goe . 19 oo 2 8o
Senzew .- ene .en moe “an noe * ve- ece
2~ But mone - 1)) 8.0 ] eoe * ove ooe
Coarbon Disulfiee e .en son asn -ee . Py oo
Chiorotura . e 8.2 P oo e P - oo e
$.)-Dichiorethene oo eee . eee oo P . PR coe
Trons-1,2-dichiorsethens 8.1 e P s e . pu— e—e
!l.’l Senzeng oo coe owe osn one . eae soa
Methfiene Chiorice . B . N 24 o 9.8 b 8.7 B . 1) 0 5 P
4-Methy|-2-penianone iy .o e - oe . eee ..
Styreme - ae - e [ wea . wee oee
‘.t?‘h‘“m 3.0 e woe ece " wee . ace can
Tolwene 2.04 ocaw —oo - -—e L s -—e
1.1.1-Trichiorsethone 5.0 Rl vae ese | we. . oon e
1r1¢hlwoounn 9.0 - - ..o S eee . ooe .
Viayl Chlorige e —— o .o /" wee ° .on ese
Tota! Xylenss $7.0 - - o Y ewe L] ace oce
Actd Latractanles {wy/ky) )
2. l-ohunylml 09 - . oo o= ) . .
2- -klhylm: h 160 J aee A ~on ece ee : ;
4-Rethy | phewo pait oo . e e oen
$rewol AN d ooe . - 150 4 oon ° *
Raze/Neutval Organics {wg/ky)
Acensphthene 140 4 - . Lol "J 450 e .
Acensphtny lene 420 - L4 g 110 9 LK . L
Anthrscene : 2,000 L) . ooe 160 9 $703 e L4
Senzol a) athracene 0 —- . — 710 1,200 ° b
Sonzo(b)f luoranthens 13 3,300 e * e 1,000 2,100 . 4
Senzo(k)fluoranthene 1] 1,100 e . o 1,000 2,100 . i
Bemzo(a)pyrene 1L I - . -—e 610 1.000 * .
Senzo(g,b. f)peryliens 22049 - . e 200 J 0 3 . .
Senzo0ic Acid . ewe e, (] [ ] o . ..
8is(2-Ethyincayli)pathalate 4,000 §** [} o 3% J 3,500 g 0 J . 4
Suty! Senzy! Phthalate %0 e . oo 13 - . .
Chrysene 620 e . aee 980 1,200 . .
Dibenzo( a.h) snthr acene - | eee ° - - 160 3 ] .
Dibenzofuran o Py . v o3 29 J L4 .
1.2-dichiorodenzens - e . — e - . .
1 4=¢ichlorodenzene ——e -— . — [, e L] .
Diensbutyl phthalate %0 pos, [ o we oo o .
Oi-n-0ctyl phthaiate 1,400 eon . e . Lo, . 1]
Flworanineie 1,400 —— . - 1,600 2,500 . .
£ lworene 430 - . e 100 J $80 * .
[adenn(1.2.3-cd)pyrene 160 J e . o 0 d 0 J . .
lsophorone - 610 Ll L4 - 1104 oo . e.
2-Methyinaptaatens 700 wse . e - wew 130 9 . .
Napths lene %0 v . e 23 n3J . .
N-Nitrosodipheny laning e - [ e © ewe -e L] °
Pinanthrene 2,000 P,y ° eoe 380 2,200 . .
'm !'m L and . -—e l.lﬂ 3.5@ b4 *
1,2,4-trichlorcbensune 1,30 e . e - e . .
- Besticioes and PCBs {wg/¥g)
PC3-1260 : 3,500 -—e - one - . e .
Hetals (mg/kg)
Ant taomy - 0.08e° - . one 0.08°* oo . .
LhArsenie. - .. 05 0.049 ® 1.21 0.9% .49 .® .
Seryllim . - e o.M - i 0.38 e 0.49 . .
Caastum LT e et 1,88 woe o . e - 1.88 ) eee . .
‘Chromiue : - DL Y T 8.7¢ . .0 .50 ., 10.7 .. .
Cooper .° - IR ¥ ¥ | 9.12 . s$.1¢--0 | 11.3 .. - 9,49 . .
Lesd : > ' .9 .6 o 0.7 . 3.0 . .
fercury 0.10* e . - 0.15* 0.103" . .
Hicke! 7.66 $.73 . 4.54 .. 8.0 12.3 .® Rk
Seleniva wee o.M . 0.5¢7 .. 0.04¢ g ..
3ilver 0.4} won ‘ . P 0.20° wee L] ‘e
Thall jum Prr .on * wes cow ose - . A4
linc »a n.s hd 20.% 130 4.9 . o
Risce) | aneous
;eu: :m:l (q/iv) 0.728 0.12 L . 0.038 . . .
wie tro L4 oe . N eee A
nwh-o:art-on; (mg/ag) " "6 1.9
o ————
®  Compowei not snalyzed for R oL PO
** Anplyte was delected ot o concentration less than 10 u-s ‘that founs fa .y olm Tne result is, therefore, .
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SNOVRY OF ORNICA AMALYSLS
SIS,
. REWORA SITE
£D1SON TOMNSNIP, MEY JERSEY
Table 1 Con't.

1y ourbom (my/kg)

*  Gegound st ssalyted for

(1)

*  Soil resampled June 8-9, 1987, resnalysed June 9, 1987,

==+ {ompound analyzed for but mot detected

i Letimated volue

‘emp e

analyte found tn Blenk o3 well o3 sample
Jenotes tadistinguisnsble {smnrsy

LR Eavtman Ing, (BLR Pryject ln, UU-4376-02)

analyle was Metected 4t o comceatratian lets than 10 times taot found tn ony Bleak, The resull i1, therefore, ewestiomadle.

CompuChen No.: 115099 118101 © 118108 115108 115107 115108 . 115109 115110 115112 118111
0% wo.: 87-00999  §7-01000 87-01001 §7-01002  §7-01003 87-01004 §47-0100% 87-01006 87-01008 §7-01007
"N 1. n.. 88-10-2 + a8-10-8 8-10-12 A8-1)-2 -l MB-))-12 R8-12-2 8-12-¢ R8-12-6  R9-12-12

Seple Depth: 0-2° 68 10-12* 0-2° a5 10-12° -0=2° 44’ 48 10-12°

Sampling Date: 01/14/87 01/14/8? 0O1/14/87 01/14/87 01714787 O1/14/87 01/14/87 01/14797 01/14/87 o01/14/@?

. Mulatile Organics (wy/ky) .

Acetone ° 16 b § o 1100 1.700 8 1,000 “o s 12 g % oo 08 oo
Senzene .o * ooe e 18 9 2.8 coe ces oo .ae cea
2.“ T see LTy -; ’ J "0 w l‘o hded ’-. J l‘o “
Corbon Diswifide Laad — . - oee eve oo oo .oe Py
Chlnrotors -~ - 8.5 11 e 3.0 > 1.4 e 1.4 ¢ o §.8 P ...
1.1-0ichioresthens e - e 1.6 ee coe eee eee oaen con
Troms-] 2-¢ichioreetheny e Land - 0 9.6 e oo ooe - vee
Tiny) Denzens . nee oo e $00 19 $.2 3 11 2.0 .ee coe
Rethylens Chlerige, 14 o 15 9> 20 8 8 Moo 17 8 12 gee % 0 [ ] r- 8 P
Q-Methyl-2.pent snone e coe oee - 630 0 ] e ose con e
Siyreme . on - oow . » - - - esn oo e
lnrgul"u- wee e oo 170 17 . 1823 aee S eee eoe eee
Toluene - e - 1,600 1 12 2.0 3.83J
\1.l-Trichlorsethone — e e 3 449 oen . e’ 1.6 3 e e
1ricnloroethene . -—e -ce e 6.4 3 eee ey sve wee . coe P,
Vinyl Chleride oo woe —oe 193 vee one eve . oo ece vee
Tetal Iyleves - e = 2,800 180 » 100 21 oee oo
Acid Estractiables (wa/kg) - .

2 Aol imeihy Ipheww] % J » 12049 .90 48,000 2,000 0 79,000 26,000 19,000
2-Methy pheng) e - s 2,700 2.600 3 1,300 J e 2,900 "0 J 00 J
4-Methyiptigno) vee 30 J ”nJ 840 56,000 .000 - 3,000 20,000 16,000
Pranol : e [ S 3] e 430 $.800 3,600 .o 3,200 1,900 J 1,700
Sate/kevtral Orgenics (wg/ky)

Acenaphthene 7J ni - 10 3 1,000 J 1,00 J 400 1,600 J 1,000 3 1.00 3
Acenapht hylene anJd - - 1.100 oee 190 J 50 760 J oee oo
Antiwr acone %0 4 140 J »J $70 1,800 J 1,800 ¢ [ '] 3,300 2,000 J 1.0 ¢
Bemz0( a) nthracens 810 B0 I 10 ) (> ] 2,600 3 3,200 1.400 4,000 2,700 2,200
Senro(b)}f luor anthene |1 1,400 560 0 J 1,500 3,900 4,100 2,500 8,200 4,200 3,800
Senzo(k)flvorantaene 1] 1,600 560 03 1.500 3,900 4,100 2,500 0,200 4,200 3.800
.. Benzo(e)pyrens - . €50 200 1209 1,200 2,300 J 2,600 1,600 4,500 500 2,200
‘ ::xosg.:‘:)urylm : Nn0J 20 3 - 510 1,600 J 1,700 J 760 1,500 3 1,600 J 1,500 3
201¢C o - oo -ee - ane -ve e rens -—e L] »oe eose
mu-naylmynnmuu 10 8 0N 00 J $,900 8 14003 22,0008 3,000 8 1,100 8 20 8 700 B
Sutyl Senzyl fhthelate e © eee el $40 ane o= a0 voe e oce .
Chrysene . 0 309 10 4 % 2,600 J 3,20 1.600 $.100 3.400 2.800
Virenzo( s, h) anthracons e ‘mme - - * $40 J %0 J 203 40 J 690 J 620 J
Uibenzofuren J ®wJ o 200 J 1,300 J 1.500 J eve 300 1,800 J 1,400 J
1,2-dichiorobenzeve one -~ e 160 J - .o -oe von oo ey
{ . A-gichliersbenzeng e —— oee — —— oan eos Y oee woe
Gi-n-dutyl phthalate v N4 @3 400 o e 2109 450 J - ece
Bt-neacty! phthalata e — -~ 1,200 .oe oot $20 NI ~ea vae
F luor enthene 1.500 6§20 509 1,800 6.600 7,000 2. 7V 12,000 6,500 7,800
f luorene 150 J 110 d LX) 850 1,600 J 2,400 1,100 1,900 3 400 J
- lm(l.l.)—c‘)mn 03 160 3 .o 0 3 1,600 J 1.600 J 590 1,600 J 1,800 J 1,300 J
1 sophor one — e Py e 2109 1,000 79 J soe coe
7. Nlhylﬂ.whn R oJ eoe 3,400 1,700 J 1,800 J 2,300 2,700 210 3 79 3
Rephing lene [~ ] oo e 4,500 810 J 0 3 1,70 1,40 J a0 3 3109
bl't"w‘m’l.‘” ane s -—e e one oo ave vea -ee Py
Phenanihrene %0 > ] %0 & 2.60 7.5 8.000 3,0m 15,000 9,200 8.800
Fyrene 1,600 530 M0 2,500 §,000 6.800 4.50 000 6.800 +400
- L 8-trichiprobenzene — - Py 1.900 one ove 1,100 o) - e

_ Pesticices ang PCBs (ug/iky) . .

PCS-1260 270.65¢ e el 3.883.33¢ 12,724.14¢ 179.03 )¢ 1,208.79 $83.82¢° 478.56¢ g
Netils (mp/kg)

Ant 1@omy oo - -se -~ one an . -ne Py —-e oo
Arvenic (31} 0.000 0.460 [ 824 9.19 (B4 $.03 LN .68 4.8
Seryllium [ %, 0.34 0.3 o.M 0.4 0.3 0.3 0. 0.7 0.
Coomium - vn e o 0.68 .0 ‘g.zz :g -; o lg.;o g;;
“onium .60 12.9 1.3 8.6 3.4 8 50 . B . .
Cooper 8.9% 17.2 . 1,38 . 3.9 .41.8 9.8 19.2 19.4 1.1 8.1
Lesd 0.2 0.1 ».7 ° 167 . 4 8.9 3.0 ».7 .58.8 6.8
Rercury 0.18 0.302 oo .. 0.502 - 0160 0.10) *0.131 ese Twes e -
aicied e $.13 $.73 0.8 n.t .90 . $.73 6.0 5.7
Selenh. oon oun 0.1 [-] : 0.04 cow eee . eve ece one
Silver ove -re oo >on . oo oow - one osn L add
Tua! ) um con pers eoe owe oae ome oae . one wes ene
Zinc - 5.1 19.0 5.5 (3} 93 ”.) .0 .2 0.7 7.
Riscellaneous ’

Total Frenols (qltg) . . . . . . . . . .
rmn Petroles 2,037 7%9 n 7,196 . 1.580 12,585 .13 883 32
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GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION
The groundwater investigation assessed the degree of existing
contamination. Five groundwater monitoring wells were installed
at the site to provide onsite groundwater quality data and help
determine the direction of groundwater flow at the site. A ‘seep
in the stream bank was also sampled to supplement groundwater
quality data. Three piezometers were installed in and adjacent to
Mill Brook to monitor water table elevations close to-the Brook.

The results of this investigation revealed that the groundwater
on-site is contaminated with low levels of chloroethane and heavy
metals. While chloroethane was not found in soil samples it is

. potentially a byproduct .of degradation from 1,1,1-trichloroethane
“which was found in-onsite soils previously sampled. For metals,
cadmium and chromium slightly exceeded Federal and State require-
ments by 1 and 4 ppb respectlvely, in one of twd sampling episodes
and were not detected in the second sampling episode. Alternative-
ly, there ‘could be an upgradient source(s) of contamination. A
summary of groundwater contamination is presented in Table 2.

. The fate of the organic compounds at the site is largely con=-
trolled by the nature of the fill material, alluvium and weathered.

- bedrock beneath the site. Many of the compounds detected at

the site 'will adsorb moderately to very strongly to flne-gralned
solid particles containing organic matter prevalent in the
fill/soil. 1In addition, the limited solubility of most of the
contaminants and the limited vertical permeabilty due to the highly.
weathered, clay-rich bedrock underlying the site inhibit the ver-
tical migration route and focuses groundwater toward Mill Brook.

Groundwater flows northwest and discharges into Mill Brook.
Analysis of water level data collected from three different
periods revealed fluctuations in water table elevations of less
than 1 foot. Such slight differences in water elevations sugdests
minimal horizontal movement of groundwater occurs beneath the’
site. The stability of the water table combined with the low per-=
meability of the soil has kept contamination of groundwater low.

~ There has been no offsite migration of contaminants through
groundwater.

SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENTS. INVESTIGATION

The only surface water body in proximity to the Renora site is -~

Mill Brook, which flows to the-southwest along the western ,

boundry of the property. The brook receives surface and ground-
water runoff from a 3.1 square mile watershed; which includes

" the Renora site and the Edison Glen property dlrectly across

Miil Brook and the. site. )



SUMMARY OF CHEMICAL AMALYSES
SEEP AND GROUNDWATER

"¢ Cosmpounds not analyzed for' ‘

** Analyte was detected at a concentration
"=-- Compound analyzed fur but not detected
J  bstimated value

Source:

less than 10 times that found in any blank, The result

UCM Eastern Inc. (BCN Project No. 00-4376-02)

is, iberefore. quesilomble.

RENORA SITE :
EDISON TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY
" Table 2 a
CompuChem No.: 92081 115134 92883 - 115123 92885 115124 115125 92888 115126 92689 115027 92091 115128
BCM Nu.: B6-12736 B7-0097) B86-12737 B87-00360 86-12738 B87-00961 87-00962 B86-12740 07-0096) 86-12741 67-00964 86-12742 87-00965
8(M 1.D.: SP-1  SP-) RN-1-13  RW-1-13  RW-2-16  AN-2-16 RW-20-16 RW-I-15" RW-3-15 RY-4-17  RW-6-17. RW-5-17  Ru-5-17
Sampling Date: 07/09/86 01/14/87 07/09/86 01/14/87 07/09/86 01/14/87 01/14/87 07/09/86 01/14/87 07/09/86 01/14/87 07/09/86 01/15/87
Yolatile Organics (ug/V)
Acetone --- .-- .- --- --- 7.9 )¢ --o --- - 16** .= == Lo --=
Benzene --- --- --- .a= .-- .-- --- vee 2139 .- --- ee= === .
Chigroethane - .- --- - 15 1.5 7.1J 200 130 - &« k) 16 153
“Total Xyleneés - --- s -ee 16 - .e- .- - - - --- -
Acid Extractables (ug/1) '
. No compounds detected - . .~—- . .ee. . * --- .'_, .- . vea ¢
Base/Neutral ﬁtuctables (;ugll) ‘ A
Ac.enaphlhe‘ue.‘. . . -—- . .-- . --s . . 24l .. .o . o= .
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl )phthalate 2.6 J . --- . ve- » . -—- . .- ‘. ve= b
‘Isophorone .-- * .- . “-- . . 4.4 ) .. eee . 2.0 b
.. Naphthalene --- * -—- . - * . 6.2 * ‘.ee L .es ¢
“Pesticides and PCBs (ug/l) !
- No compounds detected --- * --- ¢ --- . » --- » .-- '.. e e .
-Metals (mg/1)
Ant imony 0.004 --- --- .- -e- --- - - - .- aee .-- SeeT f eee
Arsenic. 0.04  0.024 0.009 --- --- 0.011 0.011 0.011 '0.010’ 0.011 0.006 . °0.02 0.016
Cadmium 0.0, --- . --- --- - 0.0005 --- 0.0009 - .. e e .--
Chromium ) --- 0.002 --- 0.0001 --- .- - .- --- - ---
Copper R .- 0.029 --- © o 0.025 0.026 --- 0.026 --- 0.025 --- 0.028
Lead 10.295) --- 0.002 --- 0.038 --- —ee 0.036 --- ‘ 0.059!. -e- 0.010 ---
Mercury .- --- - 0.0005 --- .-- .- - 0.0002 0005  0.0007 --- . 0.0002
Selenium --- --- 0.009 --- 0.006 --- .- 0.006 --- 0.009 ¢ --- 0.007 ---
Zinc 1.67 0.076 --- 0.178 -- 0.099 0.178 0.02 0.167 --- 0.201 0.04 0.201
Miscellaneous B '
Phenols as phenol {ug/)) ¥ %0 ’ ) 8 15 2 % 58 8

49
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Surface water and sediment samples contained concentrations of
phenols, PAHs and pesticides  at both upstream and downstream
locations. Concentrations were similar in all parameters
except PAHs which showed a slight increase downstream. This
could be due to either an on-site source of contamination or
the tendency for water to pool in the downstream area. PAHs
are transported 'in the stream water with suspended solids.
Stream velocity is lower in the pooled area so suspended -
material is deposited. Higher concentrations of PAHs are
therefore expected in the pooled area. Runoff from both the
Renora site and the Edison Glen property tend to move toward
the pooled area of Mill Brook and may serve to dep051t contam—
inants there.

Heavy metals in surface water samples and pesticides in sediment
samples were detected in first round sampling only and pesticides
were not found in on-site soil samples. Chloroethane (present

in groundwater samples) was not detected in surface water samples.

For both surface water and sediment, there appears to be no
significant impact directly attributable to site operations.
There are a multitude of potential upgradient sources of
contamination including other commercial operations on the
Clementi Brothers, Inc. property. Summaries of surface water
and sediment contamination, the extent of which is minimal in
both cases, are presented in Tables 6 and 7 respectively.

AIR QUALITY INVESTIGATION

Air quality was routinely monitored by portable sampling equip-
ment at the site for toxic vapors as part of the health and
safety plan. On-site monitoring indicated no detectable releases
of airborne contaminants during RI activities.

RISK ASSBSSMENT

-

To assist in determlnlng the impact of the site on public-

health and the environment, an endangerment assessment was

" conducted for the site by EPA. The risk assessment indicated
that substantial risks to human health exist under a number of
exposure scenarios. In each of the exposure scenarios involving
direct contact-with soil, the dominant’ chemicals contrlbutlng

to risk are PCBs and selected PAHs. .



SUMMARY OF CHEMICAL ANALYSES
SURFACE WATER - MILL BROOK

RENORA SITE B
EDISON TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY

Table 6 . ) o
CompuChem No. :A 92864 115130 92866 nsn 9287 115132 92878 11533
- BCM No.: 86-1273 . 87-00967 86-12732 . 87-00968 86-12733 87-00969 86-12734 87-00970
8cH 1.0.: Su-1. SH-1 SW-2 SW-2 SW-20 . SN-20 SW-3 SW-3

Sampling Date: 07/09/86  01/14/87  07/09/86  01/14/87 07/09/86 01/14/87  07/09/86  01/14/8?

Volatile Organics (ug/1)

4

3

© Acetone _ - e --- - e
Tetrachloroethene B PO I 2.6 --- 2.3 .- B 2 ) .- 2.6 J
Trichloroethene : 1.24 2.1 1.44 .- - -84 e .41
Acid Extractables (ug/1)

No compounds detected ) .- : . -—- bl - i . - *

- Base/Neutral Organics (ug/1) -

Benzofc Actd e . -- . —-- . 2.4 .
Bis(2-Ethylhexy) )phthalate ~~- - --- * 3.29 LA .. bd
Pesticides and PCBS (ug/1) '

o compounds detected - ’ - . ——- oo - .
Metals (mg/1) -

Antimony - .e- .- --- e 0.002 - - - ©aaa

- "Arsenic 0.019 0.00} 0.021 0.001 0.009 0.00} . ... 0.00)
‘Cadmive ©-0.0008 - - - -- --- -- 0.0005 - -
Chromium : 0.0% 0.046 0.1y . 0.043 0.08) 0.047. 0.032 :0.049
Copper A ~—- -—- 0.02 -—- -—- . o= " .- : --e
lead N e .- 0.083  --- 0.094  --- ©0.052 -e=,
Mercury | ee- 0.0002 0.0003 .- .- .- : - —_—

. Selenfum- e - - --- 0.059  --- . e.on . -
zinc : : 0.02 0.133 0.09 0.122 0.05 0.133 . 0.04 0.144
Hiscellaneous ' -
Phenols as bheno] {ug/1) 19 --- 20 .- 1" - _— 15 .-

b Compound not analyzed for . ) . .

**  Apalyte was detected at a concentration less than 10 times that found in any blank. The result is, therefore,
guestionable.

- === Compound analyzed for but not detected

J Estimated value

Source: BCM Eastern Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-02)




SUMMARY OF CHEMICAL ANALYSES
SEDIMENTS - MILL 8ROOK

RENORA SITE
EDISON TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY

R SUne

 ———————

Compound not analyzed for

Questionable.

“*  Analyte was detected at 8 concentration less 'than 10 times that found in- any blank.

* T 65 -

.3 Compound analyzed for but not detected
¥ Estimated value

8 Anslyte found in blank as well as sample
11 - Denotes tndistinguishadle fsomers ‘

- Source: BCM Castern Ing. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-02)

Table 7 ~
CompuChem No.: 92899 118118 92901 115116 92908 N8z 92910 115118
BCM No.: B86-12748 87-00952  86-12749 87-00953 86-12750 87-00954 86-12751 87-00955
BCM 1.D.: $S-1 $38-1 $8-2 $-2  ° ss-20 §S5-20 $5-3 §S-3
Sampling Date: 07/09/86 01/14/87 07/09/86 01/14/87 07/09/86 01/14/87 07/09/86 01/14/87
Yolatile Organics (ug/kg) 4 _
Acetone 6.7 Jgee . © 8.8 Jg*e . 7.8 3gv* . 18 gev .
Methylene Chloride 6.2 B~ . 5.1 Jg*e . 29 B . 22 Be v
Acid Extractables {ug/kg)
L .
2,4 Dimethy! phenol- . 220 J e %0 . . . eee - —
Base/Neutral Organies {ug/kg) ’
Acenaphthene - 56 J e - - . - .
Anthracene “)\) 140 J cen .ee . .- -—- .
Benzo(a)anthracene 190 J 330 J 170 9 .-- 120 J 160J - 823 120 J
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 37011 600 11 220 J .- 200 J . 300 J1I 1000 - 220 J11I
Benzo(k)fluoranthene - : 370 11 600 I 140 J .- 1200 - 300 JI1 63 220 J11
Benzo(a)pyrene 220 J 300 9 160 J e 150J . . 1404 60 J 1109
Benzo(g,h,{)perylene 140 J 130 J 91 - eme . eme T aea ) cee
. Bis(Z-Ethy]hexyl)phthqla;e 180 J 360 9 230 J 530 1709 - 620 250 J 530
Chrysene . 240 420 J 340 9 ——e 140 J° 190 J 740 1709
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 48 ) .- -- coa .- ... . ~-- eee
Dtmethy‘ Phth‘“te atdd hatednd “ J - - Lt d cao - LT
Di-n-butyl phthalate cen 47 J cee .- 379 46 ) esa 44 )
Fluoranthene 300 J 920. 200 J .- 230 J 290 J 89 J. 280 J
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1104 one 80 J e .e- ce- - P
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine c—- - a9 - 48 J e 5290 e
Phenanthrene 220,90 640 1300 .. 120 J 120 J 48 ) 10 0
Pyrene 500 730 - 230 J 2300 280 J 290 J 130 9 260 0
Fluorene - 5190 - .- c—- .e- .—- -~ -
Pesticides {ug/kg)
g-BHC - .- 21 . ee - —-- .-
4,4'-DDD 263 e 285 c-- 198 - -ae e
4,4'-DDE 144 - 116 - 204 e 183 .-
4,4'-0D7 304 one 154 .- one e 397 e
PCBs (ug/kg)
Yo compounds detected - - o e - -—- —e v
Metals (mg/kg) -
Antimony 0.113 -ae 0.470 .- 0.150 .- 0.214 cem
Arsenic 6.35 15.6 3.88 "~ 0.086 1.95 8.26 5.40 1.1%
Bery)lfum 0. 0.28 0.4 0.23 0.53 0.22 1.30 0.25
Cacmium 1.10 o.MN 1.28 - oMn ¥.22 o.Nn e .22
Chromium .4 13.2 14.0 16.8 1.3 15.5 174 16.8
Copper 58.7 33.4 52.0 2.2 61.9 4.4 20.5 25.5
lead 63.6 65.5 78.5 - 55.2 91.9 R YN g5.9 £6.9
o ‘Nicke) 7.40 9.9 15.0 ‘5,73 15.0 5.73 7.4 £.13
‘Silver cen- .- —- - ——— -’ 0.58 -
L 12 122 - 167 78.7 170 . . 87.7 225 . 52.4
. "Mercury e —— T0.103 .7 eas 0.703 ... Ce- aee 0.103
.M.f scellaneous ' .
Cyanide (mg/kg) P o " een _ - e 3.09 .
Phenols as phenol (mg/kg) cee . 0.04 .. 0.08 L 0.08 b
PH (Standard Unfts) 6.8 6.6 . 7.9 -

The result s, therefore,
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.Exposure scenarios of publlc health concern under current
and future land—uses included the follow1ng

° <children trespassing the site who are exposed to soil
contaminants by direct contact and subsequent incidental
ingestion;

° on-site workers of light industrial establishments
who are exposed to soil contaminants by direct contact and
subsequent incidental 1ngest10n if the site were re-used for
commercial operations in the future;

° residents who are exposed to soil contaminants by direct
contact and subsequent incidental ingestion if the site was
re-used for residential development in the future

Under the current use scenario exposure .of trespassers to

on-site surface soil through direct contact with subsequent

incidental ingestion results in potential excess lifetime -
cancer risks of 7x10~7 to 5x10~2 for the average and plausible
maximum scenarios respectively.

If the site is reused for light industrial purposes in the future,
workers may be exposed to on-site contaminants through diréct
contact with subsequent incidental ingestion of soil. Estimation

of risks to workers associated with this exposure scenario
indicates that the potential excess cancer risks are 1x10~6 and
1x10-4 for the average and plausible maximum scenarios respectively.

If the site were developed with residential dwellings, the
potential excess lifetime cancer risks associated with direct
contact and subsequent incidental ingestion of soil over a
lifetime are 2x10~3 and 1x10~3 for the average and plausible
maximum scenarios respectively. '

The endangerment assessment considered exposure to contaminants
via groundwater and determined that there was not a viable path-
way of exposure for the reasons that follow. There is no
current or expected future exposure to site groundwater through
ingestion. Drinking water in the aréa’™ig" :provided . -by .a public
supply system. There are no local well$ ut11121ng site ground-
water and site groundwater discharges into the Mill Brook .

‘The endangerment assessment also con51dered as a pathway of ex-
posure the p0551b111ty that children may be likely to play in
Mill Brook on occasion. - The potential for significant exposure
to result through dermal absorptlon and incidental ingestion was
determined to be ‘negligible. 'Since: Mill Brook is very shallow,
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wading in the brook is unlikely to result in exposure to much
skin surface area. The only chemicals detected in both brook
water and sediment are metals, which are not readily absorbed
through the skin. Although the organic compounds detected in
sediments that may be site related (PAHs) have some, albeit a
small potential (on the-order of 1%) to absorb through skin,
absorption through the skin from Mill Brook sediments is expected
to be minimal because of the constant dilution afforded by

water contacting the skin and the very slow absorption of
chemicals through feet.

Therefore, the pathways of exposure considered to be 51gn1f1—
cant by the endangerment assessment are as follows: :

° children trespassing the site who are exposed to soil
contaminants by direct contact and subsequent incidental
ingestion;

° on-site workers of light industrial establishments who
are exposed to soil contaminants by direct contact and
subsequent incidental ingestion if the site were re-used for
commercial operations in the future and;

° residents who are exposed to soil contaminants by direct
contact and subsequent incidental ingestion if the site
is ' re-used in the future for residential development.

It should be noted that there are uncertainties associated with
the estimates of risks and the assumptions made in developing
these estimates tend to be conservative, i.e., with a tendency
towards over estimation. The actual risks are not likely

to exceed those calculated; but may be substantially lower. The
critical toxicity values incorporate uncertainty factors that
provide a margin of safety against adverse health effects.

ENFORCEMENT ASPECTS

NJDEP and the Edison Township -Department of Health had con-
ducted enforcement actions against Renora, Inc. from 1978 - 1984.
EPA, in conjunction with NJDEP determined the need for a Removal
Action in.1984. Potential responsible parties (PRPs) were
‘found and an- Adm;nlstratlve Order was issued to conduct a
Removal Action. - The PRPs completed the Removal Action, which
was conducted between Octdber 1984 and May 1985. 1In May 1985

an Administrative Consent Order between EPA and the PRPs was
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signed for the PRPs to .conduct an RI/FS under oversight by EPA.
The RI was completed in May 1987 and the FS was completed in
August 1987.

Based on the results of the feasibility study submitted by
the PRPs and discussions between EPA and the PRPs to date,
there appears to a strong interest on the part of the PRPs
to implement the selected remedy. The PRPs, represented

to EPA as the Renora RI/FS Trust, are comprised of a mumber
of financially viable companies who could implemént the
selected remedy. At this time, it is likely that the PRPs
will implement the selected remedy.

Special notice is expected to be issued-td the PRPs in October
or November 1987. It is expected that a "good faith offer"
would be submitted by the PRPs during the initial sixty

day moratorium period and that an agreement for RD/RA can

be consumated during the subsequent sixty day period allowed
by the special notice procedures of SARA.

A detailed chronologic account of enforcement activities is
prov1ded as an Addendum II. :

-COMMUNITY RELATIONS HISTORY

Although local officials have been concerned about site condi-
tions, general public awareness appears to be relatively limited.
Several articles in local newspapers have been printed since

1981 concerning site conditions, operations, violations, re-
sponse. and cleanup activities.

On November 12, 1985 an initial public meeting was held at the
Edison Township Municipal Complex in order for EPA to explain .
the status of the site and the scope of the RI/FS that were

to be conducted. The public meeting was part of the regular
township council meeting. Primary areas of questioning by local
officials and the general public included 1) the nature of the
waste, 2) identification of respon51ble parties and 3) the

scope of work for the RI/FS. .

One possible source of increased public awareness regarding the
site may result from occupation of two residential developments
built in close proximity .to the site during the period of time
the RI/FS was conducted.' A public meeting discussing the
results of ‘the RI/FS and.the proposed remedial action plan

was held on September 1, 1987.° Outstanding community concerns
are reflected - in the Responsivehess Summary, which represents
the final portion of the Record of Decision (ROD).



ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

Listed below is a description of each of the eight alternatives.
evaluated in the feasibility study. This is followed by an
evaluation and comparison of the alternatives in terms of nine
key- criteria which directly relate to factors SARA §121(b)(1)
(A-G) mandates the Agency to assess. The nine criteria are:

1. 'compliance with applicable or relevant and approprlate
requirements (ARARs), :

2. reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume,
3. short-term effectiveness, |

4. long-term effectiveness and pe;manence,.
5. implementability,

6. cost,

7. community acceptance,
8.' state acceptance and
9. overall proteetion of human health and the environment
Addenddm.I provides a summary of the alternatives evaluation

including costs.

ALTERNATIVE 1 -- NO ACTION, PERIODIC MONITORING

This alternative consists of the following:
° no on-site remediation

°® 'a groundwater monitoring program which includes ground-
water sampling.and analysis for volatile organlc compounds
(VOCs),. National Interim Primary Drinking Water Standards
‘Metals (métals) and total petroleum hydrocarbons- (TPH):
on a- quarterly ba31s for 30 years

° an annual on-site 1nspect10n to evaluate effects of the
alternative on.other environmental media, i.e., soil,
air, or surface water and to inspect the integrity of
the perimeter fence

° the estimated present worth cost is $270,000
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1. Compliance with ARARs

During development of the feasibility study, ARARs and/or
Criteria, Guidances and Advisories to.be considered were
established for site remediation. Table 3~1 represents
recommended cleanup objectives for soils in the State of

New Jersey which were considered in the FS. Since the

soil cleanup objectives are not promulgated requirements g
-:under state law, they cannot be considered ARARs. However,.
the .soil cleanup objectives havé: been classified as Criteria,
Guidances and Advisories and were considered heavily in de-
termining the level of soil cleanup.

Implementablon of ‘the No. Actlon altérnative would not Tresult
in attainment of the state soil cleanup" ‘objectives considered’
for site remediation since the source of contamination would
remain. Specifically, the levels of polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), and PCBs would be exceeded.in the surface
ahd subsurface soils. ‘

With respect-to groundwater; its classification as Class IIb-
type groundwater based on EPA's guidelines for groundwater
classification makes Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) set
.under .the Safe Drinking Water Act and New Jersey Groundwater
Standards relevant and approprlate as cleanup standards. In
addition, the.State of New Jersey has established Criteria,
Guidances and Advisories (i.e. New Jersey Interim Groundwater
Cleanup Guidance) which were considered.

The No Action alternative would not result in attainment of
groundwater ARARs or Criteria, Guidances and Advisories
considered. Specifically, the levels of chloroethane, chromium,
cadmium, lead, and arsenic would be exceeded at one or more
monitoring well locations.

2, Reduction ofuToxicity, Mobility or Volume

The No Action alternative would not employ any active treat-

ment processes for soils. The tox101ty and volume of contaminants
in soils is expected ‘to be unchanged. 'There may be increased
mobility of some contaminants (e.g. VOCs) from the surface
“‘through the subsurface of the soil as a result of precipitation
or other env1ronmenta1 factors.
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TABLE.3-1 ~ .
NJDEP SUMMARY OF APPROACHES TO CLEANUP LEVELS

Chemical(l) Concentration (ppm)
Total Volatile Organics ) 4 1
Total Base Neutrals _ 10
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons | ' “‘106
Cadmium ' - . ' 3
Zinc * 350
PCBs 5

: 2

- (1) NJdEP surrogate or action levels/chemical class cleanup objectives.
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For the.groundwater, the No Action.alterrative would-also not
employ any active treatment processes. However, the process

of naturdl attenuation would be a factor thHat may effect the
toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants over time.

3. Short-Term Effectiveness : .

There would be no short-term effectiveness associated with
the -implementation of the No Action alternative. The No
Action alternative, except for access restrictions due to
the perlmeter fence would not mitigate existing risks.

4. Long-Term Effectlveness and Permanence

Implementation of the No Action alternative would not reduce
the volume, toxicity or mobility of hazardous substances at
the site by employing any active treatment processes. There-
fore, the magnitude of risk associated with the site would
remain unchanged. Long-term management at the site would
involve quarterly groundwater sampling and analysis and an
annual site inspection to evaluate the effects of No Action
on other environmental media as well as to examine the inte-
grity of the perimeter fence.

The long-term reliability of this approach is dependent on

the maintenance of the perimeter fence which would preclude
direct contact and subsequent incidental ingestion of contami-
nated soils, the enforcement of any other land-use restrictions
imposed and the results of groundwater monitoring which would
serve as an indicator of environmental degradation. Evaluation
of these factors would determine the need for replacement of
the No Action alternative, if it were implemented.

5. Implementability

The relative ease of 1mp1ement1ng the No Actlon alternatlve
is based -on the follow1ng.J, :
4‘5._ ease in constructlon or repalr of fence or additional
wells, 1f necessary,

°

'p; .operatlonal rellabillty of monltorlng wells and,

c. readlly avallable equ1pment and personnel to 1mplement
the alternative.
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Cost

The No Action alternative estimated cost breakdown is as follows:

Capital - ' $ 0
Operation and Malntenance $ 26,000
Present Worth $ 270,000

The potential for future remedial action would be determined
based on the groundwater monitoring, annual site inspection

and land use changes at or in the vicinity of the site. -Changes
in any of the aforementioned factors that increase the magnitude
of risk to public health or the environment would require a
re-assessment of the need for further remedial action. Based

on the feasibility study, present worth costs of any further
remedial action could range from $450,000 to $77,000,000
depending .on the remedial action that would be implemented.

7. Community Acceptance

Implementation of the No Action alternative would neither mitigate
the public health risk nor the’'groundwater contamination problem
present at the site. With . a recently constructed residential
development in close prox1m1ty to the site (just across the Mill
Brook), it is anticipated that community acceptance would be low.

8. State Acceptance

The No Action alternative would not reduce the public health and
environmental risks posed by the site. 1In addition, by taking

no action at the site, neither federal nor state applicable

or relevant and appropriate requirements nor Criteria, Advisories
and Guidances that were considered, would be met. Therefore,
State acceptance of this alternative is anticipated to be low.

9. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The implementation of the No Action alternative would naot result -
in reducing the magnitude of public health and environmental .-
risk asssociated with the site. Specifically, under current land~
use .conditions exposure of trespassers to on-site surface soils
~through direct contact and subsequent incidental ingestion would:
result in a potentlal excess lifetime cancer risk (upperbound)

of 7 x_lO‘7 and 5 x L0’5 for the average and plausible maximum
scenario evaluated. ' ' S e
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Under future land-use scenarios evaluated, it was determined
that for light industrial uses; workers may be exposed to
on-site contaminants through direct contact and subsequent
incidental 1ngestlon of soil, Estimation of risks to workers
associated with this exposure - 'scenario indicates that the
potential excess cancer risks are 1 x 10-® and 1 x 10~4 under
conditions and assumptions of the average and plausible
maximum scenarios, respectively.

If the. sxte were developed with residential dwelllngs, the
potential excess ‘lifetime cancer risks (upperbound) associated
with direct contact and- supseguent incidental ingestion of
soil are 2 x 10= and 1 x 10-3 under conditions and assumptions
-of the average and plausible maximum exposure. scenarios. In
each of the exposure scenarios involving direct contact with
subsequent incidental ingestion of soils, the dominant chemicals
contributing to the risk were PCBs and PAHs.

. Based on the endangerment assessment, exposure to contaminants
in groundwater, surface water and sediments were determined
not to pose a risk to public health or the environment.

ALTERNATIVE 2 -~ CLAY-SOIL CAP, REVEGETATION, PERIODIC
MONITORING

This alternative consists of the following:

° site preparation including removal of existing vegetation
and regrading site

° ‘installation of a clay-soil cap as shown in Figure 3-3
consisting from bottom to top of:

- 6" gravel vent layer
- layer of geotextile filter fabric
- 12" compacted clay
- 18" clean fill
- 6" topsoil
° revegétation A
° périodic monitoring as described for Alternative- 1

l. Compliance with ARARs

.This alternative would not result in attainment of Federal
and State ARARs or Criteria, Guidances or Advisories that
were considered. Soil and groundwater contamination would
remain at the site although this alternative would serve to
reduce the potential for further groundwater degradation by ..
channelling surface water run-on and run-off away from con-
taminated areas of the. site.
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2. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

Capping the site would not utilize any active treatment processes
for soils and/or groundwater. The toxicity and volume of the
contaminants in- soils is expected to be unchanged. 1Installation
of the cap would reduce the ability of soil contaminants to
migrate into groundwater since surface water run-on and run-off
would be channelled away from the site.

-~

3. Short-term Effectiveness

The short-term effectiveness in terms of magnitude of risk
reduction is that installation of a cap on the site would
reduce-the magnitude of risk by not allowing the potential

for direct contact and subsequent incidental ingestion of soil
contaminants. In addition, compaction of the clay layer must
be perlodlcally tested during installation to ensure proper
permeablllty is achleved.

Site preparation activities may generate dust that could cause
short-term negative public health and/or environmental impacts.
The use of dust suppressants would sufficiently minimize such
impacts. In addition, on-site workers could be exposed to
contaminapts in surface soils, but this exposure can be
effectively reduced by the use of proper personnel protective
equipment and proper worker health and safety protocols.

4. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Implementation of this alternative would not reduce the toxicity
and volume of soil contaminants. Capping the site would reduce
the mobility of contaminants by routing surface water run-off

or run-on away from the site thereby preventing surface water
run-on or run-off from washing soil contaminants into ground-
water. The long-term effectiveness and permanence of the cap in
preventing direct contact with soil contaminants is dependent
upon maintenance of its integrity.

Long-term management of. the site would involve gquarterly ground-
water sampling and analysis and an annual site inspection to
evaluate ‘'the. effects on other environmental media as well as_. |
to.éxamine the ‘integrity of the perimeter fence. 1In.addition,
'installation of the cap requires long-term maintenance to
assure proper permeability of the clay layer is achieved;.
that any stabilization (use of riprap or stone) of the cap
done along the stream bank remains intact and that no depres-
sions result at the site which would allow surface ponding.
Any future land-use restrictions imposed would have to be
monitored to assure compliance.
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5. Implementability

There. are no constraints to the relative ease of implementation
of this alternative. The expected operational technology of
.this alternative is high; requ1r1ng no special technlques or
equipment.

6. Cost

The estimated cost breakdown for this alternative is as follows:

Capital | $ 234,000
Operation and Malntenance $ 21,000
Present Worth . ~. ...« -§ 453, 000

The potential for future remedial action would be determined
based on the integrity of the cap, groundwater monitoring and
the annual site inspection. Changes in any of these factors
that result in an increased risk to public health or the
environment would require an assessment of the need for further
.remedial action. Based on the feasibility study, present

worth costs of any further remedial action could range from
$1,200,000 to $77,000,000 depending on the remedial actlon

that would be implemented.

7. Community Acceptance

The implementation of this alternative would isolate soil
contaminants from the potential exposure to the public

through direct contact. Low-level groundwater contamination
does not pose a public health or environmental risk. Reduction
in the level of groundwater contaminants would occur only
through natural attenuation. Although the magnitude of the
~public health risk is minimized, the -fact that the alternative
does not remediate soil contamination at the site may result

in some reservations in acceptance of this alternatlve on the
part of the community.

8. State Acceptance

. Implementation of a capplng altern&tlve would reduce the
‘potential health risk of direct contact with subsequent
incidental ingestion of $0il contaminants. However, this
alternative would not attain Federal and State ARAR's and/or
Criteria, Advisories and Guidances that were considered. '
Therefore, state acceptance of this alternative is considered
low, .

.
s
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9. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

. Capping the site would reduce the risk to public health due

_to exposure of soil contaminants via direct contact and
subsequent incidental ingestion. The remedy would not be
considered permanent since the toxicity and volume of contam-
inants in the soil would remain essentially unchanged.

Future land use of the site would be restricted due to the
presence of the cap and the contamination that remains on-site.
Overall, the remedy would be protective of public health and
the environment. However, it would not be considered a
permanent remedy and it would require long-term management.

ALTERNATIVE 3 -- PCB EXCAVATION, PARTIAL PAH EXCAVATION, .
OFFSITE DISPOSAL (LANDFILL/INCINERATION),
PERIODIC MONITORING

The components of this alternative are as follows:

° excavation of PCB-contaminated soils containing concentrations
above 5 ppm (1100 cy) and off51te disposal (landfilling
or incineration)

° excavation of PAH-contaminated soils containing concentrations
above 10 ppm from the top 4 feet of the site (2600 cy)-
and of f-site disposal (landfilling or incineration)

° backfill with clean fill, grading and revegetation ,

° periodic monitoring of groundwater

Figure 3-4 illustrates Alternative 3.

l. Compliance with ARARS

Implementation of this alternative would not result in attainment
of all Federal and State ARARs or Criteria, Guidance and Advisories
that were considered. However, the excavation of PCBs would attain
the State soil cleanup objective for PCBs that was considered for
the site., Excavation of all PCB contaminated soils and, PAH con-
taminated soils to a depth of approximately four (4) feet would
remove a significant volume of contamination. However, subsurface
residual PAH contamination would remain in ‘soils:that exceeds

. State Criteria, Guidance and Advisories that were considered.

The potential for further groundwater degradation may be reduced
.Since the volume of soil contaminants (a ‘potential source of -
groundwater contamination) are reduced by excavation. Source
removal, in conjunction with natural attenuation may serve to
attain groundwater ARARS.
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‘2. Reduction of Tox1c1¥yj Moblllgy or Volume

All contamlnated soils with PCBs in excess of 5 ppm would be
removed (1100 cy). The volume of contaminated soils with

PAHs greater than 10 ppm in the upper 4 feet of the site

which would be removed, totals approximately 2600 cy. This
volume (2600 cy) is approximately 60% of the total volume of
contaminated soils with PAHs greater than 10 ppm found at the
site. If excavated soils were incinerated instead of landfilled,
. there® would be ‘a-permanent reduction in the toxicity, volume
and mobility of soil contaminants. Excavation of a. 51gn1f1cant
volume of contaminated soil would reduce the potentlal for ¢
further groundwater contamination.

3. Short-Term Effectiveness

For this alternative, the excavation phase ‘will present the most
significant potential short-term pubiic health and/or environ-
mental impacts. Emissions of dust generated during site prepar-
ation activities, excavation activities and loading/unloading

of contaminated soils will be minimized by dust suppression
measures and by avoiding loading/unloading large amounts of  soil.
In addition, on-site workers who could be exposed to soils :
during excavation can effectively reduce their potential

exposure by following proper worker health and safety protocols.

Disturbance of soils during excavation could lead to deposition
in the Mill Brook in times of heavy precipitation and run-off
from the site. This can be minimized by installation of

surface water diversion swales around the site perimeter to
prevent site run-on and control run-off. There are short-term
risks associated with the transport and redisposal of excavated
soils. However, following appropriate hazardous waste transpor-.
tation and off-site dlsposal procedures should effectively
mitigate the risks.

4. LoqgiTerm Effectiveness and Permanence

'The 1mplementatlon of this alternative would 31gn1f1cantly
reduce the volume of soil contaminants. 1If off-site disposal
by incineration were utilized, there would be a permanent

" reduction in the toxicity and mobility of the soils as well.
Excavation of soils as described for this alternative would
remove the direct contact and subsequent incidental ingestion
risk posed by the surface soils. However, absent any restrictions,
future land-use scenarios involving commercial or residential
development would pose a potential risk to on-site workers or
residents through exposure to the re51dual PAH contaminated
soils that remained. :
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Long- term management of the site would 1nvolve groundwater
monitoring to.evaluate the effectiveness of the alternative
and to monitor the effects of natural attenuation. -The

prospect for long-term reliability of the alternative would

.be established by the soil verification study, groundwater
:'monltorlng which would be expected to,show no significant

impact by the site since the residual contaminants are highly
immobile in the soil and the effectiveness of site-use restric-
tions imposed where necessary. Absent site disturbance, the
potential need for replacement of the remedy is low.

5. Implementability

The follow1ng factor may constrain the relatlve ease of

'1mplement1ng thls alternatlve-

° decontamination of-the largest pieces of debris
(i.e. slabs of concrete) would result in generation
of- a liquid ¢tontaining hazardous substances that may
require treatment or disposal.

The expected operational technology of this alternative is high
with no special techniques: or equipment being required.

6. Cost

The estimated cost of ‘this alternative is as follows:

Capital when landfilling excavated soils $ 1,947,000
Capital when incinerating excavated soils $17,960,000
Operation and Maintenance $ 21,000
Present Worth utilizing landfill $ 2,166,000
Present Worth utilizing incineration $18,179,000

The verification sampling program for soils would establish
that the remedy was conducted properly. Groundwater monltorlng

would help evaluate any changes at the site.

7. Communlty Acceptance

Implementetien of this alternative would remove the most -
significant levels of contamination as well as isolate -

"residual contamination from their potential exposure to the

public through direct contact. Low-level groundwater con-
tamination does not pose a public health or environmental
risk. Reduction in the level of groundwater contaminants
would only occur through natural alternation. Although

the magnitude of the public health risk is minimized, the
fact that the alternative does not permanently remediate -

all the soil contamination at the site may result in some
reservations in acceptance of this alternative on the part of

- the community.
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8. State Accepténce

This alternative would not meet State Criteria, Guidance and
Advisories considered for this site due to the fact that
-subsurface soil contamination remains. Therefore, State
acceptance of this alternative is considered low.

9, Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The risk of exposure via direct contact and subsequent incidental
ingestion would be minimized by implentation of this alternative.
However, future land-use scenarios involving commercial or
residential development would require restrictions to preclude
disturbance or potential exposure to contaminated subsurface
soils which remain. The fact that the residual contaminants
(PAHs) are highly immobile in soil in conjunction with source
removal and, natural attenuation resulting from discharge of
groundwater to the Mill Brook would be expected to reduce the -
level of groundwater contaminants over time. .This remedy would
not be considered permanent since there is residual subsurface
soil contamination. Additionally, reduction of contaminants in

. groundwater would only be through natural attenuation.

The implementation of this alternative would be protective of
public health and the environment. However, it would not be
considered a permanent remedy and requires long-term management.

ALTERNATIVE 4 -- PCB EXCAVATION, OFF-SITE DISPOSAL (LANDFILL
INCINERATION), PARTIAL EXCAVATION AND BIO-
DEGRADATION OF PAHs, PERIODIC MONITORING

This alternative is comprised of the following components:

° excavation of all PCB-contaminaﬁed‘soils_containing
concentrations above 5 ppm (1100 cy) and off-site
disposal (landfilling or incineration) -

° biodegradation of PAH-contaminated soils containing
concentrations above 10 ppm (2600 cy) from the top four
f4) feet of the site. -

° use of groundwater as an irrigation medium for the’
bioremediation system

° backfllllng, grading and revegetatlon
° periodic monltorlng of groundwatgrA

Figure 3-5 illustrates Alternative 4.
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1. Compliance with ARARS

This alternative would not result in attainment of all Federal
and State ARARs or Criteria, Guidances and Advisories that

were considered for soils. However, excavation of all PCB-
contaminated soils containing concentrations above 5 ppm would
attain the State soil cleanup objective for PCBs that was con-
sidered for the site. Excavation of ati- PCB-contamlnated soils,
and bioremediation of PAH contaminated soils to a depth of four
(4) feet would remove a significant volume of contamination.
There would be attainment of the State soil cleanup objective for
PAHs considered for the site in the top four feet of the site.
Subsurface residual PAH contamination would remain in soils that
exceeds State Crlterla, Guidances and Advisories that were
considered.

The potential for further groundwater contamination is reduced-
for three reasons. First, excavation and bioremediation of con-
taminated soils remove a significant volume of contaminants
which serve as a source of groundwater contamination. Second,
use of groundwater as an irrigation medium for the biore-
mediation system will serve to reduce groundwater contaminants.
Third, natural attentuation in conjunction with source removal
and utilization of groundwater as an irrigation medium for
bioremediation would facilitate reduction in the levels of
groundwater contaminants over time. Therefore, it is expected
that there would be attainment of groundwater ARARs and
Criteria, Guidances and Advisories that were considered.

2. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

If the excavated PCB contaminated soils are incinerated
instead of landfilled, there would be a permanent reduction

in the toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants in soils.
Biodegradation of contaminated soils in excess of 10 ppm
would significantly reduce the toxicity, volume and mobility
of the contaminants.

3. Short term effectlveness

- Dust suppression measures and personal protectlve clothlng

for on-site workers would mitigate potential exposure to
on-site workers and nearby residents from emissions of contam- .
inant-laden dusts that could be generated during site preparatlon
activities, excavation and loadlng of trucks. N : o
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"There are short-term risks associated with the transport and
redisposal of excavated soils. However, adherence to appro-
priate hazardous waste transportation and off-site disposal
procedures should effectively mitigate the risk. .

The bioremediation aspect of the alternative is an innovative .
‘technology and a pre-design treatability study would be re-
quired to refine operating parameters prior to implementation.

Through the use of proper personal protective equlpment

on-site workers can be prevented from exposure to air emissions
_from the site. Air monitoring.throughout the period of
"implementation can help. prevent exposure of nearby residents

to airborne contaminants from the site. During implementation

of the alternative groundwater and soil sampling would be
conducted to assure there are no short-term environmental impacts.

4. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Implementation of this alternative would permanently reduce
the toxicity, volume and mobility of soil contaminants.
Excavation and bioremediation of soils described for this
alternative would remove the direct contact and subsequent
incidental ingestion risk posed by surface soils. However,
absent any restrictions, future land-use scenarios involving
commercial or residential development would pose a potential
risk to on-site workers or residents through exposure to
residual PAH contaminated soils that remain.

Long-term management of the site would involve groundwater
monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of the alternative
and to monitor the effects of natural attenuation. The. .
prospect for the long-term reliability of the alternative
would be established By the pre-design treatability work,
soil sampling verification study and groundwater. monitoring..
The residial contaminants are highly immobile “and would be
expected- to provide no further impact. .However, failure

~of the bioremediation system to meet the expected performance
criteria as developed in the- treatablllty study or site dis-
turbance after remedy is implemented would be-situations
which might create a potential for replacement of the remedy.
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5. Implementability

Factors which may constrain the relative ease of 1mplement1ng
thls alternative are as follows- : o

° decontamination of the debris ‘would result in generation

",of a llqu1d which containing hazardous substances which
may require treatment or disposal

° Dbioremediation of soils is considered an innovative
technology in the area of hazardous waste management
and therefore a pre-design treatability to refine
operating parameters is required.

6. Cost

Costs are broken down to reflect the differential in cost
between landfilling and incineration of contaminated soils.
The cost of bioremediation is not listed separately.’
Bioremediation costs are common to both the landfilling
and incineration options of the alternative.

The estlmated cost of 1mplement1ng this alternative is as
follows:

Capital when landfilling PCB-contaminated soils $1,029,000
Capital when incinerating PCB-contaminated soils $5,649,000

Operation and maintenance $ 21,000
Present Worth utilizing landfill A $1,248,000
Present Worth utilizing incinerator $5,868,000

A verification sampling program for soils would establish that
the remedy was effectively implemented. Groundwater monitoring
will evaluate changes at the site.

7. Community Acceptance

Implementation of this alternative would remove the most
significant levels of contamination as well as isolate
residual contamination from their potential exposure

through direct contact. ‘Low level groundwater contamination:.
does - not pose: . a- publlc health or-: env1ronmenta1 risk. However,
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use of groundwater as an irrigation medium for the bioremedi-
ation system will result in reduction of concentrations of -
groundwater contaminants. Although the ' magnitude of theé:
public health risk is minimized, the fact that the alternatlve
‘does not permanently deal with all the soil contamination at
‘the site may result.in some reservations in acceptance of this
alternatlve on the part of the community.

In addltlon, the use of an innovative technology at the site
may result in-further reservations on the part of the community.

8. State Acceptance

This alternative would not meet State Criteria, Guidance and
Advisories considered for this site since subsurface PAH
contaminated soils will remain. Based on thls, State acceptance
of this alternative lS considered 1low. :

9. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environﬁent

The direct contact and subsequent incidental ingestion risk
posed by the site would be mitigated by implementation of this
alternative. Future land-use scenarios involving commerical
or residential development would require restrictions to
prohibit disturbance of contaminanted site soils below four
feet. This would be requlred to prevent exposure to workers
or nearby residents.

Groundwater contamination is expected to be mitigated by

source removal through soil excavation, use of groundwater

as an irrigation medium in the bioremediation system and
through natural attenuation. The principal method of contam-
inant reduction would be through use of groundwater as an
irrigation medium in the bioremediation system. Therefore,
this groundwater is currently neither used for potable purposes
nor is it expected to be used in the future; no risk to

publlc health is expected and no. adverse environmental impact
is ant1c1pated.

Overall, implementation of this alternatlve would be protective
‘of public health and the environment. An innovative treatment
technology is utilized and there is a significant reduction in
the toxicity, mobility and volume of contamination. However,
since there is residual subsurface soil contamination; the
remedy would not be con51dered permanent and long-term manage-
ment would be necessary.
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. ALTERNATIVE 5 -- PCB EXCAVATION, OFF-SITE DISPOSAL (LANDFILL/
' T INCINERATION, EXCAVATION AND BIODEGRADATION
OF PAHS ‘ '

Alternative 5 consists of the following:

° excavation of all PCB-contamination soils containing
concentrations above 5 ppm (1100 cy) and off- 51te
disposal (landfill or incineration) . :

° biodegradation of all PAH-contaminated soils containing

' concentrations above 10 ppm (4400 cy) which would
extend to a 12 foot depth in same locations

° use of groundwater as an irrigation medium for the bio-
remediation system

° backfilling, grading and revegetation
Figure 3-6 illustrates Alternative 5.

1. Compliance with ARARS.

Implementation of this alternative would result in attalnment

'of Federal and State ARARs.and Criteria, Guidances and Advisories
that were considered for soils and groundwater. Excavation of
all PCB-contaminated soils and bioremediation of PAH contaminated
soils would significantly reduce the volume of PCBs and
permanently. treat PAHs at the site.-:

Groundwater contamination and the likelihood of further degra-
dation would be significantly reduced for the reasons presented
in Alternative 4. They are:
a. principally, utlllzatlon of groundwater as an 1rr1gatlon
medium for the bioremediation system,

b. contaminant source removal by soil excavatlon and off-
site dlsposal and,

1,¢. natural attenuatlon via dlscharge of groundwater to the
T M111 Brook. to a lesser degree. '

2. Reductlon of Toxicity, Mob111ty and Volume~

If PCB contaminated soils were incinerated vs., landfilled at

. an off-site disposal facility; there would be a permanent
reduction in the toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminated
soils. Biodegradation of contaminated soils in excess of 10

ppm would significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume
of the contaminants.
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‘3. Short-term Effectiveness

Dust suppre551on measures and use of proper protectlve equlpment
would minimize potential exposure to contaminants. via air emissions
during site preéparation, excavation and truck loading/unloading
of-contamimated 30115._ :

Transport and redisposal of contaminated soils may also be a
source of a short-term public health or environmental impact.
The adherence to proper hazardous waste transport and off-site
disposal protocols should effectively reduce this risk.

A prerequisite to implementation of the bioremediation portion
of the alternative is a pre-design treatability study to refine
parameters of the operation. Proper personal protective
equipment as well as an air mpnitoring program throughout

- implementation of the alternative'will serve to 51gn1f1cantly
reduce the potential for exposure:to any air emissions from the
sites A. potentlal constraint to successful completion of this
alternative is the potential for insufficient reduction of the
levels of groundwater contaminants via its use as an irrigation
medium in the bioremediation system. This problem can be
effectively mitigated through the use of a carbon filtration unit
as a pre- or post- bioremediation step prior to return of the
groundwater to the site. During 1mp1ementatlon, groundwater
and soil sampling would be conducted to verify there are no
short~-term environemntal impacts.

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Implementation of this alternative would result in a signifcant,
permanent reduction in the toxicity, mobility and volume of
contamlnatlon through b10remed1at1on.o ‘ )
Excavation of PCB-contamlnated soils and bloremedlaton of PAH
contaminated soils would permanently remove the direct contact
and subsequent incidental ingestion risk posed by the site. .
In addition, future land use scenarios involving commercial

or residential development would not be precluded. Therefore,
the site would have unrestricted land uses from the standpoint
of concern about any hazardous waste contamination.

Utilizing groundwater as an irrigation medium for the bioreme-
diation system .is the principal mechanism for reduction of
groundwater contaminant levels. This, and to a lesser degree,
source removal control and natural attenuation are expected to
restore groundwater quality to levels of potable water standards;
although groundwater is not currently or anticipated to be

used for potable purposes..
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A need for long- term management of the site should not be
necessary once verification sampling indicates that the alter-
native has met its performance criteria. The prospect for
long-term reliability of the alternative would be established

by the pre-design treatability work and subsequent verification
sampling. However, as this remedy is permanent and substantlally
reduces the toxicity, mobility and volume of contamlnatlons o
the likelihood of remedy replacement is low.

5. Implementabllltx

-~

The relatlve ease with which this alternative can be implemented
may be constrained by :

° decontamination of debris may result in generatlon of a
liquid containing hazardous. substances requiring treatment'
and/or dlsposal

° bloremedxatlon of soils is considered an innovative treat- .

"ment technology in the field of hazardous waste management

- and therefore, a pre-design treatability study is required
to refine operating parameters

Although available scientific literature indicates implementation -
of the bioremediation portion of the alternative is feasible; a
-pre-design treatability study would be. required to conflrm the
operational rellablllty of the alternative.

6.‘ Cost

Costs are broken down to reflect the differential in cost be-
.tween landfilling and incineration of contaminated soils. The
cost of bioremediation is not listed-separately. Bioremedia-
tion costs are common to both the landfllllng and 1nc1nerat10n
options of the alternative. .

Estimated costs for implementation of this alternative are as
follows: :

Capital when iandfilling PCB-contaminated soils $1,344,000

Capital when incinerating PCB-contamlnated soils $5,964,000
Operation and maintenance ' . variable
Present Worth utilizing landfill for PCBs. - ~$1,401,000

Present Worth utilizing incinperator for PCBs ‘$6,021,000

.7. Community Acceptance .

The alternative would mitigate the public health risk associated
with the site. This remedy is considered permanent and
significantly reduces the toxicity mobility and volume of
contaminants. There will be no residual contamination above
target treatment levels. :
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‘'The ‘use of an innovative treatment technology at the site may
raise community concerns regarding its effecdtiveness. Overall,
community acceptance is anticipated since the problem .would

be permanently resolved once the remedy has been completely
implemented, allowing unrestricted site use.

8. State Acceptance

Since the alternative is expected to meet or exceed State
ARARs and Criteria, Guidance and Advisories and the .remedy
1s permanent; State acceptance is considered high.

9. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Under current use conditions, the risk of exposure to children

by direct contact .and subsequent incidental ingestion of soil

contaminants is completely mitigated. Future .land-use

sceénarios involving commercial or residential development

- would not .require _any restrictions since the magnitude of
risk posed under such.condltions to on-site. workers and

residents is mitigated. . :

Groundwater contamination is expected to be mitigated by
virtue of source removal,,using groundwater as an irrigation
medium and natural attenuation. These processes are expected.
to restore groundwater quality to potable water standards. E
However, groundwater does not pose a ‘potential current or
future threat to public health since it discharges directly
into Mill Brook and as not used for potable purposes.:

Overall, this alternative is protective of public health and
the environment. .An innovative treatment technology would be
utilized as a major portion of the remedy. There is complete.
., reduction of the toxicity, mobility and volume of the
contamination. The remedy is permanent and would not require
long~term management. ' . .

a

Y

ALTERNATIVE 6 -- PCB/PAH EXCAVATION, OFF-SITE DISPOSAL' :
(LANDFILL/INCINERATION), SLURRY WALL INSTALLATION, GROUNDWATER
PUMP AND ONSITE TREATMENT

This alternative is composed of: .

° excavation of all PCB contaminated soils containing
- concentrations above 5 ppm (1100 cy) and off-site disposal
(landfilling or incineration)

_° excavation of ‘all PAH contaminated soils containing
¢oncentrations above 10 ppm (4400.cy) and off-site
disposal (landfilling or 1nc1neration)
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5'slurry wall installation to isolate grbundwater

° collection, pump and onsite treatment of groundwater
through carbon flltratlon units

° backfilling, grading and revegetation
Figure 3-7 illustrates Alternative 6.

l. Compliance w/ARARs

This alternative would result in attainment of all Federal and
State ARARs and Criteria, Guidances and Advisories that were
considered. Excavation of soils contaminated with PCBs and
PAHs plus onsite pumping and treatment of groundwater would
result in no residual contamination above target treatment
levels remalnlng at the. 51te.

2. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume . "”'fﬂ“ﬂri

El

Excavation of PCBs and PAHs would entail more extensive
excavation; to a level of 12 feet in some areas. of the site
contaminated with PAHs. Excavation and incineration would
provide a permanent reduction in the tox1c1ty, mobility and
volume of soil contamination. 1In soils there would be no
_contamination remaining above target treatment/residual levels.

3. Short-term effectiveness

The more extensive excavation of soils required under this
-alternative.present a greater opportunity for short-term
risks to public health and the environment due to the longer
duration of excavation, the potential for dust generation
and the greater amount of loading/unloading contaminated
soils., In addition, slurry wall installation may require
special excavation techniques such as "shoring" to prevent
collapse of sidewall in the vicinity of the Mill Brook
embarkment. This presents a potential short-term safety
hazard to address.

Transport and redlsposal of this larger volume of contamlnated
soils (5500 cy vs. 3700 cy in Alt. 3 e.g.) may be a source

of a short-term risk as well. The adherence to proper trans- °
portation and off-site disposal: protocols should effectlvely
reduce any short term risk. : :
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4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

The implementation of this alternative would result in a
permanent reduction in the volume of contamination at the

site through excavation of contaminated soils. - Treatment of
groundwater would result in a permanent reduction the -toxicity,
mobility and volume of groundwater contamination. There will
be no residual contamination above target treatment levels at
the site. Thé potential for exposure of human or environmental
receptors to contaminants is mltlgated under current or

future exposure scenarios.

Once the treatment system for groundwater has met its perform-
ance criteria long-term management of the site would be
unecessary. The likelihood for replacement of the remedy

- is low. : ’

5. Implementability

The potential constraints in implementing this alternative are
as follows:

°® decontamination of a greater volume of debris will .
‘result in Ygeneration of a greater volume of 11qu1d ,
which may contain hazardous substances requlrlng treat-,
ment or disposal

disposal of a significantly greater volume of contamina-
ted soils in light of available landfill capacity

" The techniques to be employed have been extensively and
successfully used at other sites. Therefore, the expected
operational reliability of the technologles is hlgh.-

6. -Cost

Costs are broken down to reflect the differential in cost
between landfilling and incineration of contaminated soils.
‘The cost of bioremediation and groundwater treatment is not
listed separately.- Bioremediation and groundwater treatment
‘are common to both the landfllllng and incineration options.

The estlmated cost of thls alternatlve is as follows:

-Capltal when landfllllng contaminated soils - $ 3,076,000
Capital when excavating contamlnated soils g $26,203,000
Operation and maintenance $ 2,000
Present Worth when landfilling - . $ 3,047,000

Present Worth when incinerating - - $26,244,000



-49- 

Excavation and off-site disposal of contaminated soils entails

a significant incremental cost increase mainly due to the trans-
portation and disposal costs associated with off-site landfilling
or incineration. However, since there is no additional removal

of contaminated soils above target treatment/residual levels, the
remedy does not provide any additional protection of public health
or the environment to justify the incremental cost increase.

-~

‘7. Community Acceptance

Implementation of the alternative addresses all soil and
groundwater contamination. The risk to public health and the
environment is mitigated for potential current and future
'use exposure scenarios. Therefore, community acceptance of.
the alternative is expected to be high.

8. State Acceptance 'J IR . f; . ’ - v

Since the alternatlve meets State ARARs and Crlterla, Cuidances

‘and Advisories considered; State acceptance of this alternative
is expected to be high. '

- 9. Overall Protectlon of Human Health and the Env1ronment

‘The risks to publlc health and .the enviroriment under potentlal

current and future exposure scenarios is mitigated. The remedy
is considered permanent .and. the would be no restrictions to
_future land-use. No long-term management at the site would
- be required.

ALTERNATIVE 7 -- PCB EXCAVATION, OFFSITE DISPOSAL (LANDFILL/
INCINERATION), EXCAVATION AND BIODEGRADATION
OF PAHs, SLURRY WALL INSTALLATION, GROUNDWATBR
PUMPING AND: ONSITE TREATMENT

Alternative 7 is comprised of the following:

® excavation of all PCB-contaminated soils containing

' concentrations above 5 ppm (1100 cy) and offsite dlsposal
~(landfill or incineration) _

° .biodegradation.of all PAH-contaminated soils containing
concentrations above 10 ppm- (4400 cy), which extends to
.12 feet at the same locations : .

° slurry wall 1nstallatlon to- isolate- groundwater

° collectlon, pump and onsite treatment of groundwater'
through carbon filtration units

°® Dbackfilling, grading and revegetation

- a———r
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Figure 3-8 illustrates Alternative 7.

1. Compliance with ARARs

Implementation of this alternative would result in attainment

of all Federal and State ARARs as well as Criteria, Guidances,

and Advisories that were considered. Excavation of PCBs
contaminated soils, bioremediation of PAH contaminated soils

and onsite treatment of groundwater would result in no residual
contamination above target treatment levels remainipng at the site.

2. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

If offsite disposal involved incineration vs. landfilling; there
would be a permanent reduction in the toxicity, mobility and
volume of the PCBs. Bioremediation of soils contaminated with
PAHs significantly reduces the toxicity, mobility and volume

of contamination.’ Onsite treatment of groundwater would result
in a permanent reduction of the toxicity, mobility and volume

of contaminants. - In both soils and groundwater there would be"

no residual contamination above target treatment levels remaining
at the site. .

3. Short-term Effectiveness

Short~term impacts to on-~site workers or nearby residents
could occur as part of the excavation phase of the alter-
native . Dust suppression measures and proper personnel
with protective equ1pment will mltlgate ‘any potential risks
during site preparation” or loading/unloading of excavated
soils. Transport and redisposal of contaminated soils may.
also be a source of short-term pubic health or environmental
impact. Adherence to proper transport and off-site dlsposal
protocols should effectively mltlgate this polential rlsk.

.Slurry wall installation may requ1re spe01al,excavathn techniques -
such as "shoring" to prevent collapse of sidewalls in the vicinity
of- the Mill Brook. embankment. This presents a potential short-
term risk to onsite workers which would have to be addressed by
following proper safety protocols.

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Implementation of this alternative would result in a permanent
reduction in the volume of contamination via the soil excavation.
If the excavated PCB contaminated soils were disposed offsite

by incineration; there would.also be a permanent reduction in
the toxicity and of mobility contaminants.
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Treatment of groundwater would result in a permanent reductlon

in the toxicity, moblllty and volume of contamlnants. No re-

sidual contamination in the soils or groundwater wowld remain

above target treatment levels. The potential for exposure of

human or environmental receptors to contaminants is mitigated
for.current or future land use scenarios.

Long-term management of the site is ekpected to be low once
all performance criteria have been met. Therefore, the like-
lihood for replacement of" the remedy is low. o

Implementability

Potential constralnts in 1mplement1ng the alternatlve are as .
follows: : :
o ~decontam1nat10n of this debris will result in generation
of a llquld which may contaln hazardous substances that
- . may require. dlsposal

° bioremediation of soils is considered an innovative
treatment technology in the field of hazardous waste
management and therefore a pre-design treatablllty
-study to reflne operatlng parameters is’ requlred.

Excavatlon and slurry wall 1nstallatron techniques to be employed
have been successfully used at other sites. Although available
scientific literature -indicates implementation of the bioreme-
diation portion of the alternative is feasible; a pre-design
treatability study would be required to confirm the operational
reliability of the altenatlve. .

“6. Cost

-Costs’ are broken down to reflect ‘the dlffegentlal in cost be-
tween’ 1andf1111ng and incineration of contaminated soils.

The cost of bioremediation and groundwater treatment is not
listed separately. Bioremediation and groundwater treatment
aré common to both the landfilling and 1nc1nerat10n optlons.

Estimated costs of thls,alternatLVe-are,as follows:

Capital when landfilling contaminated soils : $1,600,000
.Capital when incinerating contamlnated soils - $5,992,000
Operation and Maintenance =~ : $ - 2,000
Present Worth when landfilling . - . - 81,621,000

Present Worth when incinerating o o . $6,013,000
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7. Cemmunity}Accegtance

. Implementation of this ‘alternative addresses all soil and
.groundwater contamination at the site. The risk to public
health and the environment is mitigated for potential current
and future land use exposure scenarios. Therefore, community
acceptance of this alternative is expected to be high.

-~

8. State Accegtahce

Since this alternative meets State ARARs and Criteria, Guidances
and Advisories considered; State acceptance of this alternative
1s expected to .be high.

9.’ Overall Protectlon of Human Health and the Env1ronment

The risks to public health and the environment under potential
current and future exposure scenarios is mitigated. The
remedy would be considered permanent and there would be no
restrictions to future land use. There would be _nQ-long--
term management of the site required. :

’There is an 1ncremental cost increase- assoc1ated with thls
alternative due to slurry wall installation and- groundwater
treatment via use of carbon filters. However, since there

is not .expected to be additional removal of groundwater con-
taminants above target treatment/resxdual levels, the remedy .
does not provide any additional protectlon of public health
and the environment to justify the incremental cost increase.

ALTERNATIVE 8 —-—- COMPLETE EXCAVATION, OFFSITE DISPOSAL (LANDFILL/
~-. - - INCINERATION), SLURRY WALL- INSTALLATION, GROUND
WATER PUMP - AND ONSITE TREATMENT . Lo .

This alternative would consist of the following:

° ‘excavation and.offsite disposal (landfill or incineration)
of all soils with concentrations of contaminants above
background levels (approximately 16,000 cy)

° slurry wall installation to isolate gfoundwater

° collection, pump and onsite treatment of groundwater
through four granulated activated carbon filtration units

° backfilling, grading and revegetation



1., Compliance with ARARS

Implementation of this alternative would result in attainment
or exceedance of all Federal and State ARARs and Criteria,
Guidances and Advisories that were considered. There would
be no residual contamination above target treatment levels
remaining at the site.

2. Reduction of Toxicity, Moblllty or Volume

Complete excavation with offsite 1nc1neratlon would permanently
reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants.
Groundwater treatment would significantly reduce the toxicity,
mobility and volume of contaminants. For both soils and -
‘groundwater excavation, offsite disposal and treatment would
result in no residual- contamlnatlon ~above target treatment levels
remalnlng at the 51te." '

T3Q; Short-tertn Effectlveness

This alternatlve provides the most extensive excavation of
contaminated soils. Therefore, this alternative provides -
the greatest opportunlty for short-term risks to publ1c
health and the environment due to the longer ‘duration of
excavation, the potential for generation of dust and the
amount of loading/unloading that will occur. -

In addltlon, slurry wall 1nstallat10n may requite special. .
excavation techniques such as "shoring? to prevent collapse
of sidewalls in the vicinity of the Mill Brook. This presents
a potential short- term safety hazard. ' .

Transport ‘and dlsposal of an estimated 16, 000 cy of waste -
material may be a source of short-term risk as well. : :
Adherence to proper transport and offsite disposal protocols

will mitigate the potential risk. : :

4. Long-term Effectivenéss and Permanence

The implementation of this alternative would result in a
permanent reduction in the volume of the contaminated soils

if they are landfilled. Incineration of contaminated soils
would permanently reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume

of the contaminants. Treatment of groundwater will result

in a permanent reduction of the toxicity, mobility and volume.
of contaminants. There will be no residual contamination above
target treatment levels since levels of contaminants will be =~ -
reduced to background concentrations.- The potential for '
exposure of human or environmental receptors to contaminants

is mitigated under current and future use exposure scenarios.
No long-term management at the site is anticipated. The
likelihood for replacement of remedy is low.
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57 Implementablllty

Potentlal constralnts in 1mplement1ng this alternative are as
follows:.

° staging of what is anticipated to be.a large volume of
material in a limited area

° decontamination of debris and disposition of a liquid con-
taining hazardous substances may require treatment or disposal

° .land-disposal of a large volume of waste material

The techniques to be employed have been extensively and success-
fully used at other sites.  The expected operational reliability-
is expected to be high.

6. . Cost

o ¢

- ‘Costs are broken down to reflect the differential in cost be- -
tween landfilling and incineration of contaminated soils. The
cost of bioremediation and groundwater treatment is not listed
separately. Bioremediation and groundwater treatment are common .
to both landfllllng and incineration optlons._'_ .

<,

f,The estlmated costs of thlS alternatlve are as follows.

Capital when landfilling ° ' - $ 8,615,000
Capital when incinerating . ' ) : $76,655,000
Operation & maintenance ' -§ 2,000
Present Worth when landfilling: - ~$ 8,617,000
Present Worth when incinérating T . $76,657,000

Excavation and off-site disposal of contaminated soils entails =
a significant incremental cost increase mainly ‘due to the trans- ' .
portation- and disposal costs associated with landfilling or °
incineration. However, since there is no additional removal of
"contaminated soils above target treatment/residual levels, the
remedy does not provide any additional protectlon of public health’
and the environment to justify the cost 1ncrease.

7. Community Acceptance

Community acceptance to this alternative is-expected to . be high
since the remedy completely restores the site. ' No contaminants
above target treatment levels will remain and the potential
for risk-to publlc ‘health and the env1ronment is mitigated.

8. State Acceptance

All State ARARs and Criteria, Guidances, and Advisories that
were considered are met or exceeded. Since there is complete
site restoration, State acceptance of thls alternative is
anticipated to be high. :



9. Overall Profection aof Human Health and the Environment

The risks to public health and the environment under potential

current and future exposure scenarios is mitigated. " The

remedy is permanent. Complete site restorationallows for.

- unrestricted future land uses. Long-term management of the
site would not be necessary. '

-

'VI. SELECTED REMEDY

" Preface

EPA's selection of a remedial alternat;vé,must be in accordance
" with the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),

42 U.S.C. Secs. 9601 et se., as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) (enacted October

17, 1986), and the requirements of its governing regulations,
the National 0Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. Part 300. Accordingly, the Agency has
selected a remedy that is consistent with its governing statute.

Under its legal authorltles, EPA's responsibility at Superfund
sites is to undertake remedial actions that are necessary in order
to protect the public health, welfare and the environment. 1In
Section 121 of. CERCLA, Congress provides gu1de11nes whieh the Agen-
cy must follow in selecting remedies that assure protection of
human Health and the environment. These guidelines are discussed
below. :

In Section 121(b), Congress creates a statutory preference for
remedial actions in which treatment permanently and significantly
reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility ‘of the hazardous
substance, pollutants or contaminants. In assessing various
permanent solutions, EPA must specifically address the long-
term effectiveness of the different alternatlves. EPA shall,

at a minimum, take into account: S

(A) the long-term uncertainties associated with land disposal;

(B) the goals and requirements of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA); '

(C) the per51stence, toxicity, mobllty and prOpen51t1es of the
hazardous substances and constituents to bloaccumulate,

(D) the short and long-term potential for adverse health
.effects from human exposure;

(E}) long-term maintenance cosés;
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(F) the potential for future remedial action costs_if.the
alternative remedial action in question were to fail;

(G) the potential threat to human health and the environment
associated with excavation, transportation, and redisposal,
or containment. ' -

Congress prescribes that in choosing its final remedy, EPA must
select a remedial action that uses solutions and alternative
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to

- the max1mum extent practicable.

In Section 121(d)(2), Congress provides that EPA's remedial
action, when conducted on-site, must comply with appllcable .

- or relevant and appropriate environmental standards established’
under Federal ‘and State environmental laws (such applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirement sometimes will be referred
to as ARARs)

I Sectlon 121(d)(3), Congress establlshed requ1rements for

. actions involving the transfer of any hazardous substances or

pollutants or. contaminants off- ~site (e.g., to an off-site commercial
treatment or disposal fac111ty). This Section requires that the
off-site facility be operatlng in compliance with Section 3004

and 3005 of RCRA (or, .where in c¢ompliance with other applicable
Federal law) and with all State requirements. In addition, this

. Section provides further restrictions regarding the use of off-

site land disposal facilities that are releasing hazardous waste

or hazardous waste constituents to groundwater, surface water

or 5011. .

Section 121(a) requires the selection of a remedy which, in
-addition to meeting all other criteria of Section 121, provides
for cost-effective response. 1In evaluation cost-effectiveness
-of remedial alternatives, EPA must take into account the short-
term and lQng-term costs of these alternatives: including the
-costs of operation and maintenance for the entire period durlng
which such act1v1t1es will be required. - :

The alternatives evaluation portlon of this document -compared

and evaluated the alternatives in terms of nine key criteria .
which directly relate to factors CERCLA §121 mandates the Agency
to assess. The nine criteria summarize CERCLA §121(b)(1) (A-G)
and are as follows:



-58~

1. compllance with applicable or relevant and approprlate
requlrements (ARARs),

2. reductlon of tox1c1ty,tmobilityior volume,
v 3. Shomt-ﬁerm effectiveness,.

4. long-term effectiveness and permanence,

5. implementability,

6. cost,

7. community acceptance,

8. state acceptance amd

9. overall protection of human health and the environment.

The narrative which follows w111 descrlbe the selected remedy
in further detail.

A) Description of the selected remedy.

'lf,‘soopé;endthnction‘of the femedyy”

The selected remedy for the Renora, Inc. site is Alternative 5.
This alternative consists of the following components:

° excavation of all PCB-contaminated soils containing concen-
trations above 5 ppm (approximately 1100 cy) and off-site
landfill disposal’

° biodegradation of all PAH-contaminated soils containinéf
concentrations. above lQ,ppm‘(approximately 4400 cy)

® -use of groundwater as an 1rrlgat10n medium for the blo-
remediation system

° backfllllng, gradlng and revegetatlon

Figure 3-6 illustrates the areas of soil excavatlon and blo—
'remedlatlon for Alternatlve 5. .

2. Performance Goals

a. Managﬁment of Mlggatlon "_ .
The Remedlal Investlgatlon (RI),‘completed May, 1987, includes
investigations of soils, groundwater, surface water, sediments
and air. The results of the RI 'indicate that there are no off-
site public health and/or environmental impacts dlrectly
attributable to the Renora site operations. ,

.
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With respect to each environmental medla 1nvest1gated a.
- determination.that no management of migration measures’
were necessary a$ part of the overall remedy is -based on
the following rationale.

Surficial soils (0-2 feet) are primarily contaminated

with PCBs and PAHs and to a lesser extent with volatile
organic compounds, acid extractable compounds, other base
neutral compounds and heavy metals. The southwest corner of
the site contains the most extensive horizontal and vertical
distribution of contaminant groups. However, contaminants
are found to a depth of 12 feet at some other locations
on-site. The results of the RI confirm other information
concerning the site history (including aerial photographs)
which show that _the nature of the Renora operations involved
surface storage “of: waste that was confined to the area of the

NifClementl property currently enclosed by .a perimeter fence.

There was no movement of soil contaminants attributable

to the site from the fenced area. Therefore, no management of
migration measures for soils were determined to be necessary as
part of the overall remedy. :

The shallow groundWater beneath ‘the site is contamlnated w1th
chloroethane, (a volatile organic compound) and low levels

of heavy metals. This contamination is likely to have resulted
from leaks and spills from storage containers (drums, tankers)
_that were’ abandoned at the site. The groundwater investigation
revealed that shallow groundwater flows northwest directly
discharging into the Mill Brook. Piezometer data adjacent to
Mill Brook indicated .that groundwater northwest of Mill Brook
(on the Edison Glen residential complex side of the Brook)

also flows toward Mill Brook. Based on this information, no
movement of shallow groundwater is expected beneath the Mill
Brook.: : .

There is limited vertical permeablllty due to hlghly

weathered, clay-rich bedrock which underlies alluvial material
at the site. There are two other factors acting in conjuriction
with highly weathered, clay-rich bedrock.to limit vertical
permeability. They are the low hydraulic conductivity of the
fill and alluvium beneath the site and absorption and very
limited solubility of most the contaminants identified in

- site soil/fill which are responsible. for the greater _
concentrations of some contaminants (primary PCBs and PAHs)

. in the surficial soil and the lack of all but chloroethane

and heavy metals in the shallow groundwater. Therefore, no.
management of migration measures for groundwater were determlned
to be necessary as part of the overall remedy. :



-60-

Surface water and sediment sampling and analysis revealed similar
levels of containment groups in upstream and downstream locations
with the exception of PAHs in sediments. PAH concentrations were
somewhat higher at the downstream sediment sampling location.’
Stormwater run-off crosses the site which could erode surficial
soil and transport to other locations on the site or the Mill
Brook, PAHs adsorbed to soil could be transported by this process
and would probably accumulate in stream channel or flood plain
sediments downstream. The PAH compounds in the stream sediment,
which are also found in site soil/fill, may also be from an
offsite upgradient sources including but not necessarily limited
to other commercial operations on the Clementi property. It is
possible that the greater concentrations in the downstream
sediment  sample are due to a greater accumulation of fine-
grained sediments from the lower stream velocity. Therefore,

the lack of 51gn1f1cant1y greater downstream surface water

and sediment concentratlons of contaminants and the multitude

.of potential sourceés contributing PAHs to the. Mill Brook were’
determinants that no management of migration measures are
necessary as part of the overall remedy.

Air quality monitoring conducted as part of the health and
safety program during the -remedial investigation did not

reveal any site-related veolatile organic emissions. Therefore,
no management of ‘migration measures were deemed necessary as
part of the overall remedy. °

'On—51te 501ls and.groundwater are the environmental media o
addressed by the selected remedy. The remedial investigation -
showed that there are no off-site impacts directly attributable
_to site operations. Therefore, no management of migration K
measures were selected as part of the overall remedy for any
environmental media.

- b. Source Control
.i. contaminated- medla and,
ii. type and volume of waste

At the Renora, Inc. faczllty, on-site surface and subsurface
501ls as well as groundwater have been shown to be contaminated.

Twelve soil sampling locations (sampled at 2-3 depths per
location) were selected based on the site history, test pit
program results. and rem0val action observations and results.
For surface .soils and PAHs and PCBs are the predominant con-
taminants, (0-2 feet), but there is surficial soil contamina-
tion with other contaminant groups to a lesser.groups degree-
The bulk of the contamination ‘is’ limited to surficial soil as
a result of the contaminants high rate of adsorption and low
solubility. :
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Subsurface soils are contaminated with PAHs to a depth of

twelve feet at some locations. Volatile organic coumpounds,

PCBs and acid extractable compounds are found to a lesser

degree, to a depth of eight feet. The southwest corner of the
site contains the most extensive lateral and vertical distribution
of contaminant groups in surface and subsurface soils. Figure

5-2 illustrates the distribution of contaminant groups . in

soils at the site.

The volume of PCB-contaminated soils to be excavated and landfilled
off-site, which also include soils contalnlng PAHs, volatile
organics and acid extractable compounds is approximately 1100

cubic yards.

The volume of PAH-contaminated soils, which would also include.
soils containing volatile organics and acid extractable compounds ,
to be bloremedlated is approx1mately 4400-cubic yeards.‘.

- Figure = 3- 6 dellneates those areas de51gnated for PCB excavatlon
and .PAH bioremediation. .

The nature and extent of groundwater contamination was assessed :
via installation:of five monitoring wells and three piezometers. - -
The results of the investigation indicate that groundwater
flows toward Mill Brook. There is-limited vertical migraten
of groundwater contaminants due to; 1) adsorption and limited’
.nsolub1l1ty of most of the contaminants identified, 2) the low .
hydraulic conduc¢tivity of the fill and alluvium and 3) the
limited vertical permeability of highly weathered, clay-rich
bedrock underlying the alluvium. Groundwater at the site has
been shown to be primarily contaminated with chloroethane, a
volatile organic compound and slightly elevated concentrations
of chromium, cadmium, lead, and arsenic. Figure '11-4 provides
as illustration of the distribution of contaminants in groundwater.

iii. tagggt treatment levels
iv. target residual levels .

Criteria were established to provide performance levels for
on-site tréatment alternatives. During development of the
feasibility study, Federal and State-applicable or relevant _
and appropriate requirements (ARARs) as well as Federal and State
Criteria, guidances and Advisories were considered for site
remediation. ARARs were utilized in conjunction with ant1c1pated
performance capabilities of the technologles evaluated to .
establish target treatment/residual levels.. A more detailed
discussion of establishment of ARARs is found in the subsequent
portion of this document addressing-consistency with other
environmental laws. Surface water, sediments and air were.
environmental media determined not to warrant remedial action
based on the results of the remeldal investigation and endangerment
‘assessment.
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Target: treatment/re51dual levels for'soil'conteminants are
as follows: . S

total volatile organics. : 1 ppm
total PAHs : 10 ppm
total petroleum hydrocarbons 100 ppm
cadmium 3 ppm
zinc 350 ppm
PCBs ' 5 ppm -

Excavation of PCB-contaminated soils and bioremediation of PAH
contaminated soils are expected to provide clean-up to the

target treatment/residual levels. The excavation and off-site
landfilling of PCB contaminated soils can be conducted in a
relatively short time frame. This removes contaminated soils

not readily amenable to bioremediation. However, by removing
PCB-contaminated soils, the bulk of the contaminated soils
(approximately 60% of the total) which remain are amenable .to
onsite bioremediation. Available scientific literature and its
use in the o0il refining industry indicate that the bioremediaton
aspect of the selected alternative will achieve the target treatment/
residual levels. However, a pre-design treatability study will be
necessary to refine the operatlng parameters for the system to be
.utlllzed at the site. ' :

'Target treatment/re51dual levels for groundwater contaminants
are as follows:

total volatile organics ' 50 ppb
arsenic . o _ o 50 ppb
cadmium : ' 10 ppb
- chromium- (hexavalent) .~ : : "~ 50 ppb

lead , ° S0 ppb

For the selected remedy, utilization of groundwater as an
irrigation medium for the bioremediation system is the principal
mechanism by which achievement of target treatment/residual
levels is expected. Contaminant source removal (contaminated
soils) and natural attenuation via discharge of groundwater to
the Mill Brook are secondary, yet importment mechanisms which
will provide reduction of contaminants in groundwater. Although
groundwater does not pose a public health risk, achievement of
‘target treatment/residual levels will result in restoration of
groundwater quality to potable water standards.
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v. estimated.time

Excavation and off-site landfilling of PCB-contaminated soils
is expected to be completed in a relatively short time frame (6
mos. - 1 year) after signing of the ROD. Rapid completion of
the PCB-contaminated soils removal leaves PAH-contaminated
soils which are amenable to bioremediation. The critical path
to completion of the remedy becomes completing a pre-design
treatability study to refine the operating parameters of the
bioremediation system followed by design and construction of the
bioremediation system. The treatability study can be conducted
simultaneously with implementation of the PCB-contaminated
soils excavation and off-site landfilling phase of the remedy.
Therefore, the estimated time frame for implementation of the
entire remedy is 1-2 years after signing of the ROD. :

j(ﬁ) Statutory Determinations

1. Protectlveness

To a551st in determining the impact of the site on public health
and the environment, an endangerment assessment was conducted
"for the site. - It was determined that substantial ‘risks to. ,
human health exist under a number of: exposure scénarios based

on the current and antic1pated future land uses of the site.

For_current and future land uses of the 51te,.exposure scenarios
evaluated assumed -no remediation at the site and no site access
restrictions,. although the site is currently fenced. Under current
.. land-use conditions evaluated, there is a potential risk of
"exposure to children trespassing- the site, via direct contact and
subsequent incidental ingestion of soil contaminants. Future
.land-use conditions evaluated showed a potential risk of exposure
to residents or workers in light industrial operations via direct
contact and subsequent incidental. ingestion should the site be
used for re51dent1al or commerc1al purposes, respectively.'

The endangerment assessment con51dered 1ngestlon of groundwater
" as a potential pathway of exposure. Drinking water in the area .
is provided by a public supply system. There are no local
domestic wells utilizing site groundwater. Site groundwater
"discharges directly to the Mill Brook. Therefore, it was
determined that there is no current or expected future exposure
to groundwater through 1ngest10n. ' .
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. Children playing in the Mill Brook was. also considered in

the endangerment assessment as a potential pathway of exposure.
Although children may be likely to play in Mill Brook on occasion,
the potential for significant exposure to result through dermal
absorption and incidental ingestion is determined to be negligible.
Since Mill Brook is very shallow, wading in the Brook is unlikely
to result in exposure to much skin surface area. The only chemicals
detected in both brook water and sediment are metals, which are not
readily absorbed through the skin. Although the organic compounds
detected in sediments that may be site related (PAHs) have some,
albeit a small potential (on the order of 1%) to absorb through
skin, absorption through the skin from Mill Brook sediments is
expected to be minimal because of the constant dilution afforded

by water contacting the skin and the very slow absorptlon of
chemicals through feet.

It should be noted that there are uncertainties associated with
the estimated of risks and the assumptions made in developing
these estimates tend to be conservative, ie., with a tendency
towards over estimations. The actual risks are not likely to
exceed those calculated, but may be substantially lower. The
critical tox1c1ty values incorporate uncertainty factors that

" provide a margin of safety agalnst adverse health effects.

The selected remedy will m1t1gate potential public health_and
environmental risks determined to be significant by the
endangerment assessment. Excavation of PCB contaminated soils -
‘and off-site 1andf1111ng will physically remove hazardous
substances, pollutants and contaminants from the site. Bio-
remediation of PAH-contaminated soils will permanently and
significantly reduce the toxicity, volume and moblllty of
hazardous substances, pollutants and.contaminants via on-site
-treatment. Upon successful completlon of the remedy, on-site
-surface and .subsurface soils will have been remediated to 'the
aforementioned target/residual levels which are protective of
public health and the environment and prov1de for unrestricted
use. at the site.

Although groundwater at the site does not present a publlc

. health risk there will be treatment of groundwater principally
-.through its use as an irrigation medium in the bioremediation
system. Additionally, removal of contaminated soils which could
serve as a source of groundwater contamination and natural
attenuatlon by. virtue of. groundwater discharge to the Mill Brook ,
are mechanisms which will aid in the reduction of contaminant S
~levels to the target treatment/re51dua1 levels, while not
significantly impacting the Mill Brook. _ ’
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Therefore there is overall-protection'of public health and
the environment. Successful completion of the selected remedy
will result in unrestrlcted use of the site.

2. anslstency with other laws.

During development of the feasibility study, applicable or relévant’
and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and Criteria, Guidances and
Advisories to be considered were established for site remediation..
Table 3-1 and 3-3 list ARARs and/or Criteria, Guidances that

are expected to be attained or exceeded by the selected

remedy.

Table 3-1 presents a "New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection (NJDEP) Summary of Approaches to Soil Cleanup Levels."
The listed soil cleanup levels were established by NJDEP as
chemical class cleanup objectives for use as a surrogate or

" ~action level. These are conservatively set up to indicate if a

N

closer look ' at~the.individualuchemicals comprising the waste

is warranted. 1In the case of PCBs, risk assessment methodology
was used to establish the cleanup objective. For individual
metals, cleanup levels have been established based on expected
background concentrations in New Jersey soils. The soil cleanup
levels were submltted by NJDEP as proposed ARARs.

EPA's "Interim Gu;danceeon-Compllance,w1th Appllcable or Relevant

- and. Appropriate Regquirements,® (OSWER 9234.0-05) provides guidance

on identifying State ARARs.  As specifically mandated by CERCLA
§121(d)(2)(A), remedies must comply with "any promulgated standard,
requirement, criteria, or limitation under a State environmental
or facility siting law that .is more stringent than any Federal

.standard, requirement, criteria, or limitation "if the former is

applicable or relevant and appropriate to the hazardous substance
or release 1n questlon._

Appllcable requirements are deflned as those cleanup standards,
standards of eontrol, and other_substant;ve environmental pro-
tection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under
Federal or State law that specifically address a hazardous
substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, 1ocat10n

or other c1rcumstance at a CERCLA site. _

" Relevant and approprlate requ1rements are defined as those

cleanup standards of control, and other substantive environmental
protection requirements, ‘criteria, ot . limitations promulgated’

.. under Federal of State law that, while not "applicable” to a

hazarddus- substance, pollutant, ‘contaminant, remedial action,

ldcation. or other circumstance-at a CERCLA site, -address problems
or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at. the -
CERCLA 'site that.their use is well su1ted to the particular site.
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Non-bfoﬁﬁ)gated advisories or guidanoe.documents issued by Federal
or State-governments do not have the status of potential ARARS.

. However, they may be considered in determining the ‘necessary level
. of cleanup for protection of public health and the environment.

EPA has taken ‘this guidance into consideration in order to carefully
evaluate NJDEP's submittal of their ARARs. For both the soil and
groundwater ARARs, proposed ARARs submitted by NJDEP are outside

the scope of state requirements the statute considers promulgated.
"Promulgated” requirements are laws imposed by State legislative
'bodies and regulations developed by state agencies that are of
general applicability and are legally enforceable. Therefore,
proposed ARARs submitted which represent State cleanup approaches

in the case of soils and interim groundwater cleanup guidance

cannot be treated as ARARs under SARA. : '

However,-NJDEP s proposed_ARARs haVe been considered heavily both
in the remedial investigation (RI) and in the feasibility study
“(FS). 1In the RI, the proposed ARARs submitted by NJDEP have been
utilized to aid in the evaluation of the extent of contamination
- at the site. For the FS, alternatives evaluated address
remediation of soils and groundwater to the levels submitted as
‘proposed ARARS by NJDEP. Therefore, NJDEP proposed ARARs were
;'categorlzed as Criteria, Guidances and Advisories to be con51dered
- for remediation.

- Table-3-3 lists both Federal and State ARARs as well as Criteria,
Guidances and Advisories which were considered for groundwater.

" According to "Guidelines for Groundwater Classification under
the EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy" - Final Draft

(foice of Groundwater Protection - WH=-550G), groundwater at the
site is considered Class 11b. Therefore, Maxlmum Contaminant
Levels (MCLs) set under the Safe Drinking Water Act and New Jersey
Groundwater Standards (NJAC 7::9-6.6) are Federal and State
relevant and appropriate requirements. .In addition, Federal and
‘State (e.g. New Jersey Interim Groundwater Cleanup Guidance) "
Criteria, Guidances and Advisories were considered. . :

- . Although the 51te is not a RCRA fac111ty, ‘the selected remedy‘

involves on-site “hazardous waste land treatment. Therefore,

. 40 CFR 264 Part M of RCRA is a relevant and appropriate require-
ment., Treated soil and groundwater should also meet the require-
ments of RCRA corrective action, which are also relevant: and

~ appropriate. The selected remedy is expected to meet or. exceed
these RCRA requirements.. .
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3. Cost-effectiveness.and Utilization of Permanent Solutions
and Alternative Treatment Technologies or Resource Recovery
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practlcable_“

The principal potent1a1 risks posed by the site under current

" and future use conditions involve residential and worker

exposure to contaminated soils via direct contact and subsequent
incidental ingestion. The two principal contaminants of concern
are PCBs and PAHs. The risks are mitigated by the selected remedy.

Excavation of contaminated soils with PCBs greater than 5 ppm
and offsite ‘'landfill disposal removes 1100 cy of contaminated
soils to an offsite, landfill. This excavation permanently reduces
the volume of contaminants from the site. Short-term effectlveness
concerns including generation of contaminant laden dusts, '
transport, and redisposal of contaminated soils are minimal

and can be effectively mitigated through dust suppression,
..adherence. to proper worker health and safety protocols and

- adherence to proper hazardous waste transport and off-site-
dlsposal protocols. The removal of PCB-contaminated soils to
'dn offsite landfill can be corfducted initially and in a
relatively short time frame. The PCB-contaminated soils are

not readily amendble to bioremediation.  Removal and disposal

of these soils via off-site landfilling leaves behind: the

larger volume of PAH-contamlnated 50115 whlch are amenable to
bioremediation. ‘ P

..Bioremediation of soils contaminated with PAHs greater than

10 ppm requires a pre-design treatability study to refine the
operating parameters of the system. Upon completion of the
treatability study, implementation of the bioremediation system
will significantly and permanently reduce the toxicity, volume
and mobility of approximately 5500 cy of contaminated soils,
which represents 60% of contamlnated soils at the 51te.

The relatlve ease with whlch thls portion of the alternative
‘can be' implemented may be constrained by factors encountered

as result of deeper excavation and treatment of PAH contaminated
soils. For example, the mixture of fill and what appears to

be demolition debris encountered during excavation my include .
large pieces of debris (i:.e., concrete) that will require
decontamination. Decontamination. of such.debris could result
in generation of ‘a liquid that contaln,hazardqus substances

that may require treatment and/or disposal.

Bioremediation of soils is considered an innovative treatment
technology in the field of hazardous waste management. As a
pre-requiste to implementation, a treatability study is-

necessary to refine operating parameters of the bioremediation
system. However, available information on use of bioremediation
at other hazardous waste sites and in the oil refining industry
indicates that bioremediation can significantly and permanently
reduce the levels of PAHs to the target treatment/residual levels
which are protective of public health and the environment.
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)

Groundwater does not pose a public health risk. However,
utilizing groundwater as an irrigation medium for the
bioremediation system, - source removal (contaminated soils)

and natural attenuation via discharge of groundwater to the

Mill Brook are expected to restore groundwater quality to
potable water quality standards. Groundwater used an irrigation
medium in the bioremediation system is the principal mechanism
that would permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity,
volume and mobility of groundwater contaminants. .

A potential constraint to successful implementation of this
aspect of the selected alternative is the potential for
insufficient-reduction of the levels of groundwater contaminants
via its use as an irrigation medium in the bioremediation
system. This problem can be effectively mitigated through

the use of an activated carbon unit as a pre-or post-.
bloremedlatlon step prior to return of groundwater to the site.

The need for long term management of the site should not be
necessary once verification. samples indicates that the
alternative has met its performance criteria. The prospect
for long-term reliability of the alternative wduld be
established by the- pre~design treatability work and subsequent
,fverlflcatlon sampllng. However,; as this remedy is: permanent

~ and :substantially reduces the toxicity, . mob111ty and volume.:
of contamlnatlon the likelihood of remedy replacement 1sclow.
- Implementation of. the selected remedy (Alternative °5) represents'
the best combination of the factors evaluted to achieve a '
preference for treatment to the maximum extent practicable. *

Alternatives 1 through 4 are not considered permanent remedies
that are protective of public health and the environment nor

do these remedies provide a significant and permanent reduction
of the tox101ty, moblllty and volume of contaminated 50113

and groundwateru

Alternatives 6 through 8 are considered permanent remedies ' .
(if offsite disposal is by incineration for Alternatives 6

and 8) that are equally effective and protective of public
health and the environment. These remedies significantly
reduce the toxicity, (if offsite disposal is by incineration
for Alternative 6 and 8) mobility and volume of contaminants
. at the site. In fact, these remedies would greatly exceed

the clean-up criteria established for the site but would not
provide any significantly greater degree of protectiveness of
public health.and the environment or permanence once the
remedy was implemented. ThHe incremental costs associated.

with implementing any of these -alternatives does not result

in any greater removal of contaminants above target treatment/
residual levels. Implementation of any of these alternatives -
would not result in providing any greater protection of public
health or the environment that would justify the incremental
cost increase., .
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Therefore, based on the alternatives evaluation, Alternative

5 was selected as the remedy to be implemented at the site.
_Alternative 5 reduces the contaminant load at the site to the
same extent as Alternatives 6 through 8. The excavation and’
off-site landfilling of PCB~contaminated soils is the most
rapid, cost effective way to remove a relatively small con-
taminant load thereby allowing on-site treatment of the

larger volume of PAH-contamjinated soils. The selected remedy
provides a cost effective, permanent solution to the contamina-
tion problems attributable to the site by employing an innovative
treatment technology as a major portion of the total remedy

to permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, volume

and mobility of the contaminants at the site. It will eliminate
the potential exposure pathways of public health and envxronmental
concern thereby eliminating the risk posed by the site.
Implementation of .the remedy can be.accomplished relatively
quickly (1-2 years) without creating any significant
inconvenience or additional risk to nearby residents. The
selected clean-up criteria established for the site will be

met or exceeded. Upon completlon of the remedy future site

uses w1ll be unrestrlcted. .

o -



REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

RENORA, INC.

PRESENT WORTH.

COosT ($1,000) -

"TIME TO
_IMPLEMENT

ADDENDUM I

'FEASIBILITY STUDY SUMMARY

" COMMENTS

1.

No Action with
Periodic
Monitoring

270

No physical on-site rémediation, groundwater
. monitoring program quarterly up to 30 years

if ‘necessary for VOCs, metals of concern and

- total petroleum hydrocarbons, annual on- site

1nspect10n for (e.g. fence maintenance), risk
to ‘public health & environment not mitigated

/ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT ATTAIN ANY ARARs OR CRI-
. TERIA, GUIDANCES, ADVISORIES -CONSIDERED

Clay-Soil Cap,
Revegetation
and Periodic
Monitoring

453

1 year

"1) 6" gravel vent layer

. . bottom
2)-layer of geotextile filter Eabrlc -
3). 12" compacted clay .

4) 18" clean fill o :
5) 6" topsoil . I " top

6) diversion swales

' 7) revegetation

groundwater monitoring as per Alt. #1, on-
site inspection.(e.g. fence maintenance),

" reduces risk to, public health & environment

ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT ATTAIN ANY ARARs OR CRI-

vTERIA, GUIDANCES, ADVISORIES CONSIDERED

PCB/PAH .Soil
Excavation off-
site Disposal
(Landfill/In-
cineration)

Periodic Monit-
oring

2,166-LF
18,179-Incin

,lfyear

',All PCB contaminated soils » 5ppm removed
(1,100 cy) PAH contaminated soils > 10ppm

removed to a depth of 4 ft. (2,600 cy),

post-excavation verification sampling,

quarterly groundwatevomonltorlng, constraints

- include segregation of large pieces of

demolition debris (e.g. concrete slabs)

risk to public'health mitigated, site re-use
allowed for light industrial uses
ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT ATTAIN ALL ARARs OR
CRITERIA, GUIDANCES, ADVISORIES CONSIDERED



'PRESENT WORTH

PO

TIME .TO

" tion with off-site
. Disposal (Landfill/

Incineration),
Excavation and
Biodegradation of
PAHs, Treatment of
groundwater via its
use as an irriga-
tion medium in bio-
remediation system,
Soil cap & revege-
tation

6,021 - Incin.

cost of LF &
Incineration
includes bio-
degradation,

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE COST ($1,000) IMPLEMENT COMMENTS
‘4. PCB Soil Excava- 1,248 - LF 1-2 yrs. | All PCB contaminated soils removed to 5 ppm
tion with off-site 5,868-Incin. . (1100 cy), on-site biodegradation of PAH
. Disposal (Land- , ‘contaminated soils to a depth of .4 feet
i.'fi11/Incinera- cost of LF (2600 cy), Passive groundwater treatment
‘ tion), Excavation & Incinera- via its use during biodegradation, verifi-
and Biodegradation tion incl. ification sampling of soils and ‘groundwater
of PAHs, Revegeta- biodegra-~ monitoring, constraints include potential
tion, Periodic - dation lack of available working space, segregation
Monitoring ‘ of large pieces of demolition debris, and
: need for treatability study to determine
optimal biodegradation technology, risk to.
“public-health mitigated, ‘significantly redu-
ces volume, toxicity & mobility of waste by
employing innovative technology, allows for
future I'ight industrial uses,
ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT ATTAINALL ARARS OR
CRITERIA, GUIDANCES, ADVISORIES CONSIDERED
5. PCB Soil Excava- 1,401 - LF 1-2 yrs. '| Preferred-alternative, all PCB contaminated

soils (1,100 cy) removed .to Sppm, for land-
fill/incineration, all PAH 'contaminated soils
(4,400 cy) excavated and subject to bio-
degradation, groundwater dewatering and use .
as an irrigation medium for biodegradation-
system, constraints include soil excavation
below water table, lack of adequate staging.
area, segregation of demolition debris and
need for treatability study, significantly .

.reduces volume, toxicity & mobility via inno-

vative technology & mitigates public health
risks, future re-use of site allowed
ALTERNATIVE ATTAINS ALL ARARs & CRITERIA,
ADVISORIES, GUIDANCES CONSIDERED
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i PRESENT WORTH TIME TO
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE COST ($1,000) IMPLEMENT " COMMENTS
6. PCB Soil Excava- 3,047 - LF 1-2 yrs.| All PCB contaminated soils removed to 5 ppm
tion with off-~ 26,244~-1Incin. (1,100.cy), all PAH contaminated soils above
site disposal .10 ppm removed (44400.cy), slurry wall in-
(Candfill/In- cost of LF & ¢ stallation to isolate groundwater flowing
~cineration), Incineration through site, collected groundwater flows
' ‘Excavation and. includes through series of carbon filtration units to
Off-site Disposal groundwater remove  volatiles and low levels of metals,
(Landfill/Incin- treatment constraints include segregation of demoli-
eration) of PAHs, -tion debris, maintenance of carbon for
slurry wall groundwater treatment, need for treatability
installation, | study for groundwater, alternative mitigates
groundwater pump | public health risk & allows for future light
. & on-site treat- - industrial uses, this alternative does not pro-
ment vide any additional protection of public health
& the environment to Justlfy the significant in-
crease in cost,
_ ALTERNATIVE ATTAINS ALL ARARs & CRITERIA,
N GUIDANCES ADVISORIES CONSIDERED
7. PCB Excavation of 1,621-LF - 1-2 yrs All 'PCB contaminated soils (1100 cy)

Soils/Off-site

Disposal (Landfill}:

Incineration),
Excavation and
Biodegradation of
PAHs, Slurry Wall

- Installation,

Groundwater pump &
on-site treatment,
Soil cap, revege-.
tation

6,013-Incin.

cost of LF &
Incineration
includes
biodegrada-
tion and
groundwater
treatment

| vated and subject to
.groundwater pumping as described in Alt.6,

landfill/incineration,
soils (4400 cy) exca-
‘biodegradation,

removed to 5 ppm for
all PAH contaminated

treatment of groundwater involves its
utilization as an irrigation medium

"slurry wall installation to isolate
~groundwater, constraints include soil

excavation below the water'table, lack of
adequate staging area, segregation of

‘demolition debris and need for treatability

Alternatlve 51gn1f1cant1y reduces volume,
mob111ty and toxicity via an innovative
technology and mitigates public health risk.
future re-use of site for light industries,

~this alternative does not provide any addition-

al protection of public health & the environ-
ment to justify the significant increase in cost
ALTERNATIVE ATTAINS ALL ARARs & CRITERIA,
ADVISORIES AND GUIDANCES CONSIDERED

[ 4



PRESENT WORTH

-4-

TIME TO

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE COST ($1,000) IMPLEMENT i} COMMENTS
8. Complete Excavation 8,617-LF 1-2_yts; Removal of all contaminated soils to back-

-with Off-site Disposal
(Landfill/Incineration
Slurry Wall Installat-
ion, Groundwater pump-
ing On-site Treatment,
Soil Cap, Revegetation

76,657~ In01n.

cost of LF &
Incineraton
includes
groundwater
treatment

ground concentrations (16,000 cy) for land-
filling/incineration, groundwater pump and
treat as per Alt. 6, Constraints include
soil excavation below water table, ‘'segre-
gation of demolition debris, need for

.treatability study, Alt. completely re-
- 'stores site and mitigates.public health risk,

this alternative does not provide any addi-
tional protection of public health & the environ-

‘ment to justify the significant increase in cost,

ALTERNATIVE EXCEEDS ARARs & CRITERIA, GUIDANCES

‘ADVISORIES CONSIDERED



ADDENDUM II

ENFORCbMENT ASPECTS

In October, 1977 Renora, Inc. was issued a certifieate'of Public-

Convenience and Necessity by the New Jersey Department of Public
Utilities to engage in the business of solid waste collection.
Operations apparently began in 1978 when Ronald Kaschner, Presi-
dent of Renora, Inc. leased a portion of the Clementi property
through an oral agreement. .

The first recorded facility-inspection was by NJDEP in July,
1978. It was found that the facility was accepting wastes
that were nhot consistent with its registration. This was

. based on observations of oil spills and storage of drums,

some of which were leaking. . Renora was determined to be
operating as a special waste transfer fac111ty w1thout properf
" registration. . o

Renora submitted a Special Waste Facility Application and was
granted a Temporary Operating Authorization (TOA) as a Special
‘Waste Facility in December, 1978 by the NJDEP.. Under -the TOA
Renora was able to accept wastes including, but not limited to

" ...waste oil, waste oilssludges and hazardous waste liquids. The

. .TOA expired in April 4979 and as a result of inspections by
* the NJDEP and thé Edison Townshlp Department of Health; the.
TOA. was not renewed. S

Subsequent inspection reports by the Edison Township Department
of Health and NJDEP through March 1980 indicated that there was
storage of drums in fluctuating numbers at the site and that

the general condition: of the site was deteriorating. In late.
March 1980 the NJDEP Solid Waste Administration {SWA) issued

a Notjce of Prosecution ordering that Renora halt 'all operations
and implement remediation at the site. There was minimal
compliance with the Notice of Prosecution.

In July 1980, the NJDEP-Office of Hazardous Substance Control
(OHSC) sent a directive/notice of violation concerning the
increasingly deteriorating conditions at the site.” In
August 1980 Kaschner/Renora and the NJDEP entered into an
Order and  Settlement Agreement for site cleanup,whlch would
address concerns of the NJDEP-SWA and the NJDEP-OHSC. Due
to insufficient compliance with the terms of the agreement,
NJDEP sent a Notice of Revocation in November 1980 which
revoked Renora's registration to collect and haul solid and
hazardous waste. :

s
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: From November 1980 through July 1981, numerous 51te 1nspectlons
by the NJDEP and the_Edison Township Department of Health

revealed.that conditions at the site had progre581vely deteriora-

ted. In late July 1981, NJDEP filed a Verified: Complalnt,
supporting affidavits and an Order to Show Cause against-
Kaschner, Renora ‘and-the Clementis' requesting closure of the
facility, unannounced access by NJDEP, requiring that the
facility be secured, and requiring posting of a performance
bond. The business records of Renora were seized by NJDEP in
September 1981.

The facility was placed on EPA's National Priority List in
December. 1982.

The Clementis subsequently filed a thlrd-party actxon against
a number of the PRPs who were involved in the RI/FS. On or
about August 1, ‘1983, a consent order was entered pursuant

to which further proceedings were stayed while NJDEP and the
‘other parties attempted to negotiate a settlement of the
lawsuit. Currently, the litigation is in an inactive status.

Negotiations between NJDEP and a group of responsible parties
continued until August 1984,  In April 1984, NJDEP had sent

a directive létter to the responsible parties requesting a
cleanup proposal, which was submitted in June 1984.

However, in- August ‘1984 the NJDEP,.ln consultation with EPA
determined the need fdr-a removal action at the Renora site
based on the potential for imminent and substantial endanger-
ment to the public health, welfare and the ehvironment.

EPA sent official notification to approximately seventy (70)
.potential responsible parties (PRPs) on September 17, 1984

. that EPA would conduct an Immediate Removal Action (Removal
Action) as defined in the National Contingency-Plan, 40

C.F.R. Part 300 at the site. On September 28, 1984 EPA

issued an Administrative Order pursuant to §106 of the Compre-
hensive Environmental -Response, Compensation and Liability
Act, 42 U.S.C. §9606 (Docket No.: II-CERCLA-50112) to conduct
the Removal Action.  The PRPs immediately formed the Renora
Surficial Cleanup Trust (Cleanup Trust) and entered into

negotiations w1th EPA concerning the ‘Removal Action at the 51te.513f7?€qy

On October 22, 1984 EPA initiated the Removal Actlon by
installing a perimeter fence and securing leaks from drums

and tankers. On October 28, 1984 the Removal Action was
assumed by a contractor for the Cleanup Trust. The Removal
Action was completed in compliance with the Administrative- ,
Order on April 17, 1985,

o
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A cost recovery action was initiated against PRPs who elected
not to participate in the removal action. The case was referred
for litigation by EPA to the Department of Justice in September
.30, 1985, A lawsuit was filed on September 4, 1986. A
settlement has been reached between the United States and a
group of recalcitrant parties for approximately $78,000 costs
incurred by EPA. In addition, the State of New Jersey and the"
defendants reached a settlement for $10,500 representing State
cost expenditures. There are other recalcitrant parties to

be pursued for remaining costs incurred by EPA.

In December 1984 negotiations were initiated between EPA and
the PRPs to discuss performance of the RI/FS by the PRPs.

On May 29, 1985, an Administrative Consent Order (Docket Number:
"I1I-CERCLA-50112) was entered into between EPA and a group of
thirty-five (35)--PRPs to have the PRPs conduct the RI/FS

under oversight by EPA. The RI/FS report was submitted to

EPA in August, 1987. '

Based on the feasibility study submitted and the on-going
discussions between EPA and the PRPs; there appears to be a
strong interest on the part of the PRPs to implement the pro-
posed remedy. Special notice will be expected to be issued

to the PRPs in October or November, .1987. It 'is expected .that
a "good faith offer" would be submitted by the PRPs during -

" the initial sixty day moratorium period and thdt an agreement
for RD/RA can be consumated during the subsequent sixty day
period allowed by the special notice procedures of SARA.

~
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RENORA, INC. SITE
EDISON TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY

FINAL RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public comment period
from August 18, 1987 through September 10, 1987 for interested parties to
comment on EPA's Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Sctudy (RI/FS) end
Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Renora, Inc. site.

EPA also held a meeting with Edison Township officials on August 4, 1987 at
the Edison Municipal Complex in Edison Township, New Jersey to brief Edison
Township officials on the remedial investigation (RI) of the Renora, Inc.
site. In addition, EPA held a public meeting on September 1, 1987 at the
Edison Township Senior Citizens Building to present the findings of the RI/FS
and to address questions concerning EPA s remedial elternetives for cleenup of

" the Renora, Inc site.

A responsiveness summary is required by Superfund for the purpose of ptoviding
EPA and the public with a summary of citizen comments and concerms about the
site and EPA's responses to those concerns.

This community relations responsiveness summary for the Renota. Inc. site is
divided into the following sections:

I. zg5ngn5iz:nggg_§g!gg:j_gz;;11§!. 'This'eection briefly outlines the - °
proposed remedial alternatives and presents’EPA's pteferted tenediel
alternative for the Renora, Inc. site.

4 ]

II. Backg . Do 8. This section
provides a brief hietory of coununity intetest and concerns regard-

ing the Renora, Inc. site.

. III.

presents both oral end uritten comments submitted to EPA during the
public meeting and the public comment period, and provides EPA's
responses to these comments.

iV.‘ng:ggﬁgnggngg. This sectioniserves as an attachment for correspon-
dence received and responded to during the publicjcogment,periodr
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I. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY OVERVIEW

The Renora, Inc. site, a former, privately owned and operated special waste
facility, 1is located in the Bonhamtown section of Edison Township in Middlesex
County, New Jersey. The site was put on EPA's National Priorities List of
hazardous waste sites in December 1982. A group:of hazardous waste generators
and transporters whose wastes, vere handlad by the Renora facility formed the’
Renora Surficial Cleanup and RI/FS Trust (Trust) td address cleanup issues at
the site. With EPA oversight, the Trust initiated a removal action at the
site in October 1984. The removal action included installation of a perimeter
fence and removal of approximately 1,000 drums and their contents, 20-30
tankers and truck trailers and thelr contents, and approximately 200 tons of
visibly contaminated soils. The removal action was completed in April 1985.
An Administrative Consent Order to conduct a Remedial Investigation/Fe-
asibility Study (RI/FS) was signed between EPA and the trust in May 1985. The
RI was completed in May 1987. The FS was completed in August 1987. e

The xesults of the RI indicate that several contaminants, including polychlor-

.. inated byphenyls (PCBs), polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and -

volatile organic compounds (VOCs), were present in soils at the site. Chloro-

. _ethane (a volatile organic compound) and heavy metals were found in the

groundwater at the site.

This responsiveness summary addresses public comments on the feasibility study
(FS) for the site. The FS for the Renora, Inc. site cvaluates the following
alternatives as remedies for the soil and groundwater contamination at the

" site. Summaries of the remedial alternatives were also presented in the
August 1987 Proposed ‘Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Renora Inc.. sitc"

Alternative 1 would provide no physical on-site remediation but would
involve a groundwater monitoring program.: This alternative would not )
mitigate the risk to the public health and enviromment, but the monitor-
ing would serve as an early varning system to detect impending health -
risks or environmental impacts. An annual site inspection would be
conducted to evaluate the efifectiveness of the fence and to determine if
there is any further deterioration of the site. The cost of this
alternative is estimated at approximately $270,000.

Alternative 2 would provide for the ‘installation of a clay-soil cap over
the surface of the site which would isolate and contain contaminants.
This alternative would involve the-installition of gwales (drainage
trenches) and regrading the surface of the site ‘to facilitate drainage.

The site would be capped with layers of gravel -geotextile filter fabric,

compacted clay, common fill, and, finally, topsoil. The sice would be
revegetated and groundwater menitoring would be conducted to determine
the effectiveness of the cap. Although this would not totally destroy or
remove on-site contaminants, this alternative would mitigate the public

- : . ' 2



health risk by minimizing'direct contact with contaminated soils.. The.
cost for this alternative is estimated to be $A50.0QO.

Alternative 3 would involve excavating all polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)
.contaminated soils above 5 parts per million (ppm), 1,100 cubic yards
(cy), and all polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) contaminated soils
above 10 ppm, 2,600 cy, to a depth of 4 feet. The excavated areas would
then be backfilled with clean £ill, regraded and revegetated. Con-
taminated soil would be transported to an offsite landfill or incinerat-
or, for ultimate disposal. Therefore, the major source of groundvater
contamination would be removed. A groundwater monitoring program similar
to that described for Alternacivos 1 and 2 would be conducted.

.This alternative would also nitigate public health risks, remove the most
..8ignificant areas of soil contamination and potentinlly allow future use
of the site for light industrial structures. However, PAH contamination
" would remain in subsurface soils. The estimated cost of this alternative
is $2,200,000 1if disposal is by landfilling, and $18 200,000 if disposal
is by incineration :

' Alco:nacivu 4 vould provide cleanup of PCB and PAH contaminated soils to
the same levels (4 feet deep) as Alternative 3. The difforonco between
the alternatives is that Alternative 4 would provide treatment of PAH
~ contaminated soil on-site through biodegradation techniques rather than
excavation of the soils for offsite disposal. Offsite disposal of PCB's
'~ and on-site treatment of PAH's would remove the major source of groundwa-
ter contamination. Groundwater would be used as an irrigation medium in
the bioremediation process. This would also reduce groundwater com-. -
- tamination. .

A pre-design treatability study would be required for this alternative.
This alternative would mitigate the public health risk, significantly
reduce the volume and toxicity of the waste by employing an innovative. .
‘technology and allow for future light industrial use at the site. The -
estimated cost for this alternative is $1,200,000 {f PCB contaminated
soils are landfilled and $6,000,000 {f they are incinerated.

Alternative 5 i{s similar to Alternative & except that the dopth of .
excavation and biodegradation of PAH's is more extensive (12 feet for
Alternative 5 vs. 4 feet for Alternative 4). Therefore, this alternative

-3
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would excavate and/or treat a larger volume of soil (5,500 cy which
includes 1,100 cy of PCB's and 4,400 cy of PAH's). Offsite disposal of
PCB's and on-site treatment of PAH s would remove the major source of
groundwater contamination.

"Since groundwater may be encountered during the excavations in the
southeastern portion of the site, a vell point system may be necessary in
limited areas to allow unimpeded excavation activities. The groundwater
removed as part of the dewatering activities would then be utilized as an
irrigation medium for the bioremediation of soil. Utilizing the groundw-
ater as an irrigation medium will further reduce the low levels of
contaminants that were present in the groundwater.

A pre-design treatability study would be required for this alternative.
This alternative would mitigate the public health risk and permanently
reduce the toxicity and volume of waste at the site by employing an
innovative treatment technology allowing for future light industrial uses— -
<of the site. The estimated cost of this alternative is $1,400,000 if PCB
‘contaminated soils are landfilled and $6,000, 000 if PCB contaminated
-gsoils are incinerated . B S

. .Alternative 6 would involve excavation of all -PCB contaminated soil above

5 ppm (1,100 cy) and all PAH contaminated soil above 10 ppm (4,400 cy) to

- a depth of 12 feet.. This more extensive excavation would remove the .

source of contamination. Backfilling of excavated areas and disposal of
‘contaminated soil would be handled in the same manner as in Alternative
3 : .

In addition to excavation of contaminated soil, a pump and treat systea
would be installed to remedy groyndwater contamination. A slurry vall
for groundwater isolation would also be included. A pre-design treatabi-
lity study. vould be required for the groundwater aspect of the alter-
native. This alternative would mitigate the public health risk and
reduce the volume of waste at the sitse. The estimated cost for this
alternative is $3,000,000 if contaminnted soils are landfilled and

$26, 000,000 if they are incinerated.

Alternative. 7 is similar to Alternative 4 except that the biodegradation
process is-done to a greater depth. All PAH contaminated soils above 10
ppm (4,400 cy) will be subject to biodegradation vhich means biodegrada-
tion would be to a depth of twelve (12) feet. This more extensive on-.

site treatment of soils would remove the source of contamination. In

Q
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_addition, a slurry wall, as in Alternative 6, would be installed.
Groundwater would be pumped and used as an irrigation medium to biodegr-
ade the contaminated soils and reduce groundwater contaminants through
microbial activity. Backfilling of excavated areas and disposal of
contaminated soil would be handled {in the same manner as in Alternative
3. :

A pre-design treatability study would be required for this altermative.
This alternative would mitigate the public health risk, permanently
reduce the toxicity of the waste by employing an innovative treatment
technology, and allow for future light industrial use at the site. The
estimated cost of this alternative is $1,600,000 if PCB contaminated
soils are landfilled and $6,000,000 {f PCB contaminated soils are
incinerated.

Alterndtive 8 would provide for excavation and offsite disposal via
landfilling or incineration of all soil which exhibits contamination
above background levels., Backfilling of excavated areas would be handled

_ in the samé manner as in Alternative 3. Complete excavation would remove
the source of groundwater contamination.. A slurry wall would be can-
structed along the Mill Brook stream bank and sumps or well points vould
be established to pump groundwater and dewater areas below the water.

table. A pump and treat system would then be used to remediate groundwa- T

ter contapmination as in Alternativo 6.

A pte-design treatability study would be required for the groundwater:
aspect of this alternative. This alternative would mitigste the public
health risk, remove all s0il/fill material from the site, and allow for

- unrestricted site use. Therefore, this alternative would completely
restore the site. The estimated cost is $8,600,000 to landfill all
contaminated material and $76,600,000 to incinerate all contaminated
naterial

.' Ve ’

At the public meeting for the Renora, Inc. site on September 1, 1987, EPA
presented- their preferred remedial alternative for the cleanup of thet = -
Renora, Inc. site. After careful consideration of the-alternatives, EPA

recommends Alternative 5 as the choice for the site remedy. Cohpbnénts”_

. of this remedy are: .
e

-

-- | Excavation of a11 PCB concaninated soil containing concentrations
- .. above. 5 ppm with disposal of excavated soil to an offsite landfill
‘:;consistgnt vich EPA policy for off-siCe disposal facilities,
_--. Excavation of all PAH contaminated soil containing concen:racions,

- 3



s ¢

‘above 10 ppm with on-site treatment of excavated soil by bioremedia-
tion, using groundwater as an irrigation medium; and

-- Periodic monitoring of site groundwater.

This alternative will provide protection of public health, welfare and
the environment, remove the major source of groundwater contamina-
tion and allow for future use of the site.



II.’>BACKGRDUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERN

- The Edison Township community has been aware of contamination problems at the
Renora, Inc. site since 1978, the same year that waste transfer operations
began there. The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP)
and the Edison Township Department of Health and Human Resources (ETDHHR)
began conducting site inspections in 1978 which led to several enforcement
actions and the eventual revocation of Renora, Inc.'s operating authority in
1980. The facility was ultimately abandoned in 1982.

" At the time of abandonment, there were 20-30 tankers, tank trucks and trailers

and approximately 1000 containers and drums with their contents left on-site.

The EPA included the Renora, Inc. site on its National Priorities List of

hazardous waste sites in December 1982.

After abandonment, NJDEP and EPA located hazardous waste generators and
transporters whose vastes vere handled by the Renora facility. A group of
these responsible parties formed the Renora Surficial Cleanup and RI/FS Trust
(Trust) to address site contamination problems. The Trust performed a removal °
action in October 1984 that was completed in April 1985. An Administrative
"Consent” Order to conduct a Remedial Investigacion/?easibllity Study (RI/FS)
was signed between EPA and the Ttust in May 1985



III. SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS ARD COMMERTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC
- COMMENT PERIOD AND EPA RESPONSES TO THESE COMMENTS

EPA held a public comment period from August 18, 1987 through September 10,
1987 to receive comments on the FS and the PRAP. EPA held a public meeting on
September 1, 1987 as an opportunity for the public ‘and other interested
parties to present oral comments to EPA. These comments are recorded in a
transcript available at the Edison Township Public Library - Main Branch
located at 340 Plainfield Avenue in Edison. The comments received during the
comment period are summarized and categorized below by the following topics:

A. remedial alternatives;

B. enfotcement issues;

C. future land uses; and : o | B
' .D.  health effects.

A REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

1. sz_n;: A local official asked how much t:ime would be -required to
arrive at a final cleanup remedy and, then, to complete the cleanup. ..

EPA Response: EPA expects to sign a Record of Decision by the end °°
of September 1987. A final remedy also will be announced at that
time. EPA then will work with the responsible parties to initiste-

. design and final construction.” If necessary, EPA will conduct the
remedial design and construction with Superfund monies: EPA's goal

. 4s to work closely with Edison Township so that design and construc-
tion of the preferred alternative can be finalized by the fall of
1989. :

. 2. Comment: A local official asked what the extent of the biodeg:ida-
tion treatment process would be under Alternative 5. ’

-

" EPA Response: The areas indicated for PAH removal on the diagram
included in the PRAP (see Attachment A) define the limits of the
biodegradation treatment area. Those limits were determined by
analyzing soil samples from the site for contamination. ‘

v

3. Comment:- A local official also uked 1f tho sico vould be revegeca-
. ted. i

_ EEAM Under Altemtive 5 the preferted altemcive the

site-would be graded and revegcuted
‘-

"B. ENFORCEMENT ISSUES
1. Comment: A local official asked hov many: companies that sre
potentially responsible for site contamination are involved in the
_ cleanup and how many actually were identified. In a related



1.

1.

question in a lotter to EPA, provided as Attachnent B a local’
reaident askad vho will pay for the cleanup. :

EEA_ngngngg " There are thirty-five companies participating in the
cleanup of the Renora, Inc. site. The companies are identified

" through various sources including records of the site operator and

records from the state's mandatory system for tracking hazardous
wvastes. I1f EPA decides that a company is a potentially responsible
party (PRP), the company is offered the opportunity to do the study
and cleanup. The company is informed at the same time that it can
be held accountable for the costs through litigation. That is
essentially the process that resulted in formation of the thirty-
five company trust. The Trust has paid for cleanup and study costs
to-date. ‘

Comment: A reporterlftou the News Tribune novspapet asked {f all -
identified potentially responsible parties participated in the:
cleanup and if not, how this situation will be. rosolvod logally

-EEA_Eggngn;g Both EPA and those companies that did participate in

the cleanup can seek to recover some of their costs from the non-
participating companies. The process of recovering these costs may
require litigation. Nonetheless, all PRP's may share some liability
for the cleanup costs, depending on the judgement of the courts.

. FUTURE 1AND USES

Qg!ggn; A local official roquosted guidanco from EPA about S

potential land uses for the site.. He also indicated thnt Township

- officials would like this infotmation in writing.

zza_zggngngg Land uses for tho Renora, Inc. site should be almost
unrestricted {f the preferred remedial alternative is successfully
implemented. When EPA finishes their work at the site, it should be

- considered fully remediated. Information about the site's potentisl

land uses vill be documented {n the Record of Docision.;.

. HEALTH EFF!CTS

lengn; A local official asked what health offocts uould result
froa contact with contaminated soil at the site. ~ The official asked
if the contact poses an immediate heslth threat.

EPA Responge: EPA's calculations of the potential health risks
resulting from exposure to contaminated soils at the site-are based
on assumptions of long-term exposure. The potential for adverse
health affects from one contact is low. In addition, the site has -
been fenced to prevent any opportunities for direct contact ‘exposure
to contaminants.
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