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Abstract (Continued)

The selected remedial action for this site includes onsite ground water pumping and
treatment using precipitation, air stripping, and carbon adsorption, followed by
discharge of the treated water to onsite surface water; disposing of precipitated
sludge from the ground water treatment process offsite; regenerating the spent carbon,
and disposing of the residual offsite; and ground water monitoring. The estimated
present worth cost for this remedial action is $4,348,900, which includes an annual O&M

cost of $5466,300 for 10 years.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS: Chemical-specific ground water goals are based on
Federal or State MCLs and include PCE 1 ug/l (State MCL), TCE 1 ug/l (State MCL),

toluene 2,000 ug/l (MCL), and xylenes 44 ug/l (State MCL).
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C ST
RECORD OF DECISION

METALTEC/AEROSYSTEMS

Site Name and locatien

Metaltec/Aerosystems, Franklin Borough, Sussex County, New Jersey

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
groundwater at the Metaltec/Aerosystems site, in Franklin
Borough, which was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980,
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of
1986 and, to the extent practicable, the National 0il and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. This decision
is based on the administrative record for the site.

The State of New Jersey concurs with the selected remedy.

Assessment of the Site

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

Description of the Selected Remedy

The remedy presented in this document addresses the current and
future threats to human health and the environment associated
with the contaminated groundwater resulting from the Metaltec/
Aerosystems site. A previous Record of Decision, signed on June
30, 1986, selected a remedy for the areas which are the sources
of the groundwater contamination. . This decision document
addresses the groundwater itself.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

- Extraction of contaminated groundwater and restoration
of the groundwater to drinking water standards:;

- Treatment of extracted groundwater to levels attaining
New Jersey surface water discharge limitation
requirenments;
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- Discharge of treated groundwater to a surféce water
body:; and
- Appropriate environmental monitoring to ensure the

effectiveness of the remedy.

Statutory Detérminatiogg

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference
for remedies that employ treatment that reduces toxicity,
mobility, or volume as a principal element. Because this remedy
will not result in hazardous substances remaining on the site
above health-based levels, once fully implemented, the five year
review will not apply to this action.

/é 4-(ﬂ//J ; el /7/)?%4

//Cbnstantine Sidamon-Eristof ate
Regional Administrator



DECISION
RECORD OF DECISION

METALTEC/AEROSYSTEMS

S8ITE NAME, ILIOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

The Metaltec/Aerosystems site is located at the intersection of
Maple, Gilson, and Wildcat Roads in the Borough of Franklin,
Sussex County, New Jersey. The approximately 15.3-acre site is
located about 40 miles northwest of New York City and 12 miles
north of Interstate 80. Another major highway, State Highway 23,
traverses the area. The site location is shown on Figure 1. The
property is shown on the Borough of Franklin tax map as lot 63,
block 7, and lot 64, block 1.04. The site currently contains the
former Metaltec/Aerosystems plant, several parking areas, and a
vacant area from which contaminated soil was excavated in 1988.
The surrounding area is semi~-rural, and primarily supports
residential uses. The nearest residence is located about 600
feet south of the site. A horse farm and agricultural land are
located adjacent to the property, to the north and west. A
private golf course is located directly northeast of the site.
Historically, the area was a major supplier of zinc and iron ore,
however, the nearest mine is more than three-quarters of a mile
away. A municipal well, which was removed from service because
of contamination from the site, is located 400 feet east of the
site and is set in the bedrock aquifer. The Borough's main water
supply is the Franklin Pond, located three-quarters of a mile to
the northeast.

Topography at the site was generally formed by stream erosion, as
controlled by bedrock structure and lithology. Topographic
relief ranges from steeply sloped to gently rolling hills. The
most pronounced ridges are underlain by Precambrian crystalline
rock. Less resistant limestones, dolomites, and shales underly
the major stream valleys. Within one mile of the Metaltec site,
land surface elevations range from 760 feet above the mean sea
level (MSL) to less than 500 feet above MSL in the Wallkill River
Valley. Elevations at the site range from 512 to 539 feet above
MSL. '

The Metaltec/Aerosystems site is drained by a small, unnamed
tributary to the Wildcat Brook, which flows approximately 2,000
feet to the Wallkill River. Marshy areas exist along portions of
the unnamed tributary. Wildcat Brook is located approximately
one quarter mile northwest of the site in the middle of a broad
flood plain. Surface water in the vicinity of the site is
classified by the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection (NJDEP) as fresh-water number 2, nontrout (FW2-NT).
Streams classified as FW2-NT are not used as potable supplies,
nor are they maintained as trout fisheries.



The geology of the Metaltec site, as determined during the
supplemental remedial investigation and feasibility study
(RI/FS), consists of four major lithologic units:

. glacial deposits
. gneiss

. marble

. dolomite

The overburden geoclogy consists of both stratified and unstrati-
fied glacial drift, with various mixtures of stiff sandy and
silty clay, and sand and gravel deposits. The thickness of the
overburden varies greatly across the site, from 15 feet or less
beneath the parking lot area (near wells OB-4A and OB-4B), to
approximately 100 feet (near the BR-5 well location) to the north
of the site.

A three-part aquifer system exists beneath the site, which
includes glacial and marsh deposits, granitic gneiss, and
dolomite. Although the marble noted above is lithologically
different from the granitic gneiss, it is not considered to be a
different aquifer system. The overburden aquifer is variable in
composition and includes sands, silts, and gravel beneath the
parking lot area, and clayey silts to the east and northwest near
the BR-5 bedrock well location. Estimated permeabilities of the
overburden aquifer range from 10° to 10’ centimeters per second
(cm/sec). Fractures within the bedrock aquifers are the primary
pathways for groundwater flow. Fractures are located in the
granitic gneiss bedrock, and trend in a northeast to southwest
direction, following the granitic gneiss/dolomite contact. A
secondary directional component exists in the granitic gneiss
trending northwest to southeast. Groundwater in the area of the
site is Class IIB, indicating that it is a potential source of
drinking water.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

The Aerosystems Technology Corporation (Aerosystems) and the
Metaltec Corporation (Metaltec), a subsidiary to Aerosystems,
formerly conducted manufacturing operations at the site.
Metaltec/Aerosystems products included metal ballpoint pen parts,
paint spraying equipment, lipstick cases, and a variety of other
metal products from 1965 until 1980. When active, the site
included the Metaltec plant, a process well, a wastewater lagoon,
a drum storage area, wastewater-soaked ground, and two piles of
waste material.

In 1980, NJDEP conducted an inspection of the site and a
subsequent sampling program. The results of the sampling
indicated that various volatile organic compounds (VOCs), most
significantly trichloroethene (TCE), were present in the
facility's wastewater lagoon and surrounding soil. Due to the
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presence of VOCs, which were also detected in the groundwater in
the vicinity of the site, a well supplying drinking water to
Franklin Borough, several area residential wells, and the
Metaltec process well, were closed. Area residents and the
Metaltec facility were placed on a public surface water supply
from a local pond. 1In 1981, under an administrative order issued
by NJDEP, Metaltec/Aerosystems removed some contaminated waste
material from the lagoon, including remnants from a 55-gallon
drum, metal pen parts, bottles, and other debris. In 1982,
Metaltec/Aerosystems partially excavated and filled the
wastewater lagoon.

In September 1983, the site was placed on the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency's (EPA's) National Priorities List of Superfund
sites. In June 1984, EPA began an RI/FS at the site to determine
the nature and extent of contamination, characterize site risks,
and develop and evaluate remedial alternatives. The RI
determined the following:

. An estimated 10,000 cubic yards (yd®’) of soil were
contaminated with various VOCs in an area referred to
as Parcel 1.

. " An estimated 4,000 yd of soil were contaminated with
inorganic compounds and semivolatile organic compounds
in areas referred to as Parcels 2, 3, and 4.

. Both the shallow and bedrock aquifers beneath the site
were contaminated with elevated levels of the
contaninants found in the so0il on the site.

Following a public meeting, at which the results of the RI/FS
were presented, and a 30-day public comment period, EPA signed a
Record of Decision (ROD) on June 30, 1986, which selected
necessary remedial actions for the site, the municipal well, and
affected.or threatened private wells. The remedy selected in the
1986 ROD included:

. Excavation and treatment via heat addition (rotary
dryer) of approximately 10,000 yd® of contaminated
soils within Parcel 1, and off-site disposal at an
approved landfill.

. Excavation and off-site disposal at an approved
landfill of approximately 4,000 yd’ of contaminated
soils within Parcels 2, 3, and 4.

. Provision of an alternate water supply for affected
Borough of Franklin residents by constructing a
pipeline connection from new potable water wells to the
existing public water supply system.
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. Preparation of a supplemental RI/FS to determine the
extent of groundwater contamination, and to develop and
evaluate appropriate remedial alternatives.

On July 16 and August 20, 1986, EPA wrote to Metaltec/
Aerosystems, requesting that they perform the remediation needed
at the site. Four separate meeting were held with corporate
representatives. to discuss the required work. Neither company
indicated a willingness to perform the work.

By a letter, dated January 29, 1988, EPA issued special notice to
Metaltec/Aerosystems demanding that they either perform or
finance the remedy required for the site. 1In the fall of 1988, a
cost recovery action was filed by the U.S. Department of Justice,
on behalf of EPA, in New Jersey District Court.

Between July and November 1988, EPA excavated 4,800 yd® of
contaminated soil from Parcels 2, 3, and 4, in accordance with
the 1986 ROD. The remedy for Parcel 1 has been designed and is
presently awaiting funding. Construction of the alternate water
supply pipeline began in July 1990, and is planned to be
completed in the fall of 1990.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

A Community Relations Plan was developed to ensure the public
opportunities for involvement in site-related decisions,
including site analysis and characterization, alternatives
analysis, and remedy selection; to determine, based on community
interviews, activities to ensure public involvement; and to
provide opportunities for the community to learn about the site.

On August 4, 1988, EPA conducted a public information meeting at
the Franklin Borough Hall. The purpose of the meeting was to
provide residents and local officials with an update on past
-activities conducted by EPA, to describe the soil remediation
planned for the near future, and to discuss the upcoming
supplemental RI/FS to examine the groundwater contamination.

The supplemental RI and FS reports, which addressed the
groundwater contamination, were released to the public in July
1990. A Proposed Plan, that identified EPA's preferred remedial
alternative, was released on July 27, 1990. The documents were
made available to the public at information repositories
maintained at the Franklin Borough Hall and the Sussex County
Library. A public comment period was held from July 27 through
August 27, 1990. A public meeting was held on August 16, 1990,
to present the findings of the study and the Proposed Plan, and
to solicit public input. The issues raised at the public meeting
and during the public comment period are addressed in the
Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this Record of Decision.
This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
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the Metaltec/Aerosystems site, chosen in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) and, to the extent practicable, the
National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(NCP). The decision for this site is based on the administrative
record.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION

This document addresses the requirement of the 1986 ROD which
called for the preparation of a supplemental RI/FS, and deals
specifically with contamination in the groundwater below and
hydraulically downgradient from the site. As noted earlier, the
remediation of the sources of the groundwater contamination,
namely contaminated soil, were addressed in the 1986 ROD. All
remedial actions selected in that ROD, with the exception of the
excavation and treatment of Parcel 1, have been completed or are
underway. Under this ROD, the contaminated shallow and bedrock
groundwater aquifers will be pumped and treated for restoration
of the aquifers. This restoration will take an estimated 10
years to complete; however, actual aquifer conditions during
remediation may affect this duration. This action will address
the remaining potential threat resulting from the site.

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Although the 1986 ROD selected affirmative remedial actions to
clean up the site and provide an alternate water supply to
properties with contaminated or threatened drinking water, the
data obtained during the initial RI/FS were insufficient to fully
characterize the groundwater contamination plume. Therefore, it
was necessary for EPA to conduct the supplemental study.

Groundwater

To characterize the groundwater contamination, eight groundwater
monitoring wells were installed and sampled during the
supplemental RI/FS. 1In addition, groundwater sampling was
performed on the 13 wells installed during the first RI/FS. Two
rounds of groundwater samples were obtained from three former
residential wells, which were converted into monitoring wells
during the initial RI, four potable residential wells, the
Metaltec plant process well, and the Borough well. Samples taken
from the shallow and bedrock aquifers were analyzed, and the
results demonstrated that the groundwater is contaminated with
volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds, and inorganic
compounds, from the water table down into the bedrock as deep as
300 feet. Figure 2 shows the locations of the monitoring wells
and the extent of groundwater contamination. Well BR-4 shows the
highest contamination.



A pump test conducted in 1989, and the analytical results of the
sampling of the granitic gneiss aquifer, suggest that high
concentrations of organic and inorganic contaminants at the site
are currently confined to the area of wells surrounding the
lagoon (e.g., BR-4 and BR-6). These results also showed that
wells at the site, in general, have higher levels of
contamination relative to those upgradient of the site. Tables 1
through 7 show. the maximum concentration of each of the major
contaminants found in the groundwater and Table 8 shows the
average contamination found during the pump test. The organic
contaminants of concern which were found include vinyl chloride,
chloroethane, methylene chloride, 1,l-dichloroethane,
1,1-dichlorocethene, 1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane,
TCE, tetrachloroethene, toluene, and total xylenes. The
inorganic contaminants of concern include chromium and lead.
Manganese, copper, and zinc shown in the tables represent
background levels found in the area.

Transport models were used to predict the movement of
contaminants in the groundwater. The transport models, which
were synthesized from the hydrologic investigation and behavior
of specific chemicals, were substantiated by actual site-specific
chemical data. It appears that the site-related contaminants are
transported through the bedrock aguifers and the adjacent
overburden material, with some ultimately discharged to the
tributary to Wildcat Brook. The concentrations become
undetectable at the confluence with Wildcat Brook.

Of the contamination found in the groundwater, TCE is the most
extensive and the slowest moving. The models predict that under
natural attenuation processes, it would take an estimated 80
years for the concentration of TCE in the granitic gneiss
aquifer, at a concentration of 22,000 parts per billion (ppb),
the average value determined during the pump tests, to reach

1 ppb. Estimates show that other organic compounds would require
less time than TCE to reach 1 ppb levels. The modelling also
shows that metals would require less time than the TCE to reach
acceptable levels,

Surface Wat

Surface water sampling investigations were also conducted to
determine the presence and extent of contamination. Samples of
surface water were obtained from nine locations, including areas
along the unnamed stream, the confluence of the unnamed stream
and Wildcat Brook, and at a spring to the east of the former
Metaltec facility.

Site-related contaminants were detected in a number of surface
water samples obtained from the spring and the tributary to
Wildcat Brook. However, the contamination found in the tributary
was determined to be a result of contaminants being transported
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through the bedrock aquifer and the adjacent overburden, and
finally discharged through a spring which leads to the tributary.
Tables 9, 10, and 11 summarize the results of the surface water
sampling.

Sediments

Sediment samples were also collected from the surface water
sampling locations to more fully characterize the chemical and
hydrogeologic processes occurring at the site. Contaminants
identified in the sediments provided additional data in
developing the RI conclusions, namely that a portion of the
contaminated granitic gneiss bedrock aquifer underlying the site
discharges to the overburden, which in turn discharges to the
tributary to Wildcat Brook.

Sediment samples obtained adjacent to the spring feeding the
tributary to Wildcat Brook (at location S-4) yielded higher
contaminant concentrations than downstream samples, however,
associated risks were considered to be insignificant. The sample
collected from Wildcat Brook at the confluence with the unnamed
stream, yielded undetectable amounts of contamination. Tables
12, 13, and 14 summarize the results of the sediment sampling.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

EPA conducted an Endangerment Assessment (EA) of the "no action®
alternative to evaluate the potential risks to human health and
the environment associated with the Metaltec site in its current
state. Because the remedy selected in the 1986 ROD included the
removal of contaminated soil from the site, potential impacts
associated with contaminants in the soil were not assessed during
this study. The EA focused on the contaminants which are likely
to pose the most significant risks to human health and the
environment (chemicals of potential concern). These "chemicals
of potential concern" and their concentrations in site media are
shown in Table 15.

Chemicals of potential concern were identified in the ground-
water, surface water, and sediments. 1In all media, VOCs (in
particular, TCE and 1,2-Dichloroethene) were identified as
chemicals of potential concern. In addition, chromium, copper,
lead, manganese, and zinc were identified as chemicals of
potential concern in groundwater. The highest concentrations of
VOCs were detected in wells located near the former wastewater
lagoon.

EPA's EA identified several potential exposure pathways by which
the public may be exposed to contaminant releases from the
Metaltec site. These pathways and the populations potentially
affected are shown in Table 16. The potential exposure routes
identified in the EA include inhalation of contaminants
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volatilized from surface water, direct contact (e.g., dermal
contact) with contaminants in the surface water or sediments, and
the ingestion of contaminated groundwater under a future land use
scenario.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic
(cancer causing) and noncarcinogenic effects due to exposure to
site chemicals are considered separately. It was assumed that
the toxic effects of the site-related chemicals would be
additive. Thus, carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks
associated with exposures to individual indicator compounds were
summed to indicate the potential risks associated with mixtures
of potential carcinogens and noncarcinogens, respectively. The
Health Effects Criteria for the chemicals of potential concern
are presented in Table 17.

Noncarcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI)
approach, based on a comparison of expected contaminant intakes
and safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference doses
(RfDs) have been developed by EPA for indicating the potential
for adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units
of mg/kg-day, are estimates of daily exposure levels for humans
which are thought to be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive
individuals). Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental
media (e.g., the amount of a chemical ingested from contaminated
drinking water) are compared with the RfD to derive the hazard
quotient for the contaminant in the particular media. The hazard
index is obtained by adding the hazard quotients for all
compounds across all media. A hazard index greater than 1
indicates that the potential exists for noncarcinogenic health
effects to occur as a result of site-related exposures. The HI
provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential
significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a single
medium or across media.

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

For known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upper-
bound individual lifetime cancer risks of between 1 X 10" to
1 X 10° to be acceptable. This level indicates that an
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individual has no greater than a one in ten thousand to one in a
million chance of developing cancer as a result of exposure to
site conditions.

The hazard indices and cancer risks associated with the potential
exposure pathways at the Metaltec site are presented in Table 18.
The conclusions of the human health quantitative risk assessment
are as follows: _

Potential
ingestion

For potential exposures of residents to chemicals that
have volatilized from the tributary to Wildcat Brook,
the estimated lifetime upper bound excess cancer risk
is less than 1 x 10° under the average case and 2 x 10°
under the plausible maximum case. It should be noted
that conservative assumptions were used to estimate
exposure and that half of the estimated excess lifetime
inhalation cancer risk is due to 1,1-dichloroethene, a
Group C carcinogen (limited evidence of
carcinogenicity). The hazard index is less than one
under the average and plausible maximum case, indicat-
ing that residents are unlikely to be at risk of
noncarcinogenic effects.

For potential exposures of children to surface water or
sediment contaminants while playing in the tributary to
Wildcat Brook, the estimated lifetime upper bound
excess cancer risks are less than 1 x 10 under the
average and plausible maximum cases, respectively. The
hazard index is less than one under the average and
plausible maximum cases, suggesting that children
playing in the tributary are not at risk of
noncarcinogenic effects from exposure to chemicals in
surface water.

risks associated with hypothetical exposure by
of groundwater from different areas included:

The estimated lifetime upper bound excess cancer risks
associated with downgradient wells located in the
granitic gneiss/overburden aquifers, are 3 x 10
(average case) and 3 x 10? (plausible maximum). For
both cases, the risks are due primarily to vinyl
chloride, although the mean and maximum concentrations
of 1,1-dichloroethane and trichloroethene, and the
maximum concentration of bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate are
associated with risk estimates greater than 1 x 10°.

It is not known if the presence of bis(2-ethylhexyl)-
phthalate in the groundwater is related to the Metaltec
site. Similar concentrations in both downgradient and
upgradient wells suggest that the source of this



chemical may be unrelated to the site. Further studies
will be conducted during remedial design to evaluate
the presence of this contaminant,

The hazard index for the wells is less than one under
the average case and greater than one (30) under the
plausible maximum case. The maximum concentrations of
1,2-dichlorocethene (total), trichloroethene, and
chromium are each associated with individual CDI:RfD
ratios greater than one. The maximum concentrations of
each of these chemicals was detected in wells located
near the former waste lagoon, suggesting that as the
source.

. The estimated lifetime upper bound excess cancer risks
associated with wells located in the dolomite/
overburden aquifers, are less than 1 x 10° under the
average case and 4 x 10° under the plausible maximum
case. Risks under the plausible maximum case are. due
primarily to trichloroethene. The hazard index is less
than one under the average case, and greater than one
(10) under the plausible maximum case. The maximum
concentrations of chromium and manganese are each
associated with an individual CDI:RfD ratio greater
than one. The maximum concentrations of chromium and
manganese were detected in well OB-5, along with high
concentrations of other inorganic chemicals. It is
possible that the concentrations observed in well OB-5
are the result of past dumping in this area, although
the presence of naturally occurring deposits of these
metals is, again, an additional possibility.

Potential risks associated with exposure to lead in groundwater
were not quantitatively evaluated in this assessment because
toxicity criteria have not been developed for this chemical.
However, lead has been classified by EPA as a Group B2 carcinogen
(probable human carcinogen), and also is known to cause other,
noncancerous effects. Therefore, exposure to lead could add to
the estimated risks.

Environmental Risks

Potential impacts associated with the contaminants of potential
concern were also assessed. for nonhuman exposures at the Metaltec
site. It was determined that aquatic life in Wildcat Brook and
its tributary were unlikely to be affected by contaminants
released to the surface water.
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Uncertainties in the PHE/EA

As in any risk assessment, the estimates of risk for the Metaltec
site have many uncertainties. In general, the primary sources of
uncertainty identified included the following:

Environmental chemistry sampling and analysis
Environmental parameter measurement

Fate and transport modelling

Exposure parameter estimation

Toxicological data

As a result of the uncertainties, the risk assessment should not
be construed as presenting an absolute estimate of risks to human
or environmental populations. Rather, it is a conservative
analysis intended to indicate the potential for adverse impacts
to occur.

Conclusion

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

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

The goal for the cleanup of the groundwater contamination at the
Metaltec site is to restore the groundwater to the more stringent
of the Federal or State Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) which
have been devised to protect drinking water. MCLs are
enforceable standards based on health risks associated with an
individual's consumption of two liters of water per day over a
70~-year period. Therefore, health risks associated with the
groundwater contamination resulting from the 51te will be reduced
to within the acceptable range of between 1 x 10" to 1 x 10° for
carcinogens, and the Hazard Indices for non-carcinogens will be
less than one. The MCLs for the contaminants of concern at the
site are shown on Table 19. The area of attainment is the
contaminated groundwater plume. Surface water and sediment
contamination in the tributary to the Wildcat Brook will not
require additional remediation since the tributary is fed by the
groundwater, which will be cleaned up.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980, as amended by SARA, requires that each

site remedy be protective of human health and the environment,
comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
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(ARARs), utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum
extent practicable, and be cost effective.

The RI identified the groundwater itself as the principal
environmental medium affected by contamination. The source of
the groundwater contamination is addressed by the 1986 ROD.
Surface water contamination in the tributary to Wildcat Brook
will not require additional remediation since the tributary is
fed by the groundwater, which will be cleaned up. Sediment
contamination is considered insignificant and will not require
remediation.

In the FS, three basic alternatives for addressing the
groundwater contamination were evaluated in detail: (1) No
further action, with monitoring:; (2) Pump and treat the shallow
and bedrock aquifers using air stripping and carbon adsorption:
and (3) Pump and treat the shallow and bedrock aquifers using
hydrogen peroxide - ultraviolet photolysis (H,0,-UV) oxidation and
carbon adsorption. A description of each of the alternatives, as
well as an estimate of their cost and implementation timeframe,
follows.

Alternative 1: NO FURTHER ACTION, WITH MONITORING

Implementation Period: Not applicable
Capital Cost: S 0
Annual Operation and

Maintenance (O&M) Costs: $ 23,000
Present Worth: - $§ 358,200

This alternative would not involve the implementation of specific
remedial actions to address groundwater or surface water
contamination. Under this alternative, a long-term monitoring
program would be implemented to determine whether groundwater and
surface water contaminant concentrations are changing with time,
and to track the migration of contaminated groundwater. The
monitoring program would include sampling the groundwater through
the use of existing monitoring wells.

Alternative 2: GROUNDWATER PUMPING/PRECIPITATION/AIR
STRIPPING/CARBON ADSORPTION/DISCHARGE

Implementation Period: 10 years
Capital Cost: $ 748,100
Annual O&M Costs: $ 466,300
Present Worth: $4,348,900

The major features of this alternative include groundwater
pumping, collection, treatment, and discharge of treated
groundwater, and a performance monitoring program. The
groundwater cleanup goal under this alternative is the

12



achievement of MCLs. The alternative involves the use of an
existing well on the Metaltec property for groundwater extraction
at a total pumping rate of approximately 10 gallons per minute
(gpm), an extraction rate shown to be sustainable over an
extended period of time. Pumping tests concluded that a 10 gpm
pumping rate at BR-4 produces measurable drawdown at most of the
wells located in the granitic gneiss aquifer which have been of
concern in the site area. At that flow rate, it is estimated
that it will take a period of approximately ten years to reduce
the TCE levels to 1 ppb, although actual aquifer conditions
during remediation may affect this duration. During remedial
design, the possibility of using multiple extraction wells to
accelerate cleanup will be explored. -Studies will also be
performed during remedial design to determine the optimum pumping
rate to control the groundwater contamination plume. The
extracted groundwater would first be treated to remove metals,
with the resultant sludge being disposed of off-site. The VOCs
present in the extracted groundwater would be removed by air
stripping, and any remaining organic contaminants would be
removed by carbon adsorption. The spent carbon would be
collected by the supplier and taken off-site for disposal or
treatment and reuse. The treated groundwater would be discharged
to the tributary to Wildcat Brook at levels meeting surface water
discharge requirements. Because of the unfavorable
characteristics of the site hydrogeology (i.e., a complex bedrock
fracture system and its associated hydraulic characteristics),
reinjection of treated groundwater was eliminated from
consideration as a remedial technology.

Alternative 3: GROUNDWATER PUMPING/PRECIPITATION/H,0,-UV
OXIDATION/CARBON ADSORPTICN/DISCHARGE

Implementation Period: 10 years
Capital Cost: $ 926,500
Annual O&M Costs: $ 467,300
Present Worth: $4,535,000

As in Alternative 2, this alternative involves the use of an
existing well on the Metaltec property for groundwater extraction
at a total pumping rate of approximately 10 gpm, with remediation
to the MCLs. 1In this alternative, however, the VOCs would be
removed through H,0,-UV oxidation instead of through air
stripping. The other treatment unit operations would remain the
same as in Alternative 2. The treated groundwater would also be
discharged to the tributary to Wildcat Brook at levels meeting
surface water discharge requirements.

13



S8UMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
Evaluation Criteria

The three alternatives noted above were evaluated using criteria
derived from the NCP (published in the Code of Federal
Regulations at 40 CFR Part 300) and SARA. These criteria relate
directly to factors mandated by SARA in Section 121, including
Section 121 (b) (1) (A-G). The criteria are as follows:

*+ Overall protection of human health and the environment
* Compliance with ARARS
* Long-term effectiveness and permanence
* Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment
*+ Short-term effectiveness
+ Implementability
+ Cost
. State acceptance
+ Community acceptance
Comparisons
Table 20 summarizes the relative performance of the three
candidate alternatives in relation to the evaluation criteria.

A comparative discussion of the major components of the
alternatives, using the evaluation criteria, follows.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment is the
central mandate of CERCLA, as amended by SARA. - Protection is
achieved by reducing health and environmental threats and by
taking appropriate action to ensure that, in the future, there
would be no unacceptable risks to human health and the
environment through any exposure pathway.

The "No Further Action" alternative would not provide any
additional protection of human health and the environment than
has been provided by the remedy selected in the 1986 ROD. No
treatment would be provided, and only natural processes would
attenuate groundwater contamination. A long-term monitoring
program would be necessary to determine the extent to which
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groundwater and surface water contaminant concentrations would
change with time, and to track the migration of contaminated
groundwater.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would both provide protection of human
health by eliminating risks through the extraction and treatment
of contaminated groundwater. Alternatives 2 and 3 would reduce
the risk associated with use of the groundwater, to within the
acceptable range of between 1 x 10* to 1 x 10°, by reducing the
level of contaminants within the affected aquifers. These
alternatives would also prevent further migration of contaminants
to the tributary to Wildcat Brook. Either of these alternatives
would augment the action being taken under the 1986 ROD which
directed the provision of an alternate water supply.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements

Section 121(d) of CERCLA, as amended by SARA, requires that
remedies for Superfund sites comply with Federal and State laws
that are directly applicable and, therefore, legally enforceable.
Remedies must also comply with the requirements of laws and
regulations that are not applicable, but are relevant and
appropriate; in other words, requirements that pertain to
situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at a
Superfund site such that their use is well suited to the site.
Combined, these are referred to as "applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements". Primary ARARs for the Metaltec site
include the more stringent of the Federal or State MCLs, New
Jersey Surface Water Quality Standards, Clean Water Act Ambient
Water Quality Criteria, Occupational Safety and Health
Administration Standards, the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act, and the Clean Air Act.

Alternative 1 would not comply with the site-specific cleanup
goals and, therefore, would not attain ARARSs.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are intended to meet the groundwater cleanup
ARARs, which are the MCLs, after their estimated 10-year
implementation periods are completed. The treated water to be
discharged to the tributary to Wildcat Brook will meet New Jersey
surface water discharge limitation requirements.

To ensure compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act,
a cultural resources survey will be prepared during remedial
design. :

Waivers from ARARs are not required for Alternatives 2 and 3.
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Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

This evaluation criterion relates to the performance of a
technology or remedial alternative in terms of eliminating or
controlling risks posed by the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
hazardous substances.

The "No ActionY alternative would not reduce the toxicity,
mobility, or volume of contaminants through treatment; only
natural processes would attenuate groundwater contamination.
This natural attenuation, however, could take an estimated 80
years to reach drinking water standards.

Alternatives 2 and 3 address principal contamination threats, and
would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the
contaminated groundwater through the use of extraction and
treatment methods. Sludge resulting from treatment for metals
removal would be disposed of off-site, and spent carbon from the
removal of VOCs would be regenerated or disposed of off-site. It
is anticipated that, at the conclusion of the remedial action,
the groundwater quality will be within MCLs. The treatment
provided under both of these alternatives would be irreversible.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness measures how well an alternative is
expected to perform, the time to achieve performance, and the
potential adverse impacts of its implementation.

The major risk associated with the contaminated groundwater is
the use of it for potable purposes. A temporary alternative
water supply is currently in use in the affected area, and
provision of a permanent alternative water supply is being
implemented under the 1986 ROD. Therefore, that risk has already
been significantly reduced.

Alternative 1 would provide no short-term effective remediation
of the groundwater contamination.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would begin to be effective at the onset of
the extraction and treatment of the contaminated groundwater. An
assessment would need to be made during the design activities to
ensure that any adverse impacts to any wetland areas would be
mitigated. Treated water would be monitored prior to its
discharge to the tributary to Wildcat Brook to ensure the
effectiveness of the treatment systen.

Neither of the active pumping alternatives would create any
short-term, health-related concerns for the public during
construction or the implementation period.
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Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence address the long-term
protection and reliability that an alternative affords.

Under Alternative 1, the uncontrolled migration of contaminated
groundwater would continue for an estimated 80-year period. This
would allow the risks to increase as the contamination migrates,
with only natural attenuation to decrease the risks. However,
long-term monitoring would track the movement and spread of
contamination, and could be used in conjunction with
institutional controls to reduce the chance of unintentional use
of contaminated groundwater.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would provide long-term protection by
reducing the groundwater contaminant concentrations to the
cleanup goals. Therefore, health risks associated with the
groundwater contamination resulting from the site would be
reduced to within the acceptable range of between 1 x 10" to

1 x 10° for carcinogens, and the Hazard Indices for non-
carcinogens will be less than one. Once groundwater remediation
is complete, no long-term monitoring would be necessary.
Alternatives 2 and 3 both provide a permanent remedy.

Implementability

Implementability considerations address how easy or difficult,
feasible or infeasible, it would be to carry out a given
alternative from design through construction and operation and
maintenance.

Implementation of Alternative 1 would be relatively easy. No
remedial action would be undertaken which would require special
consideration. The groundwater monitoring program would be
relatively straightforward, utilizing standard hazardous
substance sampling and analytical techniques.

Implementation of Alternatives 2 and 3 is also considered to be
relatively easy. No special implementation considerations are
anticipated. While it is expected that both Alternatives 2 and 3
would reduce groundwater contamination concentrations to MCLs,
the type of treatment system included in Alternative 2 has had
previously demonstrated success in treating contaminated
groundwater at the Metaltec site. A similar system was used for
treating the flow from the dewatering operation during the
remedial action at Parcels 2, 3, and 4, and for treating water
extracted during the pump test. While the technology included in
Alternative 3 has not been used at the Metaltec site, it has been
used elsewhere for industrial waste treatment, and could be
effectively used for contaminated groundwater treatment.

However, the equipment required for Alternative 2 may be more
readily available than the equipment required for Alternative 3.
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cost

Costs are evaluated in terms of remedial action capital costs,
operation and maintenance costs, and present worth.

The present worth of Alternative 2 is $4,348,900. The lowest
cost alternative is Alternative 1, at $358,200. The highest cost
alternative is-Alternative 3, at $4,535,000.

State Acceptance

The State Acceptance factor addresses whether the State of New
Jersey supports, opposes, or has no comment on the preferred
alternative.

The State of New Jersey supports the remedial action called for
by the selected remedy.

Community Acceptance

This evaluation factor addresses public reaction to the remedial
alternatives which were considered, and the preferred
alternative.

Issues raised during the public comment period and at the public
meeting held on August 16, 1990, are addressed in the
Responsiveness Summary section of this ROD.

SELECTED REMEDY

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

After careful review and evaluation of the alternatives evaluated
in detail in the feasibility study, and consideration of all
evaluation criteria, EPA presented Alternative 2, Pumping/
Precipitation/Air Stripping/Carbon Adsorption/Discharge, to the
public as the preferred remedy for the groundwater contamination
at the Metaltec/Aerosystems site.

The input received during the public comment period, consisting
primarily of questions and statements submitted at the public
meeting held on August 16, 1990, is presented in the attached
Responsiveness Summary. Public comments encompassed a range of
issues, but did not necessitate any major changes in the
preferred alternative for the site. Accordingly, the preferred
alternative has been selected by EPA as the remedial solution for
the site. :
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The goal of the remedial action at the Metaltec/Aerosystems site
"is to restore the groundwater to MCLs. Based on information
obtained during the remedial investigation and on a careful
analysis of the remedial alternatives, it is expected that the
selected remedy will achieve this goal. However, studies suggest
that groundwater extraction and treatment remedies are not always
completely successful in reducing contaminants to health-based
levels in an aguifer. Actual operation of the remedial system
may indicate the technical impracticability of reaching health-
based water quality standards using this approach. If it becomes
apparent, during implementation or operation of the remedial
system, that contaminant levels have ceased to decline and are
remaining relatively constant at levels higher that the
remediation goal, that goal and the remedy may be reevaluated.

The selected remedy will include groundwater extraction for an
estimated period of 10 years, during which the remedial system's
performance will be carefully monitored on a regular basis and
adjusted as warranted by the performance data collected during
operation. Modifications may include:

a) installing additional wells, or utilizing other existing
wells, for the extraction of groundwater:

b) discontinuing operation of extraction wells, under a
multiple-well design, in areas where cleanup goals have been
attained;

c) alternating pumping at wells to eliminate stagnation
points; and

d) pulse-pumping to allow aquifer equilibration and
encourage adsorbed contaminants to partition into the
groundwater.

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

The aquifers will be periodically monitored during the
remedial design and remedial action phases, as well as
following the completion of the remedial action.

During the remedial design, studies will be undertaken to
further delineate the.extent of contamination and
.groundwater flow patterns, and to determine if the
remediation of the groundwater contamination can be
accelerated by optimizing the extraction system.
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An assessment will be made during the remedial design to
ensure that any adverse impacts to any wetland areas will be
mitigated.

A cultural resources survey will be prepared to ensure
compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act.

S8TATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Superfund remedy selection is based on the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 and the requlations contained in
the NCP. EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to
undertake remedial actions that achieve adequate protection of
human health and the environment. Additionally, several other
statutory requirements and preferences have been established.
These specify that, when complete, the selected remedy must
comply with ARARs, unless a statutory waiver is justified.

The remedy must also be cost-effective and utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatment or resource recovery -
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Finally, there
is a preference for remedies which employ treatment that
permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of hazardous wastes as their principal element. The
following sections discuss how the remedy selected for the
Metaltec/Aerosystems site meets these requirements and
preferences.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment
through the extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater.

The extraction and treatment of the contaminated groundwater will
significantly reduce the threat of potential exposure to
contaminated groundwater. The potential risk estimated under a
future use scenario in the PHE, is 3 x 10°. The remedy, upon
completion, will restore the aquifers to the MCLs. Therefore,
health risks associated with the groundwater contamination
resulting from the site will be reduced to within the acceptable
range of between 1 x 10* to 1 x 10° for carcinogens, and the
Hazard Indices for non-carcinogens will be less than one.

There are no short-term adverse impacts associated with the

selected remedy which cannot be readily controlled. 1In addition,
no crpss—media impacts are expected from the remedy.
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Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and ropriate
Requirements

The selected remedy will comply with all applicable or relevant
and appropriate action-, contaminant-, and location-specific
requirements. The ARARs are presented below.

Action-Specific

The selected remedy will be in compliance with all Federal and
State ARARs. The cleanup goals for the remediation of the
groundwater are the MCLs which are standards for drinking water.
Discharge of the treated water to the unnamed tributary to
Wildcat Brook will attain New Jersey surface water discharge
limitations. At present, the discharge limits for the
contaminants found at the site have been set at the method
detection limits, which are presented in Table 21. During
remedial design, ambient surface water sampling will be performed
to enable the development of site-specific surface water
discharge limits.

Contaminant-Specific

MCLs will be used as cleanup goals for the groundwater
remediation.

Location-Specific

The site is not within the coastal zone as defined by the State
of New Jersey. Additionally, there are no Federally designated
wild and scenic rivers and there are no significant agricultural
lands in the vicinity of the site. The project area may be
sensitive for the discovery of cultural resources. Therefore, as
discussed earlier, a cultural resources survey will be prepared
during remedial design. Additionally, a wetlands assessment will
be performed at that time to determine the presence of and
potential impacts on wetland areas.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alterative Treatment ox
Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

EPA and the State of New Jersey have determined that the selected
remedy represents the maximum extent to which permanent solutions
and treatment technologies can be utilized in a cost-effective
manner for the Metaltec/Aerosystems site. Of the alternatives
that are protective of human health and the environment, and
comply with ARARs, EPA and the State have determined that the
selected remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs in terms
of long-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction in toxicity,
mobility, or volume achieved through treatment, short-term
effectiveness, implementability, cost, and State and community
acceptance.
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Alternative 2 reduces the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the
contaminants in the groundwater; complies with ARARs; provides
both short- and long-term effectiveness; and protects human
health and the environment equally as well as Alternative 3.

The costs for both of the alternatives is also relatively close.
However, Alternative 2 may be more easily implemented than
Alternative 3. Alternative 1, while representing the least cost
and easiest implementability of all of the alternatives, is
evaluated as the worst alternative in terms of the other
evaluation criteria. Therefore, the selected remedy is
determined to be the most appropriate solution for the
contaminated groundwater at the Metaltec/Aerosystems site.

The State of New Jersey is in concurrence with the selected
remedy.

The Proposed Plan for the Metaltec/Aerosystems site was released
for public comment on July 27,1990. The Proposed Plan identified
Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative, EPA reviewed all
written and verbal comments submitted during the public comment
period. Upon review of those comments, it was determined that no
significant changes to the remedy, as it was originally
identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary.

Cost Effectiveness

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 effectively address the threats posed
by the groundwater contamination at the site for relatively close
costs. However, the selected alternative affords the higher
level of overall effectiveness proportional to its cost. The
selected alternative is determined to be cost-effective because
it provides the highest degree of protectiveness among the
alternatives evaluated, while representing cost value.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

By extracting and treating the contaminated groundwater, the
selected remedy addresses the threats posed by the site through
the use of treatment technologies. Therefore, the statutory
preference for remedies that employ treatment.as a principal
element is satisfied by the selected remedy.
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METALITC/ALROSYSTEMS SIIT
SUMMARY (0 (HIHICALS BEIECLID (N 197R
WELES [N GRANETEC NI LSS A oVt l'l"l"llH') (M S UIE AN DOMMGRADIENT
Mmoo N

UNITS:  wg/)

{ount of Count of

Count of 2/ Count ot Counl ot Mioimnm Maximum Geomelric Meand/ tetimated Re jed ted
Compounid Valid Anatyses Oicurrences Undetedts Congentralion Comientration of Vylid Anglyses Vatluee Values
Vglatile Urganics .
Vinyl Chloride 4 [ ] n"e 1,200 49 .74 0 0
(hiaornethane 14 3 (2] 5 {111] 11.44 ] 0
b, 1-Dichlnroethane 14 6 n 2.5 1N 25.97 0 0
1,2-0ichlacoethylene (total) 4 " 1 2.5 6,000 201 4R 0 0
0 - Trichloroethane 2 ? 9 2.5¢ 1,00 5181 0 2
Ifrichlororthylene 14 12 7 2.5 3.7200 11 .20 ! 0
Yoluene 14 2 V2 2.5 LAY 4.326 9 0
Semivolatiles
bis(2-Cthylhexyl)phthalate 14 . 3 " K 22 ) 6.0 1 0
Ingrganics '
Chromium 14 7 7 S5 269 9.99) | 0
Copper 14 ? ? 5 %4.5 12.04 ) 0
Lead 12 " ] 2.3 (3 20 } 4.3163 ] 2
Mangqanese 4 12 2 7.5%" 3,395 345.942 1 0
2inc 10 7 2 10° ane6 410 . 44 3 5

1/ wetis: on-¢, OB-48, 08-10, BR-4, BR-6, BR-8, BR-10, HPM and Vargennes.
U varid analyses = occurrences ¢ undetects.

* Half the CLP contract detection limit.

3 mats the CLP contract detection limits are used for Lhe undetects.

"Data are reparted only for compounds occurred at least once in concentrations equal to or exceed the CLP contract detection limit<s, unless the rompounds
cshowed multiple occurrences in other wells/stations and/or the compounds have high towicity”.



TABLE 5

METALTIC/AEROSYSTEMS SITE
CHEMICALS DETECTED IN
1988 BACKGROUND WELLS
SCREENED IN DOLOMITE

NITS: ug/l
Beirock wWell dg_g
Leezd 1.7B
Mzrzarese 61.7
Z:inc 33.2

E w corzound 2lsc detected in Blank.
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MO TALTFC/ATROSYSTENS SIIP
SHMMARY O (1EMICALS DERECHID IN 9%
WEALS 10 0 oMl A oV lllllll)"” OOWMCRAD LT NT
o ne

TR lll'/'

Count of 2/ Count of Count of Hinimom Mot mum Geometric Meanlt/ :?-'u":u;!:‘d l(l:.;::|?.'l
(ompoynd Valid Analyses Ouemirenies  Undeteots Conientoation Cancenteation ol Valid Anglyses Values Values
Volatile Organics
Acetone " 4 2 ? ne 210 15.30 ‘ 0 ?
Chloraform = 6 2 ] 0.5 6.65 2.0n1 0 0
Trichloroethylene 6 | K] 2.5* 1.7 2.669 0 0
Renzene 6 [} S 0.09 2.5 1.436 0 0
Semivolatiles
Phenol B ' S 5 7 5.28A8 0 0
Ingrganics
Chromium 6 2 1 5° N 10.13 0 0
Copper 6 6 0 12.5¢ 9 20.23 0 0
Manganese 6 4 2 7.5 2,960 99 .49 2 0
Zinc 4 2 2 10* 50 22.36 0 2

Y welis: 08-5, B8R-S, BR-7, Nieves, Narman, Serin and Wheats.

2/ yarid analyses = occurrences and undetects.

* Half the CLP contract detection limit.

°° Not site-related.

¥ Halt the the CIP contract detection Vimits are used for the undetects.

"Data are reported only for compounds occurred at least once in concentrations equal to or exceed the (LP contract detection limits, unless the compounds
showed multiple otcurrences in other wells/statinons and/or the compound< have high toxicity”.



Compound

Volatile Orqganics
A(P‘ORP.-
1.2-Dichlaorocthylene {(Total)
Irichlornethylene
Semivolatile
bis(2-Tithylhexyl)phthalate
Ingrganics

Chromium

Copper

Lead

Manganese

Linc

Count of v
Valid Analyses

13
n
[k ]

13

Lk
X
n
LR
10

e 7

MEDAL LT ZAEROSYSITMS ST
SHMMARY (1 (HEMELALS I HECTID 1M 900
MEALS T DOEOMETE A ovi lll!ll,l)ll H LA LTS
(LU Nl R Y]

UHEES . wg/d

(ount ol Count of Minemm Mav i mm Grometric n,.,".'.,/
Decurrenges Undetedts Concentratvon (oncenlration of Valid Analyses
| 12 he m. oon 9.187
| 1”2 2.5 10 2.5
! 1?2 2.5 26 2.97)
1 1?2 5 4 5.1
R} 0 9 816 10.42)
13 0 6.8 374 17.96
6 S 0.8 (4] 7.6
8 S 7.5* 12,800 12.98
a 2 ? 1,160 64.52

{ount of
f<timated
Values

@ o 9

Count of
Hejected
Valyes

- 9 N o =)

V uells: 0B-S, BR-S, BR-7, Mieves, Morman, Serin and Wheals.

2/ varid analyses = occurrences and undetects.

* Half the amount of the CLP contract detection limits.

** Not site related.

¥ Hatt the amount of the CIP contract detection limits are used for the undetects.

“0ata are reported only for compounds occurred at least once in roncentrations equal to or exreed the CLP contract detection limits, unless the compounds
showed multiple occurrences in other wells/stations and/aor the compounds have high tonicity”.
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PUMP TEST DATA

AVIEAZE CEOUNOWRTES VOR CONTAMINATIAY

o wom

Amem e e > . - -—-
) Sl Rl veraze Contaminasizt

Viewl Chlizoider” 1240 ug/L

nene 20 ug/L

‘etnylene Chlcride 158 ug/L
1,1 - Z.zhiz:zzeshene 78 ug/L
1,1 =« Dicrhlzrzcethane 117 ug/L
1,2 =~ Cizchizozethene . 8750 ug/L
1,1, « Tricrlcroechane 1180 ug/L
Tr.zhlsrzethere 22000 ug/L
Tewrzznlzrzezhane 27 ug/L
Tillers 82 ug/L
Xv.enss 2 Wu3/L

tsal 293%4 ug/L

2 i m g - Memamad. s b mr Trpapmgema - * 5 .
3 lrld - ner =g ;;H asina+ticn
_J;-Jgdm;'_:.‘_;_-_i.e_n.ux_‘#-_l_c H 2 .

Toaag Mo aems e c"ﬁ"e:

Irom 19 mg/1
V;-t:‘;:: 5 mg/l
Crro=iorm 28 ug/l
Com=z- 15 ug/l
44 ug/l
§ ug/l
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HETALTEC /AT ROSYSTEMS SEIT
SUMMARY OF (HIMICALS DIHIECTH IN 190R AND 19R9
SUREACE WALLR SAMELE S UPGRADEINT OF 1m0 1 W

UNETS:  wg/)
Count. of Count of
Count of 'y Count of (ount of Minimym Manimum Grometric Haan’l f<stimaled Rejected
Compoynd » Valid Analyses O urrences Undctedts Concentration Concentration of Valid Anglyses Valves Values
Ingrganics .
Manganese 3 3 0 70 671 199. 44 3 0
linc 3 3 0 0 "7 29.07 2 0

1/ Stations: S-1, $-2 and S-8 sampled in 1985, 19AR and 1989.

2/ vavid analyses = occurrom:e'g and undetects for the undetects (1909 Metal analyses are not available).
* Half the CLP contract detection limits.

¥ Half the CLP contract detection limits are used.

"Data are reported only fer compounds occurred atl least once in conrentrations equal to or exceed the CLP contract detection Vimits, unless the compound
showed multiple occurrences in other wells/stations and/or the compounds have high toxicity”.



Compouynd

Volatile Qrganics

Vingl chlaride
1.1-Dichlorosthane

1,8 Dichlovoethene

1., 2-Dichlaroethylene (total)
frichioroethylene
Ingrganics

Chromivm

Manganese

linc

Twar 1o
. HETALTEC/ALHOSYSTEMS SITF
SUHMMARY OF CHIMICALS I ILCHED (N 1908 and 1980
SURFACE WATIR SAMPLES AIALENT 1O UR DUMNLRARIIME OF POLINTIAL SOURCTS OF CONTAMINATION'/

IMIES: uy/d

Count of Count of
Count ot 2/ fount of Count af Hinimm Moanimum Geometric Meand (- timated  Hejected
valid Analyses thowrenges  Undetedts Concentrat van Concentratign ol Volid Anglyses Volyes | Valyes
n . 5 n 1.4 20 4.697 ? 0
1 1 0 ? .1 2.9%}) 0 0
n ) 2 2.5 5.5 2.65 0 0
k] 9 q 2.5 1140 29.27 ] 0
13 ] 4 2.5 190 19.22 0 0
4 a 0 6.2 6.8 6.596 0 0
4 L] 0 10 199 A8.99 a 0
4 3 ' 1.1 15.1 10.88 3 0

V' pations: $-3, S-4, 5-5, S-7 and 5-9.

r Valid analyses = occurrences ¢ undetects (1989 metal analyses are not available).

* Half the CLP contract detection limit.

3/ Malt the CLP contract detection Timits are used for Lhe undetects.

“B0ata are reported enly for compounds eccurred at least once in concentrations equal to or exceed the (LP contract detection limits, unless the compoun
showed sultiple occurrences in other wells/stations and/or the compounds have high toxicity”.
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METALTECZALROSYSTMS STIE

SUMMARY OF (HEMECALS IR 1LCIID N 1900 AND 1909
M MITICADL RRODK SHUREACD WATER SAMNLES

AL WIIE CUREEUENGT WEEI T UNNAMEG S TR0 AN Y/

UNILS:  ug/)

Count of ¥/ Count of  Count of Minimum Maximum Geomet ric Meanld’
Compound Valid Anglyses Occurvences  Undetects Concentiglion Concentratign of_Valid Anglyses
Ingrgonics .
Chromium ] ] 0 - 6.4 -
Manganese | ' 0 - a3.1 -
Linc ] | 0 - 17.3 -

Count ol
fstimated
Volves __

Count of
Re jected
Volues

V  Stativa: $-6 saspled in 1985, 1988, and 1969.
Y varid analyses = occurrences ¢ undetects (1989 Metal analyses are not available).
* Half the CLP contract deteclion Vimit,

3/ Hatt the CLP contract detection ii-its are used for the undetects.

“Data are veported only for compounds occurred at least once in concentrations equal to or exceed the CLP contract detection limits, unless the compoun.

showed sulliple occurrences in other wells/stations and/or the compounds have high toxicity”.
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METALTEC/ATROSYSTIENS SITF
SUMMARY O (NEMICALS INTECHID IN

SIDIMINT SAMPLES (OLIECTILD IN 1 UPGRADIIENT OF Inf sttg, Y/

UNTTS: AS INDICATED

couny or 2/ COUNT Of (NT OF HINIMIM MAX THIM (.:1:»/::"3:(‘]’ COUNT Of COUNTE OF
COMPQUND VAL LD ANALYSLS QULURRENCE S TURITE B CONLINIRATIQN CONCENIRATIUN  VALID ANALYSES LSTIMALED VALYCS REJUCIED VALULS
INORGANICS (=q/hg)
Chromium 3 k) 0 .1 1.1 11.5) 2 0
Copper A 3 0 4 51,1 16.33 il 0
lead 3 3 0 5.8 1.7 16.93 2 0
Manganese R} X} 0 256 30680 629.25 0 0
Zinc 3 ] 0 0.9 162 a3.13 1 0
v Stations: $-1, S-2 and $-8.
2/ Valid analyses = occurrences and undetects.
. Half the CLP contracl delection Vimit.
¥V Half the CLP contract detection Vimits were used for the undetects.

*Oata ave reported only for compounds occurred at least once in concentrations equal to or exceed
showed multiple occurrences in other wells/stations and/or the compounds have high toxicity”.

the CLP contract detection limits, unless the compounds
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HEFALTIC/ATROSYSTIMS STTF
SUMMARY OF (HIMICALS I EECIED 1N 190N SEDTMTNS

10 00 DOWHGRADTINT (O

SUINIHE S OF CONTAMIENALION,

UNEES: AS THOL(ATLD

PFOHNTIA

Goom e V

“0Oata are reparted only for compoundt occurred at least ance in cancentrations equal to or exceed

showed multiple occurrences in other wells/stations and/or the compounds have high tonicity”.

couny of 2/ comy or (NN o MIMIHIM MAX MM M AN O COuUNT OF (LINT OF

COMPOUND VALID ANALYSES  QULURRINCES * , UM IiCns CONVEMIRAT TON CUNCENIRATION VAL T ANALYSES CSTIMATLD VALUES REJCHD VMUTS
VIRAITINT QRGANICS {uq/bn)
Vinly (.blorido L] ] \ “* 20 11,69 0 0
Methylene chlorides® 4 ? ? 2.5¢ ’ 3,305 2’ 0
1, 1-Dichlarorthane q ] R) 2.5 25 4.4 ! 0
1,2-0ichloraethylene 4 1 3 2.5 as 9.7282 0 )]

(tatal}
SIMIVOLATILES (wg/kq)
Bis(2-Fihylhenyl)

phihatate ' 3 165 54% 222.44 ' 0
INORGANICS (smg/hq)
Chromium 4 4 0 6.7 27 12.03 4 0
Copper 4 4 [} 9.8 319 q? .14 o 0
Lead 4 4 0 n.t 50.8 26.65 4 0
Manganese 4 4 0 512 2920 689.79 o 0
Linc 4 2 2 2* 662 18.96 2 0
¥ stations: $-3, $-4, $-S and $-7
U Valid analyses = occurrences and undetects.
. Hall the CLP centract detection Vimit.
oo Not site-related.
¥ Ralf the CLP contract detection timits were used for the undetects.

the CLP contractl detection limits, unless the compounds
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METALTEC /AT ROSYSTIMS SETF
SUMMANY OF (HEMICALS DETECTED IN
WITDCAT BROOK SEDTMINT SAMPITS (OLTECTED IN 190 AT FHE CONELUINCE WETH THE UNNAMED STREAN. 17
UNTTS: AS INDHCATED

cromrare Y

coami or 2/ COUNT Of (DUNT oF MINIMIM MAKI MM MI AN ) COUNT OF (ML O
COMrouND VALLU ANALYSES OCLURRLNCTS TTLRITENS CONEINIRAT LON COMNEILRIRATION VAL ID ANALYSES CSTIMAILD VALYLS REJCHO VALYES
INORGANLCS (mg/dq) |
Chromium ) ! 0 - 1.2 - ] 0
Copper ! ) 0 - 16.1 - .0 N
Lead ) ! 0 - 149 - 0 0
Hanganese ] ) 0 - 205 - 0 0
Zinc " ' 0 - 267 - 0 0
v Stations: S—6
124 Valid analyses = occurrences and undetects.
. Hall the CLP contract detection limit, .
¥y Half the CLP contract detection limits were used for the undetects.

“Data are reported anly for compounds occurred at least once In concentrations equal to nr exceed the (IP contract detection limits, unless the compoun:
showed sultiple occurrences in other wells/stations and/or the compounds have high toxicity”.



SUMMARY OF CHEMICALS OF POTFNTIAL CONCERN
AND CONCENTRATIONS IN GROUNDWATER,

TABLE 15

SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENTS

Ground Water Surface Water Scediment

Granitic Gneiss Dolomite

uG DG
Chemical Avg  Mean Avg  Mean AVG  MEAN Avg Mecan AVG  MEAN
Organic Chemicals (ug/kg):
Acetone 6.8 550 ND ND 9.4 18,000
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 7.2 4 6.1 22 5.1 7 220 550
Chloroethane NO ND " 310
Chloroform 2.3 4.2 ND ND
1,1-Dichloroethane ND ND 26 700 2.9 19.0 4.4 25
1,1-Dichlorethene 2.7 5.5
1,2-Dichlorethene(totsl) 3.1 97 200 6,000 2.5 3 29 1,200 9.3 480
Methylene chloride 3.4 7
Toluene ND ND 4.3 140
1.1,1-Trichloroethane .1 ND S 1,100
Trichloroethene 3 26 140 3,200 3 26 39 790
Vinyl chloride ND NO S0 1,200 4.7 20 1% 270
Inorganic Chemicsls (mg/kg): ]
Chromium 33 790 10 270 10 820 *6.6 *6.8 *12 27
Copper 14 56 13 55 18 370 (¥4 320
Lead 4.5 36 & .4 7 7.6 120 27 59
Manganese &7 1,400 350 3,400 73 13,000 *89 *200 *890 *2,900
Zinc (¥4 230 48 490 65 1,200 " *15 *19 *660
UG = Upgredient
DG = Downgradient
ND = Not detected at concentrations sbove the EPA CLP detection limit.
* = Maximum concentration is within

Not selected as a chemical of potential concern.

the range of beckground concentrations.
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TABLE 18

Hazard Indices (HI) and Cancer Risks Associated with the Potential
Exposure Pathways at the Metaltec Site

Upper~Bound

Exposure Pathway ' HI Cancer Risk
Avg. Max. Avg. Max.

Inhalation of chemicals that have < 1 <1 <1 x 10" 2 x 10
volatilized from surface water
Dermal absorption of chemicals in < 1 <1 <1 x 10 <1 x 10°®
Surface water
Dermal absorption of chemicals in < 1 <1 - <1 x 10 <1 x 10

sediments

Ingestion of groundwater 0.9 30 3 x 107 3 x 107



TABLE 19

FEDERAL AND STATE MCLs FOR CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN AT
METALTEC/AEROSYSTEMS

CONTAMINANT FED. MCL 1 N.J. MCL (uqg/l)
Vinyl Chloride 2 2
Chloroethane - -
1,1-Dichlorcethane ‘ - 2
1,1-Dichloroethene 7 2
l,2-Dichloroethene - 10
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 26
Trichloroethene 5 1
Tetrachloroethene 5 1
Toluene 2,000 -
Xylenes 10,000 44

Manganese - 50



ASSCSIMNT [ACTORS

Pescriplion

Short-Term [(fecliveness

- Time gnti) protection
s arhieved (alter
construrtion contract
is avarded)

- Protection of Coveme~
nity during remedial
actions

- Protection of worhers

during remedial actions

ARLE 20

SUMMARY OF GROUNDWAILR ALTURNATIVES ANALYSIS

AL ITRNATEVE '
Lo NO ACTLON

lonq-term groundwater manitaring;

restrict develapmeant of ground .
waler for potable ar sminieipal
water uses. Public Awsrenes
Program. live year review:.

Could be implemented in V to 2
weehs: but will take AN yrars
to achieve cleanup goals.

Restricted access and warning
signy will protect against
enposure.

MNinlme! protection required
during sampling and monitoring.

ALTERNAT IV 7
PUMP EL /PRI L IATTON/
AL STHEPE INGZE ARIIN
AEORE L LN CHAIT

Pump and collect grounduater;
pretecat by proacipitalan;
teral poroeg dve Stevppees |
carhon sbearpt van;

dicchatge Veecated water intg
trihutacy ta Wildoat Heook

Girnunduater collection and
troatment <yctem would take up
to ) year far design and
conclruition, 10 yearg

for treatment (g athieve
clean-op goal.

Normal construction practices
{rectrictied acress, sontral of
tugitive emicsions, etc.) will
protect aqainst exposure and
dermal contact.

Health and <afely protection
and air emissions contral
required.

Al FERNT |V 1
PUMP NG/ CRECIPETATLON/N,0, IV
OX LA EOM/ ARION nu-,()m'{lﬁ

Pump and collect groundwater:
pretioal by precipitation;
freat neing n,u,uv Durda -
tion and carhan adnrption;
draharge ticated waler

it teabotary ta Meldcoat Brook .

Same as Alternative 2.

Same as Allernative 2.

Health and Safety Protection
required.

M/ 01 SCHARGE

- o cronmental Tepacts Continued migration ef ground- No adverse environmental Same as Alternative 2.
water contaminants from the site. impacts encept site clearing.

tong-Term Effectiveness

and Fermanence .

- Magnitude of Residual The contamination mi‘ remain No residual rishs, once Same as Alternative 2.

Rick 8t the site and migrate remediation is complete.

off-gite.

~ Mequancy of Contrels Groundwater monitoring will track  No long-term control required. Same as Alternative 2.

contaminant migration. Institu-
tiona) centrol should restrict

the development of graundwaler for
potable and municipal water uses.



TAMT 20 (Cont'd)
SUMMARY OF GROUMIMATER ALTERMALIVES ANALYSIS

AL TERNATIVE 72

PUME (HGZC I LTAL TONY A IFANTEIVT ¥

ALITRMATIVE \: ALH SHREEE IR /ZC AR PUMPING/EREC TP TLAT LN/, 0, UV
ASSLSSMINT FACTORS _ NY ALTION AL/ LA AN MDA ONZC arpon AR Th/nscnanc
- Feliabr ity of (ontrals Groundwater manitaring it 1elia- Ho Tong teem contral snvalved, Same ay Allecnatl ive 7.

ble far teaching contaminant
migration,

Reduclion of Hyhiligy
fonseoty 91 Vylyme

- Treatment process and
remrdy

No treatment provided for qround-
water.

Pump and Leeat  <yetem pro- Pump and breal sy<tem provided

vided oo decorthed above an devcished abogve, .
~ Amount of contaminated None hy treatment; natural AVl significantiy cantaminated ALl signifirant contaminated
saterial dectroyed attenvation would continue to groundwster will he capltured: qrovndwstor will he captured;
or trealed take place. rontaminants wild he effectively contaminants will he effec-
vemaved hy precipitation, air tively doctrayed by precipitation,
strapping and carbon ad<arption owxidation, or remaved by carbon and

Reduction of toxicity
mobi ity or volume

Irreversibility of the

treatment

Type and quantity of
treatoent residual

Iewlementibility

~ Abitlty ta construct
tecinology

Reliability of tech-
noloqy

Fase of undertahin
additional remedia
action, f necessary

Monitoring Consider-
ations

None by treatment:

Ne treateent involved.

Neo treatment invelved

Ne censtruction {nvolved
Mo technelogy wtilized.

Easy to undertake.

Migratien or exposure
pathways can be_monitlored

and spent carhan will be
destioyed during reqeacration,

Hanld achieve <ignilicant
reduction in tasicily,
mahslity and valume of
tontaminant s,

Irreversible treatment.

Spent carhan from liquid

and vapar phase adsorbersg
will be sither regenerated

or dispaced of off-cite
Sludge produced from precipi-
tation would bhe disposed off-
site

Cacily implemented.

Al) the technologies are
reliable

Eacy to undertake, hut
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
FOR THE
METALTEC/AEROSYSTEMS BITE
FRANKLIN BOROUGH
SB8USSEX, NEW JERSEY

INTRODUCTION

This draft Responsiveness Summary provides a summary of citizen's
comments and concerns and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency's (EPA's) responses to those comments regarding the
supplemental remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS)
report and Proposed Plan for the Metaltec/Aerosystems (Metaltec)
Superfund site. EPA, in consultation with the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), will select a
final cleanup remedy for the Metaltec site only after reviewing
and considering all public comments received during the public
comment period.

EPA held a public comment period from July 27, 1990 through
August 27, 1990 to provide interested parties with the
opportunlty to comment on the supplemental RI/FS report and
Proposed Plan for the Metaltec site.

EPA held a public information meeting to discuss the remedial
alternatives described in the supplemental FS and to present
EPA's preferred remedial alternatives for controlling
contamination at the Metaltec site. The meeting was held at the
Franklin Borough Hall, Sussex County, New Jersey on August 16,
1990 at 7:00 p.m.

In general, the community was responsive to EPA's Proposed Plan.
A majority of the local officials and residents recognized the
importance of restoring the condition of the aquifers at the
Metaltec site. They emphasized that the Borough would like the
groundwater remediated so they could reinstate use of the Maple
Road well which currently cannot be used as a potable water
supply well. However, they expressed concern about the length of
time the Superfund process has taken in the past and stressed
that they would like EPA to expedite the remediation in order to
avoid delay and additional costs that could be incurred as a
result of a delay.

I. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY OVERVIEW: This section briefly
describes the site background and outlines the EPA's
preferred remedial alternative.

II. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS: This
section provides the history of community concerns and
interests regarding the Metaltec site.



III. COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS, COMMENTS,
CONCERNS AND RESPONSES: This section summarizes oral
and written comments received by EPA at the public
meeting and during the public comment period for the
Metaltec site.

IV. APPENDICES: There are four appendices attached to this
report. They are as follows:

Appendix A: This appendix contains the Proposed Plan
that was distributed to the public during the public
information meeting held on August 16, 1990 at the
Franklin Borough Hall:

Appendix B: This appendix contains sign-in sheets from
the August 16, 1990 Public Information Meeting held at
the Franklin Borough Hall;

Appendix C: This appendix contains the Agenda for the
August 16, 1990 Public Information Meeting held at the
Franklin Borough Hall:

Appendix D: This appendix contains an updated list of
the information repositories designated for the
Metaltec site;

Appendix E: This appendix contains the public notice
which appeared in the July 29, 1990 issue of the New

Jersey Herald: and

Appendix F: This appendix contains the written comment
received by EPA during the public comment period and
EPA's response.



I. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY OVERVIEW

A. SITE DESCRIPTION

The Metaltec Corporation, a subsidiary of Aerosystems Technology
Corporation, operated a manufacturing facility at the
intersection of Maple and wildcat Roads, in the Borough of
Franklin, Sussex County, New Jersey. The 15.3-acre site is south
of Maple Road and both east and west of Wildcat Road. The
Metaltec Corporation manufactured a variety of metal products
from 1965 until 1980. When active, the site included the
Metaltec plant, a process well, a wastewater lagoon, a drum
storage area, wastewater-soaked ground, and two piles of waste
material. The site is bordered by a golf course, private
residences, and an unnamed tributary to Wildcat Brook (a
tributary to the Wallkill River).

B. B8ITE HISTORY

In 1980, NJDEP conducted a site inspection which revealed that
various volatile organic compounds (VOCs), most significantly
trichloroethene (TCE), were present in the facility's wastewater
lagoon and surrounding soil. Due to the presence of VOCs in the
area's groundwater, the Franklin Borough water supply well,
several area residential wells, and the Metaltec process well
were closed. The area residents and the Metaltec facility were
hooked up to a public surface water supply from a local pond.

In September 1983, the site was placed on the EPA's National
Priorities List of Superfund sites. In June 1984, EPA began an
RI/FS at the site to determine the nature and extent of
contamination, characterize site risks, and develop and evaluate
remedial alternatives. The 1984 RI determined the following:

. An estimated 10,000 cubic yards (cy) of soil were
contaminated with various VOCs in an area referred to as
Parcel 1.

. An estimated 4,000 cy of soil were contaminated with

inorganic compounds and semi-volatile organic compounds in
areas referred to as Parcels 2, 3, and 4.

. Both the shallow and bedrock aquifers beneath the site were
contaminated with elevated levels of the contaminants found
in the soil on the site.

"EPA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) on June 30, 1986, which
selected remedial actions for the site, municipal well, and
affected or threatened private wells.



As a result of the 1986 ROD, a pipeline to provide an alternate
water supply for affected Borough of Franklin residents is
currently being constructed. 1In addition, approximately 5,000 cy
of contaminated soils were excavated from Parcels 2, 3, and 4,
and disposed of off-site at an approved landfill. The remedy for
Parcel 1 has been designed and is presently awaiting funding.
Although the 1986 ROD selected affirmative remedial actions to
clean up the Metaltec site and provide an alternate water supply
to residents with contaminated or threatened drinking water, the
data obtained during the initial RI/FS were insufficient to fully
characterize the groundwater contamination plume. Therefore, it
was necessary for EPA to conduct the supplemental RI/FS.

The supplemental RI/FS deals specifically with contamination in
the groundwater below the Metaltec site and hydraulically
downgradient from the site. The FS evaluated the remedial
alternatives for cleaning up the contaminated shallow and bedrock
aquifers. To characterize the groundwater contamination, eight
groundwater monitoring wells were installed and sampled. 1In
addition, groundwater sampling was performed on the thirteen
wells installed during the first RI/FS. Samples taken from the
shallow and bedrock aquifers were analyzed and the results
demonstrated that the groundwater is contaminated with volatile
and semi-volatile organic compounds, and inorganic compounds,
from the water table down into the bedrock as deep as 300 feet.

Surface water and sediment sampling investigations were also
conducted to determine the presence and extent of contamination.
Site-related contaminants were detected in a number of surface
water and sediment samples obtained from the tributary to Wildcat
Brook. However, the contamination found in the tributary was
determined to be the result of contaminants being transported
through the bedrock aquifer and the adjacent overburden, and
finally discharged through a spring which leads to the tributary.

During the supplemental RI/FS, an analysis was performed to
estimate the health and environmental problems associated with
the Metaltec site. This analysis, referred to as a baseline risk
assessment, was presented in the RI report as the Public Health
Evaluation and Environmental Assessment (PHE). While conducting
this assessment, the focus was on identifying contaminants of
concern in each contaminated media, evaluating pathways of
exposure (i.e., ways in which humans and environmental receptors
(fish, birds, mammals, etc.) may come in contact with
contaminants), and quantifying the degree to which that contact
poses a risk to human health and the environment. Because the
remedy selected in the 1986 ROD included the removal of
contaminated soil from the site, potential impacts associated
with contaminants in the soil were not assessed during this
study.



Contaminants of potential concern were identified in the
groundwater, surface water, and sediments. In all media, VOCs
(in particular TCE and 1,2-Dichloroethene) were identified as
contaminants of potential concern. In addition, chromium,
copper, lead, manganese, and zinc were identified as chemicals of
potential concern in groundwater. The highest concentrations of
VOCs were detected in wells located near the former wastewater
lagoon. .

The exposure pathways evaluated in the PHE were those believed to
be associated with the greatest potential exposures. The
exposure pathways which were evaluated included inhalation of
contaminants volatilized from surface water, direct contact
(e.g., dermal contact) with contaminants in the surface water or
sediments, and the ingestion of contaminated groundwater under a
future land use scenario.

C. SUMMARY OF EPA'8S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

EPA’s selection for cleanup of the site is based on the
requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (SARA). These laws require that a
selected site remedy be protective of human health and the
environment, cost effective and in accordance with other
statutory requirements. SARA also emphasizes permanent solutions
incorporating on-site remediation of hazardous contamination
whenever possible.

The remediation alternative to control contamination at the site
is selected by the EPA Region II Administrator and will be
documented in a ROD. The goal for the cleanup of the groundwater
contamination at the Metaltec site is to restore the groundwater
to the more stringent of the Federal or State Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCLs) which have been devised to protect drinking water.
The groundwater would be pumped and treated for restoration of
the aquifers. This restoration will take an estimated 10 years
to complete; however, actual aquifer conditions during
remediation may affect this duration. Surface water and sediment
contamination in the tributary to the Wildcat Brook will not
require additional remediation since the tributary is fed by the
groundwater, which will be cleaned up. After careful
consideration of all reasonable alternatives and the evaluation
criteria, EPA recommended the alternative described below.



Alternative 2: GROUNDWATER PUMPING/PRECIPITATION/AIR
STRIPPING/CARBON ADSORPTION/DISCHARGE

Implementation Period: 10 years
Capital Cost: $ 748,100
Annual O&M Costs: $ 466,300
Present Worth: : $4,348,900

The major features of this alternative include groundwater
pumping, collection, treatment, and discharge of treated
groundwater, and a performance monitoring program. The
groundwater cleanup goal under this alternative is the
achievement of MCLs. The alternative involves the use of an
existing well on the Metaltec property for groundwater extraction
at a total pumping rate of approximately 10 gallons per minute
(gpm), an extraction rate shown to be sustainable over an
extended period of time. Pumping tests concluded that a 10 gpm
pumping rate at BR-4 produces measurable drawdown at most of the
wells located in the granitic gneiss aquifer which have been of
concern in the site area. At that flow rate, it is estimated
that it will take a period of approximately ten years to reduce
the TCE levels to 1 ppb, although actual aquifer conditions
during remediation may affect this duration. During remedial
design, the possibility of using multiple extraction wells to
accelerate cleanup will be explored. Studies will also be
performed during remedial design to determine the optimum pumping
rate to control the groundwater contamination plume. The
extracted groundwater would first be treated to remove metals,
with the resultant sludge being disposed of off-site. The VOCs
present in the extracted groundwater would be removed by air
stripping, and any remaining organic contaminants would be
removed by carbon adsorption. The spent carbon would be
collected by the supplier and taken off-site for disposal or
treatment and reuse. The treated groundwater would be discharged
to the tributary to Wildcat Brook at levels meeting surface water
discharge requirements. Because of the unfavorable
characteristics of the site hydrogeology (i.e., a complex bedrock
fracture system and its associated hydraulic characteristics),
reinjection of treated groundwater was eliminated from
consideration as a remedial technology.

II. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVQLVEMEQ! AND CONCERNS

Public concern about the site was at its highest in 1980 when
VOCs were found by NJDEP in the Borough of Franklin municipal
supply well and three residential wells at levels exceeding both
federal and state drinking water standards. Community members
whose wells were not found contaminated were concerned that the
contamination might spread and affect their water supply wells.
All residents with contaminated wells were connected to alternate
water supplies. :



EPA initiated community relations activities in 1984 and
developed a Community Relations Plan (CRP) to identify community
concerns and address their requests. Following the release of
the initial RI/FS, EPA held a public information meeting on June
17, 1986. Approximately 40 residents and local officials
attended the meeting. Subsequently, a responsiveness summary was
prepared and the ROD was signed. The CRP was updated in 1988
during the supplemental RI/FS activities. The 1988 CRP reflected
similar concerns that were previously identified in the 1984 CRP.
Residents expressed a continued concern over declining property
values and the groundwater contamination in the Franklin Borough.

There has been very little active interest in the Metaltec site.
It has declined since the early 1980s. The primary interest
currently lies with those residents who live near the site and
are directly affected by the contamination.

IXI. COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS, COMMENTS, CONCERNS
AND RESPONSES

This section summarizes oral comments raised at the public
meeting and during the public comment period, and EPA’s
responses. The comments and corresponding responses are
organized in the following categories:

A. Purpose of Groundwater Remediation

B. Technical issues

c. Future of the Maple Road Well

D. Cost and Scheduling Issues

E. Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) Comments and Issues

A. PURPOSE OF GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION

Comment: One resident wanted to know why it was necessary to
spend millions of dollars to clean up the groundwater
contamination if there is no immediate health threat to the
public, and it does not affect the vegetation and wildlife in the
area.

EPA Response: In order to fund any cleanup, EPA must determine
that the site poses an actual or potential risk to the public
and/or to the environment. Although the public is currently
using an alternative potable water supply, and there is no
immediate risk to public health, the contamination has impacted
the environment and created a potential threat. Since
groundwater is a potential potable water source, it is critical
to protect drinking water resources for the future. The
objective of this remedial action is to confine the contamination
plume and eventually eliminate it from the groundwater.



Comment: One citizen stated that he is an employee for Webco
Industries, a glue backing company that currently leases the
Metaltec facility. The commenter reported that Webco uses
thousands of gallons of water per day in its cooling process. He
suggested that instead of EPA spending millions of dollars to
clean up the groundwater, Webco could use the groundwater for its
cooling process.

EPA Response: TEPA indicated that groundwater quality must be
restored because, if left untreated, it could pose a potential
risk to the community and the environment. The groundwater to be
extracted under the remedy is contaminated and, therefore,
requires treatment prior to disposal. The costs for construction
and operation of the remedy would be incurred regardless of the
disposal scenario.

The possibility of utilizing the treated water for cooling
purposes, however, is an issue that EPA will consider during the
remedial design of the remedy.

Comment: One citizen wanted to know why it was necessary to
Cclean up the groundwater in 10 years if the groundwater would be
remediated in 30 years through natural degradation. The citizen
noted that the if EPA selected Alternative 1: No Further Action,
With Monitoring, the government and citizens would save $4
million dollars and the groundwater would still be cleaned up.

EPA Response: EPA emphasized that the 30 year time frame
identified in Alternative 1, the "No Action" alternative, is a
very optimistic estimate and the actual restoration time could be
substantially longer. Estimates in the FS report indicate that
it could take 80 years for levels of vinyl chloride to reach the
cleanup goals through natural attenuation processes.

B. TECHNICAL ISSUES

Comment: An engineer for the Franklin Borough of Public Works
asked if the treated water, which will be discharged into Wildcat
Brook, will comply with NJDEP’s surface water quality
requirements. In addition, he requested EPA to forward the
Borough a copy of the Discharge Monitoring Reports, a monthly
report that states how the treatment system performs during that
monitoring period.

EPA Response: Yes, the discharged water will comply with NJDEP
surface water criteria. As information from the monitoring
program is produced, it will be forwarded to the Borough of
Franklin.



Comment: A reporter asked EPA to explain the air stripping
process for Alternative 2.

EPA Response: An air stripping unit operation would typically
consist of countercurrently contacting heated air with the
extracted groundwater (containing VOCs). The heated air (at a
temperature above the volatiles’ boiling point) is introduced
through a distribution plate to ensure uniform air flow through
the stripping column. To ensure intimate water/air contact, a
large surface area is provided by polypropylene packing (in the
shape of pall rings, saddles, etc.) in the column. The volatiles
and air from the column are passed through a vapor phase carbon
bed unit to remove volatiles prior to air discharge to the
atmosphere. The devolatilized water from the column is sent to a
liquid phase carbon bed adsorption unit for further treatment.
The spent carbon would be collected and taken off-site to an
approved disposal facility, or regenerated for future use.

Comment: A local reporter asked when EPA, following the
selection of a remedial alternative, plans to implement the
remedial action.

EPA Response: Following selection of the remedial alternative,
EPA will begin the remedial design phase for the selected
treatment process. Once initiated, the remedial design could
take approximately one year to complete. Following the remedial
design, EPA will initiate construction of the collection and
treatment system. However, specific time frames for the start-
up of the remedial action can not be developed until the remedial
design is complete. Once the treatment system is constructed, it
will take approximately ten years to clean up the groundwater to
levels which will meet federal and state drinking water
standards.

Comment: A local official stated that there are several
residents who still use private wells for their water supply. He
wanted to know if EPA would provide a potable water alternative
for these residents should their wells be adversely affected by
either the groundwater contamination in the area, or the draw-
down of the aquifer created by the groundwater extraction.

EPA Response: Under Alternative 2, the pumping rate will be
relatively low, approximately 10 gallons per minute. This
relatively low pumping rate should not create a significant draw-
down effect on the aquifer beyond the immediate area of the
existing contamination. Further, the extraction and treatment of
the groundwater should confine the contamination plume to the



currently affected area. Therefore, EPA does not anticipate
private wells, which are currently unaffected by the plume, to
become contaminated by the Metaltec site in the future.

In the unlikely event that more residential wells become
contaminated, EPA would be likely to institute an action to
provide residents with a suitable water supply. EPA is currently
constructing a pipeline to provide affected Borough of Franklin
residents with an alternate water supply.

C. FUTURE OF THE MAPLE ROAD WELL

Comment: The Borough of Franklin engineer wanted to know if EPA
plans to use the Maple Road well during the remedial activities.
NJDEP has required the Borough of Franklin to provide it with a
notice to seal the well or a justification as to why the well
should remain unsealed. EPA was requested to provide the Borough
of Franklin with a justification, if any, to keep the well open.

EPA Response: EPA has indicated to the Borough that it plans to
use the well for future sampling activities. Other potential
uses of the well during remedial action will be determined during
the remedial design. EPA will explore the potential of NJDEP
allowing the well to remain unsealed.

Comment: Another local resident wanted to know if the well could
be used as a potable water source in the future.

EPA Response: The objective of this remedial action is to return
the groundwater quality to levels that will meet the current
federal and state drinking water standards. If the well is not
sealed and the groundwater is remediated, it may be possible to
use the well as a potable water source in the future.

Comment: A Borough of Franklin Councilman wanted it on record
that the Borough would prefer to leave the well unsealed. He
stated that he anticipates the Borough to expand and would like
to use the well as an additional water supply once the
groundwater is remediated.

EPA Respohso: EPA acknowledged his request and stated that it
was on record with EPA.

10



D. COST AND SCHEDﬁLING ISSUES

Comment: One resident asked EPA to explain why it was necessary
to spend $54,000 to install a fence around the Metaltec site. He
stated that when he solicited bids for the same project, he
received bids for $8,700, $1,700 and $17,000. He wanted to know
why EPA did not hire a contractor that could build the same fence
for less. .

EPA Response: The installation of this fence was administered by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE). COE solicits bids from
reliable sources and selects the contractor based on the lump sum
bid. EPA assured the resident that this overall bid was the
lowest bid for the work. The government contracting process is
often intricate and can sometimes lead to higher costs. Added
factors must be considered including the bidding procedures and
liability insurance requirements that are required by Superfund
law.

Comment: A newspaper reporter asked if the volume of public
acceptance or rejection of EPA’s Proposed Plan could alter EPA’s
decision making process.

EPA Comment: Community acceptance of a cleanup alternative is
very important. Under CERCLA and SARA, EPA is required to
evaluate community acceptance as one of the nine criteria that
EPA uses to select the most suitable remedy. EPA also considers
the overall protection of human health and the environment,
compliance with federal and state regulations, and cost
effectiveness. The preferred alternative is believed to provide
the best balance among alternatives with respect to the
evaluation criteria. EPA will evaluate all community concerns in
the decision-making process.

E. POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP) COMMENTS AND ISSUES

Comment: The president of Aerosystems Technology Corporation
(Aerosystems) stated that he had hired a certified testing
company to analyze the groundwater at the Metaltec site. Those
results revealed contaminant levels which were significantly less
than the analytical results obtained by EPA. EPA values, which
were approximately 29,000 parts per billion (ppb), were inflated
compared to the testing company values, which were as low as 7
ppb. He asked EPA to explain the disparity between the results.

EPA Response: EPA implements a rigorous quality assurance/
quality control (QA/QC) program to collect and analyze
groundwater samples at all Superfund sites. The samples were
analyzed through the contract laboratory program (CLP), which
follows strict EPA regulations. Since EPA did not regulate or
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monitor the sampling performed by Aerosystems' certified testing
company, the results were not validated and can not be used for
Superfund purposes.

The supplemental RI revealed levels of 29,000 ppb of total
organics on the Metaltec site. EPA performed a 14-day pump test,
averaging the results of numerous samples which were collected at
that time. The BR-4 Boring wells located in the Metaltec parking
lot revealed a very high level of VOCs. EPA is confident that
the results are an accurate representation of the contamination
in the area.

Comment: The same commenter stated several of his monitoring
wells were broken into and claimed that the vandals contaminated
the wells by pouring benzene around the mouths of those wells.
He believes that EPA wells were tampered with as well and wanted
to know if the sabotage could have affected the sample results.,

EPA Response: Only one well, upgradient of the site and in a
residential area, was broken into. Nevertheless, that well did
not reveal any significant contamination.

Comment: The commenter also noted that some of the contaminants,
which were identified in the supplemental RI report, including
zinc, copper, lead, chromium and magnesium, are endemic minerals
to the area. A 1963 journal describes that the Borough of
Franklin had mines akundant with copper, zinc, chromium,
magnesium and lead. The New Jersey Zinc Company operated in the
area for approximately 50 years. He wanted to know why EPA needs
to clean up these minerals if they are naturally occurring
minerals.

Response: The supplemental RI report notes that metals are
indigenous to the Franklin Borough area and that this may be a
cause for their detection in the groundwater. Nevertheless, in
order to efficiently remove the contaminants of concern, VOCs,
the groundwater must be pre-treated by removing the metals.
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LIST OF INFORMATION REPOSITORIES

FOR THE METALTEC/AEROSYSTEMS SITE
SUSSEX COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

1)

2)

Franklin Borough Hall
40 Main Street
Franklin, New Jersey,

Sussex County Library
RD 3 Box 76
Newton, New Jersey
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Appendix F

Written Comments and
EPA‘s Responses to Those Comments



FLEE] Eov T
Wyfoest £
Frannin V. G748
Aug 17 1960

...
H
e -

"./"C.’:’L'L' /A'/J/'?JJCV' (SEF S
TENCK G Kemedla! Kesponse Oivision
s vams! Sleme Room T8

- ‘¢.4.“’
LY A Py

- ‘-
- ~
.« .

.~ ‘
- =
. . 87 37 1 Y
Padi A s7.1~

LRI ,_,,,,,,/ Froposed Flan FleteitésAerosystems Site
creni s Boroyan, New . rersey = EFd Regron 2 il ] o)

RS rEERED LOUC DI LD JECONLIMINSLE droudwater b
e .'.'",.-_'f T mm P I LS ION I EIRIODINT CA0ON 3TSODLOIN T8N
< 2 200 Easionrt LS & ',Cfc.'ut.:/ e 'Jé’f/" VIS IO LE

NIES TS LhE SITOrTS 115 LINING L réStore the

- rerrLr?
- "

T TLESLION that //m SIS WSt Errect will this puli-

Pl ‘of -t

e T ASE SN SIS W5 n the ares

N /ﬂL‘f’/‘c‘/ b

JOS #f #



ops 11 1

Joseph Zoltak
RD $#1 217A
Franklin, New Jersey 07416

Dear Mr. Zoltak:

This is in response to your August 17, 1990, letter concerning
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) Proposed Plan
for the Metaltec/Aerosystems site, located in Franklin Borough,
New Jersey.

EPA does not anticipate that the groundwater extraction will have
a significant effect on the private wells in the area. The
relatively low pumping rate planned for the remedy, should not
create a significant drawdown on the aquifer in the area. 1If,
however, an adverse impact were encountered, mitigative steps
would be initiated.

Your comments are always appreciated. If you have any further
questions concerning the above, please do not hesitate to write
or call me at (212) 264-1873.

Sincerely yours,

Ronald Rusin, Project Manager
Northern New Jersey Remedial Action Section



