G.E.M.S. LANDFILL
GLOUCESTER TOWNSHIP, CAMDEN COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

START ONE
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS
1.0 FACTUAL INFORMATION/DATA

1.3 POLREPs

P. 100001~ Pollution Report Thirty-Three (33), Removal Action,
100005 G.E.M.S. Landfill, Gloucester Township, Camden
County, New Jersey, prepared by Mr. George Zachos,

0SscC, Response and Prevention Branch, U.Ss.

Environmental Protection Agency, Recipients: See

Distribution List, December 19, 1984.

P. 100006~- Pollution Report Eleven (11), Removal Action,
100007 G.E.M.S. Landfill, Gloucester Township, Camden
County, New Jersey, prepared by Mr. George Zachos,
0SC, Emergency Response Section (TAT), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Recipients: See
Distribution List, April 18, 1983.

1.7 sSampling Data/Data Summary Sheets/Chain of Custody Forms

P. 100008 Note: The actual documentation is available for
review in the GEMS Landfill Site File located at
the United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region II, Superfund Removal Record Center, Edison,
New Jersey.

2.0 DECISION DOCUMENTS
2.2 Action Memorandum

P. 200001~ Exemption from Six-Month Time Limit for GEMS

200002 Landfill, Gloucester Township, Camden County, New
Jersey - Action Memorandum, to Mr. Lee M. Thomas,
Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response (WH-562-A), from Mr. William N.
Hedeman, Jr., Director, Office of Emergency and
Remedial Response (WH-548), United States
Environmental Protection Agency, October 6, 1983.
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200003~
aoeo022

200023~
200026

Memorandum to Mr. William N. Hedeman, Jr.,
Birveecter, Bffice of Emergency & Remedial Respense

(WH-548), from Ms. Jacqueline E. Schafer, Regional
Administrator, United States Environmental
Protection Agency, re: CERCL Act Immediate Removal
Actions - GEMS Landfill, July 18, 1983, (Attached:
Memorandum to Ms. Jacqueline E. Schafer, Regional
Administrator, from Ms. Barbara Metzger, Director,
Environmental Services Division, United States
Environmental Protection Agency, through Mr. Dick
Dewling, Deputy Regional Administrator, re: CERCL
Act Immediate Removal Actions - GEMS Landfill, July
11, 1983; Attachment 1 - Briefing Document & Scope
of Work, G.E.M.S. Landfill, Camden County, New
Jersey, Immediate Removal Actions, prepared by Mr.
John Bee, P.G. and Mr. Rodolfo Hafner, TAT II, for
Mr. George Zachos, 0SC, G.E.M.S. Landfill, April
13, 1983, Revised June 22, 1983; Attachment 2 -
Letter to Dr. Marwan M. Sadat, Administrator,
Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration, New
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection,
Division of Waste Management, from Mr. Fred N.
Rubel, Chief, Emergency Response & Hazardous
Materials Inspection Branch, United States
Environmental Protection Agency, March 10, 1983;
Attachment 3 - Memorandum to Mr. Fred Rubel, OHM
Coordinator, EPA, Region 2, from Mr. Hans J. Crump,
Chief, Response Operations Branch (WH-548-B),
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response,
United states Environmental Protection Agency, re:
State Contract for GEMS Landfill Immediate Removal
Action, April 1, 1983; Attachment 4 - Memorandum to
Ms. Jacqueline E. Schafer, Regional Administrator,
from Ms. Barbara Metzger, Director, Environmental
Services Division, United States Environmental
Protection Agency, through Mr. Dick Dewling, Deputy
Regional Administrator, re: Transfer of CERCL Act
Trust Fund Monies from Leachate Control Project to
Immediate Removal Action at GEMS Landfill,
Gloucester, New Jersey, May 23, 1983).

Ceiling Increase for Immediate Removal Actions at
GEMS Landfill, Gloucester Township, New Jersey -
Action Memorandum, to Mr. William N. Hedeman, Jr.,
Director, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response
(WH-548), from Mr. H.D. Van Cleave, Acting
Director, Emergency Response Division (WH-548-B),
United States Environmental Protection Agency,
March 10, 1983.
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P. 200027~
200029
P. 200030~
200033
P. 200034~
200036
P. 200037~
200047

Request to Initiate Immediate Removal at GEMS

Landfill, Gloucester Township, New Jersey, Action
Memorandum, to Mr. Michael A. Brown, Acting
Assistant Administrator for Solid Waste and
Emergency Response (WH-562-A), from Mr. William N.
Hedeman, Jr., Director, 0©0ffice of Emergency and
Remedial Response (WH-548) , United States
Environmental Protection Agency, February 7, 1983.

Memorandum to Mr. Conrad Simon, Director, Water

Management Division, from Ms. Barbara Metzger,
Director, Environmental Services Division, Region
II, re: Immediate Removal Action, GEMS Landfill,
Gloucester Township, New Jersey, Janhuary 27, 1983,
(Attached: Reguest to Initiate Immediate Removal
at GEMS Landfill, Gloucester Township, New Jersey,

to Ms. Rita M. Lavelle, Assistant Administrator for
Solid Waste and Emergency Response (WH-562-34),
United States Environmental Protection Agency, from
Mr. William N. Hedeman, Jr., Director, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response (WH-548), December
28, 1982).

Memorandum to Mr. Henry Van Cleave, Acting Director
(WH-548), Emergency Response Division, from Mr.
Fred N. |Rubel, Chief, Emergency Response &
Hazardous Materials 1Inspection Branch, United
States Environmental Protection Agency, Region ITI,
re: Request for Authorization to Expend Superfund
Monies at the GEMS Landfill, Gloucester Township,
New Jersey, January 11, 1983, (Attached: Draft Ten
Point Document - (note: The actual documentation
is located in the GEMS Landfill Site File, U.S.
EPA, Region II, Superfund Removal Record Center,
Edison, New Jersey. It 1is confidential and is
therefore not available for review without
authorization from the U.S. EPA); Memorandum to Mr.
Henry Van Cleave, Acting Director, Emergency
Response Division, (WH-548), from Mr. Fred N.
Rubel, Chief, Emergency Response & Hazardous
Materials Inspection Branch, Region II, re: GEMS
Landfill, Gloucester, New Jersey, December 28,
1982). -

Memorandum to Ms. Jacqueline E. Schafer, Regional

Administrator, from Ms. Barbara Metzger, Director,
Environmental Services Division, United States
Environmental Protection Agency, through Mr. Dick
Dewling, Deputy  Regional Administrator, re:
Request for Concurrence to Seek Authorization to
Expend Superfund Monies at GEMS Landfill,
Gloucester Township, New Jersey, October 19, 1982,
(Attached: Fund Authorization Report, Ten Point
pocument, November 17, 1982, (note: The actual



documentation is located in the GEMS Landfill Site
File, U.S. EPA, Region II, Superfund Removal Record
Center, Edison, New Jersey. It is confidential and
is therefore not available for review without
authorization from the U.S. EPA).

2.3 Documentation of State Involvement

P. 200048 Letter to Mr. William Librizzi, Director, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response, USEPA, Region II,
from Dr. Jorge H. Berkowitz, Administrator,
Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration, State of
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection,
re: GEMS Gas Migration, August 20, 1985.

3.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

3.3 Fact Sheets

P. 300001~ Fact Sheet: Environmental Facts, GEMS Tandfil
300006 Gloucester Township, Camden County, New Jersey,

prepared by United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 2, August 19, 1985.

3.5 Documentation of Public Meetings

P. 300007~ Memorandum to Mr. George Zachos, Emergency Response
300009 and Hazardous Materials Inspection Branch, U.S.
EPA, from Mr. Edward W. Blanar, TAT II1,
Weston/SPER, re: Meeting Summary, Gloucester
Township Town Hall, February 15, 1983, March 14,
1983.
P. 300010~ Memorandum to Ms. Joan Batory, Director,
300012 from Mr. Leon Robinson, Environmental Planner,
Camden County Environmental Agency, re: Public
Meeting GEMS Landfill 6/29/82 - NJDEP, - N.J. Dept.

of Health, June 30, 1982.

3.6 Press Coverage

P. 300013 Newspaper article: "Kramer, GEMS landfills added to
Superfund cleanup site list," The Gloucester County
Times, July 25, 1982, (note: author unknown).

P. 300014 Newspaper article: "Suit filed against dumpers,®
by Ms. Renee Winkler, Courier-Post, October 24,
1981.
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Correspondence

300015~
300021

300022-
300025

300026

300027

300028

Letter to The Honorable Carl Kerbowski, Mayor of
Pine Hill Borough, from Mr. Gerard Burke, Office of
Enforcement, State of New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection, re: Cessation of new
developments in vicinity of 1landfill, June 18,
1982, (Attached: shaded map of area discussed in
letter (note: author and date unknown); Letter to
The Honorable Connie Roggio, Mayor, Township of
Gloucester, from Mr. Gerard Burke, Office of
Enforcement, State of New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection, re: Cessation of new
developments in vicinity of 1landfill, June 18,
1582 lLetrer to Mr. charles Deeker, Chief, Bureau
of Construction Code Enforcement, Department of
Community Affairs, from Mr. Gerard Burke, Cffice of
Enforcement, State of New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection, re: Cessation of new
developments in vicinity of 1landfill, June 18,
1982).

Letter to Resident, from Ms. Carole A. Dennis,
Director of Community Services, Township of
Gloucester, re: U.S. EPA visit to discuss drilling
of monitoring wells behind Fox Chase IT
development, September 30, 1983, (Attached:
Overview of Fox Chase 1T, Hydrogeologic
Investigation, (note: author and date unknown):
Figure 1 - Location of Existing Monitoring Wells,
G.E.M.S. Landfill, prepared by Weston/SPER II, for
unknown recipient, (note: undated); Figure 2 -
Proposed Well Locations at Fox Chase II, prepared
by Weston/SPER II, for unknown recipient, (note:
undated) ) .

Letter to Ms. Carole Dennis, Director of Community
Services, Township of Gloucester, from Mr. Fred N.
Rubel, Chief, Emergency Response Branch, re:
Briefing Gloucester Township c¢oncerning drilling
and other activities, September 22, 1983.

Memorandum to Mr. Anthony Farro, Chief - Bureau of
Site Management, from Mr. David Henderson, Project
Manager - BSM, re: GEMS Landfill - Fencing, March
30, 1983.

Letter to Mr. Barry Hoffman, Township Manager,
Township of Gloucester, from Mr. Paul D. Schumann,
President, Garden State Water Company, re:
contaminated water, March 6, 1981.
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

POLLUTION REPORT

DATE: December 19, 1984

Region II.
Response and Prevention Branch T0: C. Daggett, EPA
Edison, New Jersey 08837 W. Librizzi, EPA
Emergency Response
Division
J. Marshall, EPA
(201) 321-6670 - Commercial L. Diamond, EPA
(201) 548-8730 - 24 Hour Emergency D. Karlen, EPA
340-667C - FTS F. Rubel, EPA
B. Ogg, EPA
NRC
USCG 3rd Dist. (mer)
G. Berkowitz, NJDEP
J. Rogalski, NJDEP
M. Sadat, NJDEP
L. Romino, NJDEP
POLREP NO.: Thirty-Three (33)
INCIDENT NAME: (G.E.M.S.)
SITE/SPILL NO: 29
POLLUTANT: Chemical Leachate
CLASSIFICATION: Major
SOURCE : G.E.M.S. Landfill
LOCATION: Gloucester Township, Camden County, New Jersey
AMOUNT: Unknown
WATER BODY: Holly Run Creek

1. SITUATION:

A. The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP)
and the New Jersey State Health Department (NJSHD) have received
reports from several residents in the vicinity of G.E.M.S. landfill
complaining about the noxious odors at night and of nose bleeds.

B. The NJSHD and NJDEP have conducted a number of sampling programs
in the vicinity of G.E.M.S. landfill relating to ambient air quality.

2. ACTION TAKEN:

A. On December 5, 1984 representatives of NJDEP, NJSHD and EPA/TAT

met at Briar Lane, Gloucester Township, to conduct an indoor air

quality monitoring/survey in homes on Briar Lane, and at the Fox IGGQQT
Chase I and Fox Chase II developments. : .

v .,



B. The monitoring team utilize=

(OVA) with flame ionization de:=:

detector, a Photovac Tip photoic-
four personnel samplers with cz -

. C. A total of 23 homes wera s5.-
Generally, results showed that :-

v

(on Briar Lane and Fox Chase II:

levels than those located farthz-

the Fox Chase 1 development).

D. On December 12, 1984 3 mes:’ -
the NJDEP at Edison, NJ to disc.
and future actions.

3. FINANCIAL STATUS:

A. Total Funds (Extramural:
for Mitigation Contrac:

B. Expenditures For Mitigz:

i.a Amount obligated =
Contract # 68-92-7
DCN #220001 (3/7/:.

1.b Estimated expendi:
Contract # 63-92-.
DCN #220001

l.c Balance remainin:
Contract # 68-92-"
DCN# 220001

2.a Amount obligated -
Environmental Sa=r.

(Fence project)

Contract # 68-92-.

DCN #229002 (2/i:

2.b Estimated expend:-
Contract # 688-82--
DCN # 229002

2.c Balance remaining
Contract # 68-92-7
DCN# 229002

. vapor analyzers
shotoionization
s2ctor, and
:y1lector tubes.

- : nonitoring team.

>s32r to the landfill,

C2r total organic
2 landfill (in

" yetween U.S. EPA

1% situation and

$ 216,580.20

(%]

15,000.00
1,573.49

13,426.51

60,000.00

60,000.00

RSO

v
L.
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3.b

4.b

5.b

6.b

Amount obligated to B.E.S.
Environmental Services
(Fence project)
Contract # 68-92-0032
DCN# D2B062 (4/7/83)

Estimated expenditures for
Contract # 68-92-0032
DCN# D2B062

Balance remaining for
Contract # 68-92-0032
DCN# D2B062

Amount obligated to Consulting
Engineering Services

Contract # 68-92-0025

DCN# 229003

Estimated expenditures for
Contract # 68-92-0025
DCN# 229003

Balance remaining for
Contract # 68-92-0025
DCN# 229003

Amount obligated to B.E.S.
Environmental Services
(Culvert project)
Contract # 68-92-0033
DCN# D2B070 2/8/83

Estimated expenditures for
Contract # 68-92-0033
DCN #D28070

Balance remaining for
Contract # 68-92-0033
DCN# D2BO70

Amount obligated to B.E.S.
Environmental Services
(Culvert Project) 5/23/84
Contract # 68-92-0033
DCN# D2B070

Estimated expenditures for
Contract # 68-92-0033
DCN #D2B070

$

15,000.00
14,810.00

190.00

1,591.20

42,489.00

42,489.00

50,000.00

50,000.00

100003
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6.c Balance remaining for DCN
Contract # 68-92-0033
DCN# D28070 $ -0-

7.2 Amount obligated to B.E.S.
Environmental Services
Contract # 68-92-0033 :
DCN# D2B221 32,500.00

7.b Estimated expenditures for
Contract # 68-92-0033
DCN# D2B8221 32,499.63
7.¢ Balance remaining for
Contract # 68-92-0033
DCN# D2B221 00.37
C. Balance O0f Unobligated Funding 13,616.88

D. Estimated Total Expenditures to 8/27/84
For Mitigation Contracts 202,963.32

E. Other Estimated Costs
a. TAT costs to date through 12/7/84 166,743.00

b. EERU costs
i. Fox Chase II Dewatering Proposal 11,800.00

ii. Fox Chase II Drilling 66,900.00
iii. Fox Chase II Pump Tests 10,500.00
F. Intramural Removal Costs Reported by
Computer Accounting
a. Total Intramural Costs for Removal
As of 7/31/84 24 ,337.53
G. Total Estimated Expenditures to $ 483,243.85
8/27/84 Percentage of 1 M (48.32% 1M)

100004



4. FUTURE PLANS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. The conclusions of the December 12, 1984 meeting with NJDEP
were to study the feasibility of installing a well-point system
to remove leachate and the capping of the northeast side of
G.E.M.S landfill to migitate the air pollution emanating

from the site.

B. TAT II will provide information to EPA regarding the design
criteria required to stabilize the northeast side of G.E.M.S.
Landfill. Included in this will be a preliminary cost estimate

for the project, a detailed material, equipment, and labor cost
estimate and a detailed work schedule. -

CASE PENDS X  CASE CLOSED SUBMITTED BY éﬁﬂu‘xéﬁdh’
George Zacnos, 050
(TAT) Response &

Prevention Branch

Date Released:  Dec.24,1994

e
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

POLLUTION REPORT

Region II

Emergency Response and Hazardous
Materials Inspection Branch
Edison, N.J. 08837

- (201) 321-6670 - Commercial
(201) 548-8730 - 24 Hour Emergency
340~-6670 -~ FTS

POLREP NO.:
INCIDENT NAME:
SITE/SPILL NO: 29

POLLUTANT: Chemical Leachate
CLASSIFICATION: Major

G.E.M.S. Landfill

Eleven (11)

Unknown
Holly Run Creek

AMOUNT:
WATER BODY:

1. SITUATION:

DATE: April 18, 1983

J. Schafer, EPA

R. Dewling, EPA

B. Metzger, EPA

Emergency Response Division

J. Marshall, EPA

L. Diamond, EPA

D. Karlen, EPA

F. Rubel, EPA

NRC

USCG 3rd Dist. (mep)/(info. only)
J. Stanton, NJDEP -
K. Stoller, EPA

B. Ogg, EPA

TAT

C. Simon, EPA

Gloucester Environmental Management Service (G.E.M.S.)

Gloucester Township, Camden County, New Jersey

A. Groundwater continues to seep up on road and driveways behind Fox

Chase II.

B. Contract for culvert construction signed 4/13/83.

C. Fence construction at Briar Lake was essentially completed on
4/14/83. (see Polrep No. 10, pg.2)

2. ACTION TAKEN:

A. Culvert construction activities began on 4/14/83.

Initial work

includes clearing of debris along Holly Run Creek approximately 600 feet

upstream to Briar Lake.

In addition, contractor obtaining proper

utility clearances for excavating Briar Lane and drawings for stream

encroachment permit.

100006
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" 3. FUTURE PLANS AND RECOMMENDATIONS :

'

%

A. TAT to conduct resistivity study at Fox Chase II and Briar Lake area

to determine boundaries of contaminant plume.

B. Intramural costs for EPA/TAT expenses approaching $22,000. This
cost represents extensive engineering services on well point system

design, berm, fence and culvert design and construction monitoring,

dewatering system design and slurry wall investigations.

C. According to the hazard ranking system, GEMS Landfill was one of
three sites in New Jersey to receive a maximum groundwater score of
100.0. This ranking is based on observed releases, route character-
istics, containment, waste characteristics and targets as defined in the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan.

CASE PENDS X

CASE CLOSED

SUBMITTED BY

Hisege Y. Jackees

George Zachos, 0OSC
Emergency Response Section
(TAT)

100007



The Actual Document is Available
for Review in the
CE M / Yy

. /
. D>, A angsr 7/

e <

Lr t

Site File

Site Files are located at the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region |l
Superfund Removal Records Center
Edison, NJ

100008



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

I alui iV iake
nouCiVe
tf1afyy
aeT 6 522 . OFFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE

MEMORDNDUM

SUBJECT: Exemption from Six-Month Time Limit for GEMS Landfill,
Gloucester Township, Camden County, New Jersey——ACTION MEMORANDUM ~--

FROM: William N. Hedeman, Jr., Direct " U\
Office of Emergency and Remedial ResSppohe

TO: Lee M, Thamas, Assistant Administrator
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (WH-562-A)

Issue

This memorandum requests approval of an exemption to the six-month
time limit set forth in Section 104(c) of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Campensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCIA) in order to
allow consideration of various immediate removal actions proposed for the
GEMS Landfill site which are needed until remedial action commences at the
site. The six month time limit for this site expired on August 7, 1983.

Background

Section 104(c) of CERCIA limits Federal removal actions to six months
in duration unless three criteria are met: (1) continued response action
are immediately required to prevent, limit, or mitigate an emergency; (2)
there is an immediate risk to public health or welfare or the enviromment;
and (3) such assistance will not otherwise be provided on a timely basis. -

Discussion

On Pebruary 7, 1983, EPA initiated an immediate removal action with
an approved ceiling of §170,000. The purpose was to fence sections of
Holly Run Creek and Briar Lake, and to remove two undersized culverts at
Briar Lake and replace one culvert at the inlet to Briar lLake with two
larger culverts. This was done to reduce the threat of direct contact of
the contaminated surface waters to residents in the area. The ceiling for
this activity was increased to $202,500 on May 23, 1983, when the Regional
Administrator authorized funds to complete the culvert work.

‘
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On March S, 1983, the Regional Administrator had authorized an
immediate removal action to address leachate which was reaching the road
adjacent to the fFox Chase IIdeveloguent adjacent to GEMS landfill. An
amount of $17,500 was spent on vancus tm:razy m;.mnon and leachate

yvveontml ‘activities for Fox Chase II. -~ - .
- The continuing actions at this site meet the criteria for an exemption
from the six-month time limit as follows:

O it D

1. Oontinued response actions are nmedxately zegnmd to prevent,
limit or mtlgate an emergency.

Contaminated groundwater is continuing ¢o seep conto an adjacent
roadway in the Fox Chase II development. In addition, drinking
‘water wells in the area are threatened. " Inmediate removal actions
taken earlier were of a temporary nature; additional actions are
expected to be undertaken if this time-limit exemption is granted.

2. ~m;smmmnskmgbzcm1ﬂtotwlfmotthe
envirorment.

-~ The site is in a populated area. 1landfill related material has
_already surfaced on a road immediately behind a housing development,
prampting an expansion of the original removal action. MNumerous
homes in the area use well water which is at risk of contamination.

3. Assistance will not be otherwise provided on a timely basis.

Responsible parties have declined to take action at this site,
Remedial activities are expected to genecrate the required data for
the feasibility study which will evaluate remedial alternatives,
The design and implementation of the selected remedy will begin in
FY 1985 with completion by the summer of 198S.

Recammendation

I recamend that you approve an extension for the GEMS [andfill area to
be effective until July 1985 when remedial actions are implemented. Ground-
water testing and leachate control system design is currently in process.
This approval will facilitate future Agency action to the extent that
inmediate removal expenditures are approved by the appropriate official.

lo-r5/53
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROT:

JUL 18 1983 G -9 -000™%
CERCL Act Immediate Removal Actions - GEMS Landfill

Jacqueiihe;E. Schafer
Regional Administrator

4illiam M. Hedeman, Jr., Director
Office of Emergency & Remedial Response (WH-548)

Having reviewed the attached briefing document and memo from Barbara Yetzger
concerning removal actions required at GEMS Landfill, Gloucester Township,
New Jersey, the following raquest is made for additional funding to assess
the axtent of contamination and to mitigate the problem:

Fox Chase Drilling Plan: To determine the degree of § 74,000
contamination behind Fox Chase [l and to provide
hydrologic parameters to design the abatement system

GEMS Drilling Plan: To evaluata the threat posed to %152,000
the drinking water sources under and near GEMS Landfill
Holly Run Creek: Treatability study $ 70,000
Leachate Abatement
Leachate collection system behind Fox Chase II $ 51,500
Treatment of leachate extracted behind Fox Chase II
Treatability Study 3 90,000
Treatment (3 months) $220,200
3 s N
Authorization

Prior to implementation of the two drilling plans, assessment of the
extent of contamination, and the design and selection of the abatement
method, a modification of the NJDEP/EPA contract will be made.

In surmary, we request authorization to expend up to an additional $667,5090
under the CERCL Act to conduct removal actions at GEMS Landfill.

Attachment

cc: 4. Yan Cleave, WH-5430

%\J ;ov@%%&m\

LTS L

ES:ERAMI:FRUDR1/Z3CN05 38007 L oNaORRENGEs o/ 211 e 3T 07 23753

’, e B EREME -+ ESs BRHM- oo ES tERME L eveencecrencnencbonrmeniccccenccnanec e e 21:3: SORUUIN WO £ SO
DATE if ZACHOS ’ ELL Ié:f """" R’ ;iogcgz: ...................... hessesacacesssconsdoccnsnscvessanncodsscce %‘42:{1‘!6" .,“,‘“S: o%?’iq?lc

EPA Form 1320-1 12:70) OFFICIAL FILE COPY

u¥ 200003



,.," infz

50’4‘61‘
/- -

- JuL 11 w83
CERCL Act Iuadiaze Removal Actions - GEMS Land€ill

®om: Rarbara Metzger, Director

Envirommental Services Divisicn

TO:Jacqueline E. Schafer

Regional Administrator

THRU: Dick Dewling '
- Deputy Regional Administrator

On March S5, 1983 you authorized the use of up to $50,000 of CERCL Act Trust

- Fund money for action to mitigate a potential hazard involving contaminants

seeping up through, and adjoining the road immediately behind the Fox Chase II
housing development, approximately two-hundred and fifty feet from the GEMS
Landfill, Gloucester Township, New Jersey. As of this date, approximately
$17,500 has been expended on the "leachate control® project and the remaining
$32,500 has been transferred to complete the “culvert project" (Attachment &).
A descs;iption of the mrk accomplished with this funding is attached (Attach-
ment 1).

We have documented a verbal agreement (Attachment 2) with NJDEP to expand
the scope of work relative to the existing NJOEP/EPA removal action con-
tract. UWe have nat. thuc far. sndifiad the LIWD/EDA rantwant haravea
we have not fully evaluated what remedy the problem behind fox Chase II
requires, nor its cost. We have been asked by Headquarters to request an
increase in the Trust Fund removal actfon (Attachment 3) authorization for
GEMS to cover whatever we estimate will be needed.

Attached is a description of a series of activities which we want to request
removal funding for. Headquarters has preliminarily indicated their receptive-
ness to increasing the scope of the removal action at GEMS in order to

include those activities which should be expedited.

A summary of the activities which we may want to request removal funding

for, fallows.

Step [ - Define The Problem
Fox Chase II

A prerequisite to modifying the NJDEP/EPA contract, is to determine the degree
of contamination behind the Fox Chase II housing development. This can be accom-
plished by the implementation of the "Fox Chase II Orilling Plan® (Attachment 1)
which will also provide hydrogeologic field data specific to this area. Esti-
mated cost for this project is $74,000.

1200004
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Step II - Alernative Solutions to Fox Chase II Problem

Once the results of the drilling program are available, and potential health

threats are better defined, one or more of the following alternatives may
be selected to mitigate the groundwater condition betnud the fox Chase II

development.

1. -Cut off wall adjacent to fox Chase II.
- Estimated Cost $80,000 (20 ft. deep)
. $40,000 (10 f¢. 4eep).

2. French drain adjacent to fox Chase II.
‘ Estimated Cost $53,000. :

3. Shallow well point system adjacent to Fox Chase II.
‘Estimated Cost $54,000.

4. Interceptor well adjacent to GEMS Landfill.
Estimated Cost $15,000.

Attachment 1, “Briefing Document and Scope of Work® provides additional
information on the four alternative projects listed above.

The rnct for an {immadiate remnval actinn tn miticate the Tearhate nrohlem
behind Fox Chase II depends on the alternative(s) used, and the method of
disposal of the extracted groundwater. Assuming that only one abatement
option will be used at an average cost of $51,500 ($80,000 + $53,000 +
$54,000 + $19,000/4), the following further options are available:

Step III - Disposal of Collected Groundwater

1. No treatment -

Under this option, the extracted groundwater will have to be either dis-
charged into (a) Holly Run Creek, or (b) pumped to the top of the landfill.
Of these, the latter is the least desirable since it will tend to flush addi-
tional chemicals from the landfill. Under such an option, the estimated cost
will be Timited to a drilling program to better define the problem and
solution ($74,000), plus the cost of an average abatement option ($51,500),
for a total of $125,500.

2. Treatability -

Should sampling results reveal high pollutant concentrations in the ex-
tracted groundwater, then it will be necessary to detaermine the best method
of treating the contaminated water. The cost of this study is estimated
at $90,000. Once the most effective method of treatment has been selected
and implemented, the extracted groundwater could be treated.

200043
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3. Contaminated Groundwater Treatment System -

(a) Treatment for 3 months - Assuming that groundwater will have to
be extracted, and assuming this is required for three months,
the cost for this treatment (as a removal action), including
system installation, {s estimated to be $220,000.

(b) Treatment for 1 to 2 years - Although any groundwater collected
initially requiring treatment may improve in quality, it {s more
1ikely that extended treatment will be required. This may also
depend upon the seasonal height of the groundwater tabie. The
State of New Jersey, as other states have, has fndicated a pre-
ference to minimize operation and maintenance costs. Should
an impasse occur on the {ssue, we have three choices: 1{nsist
that this is an 0&8M cost which must be picked up by the state =
in total; include the cost as part of the remedfal action project
expenditures; include the cost as part of the removal action pro-
ject. Note that this removal action already involves at least
50% cost sharing on the part of the state. OGur estimate for
treatment costs for one to two years, i{s an additional $60,000
to $140,000 respectively, beyond the funding authorization
requested here.

Step IV - Drinking Water Aguifer

Three principal aquifers supplying drinking water to residents of the area
underlie the GEMS Landf111. To evaluate the potential for contamination of
drinking water supplies, $162,000 would be required to implement the “GEMS
Drilling Plan® (Attachment 1). This would more broadly determine the levels
of contamination in the groundwater, which is the source of potable water for
some residents in the area, and adds to the important data base concerning
groundwater flow.

Step V - Holly Run Creek

Holly Run Creek {s a potential source of organic chemicals in the air, especial-
ly at Briar Lake. These organics may impact water quality of a lake further
downstream which {s used for recreational purposes. A sampling program would
be undertaken to determine the presence of organics in Holly Run, Briar Lake,
and the recreational lake downstream. If results warrant, a treatability study
would be undertaken. The sampling and treatability study cost for this work is
estimated at $70,000.

Summary of Funding Required

Total funding required for the Fox Chase II drilling plan ($74,000), surface
water evaluation/treatability study ($70,000), groundwater abatement project

(average cost $51,500), groundwater treatability study ($90,000) and treat-
ment of the extracted groundwater ($220,000 for 3 months) is $505,500.
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The "GEMS Drilling Plan" is an activity which meets the CERCL Act definition
of removal action ("actions...to monitor, assess, and evaluate the...threat
of release....") and would in any case be required to better define the
extent of the GEMS site problem. It would be a positive step in protecting
the public from drinking water contamination. This would add $162,000 to
the above removal action cost.

In summary, the above projects would require that we request an additional
$667,500 ($505,500 +$162,000) under the CERCL Act to mitigate the leachate pro-
blem behind the Fox Chase II development, provide data on potential contamina-
tion of the drinking water aquifer in the area adjacent to GEMS Landfill,

and assess the necessity/feasibility of treating Holly Run Creek with

doses of an oxidizer to destroy organic chemicals.

‘Connie has concurred that the projects described would be of value to our over-
all efforts at GEMS.

Before we request additicnal funds for the increased scope at GEMS, I wanted

to advise you and receive your thoughts on this approach. Once we apprise
Headquarters of the proposed scope and cost, and additional Trust Funds are
authorized, we will discuss the details with the State, and revise the NJDEP/EPA
removal action contract for GEMS.

Attachments

cc: Connie Simon, 2AWM (w/attach.)
Del Karlen, 20RC-WGL (w/o0 attach.)

200007
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BRIEFING DOCUMENT & SCOPE OF WORK

ATTACHMENT |

april 13, 1983
Revised: June 22, 1983

G.E.M.S. LANDFILL, CAMDEN COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

IMMEDIATE REMOVAL ACTIONS

Project Requested By: George Zachos, OSC, G.E.M.S. Landfill
Project Officers: John Bee, P.G., Fodolfo Hafner, TAT II

Quality Assurance Officers:
TDD#2~8212-25D

Dennis Coronato, Tom Hughes, TAT II
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The following document is a briefing document to outline the immediate removal
actions taken at G.E.M.S. landfill, the need and scope of work for investigation to
support further emergency activities and a summary of the scope as well as projected
costs of these alternatives being considered by the Emergency Response Section, USEPA
Region II.

Primary concern at the present is focused on the northeast portion of G.E.M.S.
Landfill, at Fox Chase II, where potentially contaminated groundwater is issuing from
springs along the rear access road and near the basements of residences in this housing
development.

IMMEDIATE REMOVAL -~ Actions Taken:

‘Berm:

A sand berm covered with plastic sheeting was constructed on March 7, 1983 as a
temporary barrier to redirect potentially contaminated surface runoff from the landfill
and adjoining areas that was issuing from springs along the access road to Fox Chase

II and in the vicinity of the basements of these residences.

-

Actual Cost - $1,573.79
Fence:

A fence at Fox Chase II was completed on March 23, 1983, approximately 900 ft.
long and 6 ft. high intended to prevent accidental direct contact with contaminated
surface waters of Holly Run Creek and the adjacent potentially contaminated f£ill
between the landfill and the residences of Fox Chase II.

A fence has been constructed around the perimeter of Briar Lake and on both sides
of Holly Run Creek in the area of Briar Lake developments; approximately 3,000 ft.
long, it is intended to limit access to Holly Run and Briar Lake to the northwest of
the landfill. This portion of the fence was completed by June 10, 1983.

Estimated Final Cost - $75,000.
Surveying:

On March 29, 1983, Consulting Engineering Services, Inc. provided a topographical
survey of Fox Chase II and Briar Lake that defined the property lines and elevations
for the installation of the fencing and the design of a dewatering system, adjacent to
Fox Chase II.

Actual Cost - $1,600.

.



. Preliminary Engineering Design Package:

| Moretrench Environmental Services - Preliminary engineering design package for the ~
emergency dewatering of the property adjacent to GEMS landfill (approximately

$12,000).

Date for Resitivity Report:

Surveys, drawings and other services as part of the preparation of the resitivity
report ($1,880).

Monitoring Wells:

Unclog existing monitoring wells in the vicinity of Fox Chase II development
($1,230).

Survey map to include positions and elevations of existing monitoring wells and ~
piezometers in the vicinity of Fox Chase II development ($1,230).

Culvert On Holly Run:

Two parallel 90 feet sections of an oval culvert (83" x 67") were installed at the
inlet to Briar Lake to reduce the threat of flooding in the area from the contaminated
surface water. This project was completed on June 16, 1983.

Estimated Cost - $125,000.

21" storm Sewer: Recommended Action for Camden County

As a prerequisite for improvement of the flooding problem of Fox Chase II, a 21"
diameter storm line draining the adjacent Fox Chase I development of approximately 75
acres, should be rerouted by Camden County into a storm sewer being constructed along
Erial Road.

The 21" storm line at present terminates in fill adjacent to the rear access road
of Fox Chase II, without adequate provision for distribution of a peak discharge of
11,000 gallons/minute for a design storm of 100 year frequency and 24 hour duration.
Any dewatering system proposed close to Fox Chase II will be severely impacted if this
excessive inflow continues. Alternatively, the impact of this inflow may be found
during investigation to be beneficial, producing during storms a mounding of relatively
fresh water between Fox Chase II and the landfill that could divert contaminated
groundwater away from Fox Chase II.

LIMITATIONS OF AVAILABLE DATA:

Monitoring for hazardous materials has been conducted by New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEF) and the Camden County Health Department. Hazardous
chemicals have been identified in the nearby groundwater of the surficial Cohansey
Aquifer, in the surface water, in the air, and in the soils of the landfill. The major
group of hazardous substances found in the air and water near the site are wolatile
organics. Many are EPA Priority Pcllutants and are toxic to humans. Several are car-
cinogens. The principal hazardous substance found on the landfill surface is DDD, a
degradation product of the pesticide DDT. Several heavy metals have been identified as
contaminants. At present, the following limitations of data prompt further investiga-

tlon: 200010
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" Insufficient information exists on contaminant distribution with which to assess

the magnitude of the public health problems with regard to actual and potential -
private well contamination, the distribution of surface water and soil
contamination, and the volatile and explosive hazards near the landfill and in

the basements of local hames.

Limitations of data on aquifer characteristics such as permeability/trans-
missivity and storativity, aquifer interconnection, directions of groundwater
flow, and hydrologic mass balance affect the reliability of any consideration of
alternatives, especially those involving dewatering.

Data on groundwater contamination are restricted to the surficial aquifer, while
three major aguifers are loccated under the site. The analysis results appear
variable and inconsistent. For example, volatile organic concentration varied

in one potable well from 890 pob (above the state criteria for well

condemnation) to below detectable limits, within two months. ~-

These limitations prompted the development of two drilling plans; a drilling plan
addressing those concerns specific to Fox Chase II and a G.E.M.S. Landfill Drilling
Plan addressing concerns of the cther areas and drinking water supply aguifers impacted
by the landfill.

FOX CHASE II DRILLING PLAN:

The Fox Chase Drilling and Sampling Plan is designed to investigate the alleged
public health hazards at Fox Chiase II and to supply data to support an evaluation of
the various alternative abatement strategies propcsed. This emergency plan will take
three weeks of drilling, but the first borehole will begin to yield data on the
existence of a confining layer essential to a slurry trench alternative and data on
levels of groundwater and surface water contamination to support risk assessment.
Following the drilling plan, a pumping test lasting 3 days will be conducted,
that will yield the necessary information to determine the response of the aquifer to
the various dewatering alternatives, such as a french d&ain, slurry trench, well point
system, or interceptor wells.

' Estimated Cost - $74,000.

G.E.M.S. landfill Drilling Plan:

In addition to wells installed adjacent to the Fox Chase II development, wells
will be installed at 5 other locations on the perimeter of the landfill. Emplaced at
multiple depths in the three principal potable water aquifers of concern to the U.S.
EPA and NJDEP, the wells will be measured and sampled to evaluate hazards associated
with the potential contamination of drinking water supplies. The scope of the
investigation will include measurement of the potentiaometric head in each aquifer, the
distribution of groundwater contamination, and the direction and rate of groundwater
flow. The groundwater will be monitored at multipie depths by installing nested wells.
A report of well installation will be prepared which documents the hydrogeclogic
conditions of the site as it relates to the possible contamination of the drinking
water for the residents that rely on wells for potable water.

Both drilling plans are detailed, have been revxe&ed', are supported by 1300-49
contracting documents, and are ready to be implement

Estimated Cost - $162,000. 200011




| Treatability Studies

The design of treatability studies to inwvestigate alternative systems for
treatment of contminated waters at GEMS will incorporate certain preliminary
investigations including characterization of the untreated contaminated water flow rate
and composition. Flow rate will be characterized in terms of both the daily average
flow (gpd) and estimated maximum flow (gpm and gpd). The contaminated water
composition will be characterized in terms of the different species in solution, eg.
specific volatile or base-neutral organics heavy metals, and pesticides, as well as the
ranges in the concentration of each of these species. These characterization data will
be developed as part of the other elements previously discussed under this overall
investigation, ie. the drilling plans.

The discharge constraints tthat will be imposed on the effluent frorm any treatment
system will be established by reviewing the untreated contaminated water
characterization data with the appropriate New Jersey State and local regulatory
agencies. These reviews will establish effluent criteria for various possible
discharge options, including a direct surface discharge to Holly Run Creek, discharge
to the local sewage treatment facility, or groundwater recharge. The latter option
will be evaluated in the context cof the overall groundwater strategy developed for GEMS
and the Camden County area.

With the results of the preliminary investigations, the details of the spoecific
treatability studies to be conducted as part of this overall investigation will be
established.

Based on the data that are currently available for the contaminated waters at
GEMS, it appears that treatment will be required for various organic contaminants and
heavy metals. Using these data as a basis, it is assumed that treatability studies
will be necessary to dewvelop the design parameter and cost estimates for a treatment
system consisting of packed-column air stripping towers followed by a granular
activated carbon system. Such a pilot system would be either trailer-mounted or
constructed on-site and operated for approximately one month to collect the necessary
data for design of a full-scale system. It is estimated that the capacity of the pilot
system would be 25 gpm, and that the total costs for the system (equipment, OsM,
testing, and sample analyses) for the pilot testing program described above are
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Description of
Alternative:

Data Needs:

Feasibility:

Advantages:

Disadvantages:

Time Frame:

Cost:

Suppliers:

ALTERNATIVE # 1 - PARTIAL CUT-OFF WALL

A cut-off wall is a cement, clay, or bituminous, relatively

impermeable barrier usually between 3 ft. to 6 inches thick that is
emplaced by either a trenching machine, an excavator or by pressure
injection to depths less than 40 ft. and by a c¢lam shell excavator

to greater depths. The cut-off wall usually keys into an

impermeable confining layer that limits downward migration of
contaminants. -

Soil profile’, grain size distribution', compatibility of
leachate with mt—o;f wall materials’', leachate distribution ,
and site hydrology.

The cut-off wall being considered would run parallel and perpendicu-
lar to the access road behind Fox Chase II, but could only be
considered if a low-permeability confining layer was found during
drilling at Fox Chase II. Local well logs do not show a shallow
confining layer.

If a confmmg layer is found at 10 ft., it would present one of the
Teast expensive alternatives to exclude alleged groundwater
contamination. The cut-off wall need not encircle the development,
but would form a barrier to contaminant flow from the landfill and
allow fresh water to flow in behind the wall.

Existence of shallow confining layer unlikely.

Completion one month from site work initiation. (For 800 ft. of wall
to 20 ft. depth).

800 ft. long wall, 10 ft. deep  $40,000.
" 20 ft. deep $80,000.
(@ $5/face foot, interior drains not included).

ICOS, Sollatanche & Rodeo, Geocon, Brenneman, Memphis Construction,

and ECI.

Tbata not available.

2000123
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Description of
Alternative:

Data Needs:

Peasibility:

Disadvantages:

Time Frame:

Cost:

Suppliers:

 ALTERNATIVE § 2 - FRENCH DRAIN

A french drain is a drainage pipe with gpenings along its length to
allow water to enter and be carried off by gravity. These pipes.
are either cpen-joint concrete pipe, perforated corrugated metal,
or asbestos cement pipe installed in a bed of pervious material.

A recent survey of elevations at Fox Chase II and the nearby stream

elevations indicate the low lying nature and poor drainage gradients

" at the site. Thus, to provide effective drainage, a drain emptying

into a pumped sump is required, and pumping costs will be incurred.
&stimatesindicate french drain 650' long beside the rear access road
to Fox Chase II draining at S0 gpm with lateral drains running under
themad@tothebasemntsof&nemlsmededmpullme

. water table down 6" under the residences.

Soil moflle? mat*bzlxty of W with pipe matena1§ p
leachate distribution’', site Wlm g::otmdhater levels’,
structural stability af soils ',

Adequate slopes along the pipe are necessary to provide sufficient

- flow in the pipe, along with adequate s0il stability during excava-

tion for pipe support of the trench wall.

The system is installed as a "permanent® structure with a lifespan
usually exceeding 20 years. If an adequate slope exists for the
conveyance of water to a receiving body, the system can be wost
effective by eliminating pumping operations. However, this is not
the situation at Fox Chase II, and puwping from a sump is required.

Flows can be limited by soil accumulation within the grawvel bed, at
the pipe cpenings, and in the pipe invert. A trench deeper than
five feet in this soil oould result in high costs of sheeting and
bracing the trench walls. The inherent linear nature of the system
results in a rigid network of laterals and mains culminating at one
point with limited flexibility for expansion. Disposal of collected
leachate may incur treatment costs.

Operational in 3 weeks.

Construction and 3 months coperation $52,757
Treatment costs for 3 months : $220,000

Drain: Asbestos Cement and Concrete
Interpace, Concrete Pipe Assoclation of New Jersey
Grey Concrete Pipe Company, Johns-Manville.

%&ted l‘htal%
~ truction Products, Lane Metal Products Company,

Inc., National Corrugated Steel Pipe Associaticn.

Pump: IIT Marlowe
Treatment Systems: see treatment alternmative - 290014

T Data not available.
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Description of

Alternative:

‘Data Needs:

Feasibility:

Disadvantages:
Time Frame:

Cost:

Suppliers:

ALTERNATIVE # 3 - SHALLOW WELLPOINT SYSTEM
CILOSE TO FOX CHASE II

_ Fram calculations based on values for permeability, aquifer

thickness, and storativity cited in the literature, a shallow well

point (s ft. deep) pumping at 16 GPM will draw down the water

tabie in a cone 3°6" at its center {(essuming a 100% efficient well)

and with a 6" drawdom%ft.my A series of shallow wells along

the 600' length of the rear access road to fox Chase II would

pull the water table down 6" belcw&;emxﬂmrfam under the

residences.

Soil g:ofﬂe qrm.g size dist:ihxinn?, PP test {storativity
tra:qiss:m.ty) + leachate distribution , and site

gosts.,

The potentially contaminated springs along the access road and under
the basements would be pumped dry. #resh water would be pulled into
the area fram the northeast, flushing potentially contaminated
soils.

The radius of influence of such a system is calculated to be 4,800
ft. Contaminated groundwater would be pulled from the landfill.
Disposal of pumped water may incur treatment costs.

The system will be operational 5 weeks after construction is
initiated; drawdown of the water table to the required depth will
be completed in an additional 7 days.

Wells and Piping $40,000
Pump Cperation & Maintenance 14,000

for 3 months ToTAL 354,000
Treatment cost for 3 months $220,000

Pump: A. C. Shultes, Layne-New York, Bmpire, Moretrench, Johnston
- ITT Marlow, APCO, Worthington, Aurora.

Treatment Systems: see treatment alternative

1'Daut:a ot available.
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Description of. - ,

Alternative: A well pumping at 200 GPM close to the landfill, near fox Chase,
will have a radius of influence of 4800 ft. (.9 mile). At its
‘center the water table will be pulled down 14 ft. (17.5 ft. allowing

~ for  80% efficient well). At every log cycle of distance to the

well the water table would be pulled down 3.5 ft. Thus at 4.8 ft.
‘from the well: there will be 10.5 ft. drawdown, at 48 ft.: 7 ft.
drawdown, at 480' {under the houses of Fox Chase) 3.5 ft. drawdown.

Data Needs: To provide r;llable drawdown predictions, field data is required on
soil ptoﬁl; and hydrology including transmissivity &
storativity'. (All data used to calculate drawdown is at present
theoretical, based on aquifer parameters cited in the literature).

Feasibility: @ Depends upon the operation & maintenance costs determined by the
effectiveness of treatment and the disposal limitations for
extracted water. The cone of influence of the well would reach
under the landfill and draw contaminated water.

Advantages: The well would act as an interceptor well for contaminants flowing
into Bolly Run and towards Fox Chase. The well would reduce
potentiometric heads in the Cohansey (water table) aquifer and may
induce groundwater from lower aguifers to flow upwards into the
Cohansey thereby intercepting contaminants from the landfill and
preventing contamination of drinking water supply wells in the
area.

Disadvantages: This alternative shares the disadvantages of all dewatering systems
near the landfill, that contaminants from the landfill will be
pulled into the well.

Time Frame: '&mmmgwellﬁohedrxl&ed%t&emtestatfbxﬂmsencm
be used to act as an interceptor well.
Cost: Well Construction SPump test well used
Turbine Pump $ 14,000
Operation & Maintenance for 3 mo. 4,800
Total $§ 18,800 (not inclusive of
treatment)
Treatment c¢osts for 3 mo. $220,000
Suppliers Drilling: A. C. Shultes, Layne-New York, Empire

Pumps: Johnston, ITT Marlow, ARCO, Worthington
Aurcra.

Treatment system: see treatment alternative
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" Field pata Not Available, Drilling/mumping Investigation Required. 20001G
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ALTERNATIVE # S - CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM

Description of ‘

Alternative: All dewatering systems emplaced at Fox Chase II will draw
contaminated water. The radius of influence of a dewatering system
in the Cohansey is estimated to be 4800 ft. Treatment of

. @Wm&rmumistofﬂmmtmsses
required to treat the contaminants (organics, pesticides, and heavy

- metals) in 100 gpm of contaminated groundwater to acceptable
discharge concentrations to be established through permit
negotiations with the apprcopriate NJDEP and local regulatory
authorities. While the details of this treatment system are subject
to confirmation by pilot testing, it is forecasted that the
treatment system will consist of packed column air strippers
followed by granular activated carbocn. No emission controls on the
packed colum exhaust has been considered at this time. Should such
control be necessary, the appropriateness of the stripper before the
liquid phase activated carbon system must be evaluated for its
cost-effectiveness versus the use of liquid phase activated carbon
alone. Without air stripping, high replacemennt costs for carbon

" may be experienced.

Data Needs: The data needs include the concentration of contaminants in the
influent to the system, the variation with time, the performance
efficiencies and concentrations of the contaminants in the effluent
from each unit process. For air strippers, additional data
requirements include bed volume and dimensions, type of packing,
air-to-water ratio, power requirements, and costs. For the
activated carbton system, additional data requirements include bed
contact time and application rate, carbon exhaustion rate, power
requirements, and costs.

Peasibility: The feasibility of using the proposed system for treatment of the
orgmic, pesticide, and heavy metal contaminants in the groundwater
is well established by prior experience (see Treatabilit
Manual-Volume I. Treatability Data, EPA-600/2-82/00/a,
September,1981).

Advantages: Both of the proposed unit operations have the advantages of being
proven, reliable systems with acceptable operation, maintenance, and
safety requirements, and minimal environmental effects.

Disadvantages: Asp:cgosedatcme,thetewxllhemmtoued atmospheric
emission from the air strz.gper, which will have low concentrations
of various volatile organics. Exhausted activated carbon will need
to be peplaced and regenecated off-site.

Time Frame: Upon completion of the pilot studies, it is expected that the
selected system can be designed, erected, and started-up within 2
months

Cost: The estimated cost for the proposed system is $220,000 for 3 months
of cperation.

-o- 200017



IMMEDIATE REMOVAL ACTION PROJECT SCHEDULE

Fence

Surveying
Culvert

Drilling Fox Chase
G.E.M.S.

Pump Test

" Air Quality Monitoring

(TAT, State/NJIT)
Review of Data

Development of Alterna-
tive Designs

Decision on Alternative

Construction of Alterna-
tive

Treatability Study

Treatment of Leachate

1

| Gmpl‘eted‘ by ‘3/33(33
Campleted 6/16/8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
e e ||
Fox Chase II Completed 3/‘23/83

SRR

9 le 11 12 Weeks
|
6/10/83
Report Data
Report
L
I | | ‘
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- This will respond to your letter of March 4, 1983 and will provide interia -

groundrules following our verbal agreement to proceed with certain emergency
work occasioned by the release of leachate onto the road behind the Foxchase

II Development, near the GEMS landf{i11, Gloucester, flew Jersey. €EPA and
New Jersey will soon amend the existing {mmediste removal action contract to

-cover this additional work, as details become further defined, and on the
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- If.the sutc clm’ses’to Mn (a) eoma:tor(s). these costs, ! am told. will

not be considered for credit toward the state share. State staff time and E .

- expenses will continue to be creditable !f. and only {f, authorized by the

0SC (George Zichos) and confirmed in writing (through at least his signature
of EPA form 1900-55 on the day that expenm are m:urrcd) in accordance
vdth the cxisﬂug eoutﬂct. : -
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION A@GiiﬁCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20480

APR | 1883
OFFICE OF .
SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE
MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: State Contract for GEMS Immediate Removal Action

TO: Fred Rubel, OBM Coordinator

The EPA/State Contract for the immediate removal action at GEMS Landfill
was signed on Feburary 14, 1983. On March 5, 1983, your Regional Administrator
approved an addi tlona.. $50,000 for immediate removal act:.vztles not covered
ul&&'—'& L.ue \UNLLGL.L b4 w UL NL)\. J.uae MLL‘LU!KLI. %L&VLBLB& J.IR—.LL&MJ
debris removal from around residences adjacent to the landfill, and leachate
control measures,

Please submit immediately the necessary technical information
(changes/additions to scope of work) and estimated costs necessary to
appropriately amend the contract. This immediate removal action was originally
approved on the basis that the State of New Jersey would cost share at least
50% of all costs for this removal action. All activities not covered under
the contract, as is, can not be considered authorized unless included in an
amendment to the contract.

REAEN/TRY

[

206020
APR 5 1983
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_DATE .

SUBJCCT

L0OM

TO:

93 1983 | , ATTACHHENT ¢
Transfer of CERCL Act Trust Fund Monies from Leachate Control Project to
Immediate Removal Action at GEMS Landfill, Gloucester, New Jersey -

Barbara Metzger, Director
Environmental Services.Division

Jacqueline E. Schafer ° \ - Q;B
Regional Adm1n1strator ‘ \ “\

v

v
THRU: Dick Dew]ang ¥ \

Deputy: Regzonaﬂ/ﬁdﬁ1nastrator
, /

On March 5, 1983 you authorized $50,000 (Attachment 1) to take immediate

action to limit the leachate reaching the road adjacent to Fox Chase II

homes. As of this date, approximately $17,500 has been expended on the -
following projects:

1. Moretrench Environmental Services - Pre]imt{hary engineering design
package for the emergency dewatering of the property adjacent to GEMS
landfill (approximately $12,000).

H

2. B.E.S. Environmental Services, Inc. - O R NN VD O T

(a) Surveys, drawings and other services to assist in the preparation
of the resistivity report ($1,880).

(b) Unclog existing monitoring wells in the vicinity of Fox Chase II
development ($1,230).

(¢) Survey map to include positions and elevations of existing monitoring
wells and piezometers in the vicinity of fox Chase II development ($1,230).

3. Mid-Atlantic Refinery, Inc. - The sweeping down of contaminated areas,
the construction of a dike, and the dredging of existing path to allow
discharge of contaminated water into Holly Run {$1,573.49).

At this time, we request authorization for transfer of the remaining $32,500
($50,000 - $17,500) to complete the project authorized by headquarters in-
volvxng the 1nstallation of two culverts at Briar Lake to prevent the flooding
of adjacent homes with contaminated water. It is imperative that this project
be expedited to prevent any accidents due to the open trench (approximately 25
ft. x 90 ft.) which EPA excavated in order to finalize the immediate removal
action already started.

The culvert will otherwise remain open for 5 weeks because headquarters (Karen
Clark, OLEC) prefers not to address the $32,500 until the entire contract can
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be modified to include the $32,500 and the major revision covered by my memo
jnitiated §-2.23, lIinless thesz contract modiTications are separated, the
culvert will not be emplaced for a minimum of 8 weeks. This is unacceptable
from a safety and financial standpoint. Unless this transfer of funds is
authorized without delay we will be unable to complete an immediate removal
action for an extended time, leaving a gaping trench subjecting the local
populace to a safety (fall) hazard. Costs will continue to be incurred
although project completion will be much delayed.

The transfer of the above amount will increase the ceiling for the immediate
removal action from $170,000 to $202,500. The increase in cost is due to the
changes in the scope of work from the original Ten Point Document, subsequent
contract modifications (Attachments 2 and 3) and unforeseen field conditions.

In summary, the cost increase can be attributed to the additional placement
of approximately 700 ft. of fence to limit public access to contaminated
areas, other changes as detailed on the Fence Contract Modification, and to
the stringent design changes required by NJDEP. These changes greatly
increased the scope and price of the project. The need to design for a
100-year storm changed the requirements from a single 60 ft., 22" x 36"
culvert to two 90 ft., 63" x 87" culverts. This increase in size greatly
increased the cost of excavation, bedding, backfill and riprap. The
completion of the Stream Encroachment Permit further increased the engi-
neering cost via the need of survey, drawings and associated calculations
for the design. Delays caused by the various utilities (gas, water, sewer,
telephone, electric and TV) in lacating and dicconnacting their recnactiva
lines, delivery of culvert sections, and heavy rains which caused flooding
with its associated construction related problems, further increased the
cost.

The State of New Jersey has agreed to modify the existing removal action con-
tract to include this change.

Attachments .
1 \ ; J,’ i 3 lf
' ‘,‘ S L A i ’1 i
CONCUR: f“;&@/ !,L, }t} Sﬂhff
: (signature/date} ' r 7 !
NON CONCUR:
(signature/date)

A
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PACT SHEET
IMEDIATE - REMOVAL ACTIG(

Site: Deseription: -

o Sixtyacrelaxﬂtﬂlwmchmeeivedavaﬂetyorhmmmorgam_cuqmas -
between 1963 and 1974..; Materials: were deposited in pits or trenches below
the water-table.: :The quantity of materials has not been verified. -

o.” Numerocus fires,. o1l epills and complaints of strong odors were reported.
periodically Guring -the: course of operations. -

o Wc&pmhtsdahﬂgemﬁeﬂalcmtmwithmmm),
5 suspectéd hubn carcinogen.

o_Holly Rim Creek,-a smll stream draining the site, to the east and north, -

- Tlows-into nearby Briar Lake. Leachate flows and surface mnoff collest
mammmmmtsmdmmm,mmmm
Holly Rim:- - Som&nmsﬂarmmamcmmmuthomcwlm,;~
uﬂxmommdﬁlmonmm

0. Canpounds identifiéd as bdeing present in GEMS leachate include benzene,
toluene,  ethylbenzene, chloroform, trichlorcethane, and triclﬂnmedwlene

The surrounding populations-may be affected by mumercus exposure routes; -
but- only. the: st seriocus.will de addressed bere: -

0 :Direct.Contact -~ mepmncmmmbedmaatoleachatemm o
caxtmnmhedwrz‘aceuatemleavhgme site. Chemical concentrations .
mtmlom%mmmenwmfmmmmtmwmaitee

Chxildren have been reportedly playing near Holly Creek and Brian Iake, es .
" well.as-on. the-landf1ll; and thus say be exposed to carcinogens. and other:
hazardous substances.

A% Holly Run enters Brisr Lake 1t periodically backs up and threatens to
flood: nearby basements with contaminated water causing a passible health -
hazard::.On March 4=5, 1983; umisually high ground water level cansed
leachate:from:the-1andf111:to seep into dackyards,. streets, and doiveways -
of an-ad jacent subdivieion, Fox Chase II.. -.

Water: -~ Extensive well water monitoring and well sampling -
has® been conducted: by New:Jersey Department. of Envirommental Protectim :
(NJTEP): with results confitming wolatile organics-in wells.  State hes -
not- condemmed contaminated wells. - More extensive mordtoring of total .
volatile: organies is:t0 be financed as a remedial action..

o . Air: Contemination Exposures ~ Potential for wolatiles and DDD dust borne
air oontamimation:.- NJDEP i8 embarking on further atudy of air cootamination.
expasure:-posed by ‘the site. -
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Site:Status:
o . GEMS Landfil} :4s: on.porposed NPL. .

0. mmnapﬂu@smmdute tmsm:-equaesatleaata
50%. cost share. -

o= An:immediate: removal action was approved February 8, 1983, for construction: .. -
of- a fénce around Briar Lake and on one shore of Holly Rm Creek to limdt .-
access _to these areas, and: for replacement of two small culverts with two - -
of-larger diameter:to prevent flooding of Bolly Run Creek.

" o--State:Contract- signéd: February 14, 1983. -
'_ o-_Umsually high ground water level on March i and 5, 1983, caused susface.

contamination of backyards; streets and driveways throughout the Fox Chase
II nefghborhood, whilch 18 adjacent to the landf1ll. -

" o._RA*approved additional- imnediate removel activities on March 5,.1983; to - -

remcve ontamimated: debris Nrom the Fox Chase I1 residential area and o
cantrol:the leachate fram seeping back into-this area. .

Approyed:Action -

(&) iSecurity. Fence ~ Property search, survey of fence line, buy and install- -
fence around Briar Lake and:  one shore of Holly Run Cresk
Cost:=:$155,000 > 1+

Cost:--$15,000 : -

o mmmmmmmmmrmhxmn -
neightorhcod as neoeaaa:-y
" Coat:=-$15;000

o Daim“mtmtammmmmlmm and residentiel areg. - -
Cost:~:$35,000

Exforcement Actions: .- -

The Stats- of “New: Jersey.has: taken & number of adminigtrative actions-at
GEMS: - -Tn addtion;. the NJOEP .in October 1981; inatituted & sult in the -
Superisy Conrt of New: Jersey to compel GEMS to comply with operational
and closure: regulations. During-the closure operation,  there was evidence’
that-contaminated 111 was deposited at the site.: This.has led £O complex -
litigation:involving the Township of Qloucester; NJDEP;, G8MS, Inc.,
irdividual. shareholder: of . GEM3,. Inc., and the City of H:xilaﬂelpm&,a:ﬂ
others: .

Thére has been no Federal enforcement activity to date.’” EPA i3 currently- -
attenpting: t0-13entify other: responsible partles.: . 900005



o. . The State:will have to cost share at least 50% of the immediate removal .
o action:. Cost sharing specifics:are documented through a Supsrfund
State Cantract. --This:contract will be amended to reflect the proposed
actions-and related State ¢ost sharing responsibilities.

-
8
]
> -
x
e
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20480

FB 7.3

QFFICE OF

Request to Initiate Immediate Removal at GEMS Landfill,
Gloucester Township, New Jersey

ACTION MEHORANDUM =
wWwilliam N. Hedeman, Jr., Mﬁw\n : . B
Offioe of Emergency and Remedial (m—sqs) 5

Michael A. Brown, Acting Assistant Administrator
for Solid Waste and Emergency Response {(WR-562-A)

Region II has requested authority to initiate an immediate rempval at
the GEMS Landfill site in Gloucester Township, New Jersey.

Backaround

The GEMS Landfill, owned by Gloucester Township, was leased to private
cperators for the disposal of waste batween 1969 and 1980. Prior to 1974
chemical wastes were deposited there along with municipal refuse. The waste
material was apparently dumped in deep pits dug below the water table.
Materials deposited there include a host of wolatile organic campounds such
as toluene, xylene, ethylbenzene, chloroform, and benzene. Leachate leaving
the site enters Bolly Run, a nearby stream. Holly Run, in turn, has
contaminated Briar Lake just downstream of the site. :

Rature of Threat

Hazardous material, present in the landfill and migrating from the
landfill, pose a threat to the nearby residential population. There are
approximately 6,000 pecple living within one mile of GEMS and about 38,000
within thres miles. Some of these residences are located leas than 300 feet
from the landfill,

The surraunding populace may be affected by several harmful exposure
routes, including direct contact exposure to the landfill cover, leachate
seeps, and contaminated surface waters, as well as explosive hazards on the
landfill, and air contaminant exposure both on and off the site.
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Presently the public has free access to the landfill and the nearby
contaminated area. The cover of the landfill {a contaminated with 40 ppm
DOD, a suspected mmsan carcinogen. Explosion hazards exist at several points
on and around the landfill. Readings taken on top of the landfill indicate
100 ppm total arganic vapors emanating in pulses through cracks in the cover
material. Leachate streams leaving the site contain high concentrations of
arganics (50 pom), with some dilution as they flow downstream toward Briar

-

The imwediate concern is that children reportedly play around Rolly Run
Creek and Briar Lake. Also, as Holly Run Creek enters Briar Lake bwo under
size culverts caise the Creek to back up thereby threatening to flcod nearby
residential basements with contaminated water.

Prooosed Action

Region 11 has requested $170,000 for extramural costs and $30,000 for
intramsmral costs to accomplish two tasks: (1) property search, survey of
fence line, buy and instal)l seawity fence arcund Briar Lake and one shors
of Bolly Rm Creek, and (2) replacement of two existing culverts with two of
ahrgard.tmmrtoassistind:amageandmmce threat of flooding to

- nearby homes.
Discussion

Presently the GEMS Landfil] poses a potential hazard to the nearby
residential area through the acute threat of direct hmman exposure with the
contaminated surface waters of dolly Run Creek and Briar Lake. Conditions at
the site regquire that immediate action De taken to secure these areas and
prevent immediate and significant risk of harm to human life or health. The
scope of work proposed by Region 11 meets the criteria of section 300.65{a)
of the NCP; therefore an immediate removal action is justifiable. A planned
rmvalwtimmwwmsmam*asxummew
National Superfund Priorities List.

Since GEMS was "publicly" owned at the time of waste disposal, the
State will be required to enter into a Superfund State Contract to pay at
least 50 pezcent of the coats of the recommended immediate rempval action.
Region IT and the State will negotiate this contract.

Enforcement

Tre State of New Jersey has taken a rumber of administrative actions at
GEMS. In addition, the New Jersey Department of Bnvirommental Protection
(NUDEP)} in October 1981, instituted a suit in the Superior Court of New Jersey
to compel GEMS to comply with operational and closure reguiations. During

the closure cperation, there was evidence that contaminated fill was deposited

at the site. This has led to complex litigation involving the Township of
Gloucester, RJDEP, GEMS, Inc., individual shareholder of GEMS, Inc., the City
of Philadelphia, and others.

There has been no Federal enforcement actxntytodate. EPA is currently
attempting to identify other mspom:.ble patties.
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Recameended Action

- Based on the information submitted, I recommend that the Region's request
 for an immediate removal action at the GEMS Landfill for $170,000 in extramiral
costs and $30,000 in intrammal costs be approved. You may show your
mwg/mqumm below: &

‘ : ‘ I! i li-: y"}/:‘ i - li; -+ "-t\
Conaur: _AMCY AT S——-- pate: __ 7 /72
‘ ‘ , H
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JAN 2 7 1983 Reaion 11

Barbara Metzger, Director Gem s
Eavironmental Servicas Division

Conrad Simon, Jirector
Hater “anagement Uivisfon

Attached for your information {s the Headquarters Action Peworandum
denying the first request for an frmediate renoval action at the
GEXS landfill.

Attachment

cc: Harren Llewellyn (with attachment), 22C v
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’-\-. % : UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
N/ ; WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20460
[ 3
0EC ¢ 8 &
‘ QFFICE OF -
SOLIO WASTE AND EMERGENCY HESI’QN;
WEMORANTUM

SUBJECT: Request to Initiate Immediate Removal at GEMS Landfill,
Gloucester Township, Hew Jerzay

FROM: William ¥. Hedeman, Jr., Director /&%M@@%\.
Office of Emergency and Remedial Resfonse (Wi-545]

TO: Rita M. Lavelle, Assistant Administctor
for Solid Waste and Emergency Responsc {WH-562-A)

Iaaue

Region II has requested authority to initiate an immediate removal at
(“_the GENS Landrill site in Gloucester Towuship, New Jersey.

Background

The GEMS Landfill, owned Yy Gloucester Towaship, vas leased to private
aperators for the disposal of waste betwsen 1969 and 1980. Prior to 197h
chemical wastes were depositad thare aloang with asmnicipal refugse. The waate
material was spparently dumped in deep pile dug belov the water table.
Materials deposited there include s host of volatile aorganic compounds such
an toluene, xyleaz, cthylbeasene, chloroform, and benzeme. Leachate leaving
the site enters Holly Run, a peacly stream. Holly Run, in tura, has
cogtaminated Briar Lake just downstream of the site.

Nature of Threat

Hazardous materials preseat in the landfill and migrating from the
land(€ill pose u threat to the nearby residential population. There ave
approximtely 6,000 people living vithin oune mile of GEMS and about 38,000
within three miles. Soae of these resideaces are located less than 300 feet
from the laandfill.

The surrouading populace may be affected hy several harmful exposure
routes, including direct contrRct exposure to the iundfill cover, leachate
saeps, and contaminated surface vaters, as vell a5 explozive hazards oa the
landfill, and air contaminant exposure both on nad off the site.
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- Presently the public haz frme access to the landfill and the nearly
coutaminated area. The cover of the laadfill is contamimated with 40 ppm
BOD, a suspected humn carcinogen. Explosion hazards exist at several points
on and eround the landfill. Readings taken on top of the lexzdCf{ll indicate
100 ppm total organic vapors emmnating in pulses through cracks in the cover
material. Leachate streams leaving the site contain high concemtrations of
organtcs (SO ppm), vith some dilutlca as they flow dovostream towerd Briar
Lake. '

Proposed Action .

Region II has requested $440,500 to accomplizh two tasks:
(1) tnstallation of spproximately 11,500 feet of security femce around the
landrill and the oearby area, aud (2) replacement of two existing culverts
with two of a larger dfameter to assist lndnin@mdrcaeethethmzot

floodiag to aearhy homes.

P

Discusstion e

Presently, the GBS Laadfill pozes a poteatial tazard to the nearly
residential ares. Counditionsz at the gitc require that sctioas be taken to
minimize possible exposure. Accovding to the criteria prescribed In
section 300.65(&) of the ECP, {mmcdiats removal actions shall be appropriate

(‘*un.l: when "exposure to mtelr toxic substances" occurs. Since the eatire
~scope of vork does not meet the critecia La section 300.65(a), an immedfate
removal is not justified as curreatly proposed. A planned removal is
ivappropriate becange CEMS {s a ranked site oa the Superfund Expanded
Eigivility List.

Since GEMS is a renked gite, the Agency can enter into a comtract or
cooperative agreemsat vith New Jersey to coaduct remedial activities at the
site ia accocrdmace with section 300.68 of the Nationsl Contingency Plan. In
ovder to expedite such actliocas, the most urgeat prodblems caa be mitigated
utiliziag ianttlal remedial measures (IEM).

Recommsnded Action

Based on the information submiited, { recommeand that the Regian®s
request (or an immediate removal actiom at the GEMS Landfill as currently
proposed Be deanlced. However, there may bde some sreas of the site which pose
an immediate and significant risk of sarm to huama life. If the Regiom, in
conjunction «ith the State, determiaes that limited areas of the landfill
mest the acute threat critervia in the ¥CP and forwards a request o the
Emergency Reapomse Divisioa documenting such a determination, I will
reconsider an immedlisete rewoval actioa.

200032 ..




. | :- -3-

Concurrently, it Le recommended that tha fegion pursue & comtract aor

perative agreeasat with the State through the Initial Rewedlial Measure
(T#4) process to perform the r=quested activities as an expedited remedial

action.

YTou my shmr,.;?ur conc;xmoce ,on th,eunes belov. :
Cancar: j/ )/" ,/,::ru/ 45 Date: //jf/y?l

Date:

Nonconcur:

- ,~u\




féﬁ;aﬁﬂ 11 1983 REGION II

SUBJECT:

TO

UNIITU J1AIC) TNV IKUNMSN | AL FRUTEL I IUN AGTNCT {:17

' JAN 17 {883

Request for Authorization to Expend Superfund Monies at the GEMS C;aziyf,”c,,

Landfill, Gloucester Township, New Jersey ' -
(36’%4««67‘-‘(

" Fred N. Rubel, Chief ‘

tmergency Rasponse & Hazardous %ater:a?s Inspection Branch 2311"

Henry Van Cleave, Acting Director (WH-548)
Emergency Response Division

THRU: Barbara Metzger, Director
Environmental Services Division

Attached is a revised ten-point document requesting authorization to expend

up to $170,000.00 to fence contaminated surface waters, and place two =
culverts causing back-up of contaminated water. The State of New Jersey

will fund 50% of this immediate removal action. A State-EPA contract will

be signed prior to commencement of expenditures. The revised request is

based on agreement on the part of the state to scale down the project from

its prior extent, as originally submitted. George Zachos, the 0SC for this

project, can be contacted for further information (FTS 340- 6047) Your

earliest action on this matter would be appreciated.

Attachment
cc: Dr. Marwan Sadat, NJDEP

bce: W. Llewellyn, ZRC/
: C. Simon, 2AWM

B. Metzger, 2ES

F. Rubel, 2ES-ERHMI
P. Elliot, 2ES-ERHMI
G. Zachos, 2ES-ERHMI
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Additional Information
Relating to this Section
Can be Found in the

Confidential Files
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REGION I

Decemper 28, 1622

- LE5 - Landfill, Gloucestar, dew Jersay

Frad M. fudel, Caiaf

Emergency Response 2 Hazardeus Materials Inspaction Branch

denry Yan Cleave, Acting Oirector
Emergaency Response Division (WH-543)

Attached is a Hreakdown of projects/alternatives currently under consideration
“#for immediate removal. This is supplementary to our formal fund autherization
request (10-point document) submitted by talecopier on Movember 19, 1982.

Attachment

bee: R. 0gg, 2AWM-HWS /
F. Rubel, 2ES-ERHMI -
G. Zachos, 2ES-ERMMI
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tE "~ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

TDATE: 0CT 19 1982

- Request for Concurrence to Seek Authorization to Expend Superfund Monies
at GEMS Landfill, Gloucester Township, New Jersey.

~Barbara Metzger, Directo 2 é-—é 5 ‘
Environmental Services DI /[/n//

" Jacqueline E. Schafer
Regional Administrator

THRU: Dick Dewling
Deputy Regional Administrator

Attached is a "Ten Point Document” and transmittal memo prepared for
submission to Headquarters, which is designed to access Superfund for
a removal action under the direction of EPA.

The situation in question poses an imminent and substantial risk to the
public by way of contamination from the GEMS Landfill. State, local
and EPA enforcement efforts have not produced the necessary action.

We feel that if cleanup is not achieved shortly through enforcement,
then Superfund monies should be requested via the attached material to
be telefaxed to Headguarters. Your expeditious concurrence is sought.

Attachment

Concur: 7 ///J/ / =

(signature/db¥e)

Non—Concur':

(signature/date)

COMMENTS :

for runsd 19 /o@awé dosnent ////)/‘L
- D no}'— mul a‘uu[ wﬁﬁm‘f' WMV&

i1 —
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Additional Information

Relating to this Section

Can be Found 1n the

Confidential Files
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#Ftate of New Jersey
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

DIVISION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT

HAZARDOUS SITE MITIGATION ADMINISTRATION

MARWAN M SADAT PE CN 028. Trenton. N.J. 08625 JORGE H. BEAKOWITZ. PH.O.
OHRECTOR - s i ADMINISTRATOR

20 AU 72

Mr. William Librizzi, Director

Office of Emergency and Remedial Response ~-
USEPA Region II

26 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10278 ~ RE: GEMS Gas Migration

-

Dear Mr. Librizzi:

This is to request that EPA consider taking an immediate removal action
at GEMS Landfill site to pr -ent continued migration of gases through
the soil toward residential areas adjacent to the Landfill.

I am enclosing a copy of the report by Malcolm Pirnie, our consultant, that
assesses the magnitude of the gas migration problem and makes recommenda-
tions for remedial actions. We are in general agreement with the report
recommendations, however, we prefer the alternative of an active gas
extraction system using extraction wells and off gas treatment.

A copy of the report was previously transmitted to Mr. Fred Rubel of your
staff for his information. We are currently proceeding with the inscallation
of gas monitors in residential basemeats but feel that more permanent
preventive measures are warranted.

Members of my staff are available to answer any questions vou may have or
discuss any aspects of this request.

Sincerely,
—-”{ __..‘qf '{\" ':L“‘.“>‘~-e

Dr. Jorge H. Berkowitz, Administrator
Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration

HS5:mk -
c-c;_jrr'éﬁ'aﬁe R

John Frisco 200048
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Environmental Facts -

August 19, 1985

GEMS LANDFILL
GLOUCESTER TOWNSHIP
Camden County, New Jersey

STATUS ADVISORY:

tvaluation of-Remedia} Alternatives

SITE DESCRIPTION:

The GEMS Landfill Site is located in Gloucester Township, Camden
County, New Jersey, at the intersection of Blackwood-New

Brooklyn and Turnersville-Hickstown Road and covers approximately
60 acres. The volume of the landfill is estimated to be 6
million cubic yards, and rises approximately 80 feet

above the surrounding land.

Both industrial and municipal waste were disposed of in the
landfill, and there are no records to determine what portion
of the waste was hazardous. The landfill operated for about
20 years and was closed in 1980,

The area surrounding GEMS is rural and predominantly residential.
However, some of the land adjacent to the site is used for
industrial and recreational purposes. Several residential
developments are situated less than a half mile from

the landfill. -
Municipal wells and private wells are the potable water

sources for the citizens living near GEMS. An active munigipal
well is located approximately 4,500 feet east-southeast of R L

the site. . ,
_30000%
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The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP)
Solid Waste Administration (SWA) conducted regular
inspections the GEMS Landfill beginning in April 1973. These
inspections revealed numerous deficiencies in operations
procedures and identified leachate emanating from the site
and flowing into the local drainage systems. The United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) first identified
the potential hazardous waste problems at the GEMS Landfill
Site in November 1978, Various groups, including the NJDEP,
the Camden County Department of Health [CCDOH), and the EPA ~
Technical Assistance Team (TAT), conducted testing of local
private wells, installed and tested monitoring wells, performed
geophysical surveys, and sampled surface water, and leachate
and air prior to this investigation. The NJDEP and EPA

have determined that the contaminated groundwater and surface
water may pose a potential health hazard to local residents.
No potable water wells have been condemned by the State, but
the State has recommended that the Township require residents
to connect their homes to the public water supply service as
a2 precaution against future migration of the plume. Also,
development of new wells in the affected area has been
discontinued.

Remedial actions to date consist of construction of a partial
fence to restrict access to the landfill, and reconstruction
of culverts in the Briar Lake development to prevent flooding.

The Remedial Investigaticn consisted of reviewing and
utilizing data from previous studies: sampling surface water
and sediment in local drainage: sampling leachate and air
around the landfill: sampling residential wells: conducting
geophysical investigations: and drilling, installing, and
sampling monitoring wells,

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION:

The results of the Remedial Investigation were as foilows:
° The major exposure pathway is the ingestion of contam-

inated groundwater., The contamination has only migrated

about 800 feet from the site within the Cohansey Aguifer.

There would be a potential for acute, chronic, and

carinogenic health risk if the contaminants were ingested .

at the observed concentrations in groundwater. Although

the available data indicates that no residents are

presently exposed to significant levels of contaminants .

in drinking water, residents may be exposed at some™

future time if the contaminants would migrate via

groundwater to wells used for drinking purposes. o

Residents north of the site with water wells pumping
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from the Cohansey Kirkwood Aquifer (or those that penetrate
deeper aquifers which have leaky seals or casings) have
the greatest risk of contamination.

Holly Run is contaminated with several organic and
inorganic chemicals. Acute and chronic ingestion,
inhalation, or dermal hazards are associated with these
chemicals. .

Ambient air sampling conducted in September 1983
indicates that volitile orgaics are present in the
air at low levels.

The detection of cumbustible gases in excess of the
lower explosive limit in soil atmosphere samples

suggest the potential for fire and/or explosion hazards.
The release of landfill gases also effects the

quality of the local environment.

FEASIBILITY STUDY:

A draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)

which evaluated remedial alternatives was completed for the
GEMS Landfill in July 1985. An evaluation of each alternative
screened technical feasibility, compliance with institutional
factors, environmental and public health impacts,. and cost.
Listed below is a summary of the remedial action alternatives.

REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1 - No Action

This alternative involves no remedial action; therefore, it
maintains the site in its present condition,

Alternative 2 - No Action with Long Term Monitoring

This alternative .is the same as Alternative 1, except that
guarterly monitoring will be conducted to measure the levels

of contamination in the soil, sediment, water, and air.
Monitoring includes sampling, laboratory testing, and evaluating
the data by a designated agency to monitor the risk to public
health and the environment.

Alternative 3 - Cap (3:1 Slope, Partial Landfill

Excavation)

Cap (3:1 slopes, partial landfill excavation)
Gas Collection and treatment

Surface water diversion

Leachate collection and landfill toe foundation

s o & 6 ¢ 0 @

Holly Run and Briar Lake sediment excavation
Erosion control measures
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Alternative 4 - Multimedia Cap (3:1 Slope, Partial Landfill

tExcavation)

Gas collection and treatment

Surface water diversion

Leachate collection and landfill toe foundation system
Security fencing

Holly Run and Briar Lake sediment excavation

Erosion control measures

e
-]
L2
L
©
L]
@

Alternative 5 - Cap (3:1 Slope, No Excavation Reguired)

Cap, 3:1 slope, (no excavation required)

Gas collection and treatment

Surface water division

Leachate collection and landfili tce foundation system
Security fencing

Holly Run and Briar Lake sediment excavation

Erosion control measures

e & o @& @ e

Alternative 6 - Cap (Landfill Excavation Only on the
Southern Slope)

Cap (3:1 slope, excavation only on south slope)
Gas collection and treatment
Surface water diversion

Security fencing
Hoily Run and Briar Lake sediment excavation
Erosion control measures

s ® ¢ o 8 & @

Alternative 7 - Cap (Partial Landfill Excavation) and
Groundwater Pumping and lreatment

This alternative contains the same remedial actions as
previously described in Alternative 3 with the addition of
a groundwater pumping and treatment system.

F——

Multimedia cap (3:1 slopes, partial landfill excavation)

Leachate collection and landfill toe foundation system

Alternative 8 - Multimedia Cap with Groundwater Pumping and Treatment -

of a groundwater pumping and treatment system.

Selooad AL _ ‘ . =L e
Eff@”““&* This alternative is the same as Alternative 4 with the addition

Alternative 9 - Cap (No Excavation Required) with Groundwater

Pumping and Treatment

This alternative contains the remedial actions presented in

Alternative 5 with the addition of a groundwater pumping and

treatment system,
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Alternative 10 - Cap (Excavation Only on the Southern Slope)
with Groundwater Pumping and lreatment

This alternative contains the remedial actions described in
Alternative 6 with the addition of a groundwater pumping and
treatment system.

Alternative 11 - Onsite RCRA Landfill with Groundwater Pumping
and Treatment

The constuction of an onsite secure landfill to isolate the

waste material, preventing further migration of the contaminants.

This alternative will effectively isolate the waste material.
Contaminated sediments will be excavated and placed in the

onsite secure landfill with the existing waste. Contaminated
groundwater will be pumped and treated to levels suitable -
for discharge.

Alternative 12 - Offsite Disposal in a Approved RCRA Landfiil

This alternative involves the total excavation and off-site
disposal of six million cubic yards of mixed industrial and
municipal waste.

ESTIMATED CAPITAL AND O & M COSTS: Annual 0&M ($1,000)

Includes Monitoring

Capital and Post-Closure
Remedial Actions Alternatives (1,000) Maintenance (1-30 Years)
1 No Action $ 0 0
3

2 No Action with Monitoring 0 53
3 Cap with Partial Landfill 11,200 107

Excavation

4 Multimedia Cap with Partial 22,600 107
Landfill Excavation

5 Cap with no Landfill 23,000 107
Excavation

6 Cap with Landfill Excavation 18,800 107
Only on the Southern Slope

7 Cap with Partial Landfill 12,500 601
Excavation and Groundwater ’
Pumping and Treatment . 2¢ 500 257 é?)’ S

8 Multimedia Cap with Partial 23,900 >° 601

Excavation and Groundwater
Pumping and Treatment

WOVYS SR
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S Cap without Landfill 24,200 601
Excavation with Groundwater
Pumping and Treatment

10 Cap with Landfill Excavation 20,100 ' 601
on the South Slope with Ground-
water Pumping and Treatment

11 Onsite RCRA Landfill with 162,900 606
Groundwater Treatment

12 Offsite Disposal with 1,500,000 -
Groundwater Treatment

Note: Capital Costs presented are rounded to the nearest $100,000
for comparison purposes.

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

The U.S. EPA in conjunction with the NJDEP are tentatively
recommending Alternative No. 8 be implemented at the GEMS
Landfill Site.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Written comments will be accepted throughout the three week
public comment period which ends on August 23, 1985, All
comments regarding the evaluation of remedial alternatives
will be considered in determining our final selection of a
remedial alternative for the GEMS Landfill. Comments should
be forwarded to:

Mr. Edward Putnam, Project Manager
New Jersey Remedial Action Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza, Room 711

: New York, N.Y. 10278

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:

For further information concerning the proposed CERCLA action
at the GEMS Landfill contact either Lillian Johnson of EPA's
Office of External Programs (212) 264-2515 or Ed Putnam at
(212) 264-1873.
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TAT-02-F-00266

Building 10, GSA Depot

Woodbridge Avenue, Edison, NJ 08837 s (201} 349-6225

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TEAM FOR EMERGENCY RESPONSE REMOVAL AND PREVENTION
EPA CONTRACT 68-01-6669

TO: George Zaches
m

SUBJECT:

DATE: March 14, 1983

MEMORANDUM

Emergency Fesponse and Hazardous Materials Inspection Branch, U.S. EPA

. Edward W. Blanar, TAT IT -....7

Meeting Summary, Gloucester Township Town Eall, February 15, 1983. -

On February 15, 1983, at 1030 hr. a meeting was held at Gloucester Township Town
Hall, Gloucester Township, Camden County, New Jersey to discuss the propcsed
fence/culvert construction at Briar Lake and Fox Chase II. The following is a
list of perscons attending the meeting.

Name

Freé N. Rubel
George Zachos

re Cobiella
Edward Blanar
Marwan Sadat
Jorge Berkowitz
Joe Buttich _
David Henderson
Tony Farro
Grace Sirger
Mayor Amn Mullen
Carol Denis
Azrcn Alexander
Rotert Paschon
Jack Sworaski
dert Rambo
Charles Riebel
John Balsam
Debbie Dorsy

Affiliation

U.S. EPA Region II

U.S. EPA Region II

U.S. EPA Region II

TAT II

NIJDEP, HSMA

NJDEP, HSMA

NJDEP, HSMA

NJDEP, HSMA

NJDEP, HSMA

NJDEP, HSMA

Gloucester Township
Gloucester Township -
Gloucester Township
Gloucester Township, Attorney
Camden County, SWA

Camden County, SWA

Rey Engineering

Rey Engineering

State Senator Dzalton's Office

Mr. Marwan Sadat cpened the meeting with a brief intrcduction of the States role
assistance from U.S. EPA. Ee then turned the
explained that his secticn, Emergency =esponse,
Landfill situation and explained that a2 rsguest

at G.E.M.S. and how they requested
discussion cver to Fred Rubel, who
had a limited role in the G.E.M.S.
for fence/culvert construction to crevent direct contact of surface waters to

\--residents around Briar Lake and Fox Chase II had been approved by Washingtom- - . -

Rov F.

Weston, Inc.

SPILL PREVENTION & EMERGENCY RESPONSE DIVISION
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Mr. Rubel also stated that "Notice Letters" to responsible parties had been sent
cut. Ee then turned the discussion over tc Gecrze Zachos.

Mr. Zachos explained that a two-zhase approach had been cdevelcped to help reduce
the threat of contaminated surfzce water to residents near Briar Lake and Fox
Chase II. Before going into detzil, Mr. Zachos explained that this was a band-aid
approach due to lack of adequate funding; that only S$170,000 nhad been appropriat-
ed. Mr. Zachos explained that the first phase was to remove the two existing
culverts and either replace them with two new longer culverts or place ore large
culver: there and cover it with soil, by Briar Lane. The second phase would be ¢
fence sections of Holly Run tenind Fox Chase II, Briar Lake and secticns of Eolly
Run Creek nezr Briar Lane. Mr. Zachos explained that these proposals wers open t
discussion an not final. . \

o

o

Mayor Mullen then asked about the location of the fence line at Fox Chase II. Mr.
Marwan Sadat stated that it would be by the present fence line. Mayor Mullen
stated that the field by Fox Chase II would be eliminated from use oy the children
and could the fence bte moved back closer to Eelly Run. Mr. Zachos explained that
the stream had been moved once and that the fill on the field was frcm the
landfill which may be contaminated and thus pose a health threat to children
playing in the area. Mayor Mullen then stated that she had witnessed the time
when the fill was placed on the field by the lanafill operaticn and was powerless
to stop them. She stated the operation exposed garbage and debris from the
landfill itself. She then stated that she understocd the reason for the locaticn
of the fence line. : :

Mr. Fobert Paschon asked how long the contract trocess had been going cn and if
the Township could get a list of sources o who are receiving the "Notice
Letters". Be also asked if the Township could receive split samples wnen either
the NJDEP or U.S. EPA did any sampling. Furthermore, he asked if the State, in
their previcus sampling, had followed a2 quality control plan.

Mr. Jorge Berkcwitz replied that if the Township wished to receive samples that
the Townsnhip would te reguirsd to follow a QA/QC plan which would e zcceptable o
the State. Mr. Joe Buttich then explained that zll samples collected, zv the
NJDEP a2t G.E.M.S., followed a QA/CC procedurs. Both Mr. Sadat and Mr. Rubel
agreed to the split samples. Mr. Rubel also statsd that he would lock into
octaining the list. Mr. Sadat stated that the contract process had been going ¢on
or z few months and that the NJCTEP annd U.S. ZPA would share the coscs.
urthermore, according to Mr. Sadat, the States' share could be 2s hich as 633,

g oih

Mr, Paschon also asked how the ezsements would bte cbtained. Mr. Sadat stated oy
lot and lot number and that "Grsen Acre" would cotain the essement.

Mr. Zachos then discussed the zrrroximate dates of activities for the fance/cul-
vert construction. Mr. Rubel informed them of the use of flyers to inform the
public. :

Mr. Azron ARlexander asked why Tne NJDEP could not extend the watsr lines. Ee
asked, "why spend the money ¢n Zsncing and nct on extending the watsr lines?" Mr.
Sadat stated that he was frustrzted with the slow movement and that there is
support for immediate removal actions such as fencing the area where there is
cdefinite ‘contamination. :
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7 Mr. Berkcwitz stated that the compelling argument is whether the wells are
contaminataed or not. He stated that the NJDEP policy is 50 ppb of one compound or
100 pob total wolatile organic compounds. The information, so far, has not shown
levels greater than the levels raguired.

Ms. Debbie Dorey stated that to extend the water lines would require litigation in
court. That there is presently legislation in court related to public utilities.
She stated that in crder for the Garden State Water Company to extand the water
lines they would need 2 low interest lcan Or scme other alternative method
(Farmers Home Administration, etc.). This complicates the water line extsnsionn
problem. ' :

‘ ‘ N
Mayor Mullen then requested that the Township receive first-hand information on
press conferences, etc. Sne stated that she was notified after the fact oy State
Senatcr Dalton's Office. She statad the NJDEP Bssistant Commissioner George
Tvler's Office denied the meeting would be taking place.

Mr. Rubel stated that the Office of Public and Congressional Affairs would rnotify
the Township in the future. Mr., Sadat stated that Jerry Burke, Attcrney for
NJDEP, had organized this meeting and sent the invitations.

Mayor Mullen further stated she felt the attitude of the public tewards the fence
would be "window dressing”. She requested that they be allowed to incluce in the
flyer that all parties are working together in this venture and if the arez of
_information oould be extended to the Deer Park/Fox Chase Developments. She also
stated the FEA would not insure ncme mortgages arouné the G.E.M.S. Landfill. She
- wondered whether the NJDEP could zassist in removing the red-line area.

The NJDEP stated that it was beyeond their groups jurisdiction to remove the
- red-line area.-

Mr. Alexander asked how the protective clothing issue would be explained to the
public. Both U.S. EPA and NJDEP stated that cn-site representatives would Ze
Present to answer any questions to the public.

Mr. Sadat stated that a feasibility study would e the next step and initial
remedial action by EPA would hopefully follow. Finally, Mr. Rubel stated that his
group, Coergency Response, would te finished after these projects arnd that Mr.
Sadat's group and a ramedial U.S. EPA group would continue and tazke over.

The meeting ended at 1145 hr. with everyore in general agreement with the action
to te taken. All parties seemed w0 be in a cooperative mocd and pledged a
cocperative attitude.

EWB:ls
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June 30, 1882

MEMO TO: Joan Batory, Director

nmental Plannsx /V/L// ’

FROM: Leocn Robinson, EInviro :
RE: Public Meeting GEMS Landfill 6/2%/t:2
- NJDEP

= N.J. Dept. of Health
Attendees:

NJDEP STAFF

Ass't. Commissioner Tyler

Director Water Resources A. Schiffmann
Air Quality, Dr. Patel

Ass't. Chief, Enforcement, Lance Miller
Chief, Enforcement, Keith Onsdorff
Attorney, Jerry Burke

NJ DEPT. HEARALTH

Ass't. Commissicner Alimarn
Dr. Rosemann

ELECTED. OFFICIZL

Senator Dan Dalton -
Assemblyman Dennis Reill
Mayor Ann Mullen

L

Senator Dalton opensd trz mssting by commenting that he had requested
a study be done by NJDEF ané NS Dept. of Health on GEMS landfill in the
fall of 1%881l.

These "studies" resulted in "A Health Survey of the Population Living
Near the Gloucester Environmental Management Services Landfill conducted
by the Environmental Hez=lth Harards Evaluation Program, NJ Dept. of
Eealth in cooperation w.th the Camden County Health Dept., April 19827,
and/ "Summary of Surface ané Grcund Water Monitoring in the Vicinity of
>, the GEMS Landfill, Gloucsster Township, Camden County, June 1982%,

NJIDEP / .
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Ass'+., Commissioner Tyler made opening. comments to the eifect that -
GEMS Landfill was Jjust one of 20 statewide and was not & real problem.
He then turned it over to Dr. Rosemann of the Dept. of Hea

Dr. Rosemann reviewed the Health Survey. 354 people were intervieswed
around the landfill and 163 in another area in Camden County (control
croup). He indicated that no significant differences were found in

hzzlth. The only difference they saw were in ccmplaints about ocors

zn¢é that mors mzls non-smokers living near the 1andfill hzd more mors
raspiratory complaints, Thez de not know why this is sc. They nl:on
=r=zzthing tests Icr these h symptoms.

atel of DEP indicated that air samples were tzken in 26 hime
ast of Czcsmbsr and in January and 14 szmples on the top ¢f
1. He admitted the winter months samples during the day may give
ter results. Samples showed nothing above 10 ppb. Samples in th
ummer are planned.

Lance Miller, DEP Enforcement, then presented the surface and ground-
water study. EHe reviewed the basic geology. He indicated that DEP
dces not know the rate of groundwater flow nor the direction. A review
of well analyses was given. It was stated that when total volatile
organics reaches 100 ppb, wells are closed. A total of 890 ppb for a
private well was found but was considered "a statistical anomaly." No
plans are forthcoming to investigate why this occurred. It was con-
stantly reiterated that "no wells have been closed". A redlined area
was announced that enclcsed an area surrounding the landfill where DEP
has banned any new well permits since June 18, 1952.

Surface water shows the createst contamination with as much as 10,000
PPb in one instance. This location is Briar Lake, downstreznm ¢ the
landfill on Holly Run Stream. Briar Lake has become a collection poinz
for massive amounts of leachate and surface runoff.

After the formal presentation, the meeting was opened to guestions and
answers. Several people indicated that they coulé not afford to> hook-
to public water supply. One gentlemen indicated that it would cost him.
$§2,600. At this point, Director Schiffman of DEP lectured the =2udiencs
on .the economics cf their problem. He indicated that they should connsc
their water supplies to Garden State Water Company.

Several members of the audience indicated that they know better than L=
the economics of their situation.

Several questions and answers by the audience gave the following results
It was learned that after knowing the contamination of Briar Lake, no
health survey was done of any of the residents around the lake. It was
advised that no bodily contact with Holly Run or Briar Lake shculd c
2 better fence is planned for construction for about September. This
fence would surround the landfill and Briar Lake. It wouléd ta.e =

4 years to put a cap over the landfill.
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zde a committment to the audience to scesd
up the p*ocess and to send results or any new information to Senator
Dalton's office. He also indicated new funds are available from recent
legislation for cases like GEMS. '

Ass't. Commissioner Tyler m
n
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All members of the audience were anpalled at both the attitudes of
officials and lzck of information znd plans to do ¢ to
problens. 2 cos poznt, a2 gussticn was raisef -
2te's responss <tz "Who knows?" Uish every cussti
anéd every poor cor inadeguate stzte response, more
an to leave the mesting.
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people in the zudience could not understand now t
inconclusive and poor data and at the same time r
Comestic wells arnd requiring tying into public w
eral sentiment was that the state was presentlng fa
again several things already known with little action. Several ;elu
meetlng was planned to appezse the public. In fact, it achieved just
opposite. .

"
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c
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The underlying stance of DEP seemed apparent. The department has decide
in the past to pursue pavment for closure and cleanup through its psandine
legislztion. This vosture seemed to waiver when Ass't. Commission Tvler
indicated a poss;blll;y of using Haaarcous Dﬁsbha*ge Funds from the new
legisletion for cleanup:

The onlv conceivable procedure that could put leverage on DEP is for a
grour ¢I South Jérsey elected officials lobby Commissioner Huey and the
Governcr. Local pressure on state government officials seems less like-
lv to Iree-up funds necessary to abate the problem.

€clid Waste Dept. attn Susan Senatore . -
Hcward Emerson, Health Dept. -
CCEA Board Members
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3‘ MANTUA TWP,
L Kemner  Landltill ;
1 Gleucester;, Environmentnl
' Maum,ouu-nl Services - 1GEME)
' Landflll In Gloucester Township have
_ '*‘ been added to & llst of toxic waste
€9 (lisposal sites thut may Qualify
, Cleanup wuh federal ‘ Supm lund
inoney.
The lwo hmdlius which closed lma

" fireviousty l.nrgctcd IorSup«r(udd hclp Gloucester Towashlp, @ 1ecemt stale
-+ the Lipori Landfill here, Departinent  of Environmenial

Ms. Schisfer nated the newly listed Prolection Study showed chemical
sten nay have Lo wait in line behind  pollution in. severul nearby privale
. those In the Initial prroup for Superfund
inmiey. She sald both the Krumer and
GEMS dwnp slies will require further viclnity and ‘urged homeowners wilh
study of -the degree of water pollution : existing wells- te hook luto inunicipal
" they are causing and possible cleanup i water lines, ¥
_options ' before ; lunding wul be .ap- ) + Pollution has.also infiltrated nearby
y&r{weu added to the nationwide list " proved. - RS ;,Hony Run and Brinr Lake which has
‘prlmarilyibecause of water pnlluliun ‘{ The Kramer anmll  locited? on -} ;tumedthe water a-“bright ornige?’
they’ Yire’ ’cnualng. snid US. FneJessup Mill Road, “recelVed Industrial | hul. according to Juck Sworaski,
% vlronmenlal Protection :\;,oncy. waste and I3 believed tov be: cons’, envlromncnlul speclalist  with  the
" Reglonal’ l\dmtnlslrntor Jacquclhw . dalminaling ' ‘ground and surface Camden’ County Divition of Solld
“Schinfer.| ‘9 FI iday.' The EPA' ad- | water,” Miss Schaffersald. "7 “.Waste Managédment.

i B m(nlsterl lh#‘ﬂ&, billlon': buperluud i State environmiental officials have' - 'Another site added to the Superfund
] - ,,ﬂunuppmgmn. Nn WA i :sald runoff from the 60-acre landfill * list'is the Swope Oil Co. on Natlonal
it Three other,New - Jerse)} ‘sltes, in- . .has polluted the Edwards Iun Branch Highway, Pennsauken. Camden

Pennsaukenj were also smong 45 « ,court battle before beiny pennitted to”  the one-acre ‘site was used for palnt
8“0’: that were added to the Ila”ﬂﬂul close the site in March 1961, rgcyc“"g " and u“dple”nl"nd
!} list,: Formal unnounceirient of the .Three underground fires broke out at ;; cheimicals were stored in drung dnd
A 'maddluons was made In Washinglon by ‘ithe laudfill after ft closed, including ' lagotn pils there. The chemicals have
wREPA Adininistrator Anne M. Gorsuch, - one which bumed for six w«.eks lust ., containinated soil and tnay pose un air
A ““That brings New Jersey lo nnber swnmer and required more than pollutiouthreal they said.

one right now on the wwuber of * $300,000 in state funds Jo extinguish. ° {' The other newly added New Jersry
; (Super(und-«lealgnnted) sites. s & County and state enviromnéntal Vsites "are the Krysowaty Furm in
'rolconn Agcucy Neglonal Ade! it . dublous - dlstlncllou." snld  Miss' officlals have warned the landfill still - Hilisbotough * Township, Sumersel
nMautun Tawnship group (hat the  Schaler. - munl he eavered properly o prevent 'l"Counly. which holds about 500 devms
atee Eoviconmental Mamngement 'y, She: was b Mantun Township lo. future fires. , of chemleals In a ravine, and Syocon
xle wunlwpuml silcs that siuy speak about cleanup pluis for pne of- AL the GEMS .Landfill, located. at  Resing In South  Keany,  thdson

'num l‘hnlo by b Wagreld

inowsy. Pk s the 016y bazardous waste sites  Hickstown and  Erinl  Ronds  In Counly.nlom,vr a gesm ol varnesh
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water wells. DIEP officials have ore
dered 8 ban on drilling new wells in the:

tludhuin small’ waste oll dispusal sle .  of Mantua Creek. They wagel a long  County  environmental officlals said
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EMS Hamif ills: mﬁdm
nd. deamm site list

plnnl that closed aml lelt Lehind o
and tanks of chemicals  awl
nulined lajroons with waste wate

Richard Cahill, i spokesinan [«
F.PA Reglon M olfice in New Y &
said cooperative agreaments woi
worked out with the DEP over hov 1o
proceed al each new site.

“That should be worked out aver !I.
next couple ol months," he said.

‘{le sald the five New Jersey ilis
selected were all pomimud by the
DEP.

‘The original list, which includes tnih
Liparl and Bridgeport Rental and Qil
Services in logan' Township, wix
cumplled lastfall. ~ .

‘The Garden State how has 17 it
the list, the most in the nation.

Despite criticisin by Democrat - -

the pace of huplementatlon of t

Superfund ' programn, Mrs.' Goitach
said that * $147 nllllon * has  bern
allocated or promised natiopwide fi:
cleanups.
And aides to ltep. Millicent Fere

o Bernnrdsville Republican vue i
for the U.S. Scunte, snid they had -
told about $15.8 million bl !
obligated for cleanup of sia o
otlpinal dozen New Jersey site f

thnt conteaets for cleapup of the ¢

were expected Lo be signed soon
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY i
DEPARTMENT OF CNVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
GEGAGE J. TYLER, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER
CN 402
TRENTON, N1, 08525 .
639 - 292 - BISE

June 18, 1982

48 West 6th Avenue
Pine Hill, New Jersey 08021

Dear Mayor Kerbowski:

The Department of Environmental Protection has determined
that the Gloucester Environmental Maznagement Services, Inc.
(GEMS) Landfill, which is located at the intersection of
Erial and Hickstown Roads in Gloucester Township, is the
cause of surface and ground water contamination which is
spreading laterally in southerly, easterly and westerly
directions from the landfill, as well as migrating vertically
into the deeper water bearing zones. Organic chemicals have
been detected in monitoring wells, private wells and surface
waters in the vicinity of the landfill. The degree and
extent of ground water contamination, however, have not yet
been fully determined. Although orgaric chemicals have been
found in some private drinking wells, the levels have not
justified the closure of any wells.

In order to avoid the possibility of new wells being
installed in an area where contaminants may be present, the
Department has recommended to CGloucester Township that it
not allow any new development, which is dependent upon on-
site wells, within the followirg zrea: Beginning at the
intersection of Jarvis Road anc Prospect Avenue and proceeding i
to the intersection of Jarvis Road ané Hickstown Road, then
to the intersection of Hickstown Road and Little Mill Road,
then to the intersection of Little Mill Road and College
Drive, then to the intersectior of College Drive and Peter
Cheeseman Lane, then to the intsrsection of Peter Cheeseman
Lane and Garwood Road, and then an imaginary line from the
intersection of Peter Cheeseman Lane and Garwood Road to the
intersection of Jarvis Road and Prospect Avenue. (Please
see the attached map.) The majority of this area is in
Gloucester Township, although z sm211 portion along Little
Mill Road is in the Borough of Pine Hill. Therefore, the
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Department recommends that the Borough of Pine Hill not
2llow any new development, which is dependent upon on-site
wells, in that part of the area outlined above which is in
Pine Hill. The implementation of this recommendation will
also prevent the introcduction of additional complicating
factors 1in determining the extent and degree of ground water
contamination since the installation of several private
wells can influence the rate and direction of ground water
flow. In addition to making this recommendation to Gloucester
Township and the Borough of Pine Hill, the Department will
not issue any permits for well drilling in this area.

7‘

o
-

e
M

This recommendation  is based on the information that 1is
currently available to the Department. The Department
reserves the right toc medify its recommendation as additional
data become available.

If you have any questions regarding our recommendation,
we are available to meet with Borough officials at your

convenience.
Very truly yours,,
6;/\./2&
erard Burke
Office of Enforcement
GB:jc
Attachment

cc: Mr. Herb Rambo, Administrator
Camden County Department of Solid Waste

-
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Camden Ccunty Health Department
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEKNTAL PROTECTION
GEDAGE & TYLER, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER
CN 402
TRENTON, NI, CEE25
609 -282- 8058

June 18, 1982 .

The Honorable Connie Roggio, Mayor
Township of Gloucester

P.0. Box 8

Blackwood, New Jersey 08012

Dear Mayor Roggio: -

The Department of Environmental Protection has determined
that the Gloucester Environmental Management Services, Inc.
(GEMS) Landfill, which is located at the intersection of
Erial And Hickstown Rcads in Gloucester Township, is the
cause of surface and ground water contamination which is
spreading laterally in southerly, easterly and westerly
directions from the landfill, as well as migrating vertically
into the deeper water bearing zones. Organic chemicals have
been detected in monitoring wells, private wells and surface
waters in the vicinity of the landfill. The degree and
extent of ground water contamination, however, have not yet
been fully determined. Although organic chemicals have been
found in some private drinking wells, the levels have not
justified the closure of any wells.

In order teo avoid the possibility of new wells being
installed in an areaz where contaminants may be present, the
Department recommends that Gloucester Township not allow any
new development, which is dependent upon on-site wells
within the following zrez: Beginning at the intersection of
Jarvis Road and Prospect Avenue and proceeding to the intersection
of Jarvis Road and Hickstown Road, then to the intersection -
of Hickstown Road and Little Mill Road, then to the intersection
of Little Mill Road and College Drive, then to the intersection
of College Drive and Peter Cheeseman Lane, then to the
intersection of Peter Cheeseman Lane and Garwood Road, and
then an imaginary line from the intersection of Peter Cheescman
~Lane and Garwood -Road to the intersection of Jarvis Road and
Prospect Avenue.- (Please see the attached map.) The
implementation of this recommendation will also prevent the
introduction of additional complicating factors in determining
the extent and degree of ground water contamination since
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the installation of several prlvate wells can influence the

rate and direction of ground water flow. In addition to

making this recommendation to the Township, the Department

will not issue any permits for well drilling in this area.
The Depariment also recommends that residences zand

businesses in t“ atea outlined above, which currently

utilize private wells for potable purposes and which are in

close proximity to the Garden State Water Company's supply

lines, connect to the public water supply in order o eliminate

the possibility of using water from a well which may become

contaminated a2t some future date. » =

¢ :f‘ «w (D

The Department further recommends that the Township
begin discussions with the Garden State Water Company regarding
the extension of water mains to supply those residences and
businesses in the area outlined above which are currentiy
utilizing private wells for potable purposes and which are
not in close proximity to existing water mains. The Department
would be happy to meet with officials from the Township and
Garden State Water Company regarding this recommendation.

Finally, the Department recommends that the Township
post signs around Briar Lazke indicating that the water is
contaminated and that contact should be avoided.

These recommencdations are based on the information that
is currently available to the Department. The Department
res2rves the right to modify its recommendations as additional
data become available.

If you have any questions concerning our reccmmendations,
we are available to meet with Townsh1p officials at your
cornvenience.

Very truly yours,

quz{fﬁf“*/aL

Gerard Burke
Cffice of Enforcement

GB:jc
Attachment

cc: Mr. Herb Rambo, Administrator
Camden County Department of Solid Waste

Camden County Health Department

Robert Paschon, Esq.
Paschon, Feurey § Kotzas

-« a o
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ~
GEORGE J. TYLER, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER
CN 402
TRENTON, NJ. C5825
608 - 252 - 0S8

June 18, 1982 ’

Mr. Charles Decker, Chief

Bureau of Construction Code Enforcement
Department of Community Affairs

620 West State Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08625 -

Re: Gloucester Township, :
Camden County, New'Jersey

Dear Mr. Decker:

I understand that the Department of Community Affairs
has assumed the responsibility for local code enforcement,
including the issuance of building permits in Gloucester
Township, Camden County, New Jersey.

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has
determined that the Gloucester Environmental Management
Services, Inc. (GEMS) Landfill, which is located at the
intersection of Erial and Hickstown Roads in Gloucester
Township, is the cause of surface and grouid water contamination
which is spreading laterally in souvtherly, easterly .and
westerly directions from the landfill, as well as migrating
vertically into the deeper water bearing zones. Organic
chemicals have been detected in monitoring wells, private
wells and surface waters in the vicinity of the landfill.

The degree and extent of ground watsr contamination, however,

have not yet been fully determined. Although organic chemicals -
have been found in some private drinking wells, the levels

have not justified the closure of any wells.

In order to avoid the possibility of new wells being
installed in an area where contaminznts may be present, the
DEP recommends that the Department of Community Affairs not
allow any new development, which is dependent upon on-site
wells, within the following area of Gloucester Township:
Beginning at the intersection of Jarvis Road and Prospect
Avenue and proceeding to the inters=ction of Jarvis Road and
Hickstown Road, then to the intersection of Hickstown Road

-
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and Little Mill Road, then to the intersection of Little

Mill Road znd Col;ege Drive, then to the intersection of

College Drive z2nd Peter Cheeseman lane, then to the interse¢tion
of Peter Cheeseman Lane and Garwood Road, and them an imaginary
line from the intersection of Peter Cheeseman Lane and

Garwood Road to the intersection of Jarvis Road and Prospect
Avenue. (Plezse see the attached map.) The implementation

of this recommendation will zlso prevent the introduction of
additional complicating factors in determining the extent

and degree of ground wzter contamination since the installation
of several private wells can influence the rate and direction

of ground water flow. The DEP has made the same recommendation
to Gloucester Township. - In addition to making this recommendation,
the DEP will not issue any pérmits for well drilling in this

area.

This recommendation is based on the information that is
currently available to the DEP. The Department reserves the
right to modify its recommendation as additional data become
available.

If you have any questions concerning our recommendation,
we are zvailable to meet with you at your convenience.

Very truly yours,

;éfAAc£7(f§»“JLL
erard Burke
Office of Enforcement
GB:jc
‘Attacnment

cc: The Honorable Connie Roggio
Mayor of Gloucester Township

Mr. Herb Rambo, Administrator
Camden County Department of Solid Waste

Voiis o ¥ N Tk o Eoawy b vy Eog 3 e s 2o

Camden County Health Bepartment

Robert Paschon, Esgq.
Paschon, Feurey § Kotzas
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September 30, 1983
Dear Resident:

Representatives of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency are
visiting you today to discuss a project they are about to begin.

The project involves drilling a few monitoring wells behind Fox
Chase II. The groundwater will be tested to see if it is contaminated
and also to learn in which direction the groundwater is flowineg. The
main objective of both the EPA and Gloucester Township 1s to determine
. whether there is any hazard to the residents.

The testing that will be done is quite involved. We do not expect

to have a report on the test results until mid-December. Of course, if
the tests reveal any danger to you, you will be notified as soon as

possible.
If you have any questions, please feel free to call my office.

Very truly yours,

C/Z L 'II"/C///L L

Carole A. Dennis
Director of Cormumity Services

CAD/rpk
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OVERVIEW OF POX CHASE II
HYDROGEOLOGIC INVESTIGATION

On March 5, 1983, the New Jersey Department Of Environmental Protection (NJDEP)

. requested the assistance of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA}
to assess potential hazards to the residents of Fox Chase II from floodwaters
consisting of leachate and runoff.

The USEPA and NJDEP have recently completed joint immediate removals at the Fox Chase

IT development and Briar Lake area. As an initial mitigation measure, a sand berm '
covered with plastic was placed on the road behind the Fox Chase II houses. In a

related action, more than 3,000 feet of chain-link fence was erected, and an

under-sized culvert near the inlet to Briar Lake was replaced with dual corrugated
_--steel culverts. The purpose of these actions.was to remove the potential for residents
in the area to came into direct contact with contaminated surface water. -

In response to the problem caused by the surfacing of leachate behind Fox Chase II, the
USEPA proposes to conduct a hydrogeologic investigation to assess the mmadz.acy of the
problem and the feasibility of additional mitigative measures.

The hydrmem-,r investigation at Fox Chase II will include the installation of six
(6) pairs of monitoring wells and one (1) pumping well. Samples of groundwater will be
collected from each well and analyzed for priority pollutant concentrations.

Following the receipt and evaluation of the laboratory analytical results,

a pumping test will be conducted. The pumping test data shall be used to calculate the
cate and volume of groundwater flow beneath Fox Chase II. Ultimately, the feasibility
of lowering the water table during the normally wet winter months will be assessed so
that leachate breakout adjacent to the houses does not recur.

Previous mvestz.gat ons by NIJDEP and Camden County have focused przma*llv o the water
table aquifer South and West of the landfill. The location of existing monitoring
wells is provided in Figure 1, which shows no wells have been drilled rear Fox Chase
II. Groundwater conditions East and North of the landfill have not been addressed in
previous investigations. The proposed Fox Chase II investigation does not duplicate
earlier State or County investigations, nor the work plan proposed by NUS Corp.

The location of the proposed monitoring wells is provided in Figure 2. The wells shall
be drilled a maximum depth of ninety (90) feet to the base of the surficial aquifer.
All wells will be secured with locking caps to insure against unauthorized access.

The project schedule is provided in the following table:

_ Cctober November December
Week 1] 2] 3] 4] Week 1] 2] 3| 4] Week 1| 2
Install %ells X X ‘
Sample Wells X
Receive Lab Results X
Conduct Pumping Test X
Submit Report %

300023
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UNITED STATES EXVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

September 22, 1983

Ms. Carole Dennis

Director of Community Services
Township of Gloucester

P.0. Box 8

Blackwood, New Jersey 08012

Dear Ms. Dennis: -

This is to confirm our continued intent to brief Gloucester Township
concerning drilling and other activities expected to commence on or
about October 3, 1983 under the direction of EPA's Emergency Response
Branch. A meeting had been proposed by us for September 15, 1983 in
order to provide a briefing concerning our activities.

We would 1like to schedule a meeting to provide a technical in-depth
briefing to keep the Town informed of activities at or near the site.
As per discussion between you and George Zachos of my staff, we have
no objection to the presence of your counsel as long as he does not
discuss issues relative to prospective litigation.

EPA does not intend to drill on the Landfill, and we will only enter
Township property if we have to use existing monitoring wells. Should

this be necessary, advance notice will be given to the Township. If
any sampies are taken from Township property, the Town officials will
be notified to arrange for split sampling, if desired.

Please call either George Zachos (201) 321-6647 or me (201) 321-6657
so that we can arrange a meeting.

Sincerely yours,

Fred N. Rubel, Chief
tmergency Response Branch

bcc: George Zachos, Z0ERR-ER
Bi1l Librizzi, 20ERR
Larry Diamond, 20RC-WST

20ERR:ER:GZachos:cs:disk17:9/22/83:340-6647 FILE: GEMS/Zachos

- :ER  20ERR:FR _ 20FRR:ER CONCURRENCES
symsoL M A Jedln il |

oo e ZuAcms- ».....Ett?w... ...... RUB s rssesrcnesasscscslovcesrcssessnnacen
SURNAME f

e )L?!wn ..... 7—’“7].:/:3 q {}ca} ...................................

EPA Form 1320-1 (12-70)




ANTBONY FARRG, Chief - Bureau of Site Management
DAVID HENDERSON, Project Manager - BSM 30 MAR 1983

GEMS LANDFILL - FENCING

On Friday, March 28, 1983, while attending a meeting in Edison, I re-
ceived a call from Cathy Choromanski concerning a complaint about the
fence which is being installed at the GEMS Landfili. The call origi-
nated with Senator Dalton's staff and I, therefore, phoned the Senator's
Office and spoke to Debbie Borie. She explained that Mr. Bauman had
complained that we were erecting a fence on his property. I related

the details of our work to Ms. Borie explaining that we have 2 Court -
Order to proceed and that we were not on Mr. Bauman's property. I
further stated that we have secured the services of a licensed surveyor
expressly for the purpose of avoiding Mr. Bauman's property. Ms. Borie
requested I call Mr. Bauman and explain the circumstances to him.

At 1445 I call 609/424-9400 extemsion 370 and reached Mr. Bauman. Mr.
Bauman related to me that vorkers were on his property and that he was
going to have them arrested. He stated that although he did not have
title to the strip of land adjacent to the lake, that it was legally his
because he has cared for it for three years. I explained that the pro-
perty on which our surveyors were working was under the control of the
Bankruptcy Court and that the Federal Judge has granted permission for
the USEPA end RIDEP to conduct fencing activities. He then stated he
would go to Court and attempted to block our work and if Lie did not
succeed he would cut the fence and tear it down. I notified him that I
had taken note of his comments and closed the conversation.

Jo Buttich
P. Cole

3r0027
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Garden State Water Compan

M 4' N N 4 Y .
Witke taa Y Konlid o 3 it o

f Biackwood District * 45 8. Black Horse Pike ° P.O. Ecx&78
: 'Blackwood, New Jersey 08012 . Telephone: £08-227-3322
:
L
March 6, 1981 e

. Barry Hoffmann

cwnship Manager

ic.nship of Gloucestsr ~
C. Box8
gckwood, New Jdersey 08012

Wr
T

P.
Bl

Dear Mr. Hoffmann:

Phone calls from concerned residents_and recent newspaper articles have
brought to our attention the dumpdf naterial at the G.E.M.S. Landfill
containing high concentrations , 'thile our Engineering Department
hes had several contzcts with the NJD&f regarding this meteriel, we
remzin concerned cver any potenth ireat to the in»egriuy of the

i

grou~d water supplies in the area. yuq (.'.btcnomd Prengldichhreban) TE, ndy
T

ffN

vater Company has not been directly contacted by any local or state

cy regarding a potential hazard; however, I would appreciate it if your
ce would keep us informed so that together the Water Company and the
wn:hip can work to maintain and protect a safe, adequate and dependable
water supply for the residents of Gloucester Township.

The
g€zsn
offi
Tow

Very truly yours,

Rondb

Paul D. Schumann
President
cc Mr. George F. Powell, P.E.
Garden State Water Company

£35/%e
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	Pollution Report Thirty-Three (33)

	Pollution Report Eleven (11)
	Note: The actual documentation is available for review in the GEMS Landfill Site File located at the United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II, Superfund Removal Record Center, Edison, New Jersey.

	Exemption from Six-Month Time Limit for GEMS Landfill, Gloucester Township, Camden County, New Jersey - Action Memorandum

	Memorandum to Mr. William N. Hedeman, Jr., Director, Office of Emergency & Remedial Response (WH-548), from Ms. Jacqueline E. Schafer, Regional Administrator, United States Environmental Protection Agency, July 18, 1983.

	Ceiling Increase for Immediate Removal Actions at GEMS Landfill, Gloucester Township, New Jersey - Action Memorandum

	Request to Initiate  Immediate Removal at GEMS Landfill, Gloucester Township, New Jersey, Action Memorandum

	Memorandum to Mr. Conrad Simon, Director, Water Management Division, from Ms. Barbara Metzger, Director, Environmental Services Division, Region II, January 27, 1983.

	Memorandum to Mr. Henry Van Cleave, Action Director (WH-548), Emergency Response Division, from Mr. Fred N. Rubel, Chief, Emergency Response & Hazardous Materials Inspection Branch, United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region II, January 11, 1983.

	Memorandum to Ms. Jacqueline E. Schafer, Regional Administrator, from Ms. Barbara Metzger, Director, Environmental Services Division, United States Environmental Protection Agency, through Mr. Dick Dewling, Deputy Regional Administrator, October 19, 1982.

	Letter to Mr. William Librizzi, Director, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, USEPA, Region II, Dr. Jorge H. Berkowitz, Administrator, Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration, State of New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, August 20, 1985.

	Fact Sheet: Environmental Facts, GEMS Landfill, Gloucester Township, Camden County , New Jersey, August 19, 1985.

	Memorandum to Mr. George Zachos, Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Inspection Branch, U.S EPA from Mr. Edward W. Blanar, TAT II, Weston/SPER

	Memorandum to Ms. Joan Batory, Director, from Mr. Leon Robinson, Environmental Planner, Camden County Environmental Agency

	Newspaper article: "Kramer, GEMS landfills added to Superfund cleanup site list," The Gloucester County Times, July 25, 1982, (note: author unknown).

	Newspaper article: "Suit filed against dumpers," by Ms. Renee Winkler, Courier-Post, October 24, 1981.

	Letter to The Honorable Carl Kerbowski, Mayor of Pine Hill Borough, from  Mr. Gerard Burke, Office of Enforcement, State of New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, June 18. 1982.

	Letter to Resident, from Ms. Carole A. Dennis, Director of Community Services, Township of Gloucester, September 30, 1983.

	Letter to Ms. Carole Dennis, Director of Community Services, Township of Gloucester, from Mr. Fred N. Rubel, Chief, Emergency Reponse Branch, September 22, 1983.

	Memorandum to Mr. Anthony Farro, Chief - Bureau of Site Management, from Mr. David Henderson, Project Manager - BSM, March 30, 1983.
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