
AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 
751 Arbor Way 
Suite 180 
Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 
USA 19422-1960 
Fax  (610) 828-6700                                                  www.amec.com 

March 28, 2014 
 
Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
Site Remediation Program 
NJ Department of Environmental Protection 
401-05H 
PO Box 420 
Trenton, NJ  08625-0420 
 
RE: “May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete” Supporting 

Documentation Form 
  Textron, Inc. (aka. Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility) 
  400 Doremus Avenue 

Newark, NJ  07105 
SRI ID# 015922, ISRA Case# E85403 & E89281 

 
Dear Sir or Madame: 
 
AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. (AMEC) is submitting this letter, on behalf of 
Textron, Inc. (Textron), to provide supporting documentation for the enclosed “May 7, 
2014, Remedial Investigation Complete” Supporting Documentation Form (RI Complete 
Form). 
 
On June 17, 2013 NJDEP sent a Compliance Assistance Alert letter to Textron as a 
reminder that the remedial investigation (RI) must be completed for all pre-May 7, 1999 
AOCs by the statutory May 7, 2014 deadline (as set forth by SRRA, NJSA 58:10C-
27a(3)).  Textron believes the remedial investigation has been completed, in accordance 
with the NJDEP’s Interpretation of SRRA Requirement to Complete the Remedial 
Investigation by May 2014 (June 2013), for the above referenced Former Spencer-
Kellogg Facility, ISRA Case # E85403 & E89281.  The attached RI Complete Form and 
supporting documentation has been prepared, pursuant to the June 17, 2013 
Compliance Assistance Alert letter, to document that the remedial investigation is 
complete. 
 
AMEC and Textron reviewed internal historic project files and performed an in-person 
file review at the NJDEP Office of Record Access and compiled certain documents that 
demonstrate the RI has been completed.  Following the file review AMEC prepared a 
Case Inventory Document (CID) that summarizes the status of the AOCs identified at the 
Site (CD-enclosed).   
 
As shown on the CID, the bulk of the AOCs were remediated in the early 1990s and 
NFA status was approved by NJDEP on an AOC-by-AOC basis.  For the remaining 
AOCs, the RI was completed more recently (under the LSRP Program) and remediation 
is currently ongoing.  The rightmost column on the CID indicates which document 
supports the RI Complete status for each AOC.  These documents are included on the 
enclosed CD and include NJDEP NFA approval letters and NJDEP letters specifically 
stating “the delineation is complete” for individual AOCs.  Also included are Remedial 
Investigation Report Forms, a Remedial Action Report Form and a Receptor Evaluation 
Form previously submitted to NJDEP by the LSRP.   
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AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 
751 Arbor Way 
Suite 180 
Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 
USA 19422-1960 
Fax  (610) 828-6700                                                  www.amec.com 

 
Please contact Richard C. Karr at 610-877-6154 if you should require further information 
or have any questions. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 
 
 

      
Michael J. Thomas       Richard C. Karr, P.G. 
Environmental Professional III     Associate Geologist 
            
    
 
Enc:  
 

  “May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete” Supporting Documentation 
Form 

 Supporting Documentation CD: 
o Case Inventory Document 
o Figure 1 – 1990s ECRA Areas of Environmental Concern 
o Figure 2 – Current Areas of Environmental Concern 
o Supporting Document 1 – March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results 

Report (page 51, table 2) 
o Supporting Document 2 – February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 3 – August 30, 1994 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 4 – November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 5 – February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 6 – June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 7 – March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 8 – January 24, 1996 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 9 – October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 10 – December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 11 – October 29, 2010 RIR Form 
o Supporting Document 12 – January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 13 – April 7, 1994 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 14 – April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 15 – March 27, 2014 AOC8 LNAPL RIR Form 
o Supporting Document 16 – April 28, 2009 NJDEP Letter 
o Supporting Document 17 – August 5, 2011 RAR Form 
o Supporting Document 18 – September 2012 RE Form (EE)
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PAP-00145369

Site Remediation Program 

"MAY 7, 2014, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION COMPLETE" 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION FORM Date Stamp 

e New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

(For Department use onlvl 

SECTION A. SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

Site Name: Textron, Inc. 

List all AKAs: Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility, Reichhold Chemical, Reichhold, Inc. 

Street Address: 400 Doremus Avenue 

Municipality: Newark (Township, Borough or City) 

County: Essex Zip Code: 07105 

Program Interest (Pl) Number(s): 015922 Activity Number(s): LSR100001 

Municipal Block(s) and Lot(s): Block 5070, Lots 9, 9.01, 11, 11.01 

SECTION B. DOCUMENTATION TYPES 

Indicate the type of documentation being provided. (Check all that apply} 

181 No Further Action (NFA) Letter previously issued by NJDEP 

181 NJDEP letter(s) stating that the remedial investigation was completed 

181 Previously submitted Remedial Investigation Report(s) that did not receive NJDEP response by May 7, 2012 

D The discharge occurred after May 7, 1999 

D Discrepancy in discharge location 

181 Other Supporting Documentation 

SECTION C. PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR CONDUCTING THE REMEDIATION INFORMATION AND CERTIFICATION 

Full Legal Name of the Person Responsible for Conducting the Remediation: Textron, Inc. 

Representative First Name: Gregory Representative Last Name: Simpson 

Title: Remediation Manager 

Phone Number: (401) 457-2635 Ext: Fax: (401) 457-6028 

Mailing Address: 40 Westminster Street 

City/Town: Providence State: RI Zip Code: 02903 

Email Address: gsimpson@textron.com 

This certification shall be signed by the person responsible for conducting the remediation who is submitting this notification 
in accordance with Administrative Requirements for the Remediation of Contaminated Sites rule at N.J.A.C. 7:26C-1 .5(a). 

I certify under penalty of law that to the best of my knowledge, I believe that the submitted information is true, accurate and 
complete. I am aware that there are significant civil penalties for knowingly submitting false, inaccurate or incomplete 
information and that I am committing a crime of the fourth degree if I make a written false statement which I do not believe 
to be true. I am also aware th t if I knowingly direct or authorize the violation of any statute, I am personally liable for the 
penalties. 

Signature: ~ ---- Date: }1Mle.J.l Z.~. 2o IL/ 
Name/Title: Gregory Sim.f1ion/Remediation Manager 

V 
Completed forms should be sent to: 

. . 
Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
Site Remediation Program 
NJ Department of Environmental Protection 
401-05H 
PO Box 420 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 
Attn: May 2014 Deadline 

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form 
Version 1.0 06/17/2013 

• 

Page 1 of 1 



Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).  

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - VOCs in soil boring 201 
were below the ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2).                                           
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Surface and sub-surface soil samples were collected from boring 202 
and analyzed for BNs and VOCs.  Sample results indicated B/Ns and VOCs 
were below ECRA guidelines.                                                                                 
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 3, section II.B.1).         
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA rescinded pending comparison of 
analytical results to 1994 human health based criteria (page 2, section I.C)        
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Textron compared the 
previous sample results to the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.  All results 
were found to be below the 1994 criteria.                                                               
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 1, section I.A).         
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be above the  2008 standards but 
less than 1 OM greater.  EIC were found to be still effective.  No further action 
is needed.                                                                                                            
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

Groundwater
No groundwater investigation for this individual AOC was triggered.  Site-wide 
groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II investigations and 
with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                 
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)              
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

Same as 
Existing Yes

Proposed remediation 
for AEC 1 completed.  
Additional remediation 
needed for this area 
of the site is being 

addressed as AOC-8 
(Row 37)

VOCs
Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological       

Vapor Intrusion

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines)  (Document 1)                               
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
August 30, 1994 NJDEP Letter (Document 3)                       
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)                    
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Soil samples were 
collected from boring 101 and contained VOCs in concentrations above ECRA 
guidelines (page 51, Table 2).                                                                        
September 26, 1986 letter to NJDEP - AEC 24 combined with AEC 1.               
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts.  307 cubic yards of soil was excavated, treated and 
replaced.  To address potential data gaps in the site characterization, soil was 
excavated vertically down to the water table and horizontally until post 
excavation samples were below the cleanup levels (2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, 
page 2, section II).  All but one post-remediation sample were below the 
cleanup levels.  Post-remediation soil samples P-98 and P-98A were collected 
from southern sidewall below concrete dike surrounding an AST and contained 
VOCs above the cleanup levels (10 ppm).  The excavation was extended as far 
as possible and remediation was complete.  Sample location P-98/P-98A was 
resampled in 1995 to demonstrate degradation of VOCs (re-sampling was 
approved by NJDEP by letter on 8/30/1994 (page 1, #2)).  Total VOCs from the 
1995 resampling were above the cleanup levels but below the NJDEP accepted 
1,000 ppm maximum for total VOCs.                                                                      
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - No further action for the thermally treated 
soils (page 1, section I.A.).                                                                                 
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - No further soil investigation required.  IGW 
exceedances to be addressed by ongoing groundwater investigation (page 1, 
#2).                                                                                                                          
**The remaining soil above the IGW standards consists of the same COCs 
and is located within the footprint of the ongoing AOC 8 remediation area.  
See Row 37.**                                                                                                        
June 1, 2009 Ammendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the 2008 standards or 
non-detect.  One non-detect sample had elevated MDLs.  EIC were found to be 
still effective.  No further action is needed.                                                             
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Ammendment to SRI 
# 3 and RAWP.

Closed / No Further 
Action

No

No

1

AEC 1 - Resin Spill on 
Cracked Pavement        

(aka Area 1)             
(Figure 1)

Soil                    
Groundwater

2

AEC 2 - Possible 
Discharge from Dumpster 

(Building 31/32)           
(aka Area 2)             

(Figure 1)

Soil

Receptors

VOCs                  
BNs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological Vapor 

Intrusion

Same as 
Existing Yes Remediation Not 

Required

Closed

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form
March 28, 2014 Page 1 of 32
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Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).  

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - TPHC and VOCs 
exceeded ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in soil borings 301-303.                
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Metals (chromium and 
mercury) exceeded ECRA guidelines, but were below 1994 health based 
cleanup criteria.                                                                                                       
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Soil boring 306 exceeded the ECRA guidelines for B/Ns and VOCs.          
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts (B/Ns addressed under AEC entitled "Boring 
306/307 area", see below).  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  1,333 cubic yards of soil (from 
AEC 3, 4 & 5 combined) were excavated, treated and replaced.  All but one 
post-remediation sample were below the cleanup levels.  Post-remediation 
sample P-76, along a concrete retaining wall at the northern property boundary, 
exceeded the NJDEP accepted health-based 1,000 ppm maximum for total 
VOCs.  The location was re-sampled in 1995 to demonstrate degradation of 
VOCs (re-sampling was approved by NJDEP on 8/30/1994 by letter (page 1, 
#2)).  Total VOCs detected in the 1995 re-sampling were well below the 1,000 
ppm maximum.                                                                                                        
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - No further soil investigation required.  IGW 
exceedances to be addressed by ongoing groundwater investigation (page 1, 
#2).  Investigation of resinous material in soil is complete.  Delineation of 
resinous material in groundwater is required (page 2, #5).                                     
January 24, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NFA, other than groundwater monitoring, for 
the investigation of resinous material is approved, provided resinous material 
doesn't re-accumulate (page 2, section II.2).                                                          
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the 2008 standards or 
non-detect.  Three non-detect samples had elevated MDLs.  EIC were found to 
be still effective.  No further action is needed.                                                        
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.                                                                                                          
**Current/ongoing soil and groundwater issues associated with the 
Building 31/32 area are being addressed under the AOC entitled "Building 
31/32", Row 40**

Soil

Yes No3

AEC 3 - Building 31/32 
(Resin Spill During 

Railroad Loading) (aka 
Area 3)  (Figure 1)

Soil                    
Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines)  (Document 1)                               
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)
August 30, 1994 NJDEP Letter (Document 3)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)                    
January 24, 1996 NJDEP Letter (Document 8)                      
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

Proposed remediation 
for AEC 3 completed.  
Additional remediation 
needed for this area 
of the site is being 

addressed as Building 
31/32 (Row 40)

ClosedBNs                    
VOCs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            
Vapor Intrusion 

Groundwater    
Land Use 
Ecological  

Vapor Intrusion

Same as 
Existing

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form
March 28, 2014 Page 2 of 32
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Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater
Groundwater issues associated with the soil contamination above IGW 
standards mentioned in the 2/22/1995 NJDEP Letter are currently being 
addressed under Building 31/32 (See Row 40).  

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

NoVOCs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            
Vapor Intrusion   

Groundwater    
Land Use 
Ecological       

Vapor Intrusion

Same as 
Existing Yes

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - TPHC and VOCs 
exceeded ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in two soil borings (401 & 402).    
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Metals (cadmium) 
exceeded ECRA guidelines, but were below 1994 health based cleanup criteria. 
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  1,333 cubic yards of soil (from 
AEC 3, 4 & 5 combined) were excavated, treated and replaced.  Post-
remediation samples P-76, P-85A & P-88A exceeded the NJDEP approved 
cleanup levels and the health-based 1,000 ppm maximum for total VOCs.  The 
excavation was extended as far as possible due to a retaining wall to the north 
(P-76) and a concrete containment dike to the south (P-85A and P-88A).  Re-
sampling of locations P-76 and P-85A was performed in 1995 to demonstrate 
degradation of VOCs (re-sampling was approved on 8/30/1994 by NJDEP letter 
(page 1, #2)).  The 1995 results were below the 1,000 ppm total VOC maximum 
(location P-88A was not re-sampled but VOCs were assumed to have degraded 
at this location).                                                                                                       
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - No further soil investigation required.  IGW 
exceedances to be addressed by ongoing groundwater investigation (page 1, 
#2).                                                                                                                          
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the 2008 standards or 
non-detect.  Three non-detect samples had elevated MDLs.  EIC were found to 
be still effective.  No further action is needed.                                                        
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.                                                                                                          
**Current/ongoing soil and groundwater issues associated with the 
Building 31/32 area are being addressed under the AOC entitled "Building 
31/32", Row 40.**

4

AEC 4 - Discharge of Fish 
Oil and Vegetable Oil 
During RR Loading at 

Building 31/32 (aka Area 4) 
(Figure 1)

Soil                    
Groundwater

Proposed remediation 
for AEC 4 completed.  
Additional remediation 
needed for this area 
of the site is being 

addressed as Building 
31/32 (Row 40)

Closed

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                    
August 30, 1994 NJDEP Letter (Document 3)                 
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)              
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)              
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form
March 28, 2014 Page 3 of 32
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Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater
Groundwater issues associated with the soil contamination above IGW 
standards mentioned in the 2/22/1995 NJDEP Letter are currently being 
addressed under Building 31/32 (See Row 40).  

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No

AEC 5 - Discharge of 
Phthalic Anhydride During 

RR Unloading (Building 
31/32) (aka Area 5)        

(Figure 1)

5 Soil                    
Groundwater VOCs

Soil

October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Soil sample results (boring 502) exceeded ECRA guidelines for total 
VOCs.                                                                                                                     
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  1,333 cubic yards of soil (from 
AEC 3, 4 & 5 combined) were excavated, treated and replaced.  All but one 
post-remediation sample were below NJDEP approved cleanup levels (2/8/91).  
Post-remediation sample P-76, along a concrete retaining wall at the northern 
property boundary, exceeded the NJDEP approved cleanup level and health-
based 1,000 ppm maximum for total VOCs.  The location was re-sampled in 
1995 to demonstrate degradation of VOCs (re-sampling was approved by 
NJDEP on 8/30/1994 via letter (page 1, #2)).  Total VOCs detected in the 1995 
re-sampling were well below the 1,000 ppm maximum.                                         
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - No further soil investigation required.  IGW 
exceedances to be addressed by ongoing groundwater investigation (page 1, 
#2).                                                                                                                          
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the 2008 standards or 
non-detect.  Three non-detect samples had elevated MDLs.  EIC were found to 
be still effective.  No further action is needed.                                                        
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.                                                                                                          
**Current/ongoing soil and groundwater issues associated with the 
Building 31/32 area are being addressed under the AOC entitled "Building 
31/32", Row 40.**

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            
Vapor Intrusion          

Groundwater   
Land Use 
Ecological     

Vapor Intrusion

Same as 
Existing

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
August 30, 1994 NJDEP Letter (Document 3)                 
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)              
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)              
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

Yes

Proposed remediation 
for AEC 5 completed.  
Additional remediation 
needed for this area 
of the site is being 

addressed as Building 
31/32 (Row 40)

Closed

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form
March 28, 2014 Page 4 of 32
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Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - MW-11 was installed to 
address groundwater impacts.  Total VOCs in the Phase I groundwater sample 
exceeded ECRA guidelines.                                                                              
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Phase II groundwater 
sampling results for MW-11 were below ECRA guidelines.  MW-11 was re-
sampled in March 1988 and those results exceeded the ECRA guidelines for 
total VOCs.                                                                                                             
**Site-wide groundwater investigation results are covered in Row 36).**       
January 1994 Progress Report - Monitoring well MW-11 was removed during 
the soils remediation and re-installed.  Following re-installation, VOCs were not 
detected in groundwater samples four consecutive sampling events.                    
April 7, 1994 NJDEP Letter - Approval to suspend sampling of MW-11 (page 
2, #5).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No6

AEC 6 - 5,000 Gallon #2 
Fuel Oil UST             
(aka Area 6)             

(Figure 1)

Soil                    
Groundwater

VOCs                  
BNs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological Yes Closed / RA Permit 

needed
Same as 
Existing

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                    
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)              
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter (Document 10)            
October 29, 2010 Remedial Investigation Report Form and 
Comments (Document 11)                                                     
April 7, 1994 NJDEP Letter (Document 13)

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - TPHC exceeded ECRA 
guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in soil boring 601.                                                    
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Soil boring 603 exceeded ECRA guidelines for BNs in a surface sample.  
Intermediate and deeper samples were below ECRA guidelines for BNs and 
VOCs.                                                                                                             
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP requests additional sampling for BNs 
(page 4, section II.B.4.a).                                                                                        
May 22, 1991 Progress Report - The additional BN sampling soil boring 603 
demonstrated a decreasing gradient and that the BN impacts were due to 
Historic Fill.                                                                                                       
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section III.B.1).          
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA rescinded pending comparison of 
analytical results to 1994 criteria (page 2, section I.C).                                          
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Textron compared the 
previous sample results to the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.  Only 
benzo(a)pyrene exceeded the 1994 criteria.                                                           
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 1, section I.A).           
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - New data obtained following Reichhold 
removal of the UST indicated B/Ns in exceedance of the 1994 cleanup criteria.  
Textron is responsible (page 1, second paragraph).                                               
January 24, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP agrees with Textron's argument that 
B/Ns are due to the Historic Fill.  Investigation of the Historic Fill is required.  
Existing data may be used, at least in part.                                                            
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP does not recommend additional 
sampling of Historic Fill but NFA for B/Ns associated with Historic Fill may not 
be approved without a Deed Restriction (page 1, section I).                                  
May 6, 1997 NJDEP Letter - B/N soil issues deferred pending Deed Restriction 
negotiations between Textron and Reichhold.                                                      
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Several PAHs present in Historic Fill exceed the 2008 standards by more than 
1 OM.  EIC are still effective.                                                                                   
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.                                                                                                       
January 22, 2010 Deed Notice Agreement - Textron and Reichhold agree to 
place Deed Restriction on the property.                                                                  
October 29, 2010 SRI # 4 - Submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form.  Deed Notice Agreement documented with NJDEP (Section J of 
RIR Form).  Deed notice must be filed and RA permit application submitted by 
regulatory deadline (Row 43).

Deed Notice will be 
filed and engineering 

controls will be 
maintained (Row 43)

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form
March 28, 2014 Page 5 of 32
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Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - VOCs exceeded ECRA 
guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in soil boring 701.  Down gradient boring MW-8 
had total VOCs in soil samples below ECRA guidelines.                                       
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  475 cubic yards of soil were 
excavated, treated and replaced.  All post-remediation samples were below the 
cleanup levels and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                   
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                             
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations are below the 2008 standards or were not 
detected.  EIC are still effective.  No further action is needed.                               
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - MW-8 installed down 
gradient to address potential groundwater impacts.  No VOCs detected during 
Phase I sampling.                                                                                             
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - VOCs were below ECRA 
guidelines in groundwater samples.                                                                    
**Site-wide groundwater investigation results are covered in Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - TPH and PAHs 
exceeded ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in soil borings 801-803..               
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  32 cubic yards of soil were 
excavated, treated and replaced.  All post-remediation samples were below the 
cleanup levels and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                   
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                      
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - New data obtained following Reichhold 
removal of the 2 USTs indicated TPHCs in exceedance of the 1994 cleanup 
criteria.  Textron is responsible (page 1, second paragraph).                                 
**Ongoing/current soil issues have been addressed under the AOC 
entitled "AOC 8", see Row 37.**

Groundwater Groundwater issues associated with this area are currently being addressed 
under AOC 8 (See Row 37).  

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No

No

7

8

AEC 8 - Two 3,000 Gallon 
#4 Fuel Oil USTs (partially 

buried) (aka Area 8, 
currently referred to as 

AOC 8)                 
(Figure 1)

BNs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            
Vapor Intrusion  

Soil                    
Groundwater

Closed / No Further 
Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                   
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                         
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

Land Use 
Ecological Vapor 

Intrusion

Same as 
Existing Yes

Proposed remediation 
for AEC 8 completed.  
Additional remediation 
needed for this area 
of the site is being 

addressed as AOC 8 
(Row 37)

Open (currently 
addressed as AOC 8, 

see Row 37)

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                   
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)               
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)

AEC 7 - Truck Loading 
Area, South Side of Tank 

Farm (aka Area 7)         
(Figure 1)

Soil VOCs Direct Contact Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes Yes

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form
March 28, 2014 Page 6 of 32
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Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Resinous material 
sampled from boring 901 contained toluene in levels that exceeded ECRA 
guidelines (page 51, Table 2).                                                                                
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Four additional borings were completed and surface and sub-surface soil 
samples were collected.  Results indicated B/Ns slightly exceeded ECRA 
guidelines in one sample.  VOCs were not detected above trace levels in any 
sample.                                                                                                                   
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to address VOC impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  3 cubic yards of soil was 
excavated, treated and replaced.  Post-remediation samples were below the 
cleanup level sand the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                   
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                             
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be within 1 OM of the 2008 
standards.  EIC were found to be still effective.  No further action is needed.        
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

Groundwater This area is next to AOC 8 and groundwater in the area is being addressed 
under AOC 8 (See Row 37).  

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

NoClosed / No Further 
Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                   
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)              
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

9

AEC 9 - Contamination 
Below Building #16 (aka 
Area 9, Limited Area of 
Potential Discharge of 

Material Through Hole in 
Building Floor)            

(Figure 1)

Soil VOCs                  
BNs Direct Contact Land Use 

Ecological
Same as 
Existing Yes Yes

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form
March 28, 2014 Page 7 of 32
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Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) -  A groundwater sample 
from MW-3 contained no TPH or VOCs.                                                             
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - All analytes (including TPH 
and VOCs) were not detected in groundwater samples from MW-3.                      
**Site-wide groundwater investigation results are covered in Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

NoYes

Deed Notice will be 
filed and engineering 

controls will be 
maintained (Row 43)

Closed / RA Permit 
needed

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                   
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)               
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)              
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter (Document 10)           
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)                           
October 29, 2010 Remedial Investigation Report Form and 
Comments (Document 11)

10
AEC 10 - Raw Material 

Storage Area (aka Area 10) 
(Figure 1)

Soil
TPHC                  
BNs                    

VOCs
Direct Contact         Land Use 

Ecological
Same as 
Existing

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Two soil borings (1001 & 
MW-3) were sampled for TPH and VOCs.  No VOCs exceeded the ECRA 
guidelines (page 51, Table 2).  TPH exceeded ECRA guidelines but 
concentrations decreased with depth.                                                                     
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Carcinogenic B/Ns only slightly exceeded the ECRA guidelines.                
May 22, 1991 Progress Report - Additional follow-up sampling (discussed in 
2/8/1991 NJDEP letter, page 4, section II.B.4.a) demonstrated the BNs were 
due to Historic Fill.                                                                                                   
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section III.B.1).          
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA rescinded pending comparison of 
analytical results to 1994 criteria (page 2, section I.C).                                          
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Textron compared the 
previous sample results to the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.  Only 
benzo(a)pyrene exceeded the 1994 criteria.                                                           
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 1, section I.A).           
January 24, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP agrees with Textron's argument that 
B/Ns are due to the Historic Fill.  Investigation of the Historic Fill is required.  
Existing data may be used, at least in part.                                                            
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP does not recommend additional 
sampling of Historic Fill but NFA for B/Ns associated with Historic Fill may not 
be approved without a Deed Restriction (page 1, section I).                                  
May 6, 1997 NJDEP Letter - B/N soil issues deferred pending Deed Restriction 
negotiations between Textron and Reichhold.                                                     
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Several PAHs present in Historic Fill exceed the 2008 standards by more than 
1 OM.  EIC are still effective.                                                                                   
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.                                                                                              
January 22, 2010 Deed Notice Agreement - Textron and Reichhold agree to 
place Deed Restriction on the property.                                                                  
October 29, 2010 SRI # 4 - Submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form.  Deed Notice Agreement documented with NJDEP (Section J of 
RIR Form).  Deed notice must be filed and RA Permit application submitted by 
regulatory deadline (Row 43). 

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form
March 28, 2014 Page 8 of 32

PAP-00145377



Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) -  One soil boring 
completed (MW-5).  Soil samples were analyzed for TPH and VOCs.  Only TPH 
exceeded the ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2).                                               
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 3, section II.B.1).           
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA rescinded pending comparison of data to 
1994 cleanup criteria (page 2, section I.C).                                                          
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Data collected from 
down gradient wells indicate no environmental impact resulted from this area.     
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 1, section I.A).

Groundwater

June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results -  Groundwater samples 
from MW-5 were below ECRA guidelines for all analytes (including TPH and 
VOCs).                                                                                                                    
**Site-wide groundwater investigation results are covered in Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Groundwater

June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results -  Groundwater samples 
from MW-5 were below ECRA guidelines for all analytes (including TPH and 
VOCs).                                                                                                                    
**Site-wide groundwater investigation results are covered in Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No

No

Closed / No Further 
Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)            

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                   
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)

Closed / No Further 
Action12

AEC 12 - Building on Stilts 
with Potential for Discharge 
to Soils (Building #4) (aka 

Area 12)                
(Figure 1)

Soil
TPH                    

VOCs                  
BNs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes Yes

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Three soil samples were 
collected from beneath Building 4 near floor drains.  TPH and VOCs exceeded 
ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in all three locations.  One soil boring was 
completed outside of the building (MW-5).  Soil samples from MW-5 were 
analyzed for TPH and VOCs.  Only TPH exceeded the ECRA guidelines.            
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Carcinogenic B/Ns exceeded ECRA guidelines in a soil sample.                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - AEC 12  - LTTA remediation 
performed to remediate B/N impacts.  602 cubic yards of soil was excavated, 
treated and replaced.  No post-remediation samples were collected since the 
excavation extended to pre-determined limits (building footprint).  AEC 12S  - 
Not identified previously, but a soil sample collected south of Building 4 
contained VOCs above the NJDEP approved cleanup level (2/8/91) and the 
surrounding area was remediated.  27 cubic yards of soil was excavated and 
treated via LTTA.  Post-remediation samples were below the approved cleanup 
levels and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                                 
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved for AEC 12S (page 2, section 
I.B).                                                                                                                          
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - AEC 12 was fully 
remediated.                                                                                                             
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved for AEC 12 and the 
thermally treated soil (page 1, section I.A).                                                             
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the 2008 standards or 
non-detect.  EIC were found to be still effective.  No further action is needed.       
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

11

AEC 11 - Former ASTs on 
Unpaved Area (aka Area 

11)                     
(Figure 1)

Soil TPH                    
VOCs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes Remediation Not 

Required

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form
March 28, 2014 Page 9 of 32
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Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Three soil borings (1301-
1303) were sampled for TPH and VOCs.  TPH exceeded ECRA guidelines  
(page 51, Table 2) in all three borings.  VOCs were below ECRA guidelines.       
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Two surface soil samples were analyzed for BNs.  BNs did not exceed 
ECRA guidelines.                                                                                             
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 3, section II.B.1).           
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA rescinded pending comparison of the soil 
data to the 1994 criteria (page 2, section I.C).                                                      
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Textron compared the 
previous sample results to the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.  All results 
were found to be below the 1994 criteria.                                                               
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 1, section I.A).           
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the  2008 standards.  
EIC were found to be still effective.  No further action is needed.                          
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Three soil borings (1401-
1403) were sampled for TPH and VOCs.  TPH and VOCs both exceeded ECRA 
guidelines (page 51, Table 2).                                                                                
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Additional soil samples were collected and analyzed for BNs.  BNs were 
below ECRA guidelines in both samples collected.                                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  871 cubic yards of soil excavated, 
treated and replaced.  Post-remediation samples were below the cleanup levels 
and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                                           
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the  2008 standards or 
not detected.  EIC were found to be still effective.  No further action is needed.    
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Closed / No Further 
Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

14

AEC 14 - Former AST in 
Unpaved Area (aka Area 

14)                     
(Figure 1)

Soil TPH                    
VOCs Direct Contact            Land Use 

Ecological
Same as 
Existing Yes Yes Closed / No Further 

Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)     

13

AEC 13 - Former AST in 
Unpaved Area (aka Area 

13)                     
(Figure 1)

Soil TPHC Direct Contact          Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes Remediation Not 

Required No

No
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Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

NoYes Yes Closed / No Further 
Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

15

AEC 15 - Former Drum 
Storage Area (unpaved) 

(aka Area 15)            
(Figure 1)

Soil

TPH                    
BNs                    
Lead                   
VOCs 

Direct Contact          Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Three soil borings were 
sampled for TPH and VOCs.  Two samples exceeded the ECRA guidelines 
(page 51, Table 2) for TPH, but were below ECRA for VOCs.  The third sample 
slightly exceeded ECRA for VOCs, but was below ECRA for TPH.                        
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Metals (zinc and lead) 
exceeded ECRA action levels.  Zinc was below 1994 health based cleanup 
criteria, lead exceeded the 1994 criteria but was within 1 OM.                               
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Four additional soil samples were analyzed for BNs.  Carcinogenic BNs 
exceeded the ECRA guidelines in only one sample.                                              
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  34 cubic yards were excavated, 
treated and replaced.  Post-remediation samples were below the cleanup levels 
and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                                           
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
September 1, 1994 Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom Response 
Letter - Requests NFA for remaining lead.  NFA was previously given and the 
new lead cleanup criteria does not differ from the previously approved cleanup 
levels (approved in 2/8/1991 NJDEP letter) by more than an order of 
magnitude.                                                                                                           
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - NFA for remaining lead approved (page 1, 
#1).                                                                                                                          
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be within 1 OM of the  2008 
standards.  EIC were found to be still effective.  No further action is needed.        
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.
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RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Three soil samples were 
analyzed for TPH and VOCs.  Both TPH and VOCs exceed the ECRA 
guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in all three samples.                                                
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Additional surface and subsurface samples were collected and analyzed 
for BNs and VOCs.  Both analytes were below ECRA in the surface sample.  
Only VOCs exceeded ECRA in the sub-surface sample.                                       
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  189 cubic yards were excavated, 
treated and replaced.  Post-remediation samples were below the cleanup levels 
and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                                           
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the 2008 standards or 
non-detect.  EIC were found to be still effective.  No further action is needed.      
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

Groundwater
Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).  Monitoring wells 
included in the monitoring program were located down gradient of this AOC.

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No16

AEC 16 - Former Drum 
Storage Area (unpaved) 

(aka Area 16)            
(Figure 1)

Soil TPH                    
VOCs Direct Contact           Land Use 

Ecological
Same as 
Existing Yes Yes Closed / No Further 

Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)     
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Case Inventory Document
RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
400 Doremus Avenue

Newark, NJ

Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Well MW-10 was 
installed to address shallow groundwater contamination.  Concentrations of 
VOCs exceeded ECRA guidelines.                                                                         
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Groundwater samples from 
MW-10 exceeded ECRA for VOCs and lead.  An additional sample was 
collected from MW-10 in March 1988 and split for filtered/unfiltered metals 
analysis.  The unfiltered results were similar to the Phase II results.  However, 
the filtered result did not contain lead above the ECRA guidelines.  These 
results indicate the lead in the Phase II sample does not represent dissolved 
lead content, rather it is associated with fine particular sediment present in the 
sample.                                                                                                                 
Well MW-24 was installed to address potential contamination in the deeper 
aquifer.  Groundwater samples from MW-24 were below ECRA guidelines for 
all analyses (including VOCs and TPH).                                                                 
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP requires quarterly groundwater 
monitoring of certain monitoring wells (including MW-10) to continue for one 
year after the soil remediation is completed.  The results of the monitoring will 
dictate whether additional groundwater sampling and/or remediation is 
warranted (page 2, #7).                                                                                           
January 1994 Progress Report - Concentrations of VOCs in groundwater 
samples have decreased or were  not detected one year after the soil 
remediation was completed.  No further groundwater monitoring proposed.         
April 7, 1994 NJDEP Letter - No further sampling of selected MWs (including 
MW-10 and down gradient wells) is necessary (page 2, #4)

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

NoYes Yes Closed / No Further 
Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                   
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)                           
April 7, 1994 NJDEP Letter (Document 13)

17

AEC 17 - Former Drum 
Storage Area (unpaved) 

(aka Area 17)            
(Figure 1)

Soil                    
Groundwater

VOCs                  
Lead                   
TPH                    
BNs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Three soil borings were 
sampled for TPH and VOCs.  Additionally, a monitoring well (MW-10) was 
installed and soil samples were analyzed for TPH, VOCs, BNs and AEs.  TPH 
was detected above ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in four samples.  
VOCs and BNs were only detected above ECRA guidelines in soil samples 
collected from MW-10, however the results indicated the concentrations 
decreased with depth.                                                                                             
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Metals (lead, mercury, 
zinc, copper and antimony) exceeded ECRA guidelines in soil samples.  All but 
lead were below the 1994 health based cleanup criteria, lead exceeded the 
1994 criteria but was within 1 OM.                                                                          
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - An additional soil boring (M2401) was completed and sampled for BNs 
and VOCs.  Carcinogenic B/Ns exceeded ECRA guidelines in one sample.          
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts (B/N impacts addressed as AOC entitled "MW-
10/Boring M2401 area", see Row 35).  To address potential data gaps in the 
site characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  315 cubic yards were excavated, 
treated and replaced.  Post-remediation samples were below the cleanup levels 
and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                                           
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
September 1, 1994 Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom Response 
Letter - Requests NFA for remaining lead.  NFA was previously given and the 
new lead cleanup criteria does not differ from the previously approved cleanup 
levels (approved in 2/8/1991 NJDEP letter) by more than an order of 
magnitude.                                                                                                             
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - NFA for remaining lead approved (page 1, 
#1).                                                                                                                          
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the 2008 standards or 
non-detect.  EIC were found to be still effective.  No further action is needed.       
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.  
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RI Complete Supporting Documentation Form

Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Groundwater samples 
collected from MW-6 did not contain TPH or BNs above ECRA guidelines.  
VOCs exceeded the ECRA guidelines.                                                                   
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Groundwater samples from 
MW-6 were below ECRA guidelines for all analytes (including TPH and VOCs).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

NoYes

Deed Notice will be 
filed and engineering 

controls will be 
maintained (Row 43)

Closed / RA Permit 
needed

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)              
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter (Document 10)                
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)                           
October 29, 2010 Remedial Investigation Report Form and 
Comments (Document 11)                                              

18

AEC 18 - Fuel Oil 
Unloading Area (unpaved) 

(aka Area 18)            
(Figure 1)

Soil

TPH                    
BNs                    
Lead                   
VOCs

Direct Contact            Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - TPH exceeded ECRA 
guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in soil boring 1801.  Four metals, including lead, 
exceed ECRA guidelines in soil samples collected during installation of MW-6.  
Only lead exceeded the 1994 health based cleanup criteria, but was within 1 
OM.  Soil samples from MW-6 also exceeded ECRA for TPH and VOCs.  Only 
the deep sample (6-7 feet) exceeded ECRA for BNs.                                            
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Carcinogenic B/Ns exceeded the ECRA guidelines in one soil sample.      
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  23 cubic yards were excavated, 
treated and replaced.  Post-remediation samples were below the cleanup 
levels.                                                                                                                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - Additional delineation is needed for 
carcinogenic BNs to establish a decreasing gradient (page 3, section I.C.3)         
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Textron compared the 
previous sample results to the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.  The 
remaining B/Ns exceeded the 1994 criteria but were within 1 OM.  Textron 
states that B/Ns are due to Historic Fill.                                                                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                      
September 1, 1994 Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom Response 
Letter - Requests NFA for remaining lead.  NFA was previously given and the 
new lead cleanup criteria does not differ from the previously approved cleanup 
levels (approved in 2/8/1991 NJDEP letter) by more than an order of 
magnitude.                                                                                                              
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - NFA for remaining lead approved (page 1, 
#1).                                                                                                                          
January 24, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP agrees with Textron's argument that 
B/Ns are due to the Historic Fill.  Investigation of the Historic Fill is required.  
Existing data may be used, at least in part.                                                            
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP does not recommend additional 
sampling of Historic Fill but NFA for B/Ns associated with Historic Fill may not 
be approved without a Deed Restriction (page 1, section I).                                  
May 6, 1997 NJDEP Letter - B/N soil issues deferred pending Deed Restriction 
negotiations between Textron and Reichhold.                                                        
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Several PAHs present in Historic Fill exceed the 2008 standards by more than 
1 OM.  EIC are still effective.                                                                                   
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.                                                                                                       
January 22, 2010 Deed Notice Agreement - Textron and Reichhold agree to 
place Deed Restriction on the property.                                                                  
October 29, 2010 SRI # 4 - Submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form.  Deed Notice Agreement documented with NJDEP (Section J of 
RIR Form).  Deed notice must be filed and RA permit application submitted by 
regulatory deadline (Row 43).
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Groundwater sample 
collected from MW-9 exceeded the ECRA guidelines for lead.                              
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Report - Groundwater sample from 
MW-9 was below ECRA for all analytes (including VOC and TPH), except for 
lead.  An additional sample was collected in March 1988 and split for 
filtered/unfiltered metals analysis.  The unfiltered results were similar to the 
Phase II results.  However, the filtered result did not contain lead above the 
ECRA guidelines.  These results indicate the lead in the Phase II sample does 
not represent dissolved lead content, rather it is associated with fine particular 
sediment present in the sample.                                                                         
**Site-wide groundwater investigation results are covered in Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - TPH & VOCs exceeded 
ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in both surface and subsurface soil 
samples at boring 1901.  Soil samples collected during the installation of MW-9 
exceeded ECRA guidelines for TPH, BNs and five metals.  Although the metals 
contamination exceeded ECRA, the concentrations were within 1 OM of the 
1994 health based cleanup levels.                                                                          
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table (2/8/1991 
NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  No post-remediation samples were collected 
because the excavation extended to a concrete retaining wall in each direction.  
350 cubic yards were excavated, treated and replaced.                                         
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
September 1, 1994 Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom Response 
Letter - Requests NFA for remaining lead.  NFA was previously given and the 
new lead cleanup criteria does not differ from the previously approved cleanup 
levels (approved in 2/8/1991 NJDEP letter) by more than an order of 
magnitude.                                                                                                             
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - NFA for remaining lead approved (page 1, 
#1). 

YesYes NoClosed / No Further 
Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)                    

19

AEC 19 - Solvent Sludge 
AST Surrounded by 

Concrete Wall (aka Area 
19)                     

(Figure 1)

Soil TPH                    
VOCs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Groundwater sample 
collected from MW-9 exceeded the ECRA guidelines for lead.                              
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Report - Groundwater sample from 
MW-9 was below ECRA for all analytes (including VOC and TPH), except for 
lead.  An additional sample was collected in March 1988 and split for 
filtered/unfiltered metals analysis.  The unfiltered results were similar to the 
Phase II results.  However, the filtered result did not contain lead above the 
ECRA guidelines.  These results indicate the lead in the Phase II sample does 
not represent dissolved lead content, rather it is associated with fine particular 
sediment present in the sample.                                                                        
**Site-wide groundwater investigation results are covered in Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Soil samples collected 
during the installation of MW-9 exceeded ECRA guidelines  (page 51, Table 2) 
for TPH, BNs and five metals.  Although the metals contamination exceeded 
ECRA, the concentrations were within 1 OM of the 1994 health based cleanup 
levels.                                                                                                                      
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                       
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 5, #16).  Site-wide metals 
contamination associated with fill material will require a deed notice.                    
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                   
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - April 30, 1990 NFA rescinded pending 
comparison of data to 1994 cleanup criteria (page 2, section I.C).                         
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Textron compared the 
previous sample results to the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.  All B/N 
results were found to be below the 1994 criteria.                                                    
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - Elevated lead levels will require EIC 
(page 1, section I.B).                                                                                               
September 1, 1994 Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom Response 
Letter - Requests NFA for remaining lead.  NFA was previously given and the 
new lead cleanup criteria does not differ from the previously approved cleanup 
levels (approved in 2/8/1991 NJDEP letter) by more than an order of 
magnitude.                                                                                                        
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - NFA for remaining lead approved (page 1, 
#1).                                                                                                                          
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the 2008 standards.  EIC 
were found to be still effective.  No further action is needed.                                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

No

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                     
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter (Document 14)                           
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                     
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)             
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

Yes Yes Closed / No Further 
Action20

AEC 20 - Former Gasoline 
UST (aka Area 20)        

(Figure 1)

Soil                    
Groundwater

TPH                    
BNs                    
Lead

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater

June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - GW samples collected 
from well MW-18 only exceeded ECRA levels for lead (VOCs and TPH were 
below ECRA guidelines).  An additional sample was collected in March 1988 
and split for filtered/unfiltered metals analysis.  The unfiltered results were 
similar to the Phase II results.  However, the filtered result did not contain lead 
above the ECRA guidelines.  These results indicate the lead in the Phase II 
sample does not represent dissolved lead content, rather it is associated with 
fine particular sediment present in the sample.                                                      
**Site-wide groundwater investigation results are covered in Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Soil cleaned off of 
concrete pad and stockpiled for disposal prior to sampling.  Soil sample 
collected from the stockpile exceeded ECRA guidelines for TPH and VOCs.        
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 1, section I.A).

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No

No

21

AEC 21 - Former AST 
Farm (unpaved) (aka Area 

21)                     
(Figure 1)

Soil
VOCs                  
Lead                   
TPH

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Three soil samples 
exceeded ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2) for TPH &VOCs.                           
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Metals (antimony, arsenic, 
cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, & zinc) exceed ECRA in soil samples.  
Cadmium, Arsenic and Lead exceed the 1994 health based cleanup criteria but 
are within 1 OM.                                                                                               
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Two additional soil samples were collected and analyzed for BNs and 
VOCs.  Total VOCs exceeded ECRA guidelines and BNs were below the 
guidelines.                                                                                                               
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  633 cubic yards of soil was 
excavated, treated and replaced.  Post remediation sample results were below 
the cleanup levels and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                             
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                      
September 1, 1994 Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom Response 
Letter - Requests NFA for remaining lead.  NFA was previously given and the 
new lead cleanup criteria does not differ from the previously approved cleanup 
levels (approved in 2/8/1991 NJDEP letter) by more than an order of 
magnitude.                                                                                                              
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - NFA for remaining lead approved (page 1, 
#1).                                                                                                                          
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the 2008 standards or 
non-detect.  EIC were found to be still effective.  No further action is needed.       
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

Yes Yes Closed / No Further 
Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)Closed / No Further 
Action22

AEC 22 - Drums Storage 
Pad for Hazardous Waste 
(aka 1285 Premix Storage 

Pad, Area 22)            
(Figure 1)

Soil TPH                    
VOCs Direct Contact           Land Use 

Ecological
Same as 
Existing Yes Remediation Not 

Required
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No

AEC 23 - Loading Area for 
Hazardous Waste (Building 

#4) (aka 1285 Premix 
Loading Area, Area 23)     

(Figure 1)

Soil

TPH                    
VOCs                  
BNs                    
Lead

Direct Contact          Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes

Deed Notice will be 
filed and engineering 

controls will be 
maintained (Row 43)

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - TPH &VOCs in soil 
samples exceeded ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2) but were below the 
1994 cleanup criteria.                                                                                              
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Metals (cadmium, copper, 
lead, mercury & zinc)) exceed ECRA in soil samples.                                            
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Soil samples from boring 2303 contained carcinogenic B/Ns above 
ECRA guidelines, VOCs not detected.                                                                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts at Boring 2303/2304 Area.  To address potential data 
gaps in the site characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the 
water table and horizontally until post excavation samples were below the 
cleanup levels (2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  49 cubic yards of 
soil was excavated, treated and replaced.  Post remediation sample results 
were below the approved cleanup levels (2/8/91) but exceeded the 1994 health 
based cleanup criteria.                                                                                            
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Textron compared the 
previous sample results to the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.  Only 
benzo(a)pyrene exceeds the 1994 criteria, but it is within 1 OM.  Textron states 
that B/Ns are due to Historic Fill.                                                             
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
September 1, 1994 Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom Response 
Letter - Requests NFA for remaining lead.  NFA was previously given and the 
new lead cleanup criteria does not differ from the previously approved cleanup 
levels (approved in 2/8/1991 NJDEP letter) by more than an order of 
magnitude.                                                                                                              
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - NFA for remaining lead approved (page 1, 
#1).                                                                                                                          
January 24, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP agrees with Textron's argument that 
B/Ns are due to the Historic Fill.  Investigation of the Historic Fill is required.  
Existing data may be used, at least in part.                                                            
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP does not recommend additional 
sampling of Historic Fill but NFA for B/Ns associated with Historic Fill may not 
be approved without a Deed Restriction (page 1, section I).                                  
May 6, 1997 NJDEP Letter - B/N soil issues deferred pending Deed Restriction 
negotiations between Textron and Reichhold.                                                        
January 22, 2010 Deed Notice Agreement - Textron and Reichhold agree to 
place Deed Restriction on the property.                                                                  
October 29, 2010 SRI # 4 - Submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form.  Deed Notice Agreement documented with NJDEP (Section J of 
RIR Form).  Deed notice must be filed and RA permit application submitted by 
regulatory deadline.

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                   
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)              
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)                  
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter (Document 10)           
October 29, 2010 Remedial Investigation Report Form and 
Comments (Document 11)

Closed / RA Permit 
needed23
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Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Soil

September 26, 1986 Letter to NJDEP - AEC 24 combined with AEC 1, Phase 
I sampling for AEC 24 is omitted.                                                                         
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for AEC 24 approved (page 2, section 
I.B).  Elevated levels of dibenzo(a,h)anthracene requires additional delineation 
(page 3, section I.C.4).                                                                                            
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Textron replies that AEC 
24 was combined with AEC 1 in 1987 Phase I report and is no longer referred 
to individually.  As such, NJDEP's reference to AEC 24 is not clear.                     
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for AEC 24 approved (page 1, 
section I.A).

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No

No25

AEC 25 - Tank Wagon 
Loading Area (Building # 

26) (aka 1285 Premix 
Loading Area, Area 25)  

(Figure 1)

Soil
TPH                    

VOCs                  
Lead

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - TPH &VOCs exceeded 
ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2) in soil samples collected from boring 2501.  
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Metals (lead and silver) 
exceed ECRA in soil samples.  Only lead exceeded the 1994 cleanup criteria, 
but was within 1 OM.                                                                                               
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - B/Ns & VOCs below ECRA guidelines in soil samples.                               
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate VOC impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  143 cubic yards of soil was 
excavated, treated and replaced.  Post remediation sample results were below 
cleanup levels and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                   
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A)                                                                                                      
September 1, 1994 Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom Response 
Letter - Requests NFA for remaining lead.  NFA was previously given and the 
new lead cleanup criteria does not differ from the previously approved cleanup 
levels (approved in 2/8/1991 NJDEP letter) by more than an order of 
magnitude.                                                                                                              
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - NFA for remaining lead approved (page 1, 
#1).                                                                                                                          
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to be below the 2008 standards or 
non-detect.  EIC were found to be still effective.  No further action is needed.       
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

24

AEC 24 - Tank Wagon 
Loading Area (Building 

#16) (aka Area 24)        
(Figure 1)

Soil                    
Groundwater VOCs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological Vapor 

Intrusion

Same as 
Existing Yes Remediation Not 

Required
Closed / No Further 

Action
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                     
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

Closed / No Further 
ActionYesYes
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Existing Potential
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Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - No direct sampling of 
this AEC occurred because all of the drains were sealed.  A down gradient 
boring (MW-8) had total VOCs in soil samples below ECRA guidelines.               
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Metals not detected above 
ECRA guidelines in soil.                                                                                          
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Two soil samples were collected from four borings.  B/Ns were below 
ECRA guidelines in all soil samples.  VOCs exceeded the ECRA guidelines in 
only 1 of 4 samples.  No pattern of BN or VOC impacts was identified.                 
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for soils is approved (page 5, section 
II.B.4.f).                                                                                                            
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA rescinded pending comparison of data to 
1994 cleanup criteria (page 2, section I.C).                                                          
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - One of four samples 
slightly exceeded the total VOC cleanup level of 10 ppm, however the individual 
VOCs met their respective 1994 cleanup criteria.                                                   
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 1, section I.A).

Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - MW-8 installed down 
gradient to address potential groundwater impacts.  No VOCs detected during 
Phase I sampling.                                                                                             
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Metals (arsenic, cadmium, 
chromium, lead & mercury) exceed ECRA in groundwater samples from MW-
19.  VOCs were below ECRA guidelines in groundwater samples from MW-8.  
Well MW-25 was installed to assess potential contamination in the deeper 
aquifer.  Samples from MW-25 were below ECRA guidelines for all parameters 
(including TPH and VOCs).  Additional samples were collected from wells MW-
8 and MW-19 in March 1988 and split for filtered/unfiltered metals analysis.  
The unfiltered results were similar to the Phase II results.  However, the filtered 
result did not contain lead above the ECRA guidelines.  These results indicate 
the lead in the Phase II sample does not represent dissolved lead content, 
rather it is associated with fine particular sediment present in the sample.            
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).                                                                                                                          
**Site-wide groundwater investigation results are covered in Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Closed / No Further 
Action No26

AEC 26 - Tank Farm 
Drains (aka Area 26)  

(Figure 1)
Soil VOCs Direct Contact            Land Use 

Ecological
Same as 
Existing Yes Remediation Not 

Required

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - One soil sample was 
collected at boring 2701.  TPH and VOCs were not detected.                               
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 5, #19).                                 
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA rescinded pending comparison of data to 
1994 cleanup criteria (page 2, section I.C).                                                            
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Textron compared the 
previous sample results to the 1994 health based cleanup criteria and all results 
were below the criteria.                                                                                           
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 1, section I.A).

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No

No28

AEC 28 - Railroad Runoff 
Area (aka Area around 
break in pipe for run-off 

from Northern RR siding, 
Area 28)                
(Figure 1)

Soil BNs Direct Contact         Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - A soil sample collected 
at boring 2801 exceeded the ECRA guidelines (page 51, Table 2) for TPH.  
VOCs were not detected.                                                                                
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - A soil sample was collected from boring 2802.  Carcinogenic B/Ns 
exceeded ECRA guidelines.                                                                                   
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  63 cubic yards of soil was 
excavated, treated and replaced.  The excavation extended east to a concrete 
tank pad wall.  Post remediation sample results from the western sidewall were 
below the cleanup levels and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria but some 
non-detected compounds had elevated MDLs.                                                       
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Textron addressed 
elevated MDLs and provided rationale for NFA.                                       
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved for AEC 28 and for the 
thermally treated soil (page 1, section I.A).                                                             
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were found to exceed the 2008 standards by 
more than 1 OM.  EIC were found to be still effective.                                            
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.                                                                                                
January 22, 2010 Deed Notice Agreement - Textron and Reichhold agree to 
place Deed Restriction on the property.                                                             
October 29, 2010 SRI # 4 - Submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form.  Deed Notice Agreement documented with NJDEP (Section J of 
RIR Form).  Deed notice must be filed and RA permit application submitted by 
the regulatory deadline (Row 43).

27

AEC 27 - Drum Storage 
Area (unpaved) (aka Area 

27)                     
(Figure 1)

Soil TPH                    
VOCs Direct Contact           Land Use 

Ecological
Same as 
Existing Yes Remediation Not 

Required
Closed / No Further 

Action

April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter (Document 14)                           
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)

Yes

Deed Notice will be 
filed and engineering 

controls will be 
maintained (Row 43)

Closed / RA Permit 
needed

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)                       
October 29, 2010 Remedial Investigation Report Form and 
Comments (Document 11)
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Soil

June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Soil samples collected 
around these wells contain lead above ECRA guidelines (March 30, 1987 
ECRA Sampling Results Report, page 51, table 2) but below NJDEP approved 
cleanup levels (February 8, 1991 approval letter).                                                  
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (Borings B-7, B-8, B-9 & B-
10) (page 2, section III.B).                                                                                       
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - Lead within 1 OM of 
1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                                                        
September 1, 1994 Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom Response 
Letter - Requests NFA for remaining lead.  NFA was previously given and the 
new lead cleanup criteria does not differ from the previously approved cleanup 
levels (approved in 2/8/1991 NJDEP letter) by more than 1 OM                            
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter - NFA for remaining lead approved (page 1, 
#1).

Groundwater

June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Shallow wells MW-16 and 
MW-18 had lead levels above ECRA guidelines.  Deep well MW-26 did not 
contain lead above the ECRA guidelines.  Additional samples were collected in 
March 1988 and split for filtered/unfiltered metals analysis.  The unfiltered 
results were similar to the Phase II results.  The filtered result from MW-16 did 
contain lead above the ECRA guidelines.  However, the filtered result for MW-
18 did not contain lead above the ECRA guidelines.  The MW-18 result 
indicates the lead in the Phase II sample does not represent dissolved lead 
content, rather it is associated with fine particular sediment present in the 
sample.  MW-16 is the only well on site that contained lead in filtered 
groundwater samples above the ECRA guidelines.                                                
**Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Closed / No Further 
Action No

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                 
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)         
February 22, 1995 NJDEP Letter (Document 5)

29 Lead at MW-16, MW-18 
and MW-26 Soil Lead Direct Contact Land Use 

Ecological
Same as 
Existing Yes Remediation Not 

Required
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Soil

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Two soil samples were 
collected during the well installation and analyzed for TPH and VOCs.  TPH 
exceeded the ECRA guidelines (page 51, table 2) in both samples.  VOCs were 
very low and only the deeper sample slightly exceeded the ECRA guidelines.      
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Carcinogenic B/Ns exceeded ECRA guidelines in a sample collected 
adjacent to well MW-7.                                                                                         
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  48 cubic yards of soil was 
excavated, treated and replaced.  Post remediation sample results were below 
the cleanup levels and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                             
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A)                                                                                                       
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were below the 2008 standards or not detected.  
EIC were found to be still effective.                                                                         
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP. 

Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - The groundwater sample 
collected from MW-7 exceeded ECRA guidelines for total VOCs.                          
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - A groundwater sample 
from MW-7 was below ECRA guidelines for TPH and VOCs.  Lead was 
detected above ECRA guidelines.  An additional sample was collected in March 
1988 and split for filtered/unfiltered metals analysis.  The unfiltered results were 
similar to the Phase II results.  However, the filtered result did not contain lead 
above the ECRA guidelines.  These results indicate the lead in the Phase II 
sample does not represent dissolved lead content, rather it is associated with 
fine particular sediment present in the sample.                                                      
**Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No30 MW-7 Area Soil
TPH                    
BNs                    

VOCs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes Yes Closed / No Further 

Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater

June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - All analytes (including 
TPH, metals and VOCs) were below ECRA guidelines in the groundwater 
sample from MW-12.                                                                                               
**Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Closed / No Further 
Action No

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                   
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

31 MW-12 Area Soil BNs                    
Metals

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes Yes

Soil

June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Soil samples collected 
around the well contain metals above ECRA guidelines (March 30, 1987 ECRA 
Sampling Results Report, page 51, table 2) but below 1994 health based 
cleanup criteria.                                                                                                       
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - Carcinogenic B/Ns exceeded ECRA guidelines in the surface soil 
sample.  Intermediate and deeper samples were below the ECRA guidelines.      
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts.  To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  44 cubic yards of soil was 
excavated, treated and replaced.  Post remediation sample results were below 
the cleanup levels but exceeded the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.              
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - Additional delineation required for 
benzo(a)pyrene (page 3, section I.C.6).                                                                  
June 28, 1993 Textron Technical Response Letter - B/Ns are within 1 OM of 
1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                                                        
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved and NFA for the thermally 
treated soil (page 1, section I.A).                                                                            
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were within 1 OM of the 2008 standards.  EIC 
were found to be still effective.                                                                                
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.
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Impacted Media Contaminants of 
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Environmental 
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Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater

June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - A groundwater sample 
from MW-15 exceeded the ECRA guidelines for lead.  An additional sample 
was collected in March 1988 and split for filtered/unfiltered metals analysis.  
The unfiltered results were similar to the Phase II results.  However, the filtered 
result did not contain lead above the ECRA guidelines.  These results indicate 
the lead in the Phase II sample does not represent dissolved lead content, 
rather it is associated with fine particular sediment present in the sample.            
**Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).**

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Soil

June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Soil samples collected 
around the well contain metals above ECRA guidelines (March 30, 1987 ECRA 
Sampling Results Report, page 51, table 2) but below 1994 health based 
cleanup criteria.                                                                                                       
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                                     
April 3, 1990 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP will require a deed restriction for metals 
contamination.                                                                                                         
September 10, 1990 - Meeting between NJDEP and Textron/Environ to 
discuss the need for a deed restriction for metals associated with fill material.      
September 14, 1990 Environ Letter - Follow up to the September 10 
discussion regarding the metal contamination associated with the fill material 
and the need for a deed restriction.  Additional soil sampling for lead and 
arsenic is to be performed.  If those results are not materially different from the 
Phase II results, then no remediation or deed restriction is needed.                      
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).  The proposed additional sampling for lead and 
arsenic is acceptable (page 5, section II.B.6).                                                        
May 22, 1991 Cleanup Plan Progress Report - The results of the additional 
lead and arsenic sampling were not materially different from the Phase II 
results.  No further action (including a deed notice)  is required.                            
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the additional lead and arsenic 
sampling locations is approved (pages 7-8).                                                           
October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - B/Ns exceeded site specific action levels.                                                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts. To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  30 cubic yards of soil was 
excavated, treated and replaced.  Post remediation sample results were below 
the cleanup levels  and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                            
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A)                                                                                                       
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were within 1 OM of the 2008 standards.  EIC 
were found to be still effective.                                                                                
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

No32 MW-15 Area Soil BNs                    
Metals

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes Yes Closed / No Further 

Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
October 31, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 9)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)
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Number
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Environmental 
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Addressed by 
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Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Soil

October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - B/Ns exceeded ECRA guidelines (March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling 
Results Report, page 51, table 2) at these boring locations in an area 
independent of AEC 17.                                                                                     
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts. 25 cubic yards of soil was excavated, treated and 
replaced.  Post remediation sample results were below the cleanup levels and 
the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                                                                  
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (page 2, section I.B).                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were below the 2008 standards or not detected.  
EIC were found to be still effective.  NFA is needed.                                              
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

Groundwater Site-wide groundwater was addressed during the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations and with long term monitoring (See Row 36).

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No

No

Closed / RA Permit 
neededYes

Deed Notice will be 
filed and engineering 

controls will be 
maintained (Row 43)

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                   
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)           
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)              
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter (Document 10)           
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)                       
October 29, 2010 Remedial Investigation Report Form and 
Comments (Document 11)

34 Boring 1707/1712 Area Soil BNs Direct Contact            Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes Yes Closed / No Further 

Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

33 Boring 306/307 Area Soil BNs Direct Contact           Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing

Soil

October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - B/Ns exceeded ECRA guidelines (March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling 
Results Report, page 51, table 2) at these boring locations within AEC 3.             
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts. To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  177 cubic yards of soil was 
excavated, treated and replaced.  Post remediation sample results were below 
the cleanup levels but one sample exceeded the 1994 health based cleanup 
criteria (but was within 1 OM).                                                                                 
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - Cleanup for this area is acceptable (page 3, 
#2).                                                                                                            
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                     
January 24, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP agrees with Textron's argument that 
B/Ns are due to the Historic Fill.  Investigation of the Historic Fill is required.  
Existing data may be used, at least in part.                                                            
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP does not recommend additional 
sampling of Historic Fill but NFA for B/Ns associated with Historic Fill may not 
be approved without a Deed Restriction (page 1, section I).                                  
May 6, 1997 NJDEP Letter - B/N soil issues deferred pending Deed Restriction 
negotiations between Textron and Reichhold.                                                        
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were within 1 OM of the 2008 standards.  EIC 
were found to be still effective.  NFA is needed.                                                     
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.                                                                                                    
January 22, 2010 Deed Notice Agreement - Textron and Reichhold agree to 
place Deed Restriction on the property.                                                                  
October 29, 2010 SRI # 4 - Submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form.  Deed Notice Agreement documented with NJDEP (Section J of 
RIR Form).  Deed notice must be filed and RA permit application submitted by 
regulatory deadline (Row 43).
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Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Soil

October 1990 Additional ECRA Sampling Results and Revised Cleanup 
Plan - B/Ns exceeded ECRA guidelines at these boring locations within AEC 
17.                                                                                                                     
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP approval of Revised Cleanup Plan 
(including cleanup levels).                                                                                       
July 1992 Final Report on Soils Remediation - LTTA remediation performed 
to remediate B/N impacts. To address potential data gaps in the site 
characterization, soil was excavated vertically down to the water table and 
horizontally until post excavation samples were below the cleanup levels 
(2/8/1991 NJDEP Letter, page 2, section II).  65 cubic yards of soil was 
excavated, treated and replaced.  Post remediation sample results were below 
the cleanup levels and the 1994 health based cleanup criteria.                             
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA approved (AEC 17) (page 2, section I.B).  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter - NFA for the thermally treated soil (page 1, 
section I.A).                                                                                                      
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - Pursuant to NJDEP 
request (4/28/2009 NOD Letter) Textron compared the remaining soil 
contaminant concentrations to the June 2, 2008 Remediation Standards.  
Remaining soil concentrations were within 1 OM of the 2008 standards.  EIC 
were found to be still effective.  NFA is needed.                                                     
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.

Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Well MW-10 was 
installed to address shallow groundwater contamination at AEC 17.  
Concentrations of VOCs in groundwater samples exceeded ECRA guidelines.    
June 14, 1988 Phase II ECRA Sampling Results - Groundwater samples from 
MW-10 exceeded ECRA for VOCs and lead.  An additional sample was 
collected from MW-10 in March 1988 and split for filtered/unfiltered metals 
analysis.  The unfiltered results were similar to the Phase II results.  However, 
the filtered result did not contain lead above the ECRA guidelines.  These 
results indicate the lead in the Phase II sample does not represent dissolved 
lead content, rather it is associated with fine particular sediment present in the 
sample.                                                                                                                  
Well MW-24 was installed to address potential contamination in the deeper 
aquifer.  Groundwater samples from MW-24 were below ECRA guidelines for 
all analyses (including VOCs and TPH).                                                                 
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP requires quarterly groundwater 
monitoring of certain monitoring wells (including MW-10) to continue for one 
year after the soil remediation is completed.  The results of the monitoring will 
dictate whether additional groundwater sampling and/or remediation is 
warranted (page 2, #7).                                                                                           
January 1994 Progress Report - Concentrations of VOCs in groundwater 
samples have decreased or were  not detected one year after the soil 
remediation was completed.  No further groundwater monitoring proposed.         
April 7, 1994 NJDEP Letter - No further sampling of selected MWs (including 
MW-10 and down gradient wells) is necessary (page 2, #4)

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

NoClosed / No Further 
Action

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter (Document 2)                      
March 30, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 7)                  
November 24, 1993 NJDEP Letter (Document 4)                  
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)

35 MW-10/Boring M2401 Area Soil BNs
Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes Yes
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

No

Yes

36 Groundwater Investigation  
(Figure 2) Groundwater VOCs Groundwater            

Surface Water
Groundwater 

Ecological
Same as 
Existing Groundwater

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) & June 14, 1988 Phase II 
ECRA Sampling Results - A total of 25 monitoring wells were installed to 
investigate potential groundwater issues for individual AOCs and for the site as 
a whole.  TPH, VOCs and/or metals were detected in groundwater samples 
collected from a limited number of monitoring wells (page 51, Table 2).Based 
on the Phase I and II groundwater analytical results Textron concluded that the 
shallow groundwater contamination is limited to a few small areas of the site 
and is due to the shallow soil contamination.  Remediation of the soil source 
material will reduce the groundwater contaminant concentrations.  Also, 
contaminant transport modeling performed during the Phase II investigation 
indicated that contaminant concentrations at the Bay receptor would be 
insignificant and pose no threat to public health.  For these reasons, Textron 
proposed no additional characterization or remediation for shallow groundwater 
at the site.                                                                                                                
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Textron's proposal for no further action for 
the groundwater contamination was unacceptable.  NJDEP required quarterly 
monitoring of select wells (MW-10 and MW-13 through MW-15) for VOCs until 
the soil remediation was completed, plus an additional one year after the 
remediation (page 2, section II).  The results of the quarterly sampling would 
dictate whether or not additional groundwater sampling or remediation would be 
required.  An additional well, located down-gradient of MW-10, was also 
required.  Textron installed MW-20 and began the requested quarterly 
monitoring in May 1989.                                                                                          
January 1994 Progress Report - The soil remediation was completed in 1992 
and VOC concentrations in groundwater samples were decreasing or were non 
detect after one year.                                                                                              
April 7, 1994 NJDEP Letter - The proposal for no further groundwater 
sampling for the selected wells is acceptable (page 2, #4).                                    
**Ongoing/current groundwater issues associated with the AOC 8, 
Building 13 and Building 31/32 AOCs are addressed below in rows 39, 37 
and 40, respectively**

Yes
Remediation is 

ongoing at AOC 8 and 
Building 31/32

RI Complete / RA 
permit needed

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                     
January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                  
April 7, 1994 NJDEP Letter (Document 13)

AOC8 was designated as an AOC due to two partially buried, suspected No. 4 
fuel tanks found in this location. AOC8 has historically been defined as an area 
of soils and shallow groundwater impacted by Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
(TPH) and Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), specifically benzene, 
ethylbenzene, styrene and xylenes, above the applicable remediation standards
June 1, 2009 Amendment to SRI # 3 and RAWP - A remedial investigation 
plan to complete delineation to November 2009 standards and a remedial 
action plan for the  area of AOC8 soils and groundwater impacts utilizing 
injections of chemical oxidant was proposed.                                                         
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 (RIWP) and RAWP; including NJPDES/DGW permit approval.  Through May 
1, 2010 four separate injection events were completed, with the final event 
including a mixture of Oxygen Release Compound (ORC).  The area is 
currently in a performance monitoring mode with the first RAPR issued to 
NJDEP in December 2010.  Primary contaminants in AOC8 have been TPHC 
>10,000 mg/kg, ethyl benzene and styrene.
October 29, 2010 SRI No. 4 - (submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form) In accordance with the June 16, 2009 approval of the RIWP, two 
borings (MAC35 and 36) were installed to confirm the proposed soil delineation 
to November 2009 standards for ethyl benzene and styrene within AOC8. One 
boring was installed at the same location as previous boring MAC11 and the 
second was installed further west. Samples were collected at 5.0-5.5 ft. bgs 
from each boring and the results were < both IGWSRS and NRDCSRS 
completing delineation of soils within AOC8. The delineation of groundwater 
impacts was complete with the delivery of the April 13, 2009 SRI No. 3.   The 
chemical oxidation Remedial Action was authorized to commence immediately 
following the installation of this boring.                                                                    
**Remediation is ongoing at AOC8.  Injections were temporarily 
postponed following the discovery of LNAPL in MW-36 in September 
2012.  Remediation will proceed following completion of the AOC8 LNAPL 
RI, see Row 38.**  **Impacted soil that was not remediated during the 1992 
remediation of AEC 1 is located within the footprint of current AOC 8 and 
will be addressed in a future RAWP.**

37 AOC 8                  
(Figure 2)

Soil                    
Groundwater

TPHC (EPH)             
VOCs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water

Land Use 
Groundwater 

Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes No Open / RI Complete / 

Remediation Ongoing

June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 6)                           
October 29, 2010 Remedial Investigation Report Form and 
Comments (Document 11) 

Soil & 
Groundwater
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

YesNo Open / RI Complete / 
Remediation Ongoing

March 27, 2014 AOC8 LNAPL RI Report Form (Document 
15)

Soil & 
Groundwater

September 10, 2012 - 0.4' of LNAPL measured in well MW-36 during a routine 
groundwater sampling event.   The well was located within the footprint of the 
AOC8 2007 remedial excavation. This excavation remediated contaminated 
soils (TPH > 10,000 mg/kg and an area of BTEX). Passive recovery, using oil-
sorbent socks, and bi-weekly LNAPL monitoring was initiated.  Ongoing 
chemical oxidation remediation was temporarily postponed until the nature and 
extent of the LNAPL was determined.                                                                     
October 3, 2012 - Confirmed Discharge Notification Form submitted.                   
November 8, 2012 - LNAPL Reporting Form submitted to NJDEP.                       
August 19, 2013 AOC8 LNAPL IRM Report - (submitted to NJDEP by the 
LSRP)  No ongoing source for the LNAPL was discovered.  The initial 
investigation concluded the LNAPL was a highly weathered heavy fuel oil with 
similar characteristics of  #6 fuel oil and was attributed to a historic release.  
The LNAPL was delineated horizontally and vertically.  Free-phase LNAPL was 
not detected in any other well during initial monitoring.  Since the LNAPL was 
found to be mostly residual and immobile in nature, continuation of the initial 
passive recovery and monitoring was selected as the IRM.                                   
March 27, 2014 AOC8 LNAPL RI Report -  (submitted by the LSRP with RI 
Form)  The RI results confirmed the initial LNAPL delineation. Soil EPH results 
indicated the LNAPL was below residual saturation.  The RI also completed 
delineation of soil and groundwater impacts associated with LNAPL residuals, 
re-evaluated each of the receptor evaluation components and provided a 
conceptual site model (CSM) for the LNAPL detection. Based on the CSM, the 
detection of LNAPL in the footprint of the AOC 8 remediated area essentially 
constituted a “re-opener”. The COCs detected in soil samples collected during 
the RI contained EPH in concentrations ranging from ND to 9,770 mg/kg which 
is consistent with past investigations at AOC8. Benzene, ethylbenzene and 
xylenes were detected in soil samples at concentrations below NRDCSRS and 
were also similar to prior results at AOC8. During the course of conducting the 
RI associated with the 2012 LNAPL release at AOC8, the information gathered 
and a multiple lines of evidence approach indicated that another AOC was the 
cause for elevated ethylbenzene and xylene contamination in the groundwater 
at sample location 13-1. Additionally, the data suggested it is more 
representative of a historic release (previously unknown) based on the historic 
information gathered and the absence of shallow soil contamination at that 
location. As such, the notification process for historic releases pursuant to 
NJAC 7:1E-5.2 is written notification upon “completion of the diligent inquiry and 
discovery of the discharge”. Reichhold’s (the current operator) closure of the 
facility in 2013 has triggered a PA/SI under ISRA.  The former 
operator/responsible party for AOC8 (Textron) has notified Reichhold of the 
elevated VOC groundwater impacts near the Hazardous Waste Canopy and 
that they appear to be independent of AOC 8.  According to Reichhold, the 
Hazardous Waste Storage Canopy will be identified as an AOC during the due 
diligence review by Reichhold’s LSRP. At that time, a decision will be made 
regarding whether Textron or Reichhold will submit the written notification.   
Active remediation for residual LNAPL and remaining soil and groundwater 
VOC contamination within AOC8 will resume concurrently with or following 
Reichhold's impending site demolition.                                                                   

38 AOC 8 LNAPL            
(Figure 2)

Soil                    
Groundwater TPH (EPH)

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water  

Land Use 
Groundwater 

Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

Yes39 Building 13              
(Figure 2)

Soil                    
Groundwater

TPH                    
Non-Historic Fill Related 

SVOCs

Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water            

Land Use 
Groundwater 

Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes Yes

Open / RI Complete / 
Remediation 

Complete / RAO 
needed

April 28, 2009 NJDEP Letter (Document 16)                     
August 5, 2011 RAR Form (Document 17)

Soil & 
Groundwater

Building 13 AOC consisted of two previously unknown USTs that were 
discovered by Reichhold adjacent to the southwest corner of Building #13 
during installation of a water line in 1999. Petroleum impacted soil was noted in 
the excavation and the NJDEP spill hotline was notified. The USTs (two 1,000 
gallon No. 6 Fuel) were removed in October 1999 along with 356 tons of 
petroleum impacted soil. Several phases of investigations were performed to 
delineate the soil and groundwater impacts as summarized below and 
concurred by the NJDEP.
April 13, 2009 SRI No. 3 - Groundwater impacts due to non-Historical Fill 
related SVOC constituents have not been identified and no-further-action on 
groundwater is necessary.  Soils impacts were delineated. Delineation to the 
west of Building #13, relied on visual sheen observations and was later 
superseded by sample analyses (see SRI No. 4 below) . A remedial action work 
plan for installation of cover materials over exposed surface soils was 
proposed.   Primary contaminants have been Historic Fill related SVOCs, and 
TPH > 10,000 mg/kg.                                                                                              
April 28, 2009 NJDEP Letter - Delineation is complete for Building 13 AOC 
(page 2, section 2.b). 
April 10, 2009 RAWP/RAWP Amendment June 1, 2009 - Based on the 
completed delineation of soil impacts to the west of Building #13 during the 
2009-2010 SRI No. 4, a  RAWP was submitted for the Building #13 Area of the 
Site; the exposed soils below the footprints of Buildings #25 and #4/#26 (which 
are elevated above ground surface) are also addressed.  The RAWP proposes 
engineering controls as the remedial action for impacted soils delineated in the 
Building #13 Area as well as institutional (deed notice) controls to address the 
Building #13 Area impacted soils and Historic-Fill related impacts throughout 
the Site.  Engineering controls include the installation of a geotextile/aggregate 
cap over exposed soils to the west of Building #13 as well as the installation of 
protective barrier skirting around the perimeters of Buildings #13, #25, and 
#4/#26 to curtail access to the building crawlspaces; the institutional controls 
require that existing cover materials (concrete, macadam, and gravel) will be 
maintained over the remaining portions of the Site.                                                
June 16, 2009 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP Approval of 6/1/09 Amendment to SRI # 
3 and RAWP.                                                                                                    
January 22, 2010 Deed Notice Agreement - Textron and Reichhold agree to 
place Deed Restriction on the property. 
October 29, 2010 SRI No. 4  - (submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form). Summarized prior RI activities and documented additional 
borings advanced to reduce the size of the previously delineated area west of 
Building #13 for SVOCs not related to historic fill and for sheen. The additional 
borings documented completion of delineation within the confines of the 
property boundary rather than projecting off-site beneath the Conrail ROW. 
August 5, 2011 Remedial Action Report - (submitted by LSRP with Remedial 
Action Report Form) Installation of engineering controls over exposed soils and 
preventing access to soils within the crawl space beneath Building #13 is 
complete and as-built drawings have been compiled (remediation complete).  
An RA permit for soils application will be submitted once the deed notice is 
recorded; upon approval of the RA Permit by NJDEP, an RAO will be issued.
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Row 
Number

Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
RI

Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

Site-wide VI Investigation performed from 2007 - 2013.  No Further VI 
investigation is needed.  (See Row 42)

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

Ecological impacts were evaluated for the entire site rather than AOC-by-AOC 
and the results are discussed separately below.  (See Row 41)

YesRI Complete / 
Remediation Ongoing

October 29, 2010 Remedial Investigation Report Form and 
Comments (Document 11) 40 Building 31/32            

(Figure 2)
Soil                    

Groundwater VOCs
Direct Contact 
Groundwater            

Surface Water

Land Use 
Groundwater 

Ecological

Same as 
Existing Yes No

Soil & 
Groundwater

Building #31 and Building #32 are adjoining structures constructed in the late 
1940s to house alkyd resin manufacturing, storage, and shipping operations.  
These operations involved the handling and blending of toluene, ethyl benzene, 
and xylenes (TEX) with various non-petroleum oils, and generating wastewater.  
These operations are believed to have been the source of soil and groundwater 
impacts at this area. 
The Building #31/#32 Area is defined as the footprint of these buildings, the 
Secondary Containment Pad (SCP) immediately to the south and impacted 
soils and groundwater located to the north and south of the buildings.   Beneath 
the footprint of Building #31/#32, the impacts to both soils and groundwater 
exceeding applicable standards are primarily due to TEX compounds.  To the 
north of Building #31/#32, impacts to soils and groundwater exceeding 
applicable standards have included benzene along with TEX.  To the south of 
Building #31/#32, impacts to soils and groundwater exceeding applicable 
standards have primarily been due to TEX, although benzene has been 
sporadically detected.  No soils impacts have been identified east or west of the 
buildings.
Impacted soils north of Building #31/#32 were identified and remediated in 1991-
1992 by excavation and removal to the water table, and replaced with clean fill.  
Groundwater remediation has been conducted beneath the buildings including 
application of oxygen release compounds and removal of Light Non-Aqueous 
Phase Liquid (LNAPL). Several phases of investigations were performed to 
delineate the soil and groundwater impacts as summarized below.
May 20, 2003  CEA - Established to address benzene, toluene, xylene and 
ethyl benzene impacts to groundwater  beneath and around Building #31/#32 
and  free product beneath Building #31/#32.
April 13, 2009 SRI No. 3 - Delineation of soils and groundwater impacts due to 
toluene, xylene, ethyl benzene and benzene has not been completed to the 
north of Building #31/#32 and additional investigation extending northward on to 
the adjacent Essex County Dept. of Corrections property and westward and 
eastward on Reichhold property is necessary.  Delineation of groundwater 
impacts south of Building #31/#32 to November 2009 standards has been 
completed with the southward boundary being the flume.  Delineation of soils 
impacts south of Building #31 and #32 have not been completed. 
June 1, 2009 RAWP Approval - A remedial action plan for groundwater 
impacts beneath Building #31/#32 was implemented.  The remedy consists of 
installation of nine specialized wells (eight on the up gradient north side of the 
building and one in the building interior) with in situ oxygen diffusion units 
installed in each.  The iSOC units deliver oxygen into groundwater to 
encourage amplification of bacteria that utilize aromatic hydrocarbons as a food 
substrate.  The area is currently in a performance monitoring mode with RAPRs 
submitted to the LSRP semi-annually.    
January 22, 2010 Deed Notice Agreement - Textron and Reichhold agree to 
place Deed Restriction on the property.                                                              
October 29, 2010 SRI No. 4 - (submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form) A total of 19 borings were installed on the north side of Building 
#31/#32 to complete the delineation of soils and groundwater to the north, west 
and east.  Four borings were installed on the south side of Building #31/#32 to 
complete delineation of soils.  Delineations north and south of the buildings 
were completed to November 2009 standards.  Benzene concentrations in soils 
in one area north of Building 31 exhibited an increasing concentration gradient 
with distance from the likely source area within Building #31/#32 suggesting an 
off-site source of contamination.  Collectively, the SRI data delineated the 
horizontal and vertical extent of VOC impacts in soil and groundwater. SRI No. 
4 identified that the VOC source area was situated north of borings 
MAC21/MAC22 beneath the SCP/Buildings and subsurface investigations 
further (into the building) north could not be performed because the SCP and 
building were part of the current chemical manufacturing operations. As noted 
above, delineation to the north was completed outside the building. SRI No. 4 
also indicated Soil remediation will be required to address VOCs in the Building 
#31/#32 Area.  As noted above, remediation  is ongoing beneath the buildings. 

**The Licensed Site Remediation Professional has reviewed the data and 
considers the remedial investigation of this AOC to be complete for the 
purposes of the “Interpretation of SRRA Requirement to Complete the 
Remedial Investigation by May 2014 (NJDEP June 2013)” because, in his 
professional judgment, the RI status meets the conditions required by 
NJDEP as follows:
(1) There is sufficient information to know the nature and extent of a 
discharge of a contaminant both on and off site (soil contamination is 
localized in vicinity north of the SCP and neither soil nor groundwater 
contamination extends off-site);
(2) There is sufficient information to know which, if any, receptors have 
been or may be impacted by the discharge being remediated (Ecological 
Evaluation and Receptor Evaluation completed/updated in September 
2012, vapor intrusion was re-evaluated by LSRP in 2013); and,
(3) Additional delineation is not necessary in order to select appropriate 
remedial action(s) to protect public health and the environment (as stated 
above, the area is undergoing remediation). Reichhold’s (the current 
operator) closure of the facility in 2012 has triggered a PA/SI under ISRA 
and plans to demolish buildings in 2014. The remedy for Building 31/32 
may be revisited.  Impacted soils not addressed during the 1992 
remediation due to their location beneath active manufacturing 
structures, specifically soil remaining beneath the northern retaining wall 
and beneath the northern wall of the main tank farm dike associated with 
AECs 3, 4 &5, will be addressed in a future RAWP for Building 31/32.**
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Area of Concern, 
Receptor and Emergency 

Response Tracking
Impacted Media Contaminants of 

Concern Exposure Route

Environmental 
Media to be 

Addressed by 
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Current Status / Outcome RI Complete? Remediation 
Complete? Regulatory Status Active Under LSRP 

Program? RI Complete Supporting Documentation

Existing Potential

Receptors

42 Vapor Intrusion           
(Figure 2)

Groundwater             
Soil Vapor

LNAPL                 
VOCs Vapor Intrusion

Building #13 
Building #25 
Building #30 
Building #31 
Building #32

Same as 
Existing

Air            
(Vapor Intrusion)

October 30, 2007 SRI # 2 - 2 sub-slab soil gas samples collected from the 
crawl space beneath Building 13 did not exceed the Generic Soil Gas 
Screening Levels for Non-Residential use for VOCs.  Vapor Intrusion is not a 
concern at Building 13.                                                                                           
October 29, 2010 SRI # 4 - (submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form) Sub slab soil vapor samples and indoor air samples were 
collected from Buildings #25, #30, #31 & #32 and analyzed for VOCs based on 
their proximity to contaminated groundwater above the vapor intrusion 
groundwater screening levels.  Based on the sample analytical results vapor 
intrusion was eliminated as a potential exposure pathway.                                    
April 22, 2013 Vapor Intrusion Re-evaluation - Following the release of the 
updated vapor intrusion screening levels in January 2013, the vapor intrusion 
exposure pathway was re-evaluated against the new screening levels.  The re-
evaluation mirrored the SRI # 4 evaluation and concluded that the vapor 
intrusion exposure pathway is not a concern at the site and further vapor 
intrusion investigation is not warranted. (No report was required ince the 
rconclusion drawn from the SRI # 4 evaluation did not change.)

Yes Remediation Not 
Required

No Further Vapor 
Intrusion Investigation 

Required
Yes October 29, 2010 Remedial Investigation Report Form and 

Comments (Document 11) 

43 Historic Fill Soil                    
Groundwater

BNs                    
Metals

Direct Contact 
Groundwater

Land Use 
Groundwater

Same as 
Existing

Soil & 
Groundwater

January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter - Metal contamination is associated with fill 
material.  Remediation of metal contamination is not required (page 1, section 
I.1).   Deed Notice may be required.                                                             
January 24, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP agrees with Textron's argument that 
B/Ns are due to the Historic Fill.  Investigation of the Historic Fill is required.  
Existing data may be used, at least in part.                                                            
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter - NJDEP does not recommend additional 
sampling of Historic Fill but NFA for B/Ns associated with Historic Fill may not 
be approved without a Deed Restriction (page 1, section I).                                  
May 6, 1997 NJDEP Letter - B/N soil issues deferred pending Deed Restriction 
negotiations between Textron and Reichhold.                                               
January 22, 2010 Deed Notice Agreement - Textron and Reichhold agree to 
place Deed Restriction on the property.                                                                  
October 29, 2010 SRI # 4 - Submitted by LSRP with Remedial Investigation 
Report Form.  Deed Notice Agreement documented with NJDEP (Section J of 
RIR Form).  Deed notice must be filed and RA permit application submitted by 
regulatory deadline.                                                                                                
March 27, 2014 AOC8 LNAPL RI Report - A CEA is proposed as a remedy for 
Historic Fill constituents in groundwater.                                                               
March 27, 2014 RA Permit Extension Application - The current property 
owner (Reichhold) is planning to demolish the buildings located at the site.  
Some of the buildings scheduled to be demolished are part of the existing 
engineering controls in place at the site.  Since the buildings are scheduled to 
be removed during 2014, the deed notice can not be filed until suitable 
replacement covers are put in place.  As such, Textron applied for an 18-month 
extension to the May 7, 2014 RA Permit deadline.  Textron will file the deed 
notice for Historic Fill and apply for the RA Permit by the new deadline of 
November 6, 2015. 

Yes

Deed Notice will be 
filed and engineering 

controls will be 
maintained

RA Permit needed Yes

January 30, 1989 NJDEP Letter (Document 12)                    
December 9, 1996 NJDEP Letter (Document 10)                  
October 29, 2010 Remedial Investigation Report Form and 
Comments (Document 11)

Yes41 Ecological Evaluation
Soil                    

Groundwater             
Surface Water

VOCs                  
BNs

Direct Contact           
Surface Water Ecological Same as 

Existing

Ecological 
(Surface Water, 

Sediment)

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I) - Water and sediment 
samples were collected from the flume at upstream and downstream locations.  
No sediment was present at the downstream location.  The samples were 
analyzed for TPH and Priority Pollutants.  For both water samples TPH was not 
detected, BNs were below ECRA guidelines and VOCs exceeded ECRA 
guidelines (page 51, Table 2).  The upstream sediment sample had TPH and 
BNs above ECRA and VOCs were below ECRA.  All VOCs were present in 
similar concentrations at the upstream and downstream locations except for 
ethylbenzene.  The sample results indicate that ethylbenzene is introduced to 
surface woter in the flume by the site.                                                                     
April 10, 2009 SRI # 3 - (Baseline Ecological Evaluation) The Newark Bay was 
identified as an ecological receptor.  The underground manmade flume conveys 
storm water and surface water drainage form the site and locations west of the 
site to the Bay.  Groundwater contour maps indicate that the flume also acts as 
a drain for groundwater at the site.  Samples of water in the flume were 
collected from points up gradient and down gradient of Building 31/32 to assess 
if the Bay is impacted by groundwater at the site.  Both samples were below the 
GWQS for VOCs.  However, B/Ns exceeded the GWQS in both samples.  The 
elevated B/Ns are likely due to storm water drainage from nearby parking lots 
and that the site is underlain by Historic Fill known to contain B/Ns.  No 
pathway for contaminated water above the GWQS migrating to the Bay.              
September 27, 2012 Ecological Evaluation - (submitted by LSRP with an 
updated Receptor Evaluation Form) Two ENSRs were identified: Plum Creek 
(storm water drainage channel located up gradient and west of the site) and 
Newark Bay.  VOCs and SVOCs were identified as COPECs for surface soil, 
surface water and groundwater at the site.  The surface soil pathway is not a 
concern and does not warrant further ecological evaluation because the site is 
covered by concrete or macadam pavement or building footprints.  Based on a 
review of groundwater data, the groundwater to surface water pathway is not a 
concern and does not warrant further ecological evaluation.  No remedial 
investigation of ecological receptors was triggered by the EE findings (Section F 
of RE Form)

Yes Remediation Not 
Required

No Further Ecological 
Investigation Required

March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results (Phase I), page 
51 (ECRA Guidelines) (Document 1)                                     
September 2012 RE Form and Supporting Documentation 
(submitted by LSRP 9/27/12) (Document 18)

"May 7, 2014, Remedial Investigation Complete" Supporting Documentation Form
March 28, 2014 Page 32 of 32
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Supporting Document 1 
March 30, 1987 ECRA Sampling Results Report (page 51, table 2) 
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Spencer Kellogg, Newark, New Jersey 

ECRA Case No. 85403 

Table· 2: Bureau of Industrial Site Evaluation Informal Cleanup Guidelines 

for Soil and Ground Water 

Parameter Soil Ground Water 

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPHC) 

Priority Pollutants: 

100 ppm 1,000 ppb 

Acid Extractables (AE) 

Base Neutrals (BN) 

Pesticides 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) 

Volatile Organics (VOC) 

Phenol 

Cyanide 

Priority Pollutant Metals (PPM) 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Copper 
Lead 
Nickel 
Mercury 
Selenium 
Silver 
Thallium 
Zinc 

Case-by-case 

10 ppm 

Case-by-case 

1-5 ppm 

1 ppm 

Case-by-case 

12 ppm 

2 ppm 
20 ppm 

400 ppm 
3 ppm 

100 ppm 
170 ppm 
100 ppm 
100 ppm 

1 ppm 
4 ppm 
5 ppm 
5 ppm 

350 ppm 

50 ppb 

50 ppb 

Case-by-case 

0.001 ppb 

10 ppb 

3,500 ppb 

200 ppb 

50 ppb 

10 ppb 
50 ppb 

1,000 ppb 
50 ppb 

2 ppb 
10 ppb 
50 ppb 

5,000 ppb 

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH) 10 ppm 50 ppb 

ppm: 
ppb: 

Note: 

Parts per million (mg/kg) 
Parts per billion (mg/1) 
Indicates no cleanup level provided in NJAC 7:9-6.6 

The values in this table are informal cleanup guidelines used by 
the Bureau of Industrial Site Evaluation (BISE). They are 
compiled from BISE doc\,lillents and from the levels set forth in NJAC 

7:9-6.6. 

-51-



 

 

 

        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Supporting Document 2 
February 8, 1991 NJDEP Letter 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

DIVISION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 

LANCE R. MILLER, DIRECTOR 
CN 028 

CERTIFIED MAIL 

Trenton, N.J. 08625-0028 

(609) 633-1408 

Fax# (609) 633-1454 

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Paul B. Duff 
Textron, Inc. 
40 Westminster Street 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 

RE: Industrial Establishment: Textron, Inc.- Spencer Kellogg Division (8540~); 

NL Spencer Kellogg, Inc. (89281) 

Location: 400 Doremus Avenue, Newark City, Essex County 

Block: 5070 Lots: 9, 11 
Transaction: Sale of Property, Sale of Business (85403); 

Sale of Property, Sale of Business (89281) 

Cleanup Plan Dated: October 16, 1990 
ECRA case #85403; 89281 

Dear Mr. Duff: 

Pursuant to the Authority vested in the Commissioner of the New Jersey 

Department of Environmental Protection ("NJDEP") by the Environmental Cleanup 

Responsibility Act, N.J.S.A. 13:lK-6, and duly delegated to the Assistant 

Director of the Industrial Site Evaluation Element pursuant to N.J.S.A. 

13:B-4, the above referenced Cleanup Plan submitted on behalf of Textron, Inc. 

is hereby approved by NJDEP as conditioned below. 

I • APPROVED CLEANUP LEVELS 

A. Referenced soil cleanup levels shall be as listed herein: 

Contaminant 

Total Base Neutrals (BN) 
Petroleum Hydrocarbons (PHC) 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) 
Total Volatile Organics (VO) 
Arsenic (As) 
Cadmium (Cd) 
Chromium (Cr) 
copper (Cu) 
Lead (Pb) 
Mercury (Hg) 
Nickel (Ni) 
Selenium (Se) 
Zinc (Zn) 

Concentration 

100 ppm* 
** 

5 ppm 
10 ppm*** 
20 ppm 

3 ppm 
100 ppm 
170 ppm 

1000 ppm 
1 ppm 

100 ppm 
4 ppm 

350 ppm 

* If carcinogenic PAHs (CaPAHs) are present, the Soil Cleanup Level for this 

class of compounds shall be 10 ppm. The CaPAHs are as follows: 

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer 

Recycled Paper 
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benzo(a)anthracene 
benzo(b)fluoranthene 
benzo(j)fluoranthene 
benzo(k)fluoranthene 
benzo(a)pyrene 
chrysene 
dibenz(a,h)acridine 
7H-dibenzo(c,g)carbazole 

dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
dib&.Qzo(a,e)pyrene 
dibenzo(a,h)pyrene 
dibenzo(a,i)pyrene 
dibenzo(a,l)pyrene 
indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene 
dibenz(a,j)acridine 

In addition, any identified compounds which can not be classed as 

petroleum products or tentatively identified compounds (TICS) which can 

not be excluded as CaPAHs shall be included in this criteria (10 ppm). 

Where any CaPAH TICs have been identified, the concentrations must be 

included in the total caPAH concentration of that sample. The Department 

acknowledges that the quantification of TICs is estimated, therefore 

Textron has the option of more definitively determining the actual 

concentrations of these values using laboratory standards to quantify all 

CaPAHs and identified TICs. 

** A cleanup concentration for PHC in excess of 100 ppm will be evaluated by 

the Department provided said PHC contamination is demonstrated to be free 

of Volatile Organics (Benzene) and Ca(PAH) contamination in excess of 1 

ppm and 10 ppm, respectively. 

*** For petroleum based contamination. If Benzene is present, cleanup shall 

be to 1 ppm; if Benzene is not present, cleanup of VO shall be to 10 ppm. 

This alternative VO cleanup level applies only to hydrocarbons and not to 

other species such as halogenated Vos. Again, any TICs which cannot be 

classed as petroleum products shall be included in this criteria. 

II. SOILS 

In general, the proposed remedial strategy for the soil contamination 

consists of excavation, on-site treatment and re-deposition of treated 

soils. Originally, Textron, Inc. (Textron) had been pursuing an in-situ, 

bioremediation program; how~ver upon further evaluation and clarification 

from the Department regarding the scope of required cleanup, Textron has 

proposed to remediate the soil contamination via low-temperature 

volatilization. Since some data gaps still exist, it is assumed that this 

will be compensated for by either excavating to the water table or through 

post-excavation sampling. In addition, the proposed cleanup includes 

verification sampling in several areas to confirm the presence of 

fill-related metals and long-term ground water monitoring. This approach 

is conditionally acceptable. The specifics of this approval are 

documented below. 

A. General Soil Comments 

1. Textron (and their consultants, Environ Corporation) appear to exhibit 

some confusion with regard to organic data interpretation. The major 

problem is that Textron does not include the tentatively identified 

compounds (TICs) in their evaluation of the data. Since several CaPAHs 

are TICs, they must be included in the data evaluation. Also, Textron 

should review the data and make remedial decisions based on "corrected" 

values (i.e. accounting for surrogate recovery if the recoveries are 

outside the values referenced the Division of Hazardous Waste•s Remedial 

Investigation Guide) .• Since Textron seems to arbitrarily dictate what is 

within the cleanup criteria, the following criteria shall be strictly 

adhered to. If the corrected B/N data indicate that contamination is 
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generally less than 1.5 times the cleanup criteria or the total volume of 

affected soil is less than five (S) cubic yards, then Textron may consider 

the value to be "not materially different from the cleanup level". 

2. The base/neutral organic chromatograms generated during the latest 

sampling event were of questionable quality due to PHC interference. It 

appears that the laboratory did not utilize the alumina matrix cleanup 

method prior to analyzing the samples. For this reason, analysis for PHCs 

for 50 percent of all post-excavation samples is required. In addition, 

it is again recommended that any samples exhibiting PHC concentrations 

~, over 500 ppm be analyzed for B/N+l5 using the Alumina Partition Cleanup 

Method outlined below. 

a. If the total petroleum hydrocarbon concentration for a sample is 

greater than 500 ppm, the sample may require cleanup prior to BN+lS 

analysis in order to insure that proper Method Detection Limits are 

achieved and chromatographic peaks are resolved. The sample is cleaned 

(PHCs removed) using Method 3650 (Matrix Cleanup). Method 3611 (Alumina 

Partition) divides the sample into its constituent base neutral 

fractions: aliphatics (alkanes), aromatics (includes PAHs) and polar 

compounds. The aromatic fraction is the one to be analyzed. 

B. Specific Soil Comments 

1. In the areas of environmental concern (AECs) listed below, no 

further action is proposed or required: 

Area 2 - Dumpster/Trash Compactor Area 
Area 11 - Former Above Ground Tank - Unpaved Area 

Area 13 - Area of Former Above Ground Tanks 
Area 22 - Former Drum Storage Pad (Premix 1285) 
Area 20 - Former Gasoline Underground Storage Tank (UST) 

Area 27 Former Drum Storage Area 

2. In many AECs, Textron proposes to excavate the affected area and 

remediate the soil contamination using low-temperature volatilization. 

Post-excavation sampling will be conducted as each area is excavated. 

Parameters will be governed by the type of contamination (B/N or VO) 

driving the cleanup in the specific area. Once the soil is remediated 

to the cleanup goals referenced above, the soil will be returned to the 

excavation. In some instances, asphalt removal, removal of railroad 

sidings and removal of soil beneath a buildings will be conducted with 

off-site disposal. 

The above described cleanup scenario is proposed and is acceptable in 

the following AECs: 

Area 1 
Area 3 

* Area 4 
Area 5 
Area 7 
Area 9 

* Area 12 
Area 14 
Area 15 
Area 16 
Area 17 
Area 19 
Area 21 

- Resin Spill Area 
- Rail Car Loading Area (Resin Discharge Area) 
- Rail car Loading Area (Fish Oil Discharge Area) 
- Rail Car Loading Area (Phthalic Anhydride Area) 

- Solvent Tank Truck Loading Area 
- Raw Material and Resin Discharge Though Floor 
- Stilted Building 
- Area of Former Above Ground Tanks 
- Former Drum Storage Area 
- Former Drum Storage Area 
- Former Drum Storage Area 
- Solvent Sludge Storage Area 
- Former Above Ground Tank Farm 



PAP-00145410

, , . . . 
' 

Area 25 - Tank Loading Area (Premix 1285 Generator) 

* Surfical soil in these areas which is extremely contaminated will be 

disposed of off-site (approximately 200 cubic yards). 

3. Additional sampling for B/N+lS shall be conducted in the following 

AECs which are targeted for remediation: 

a. Area 9 - Delineation or post-excavation for B/N+l5 is required in 

this area due to previous sample results. 

b. Area 15 - Post-excavation sampling in this area shall include 

B/N+15. 

c. Area 17 - Previous sample locations 1706 and 1707 are rejected due 

to unacceptable chromatograms. A minimum of two samples shall be 

collected in the vicinity of these locations for B/N+15. If 

contamination is detected above the site cleanup criteria, remediation 

shall be conducted in these areas. 

4. In several areas Textron proposes no further action, however the data 

indicates that additional verification sampling and/or remediation is 

needed. The requirements for these areas are described below. 

a. Area 6: Fuel Oil UST - Previous sampling indicated the presence of 

elevated CaPAHs in this area. It appears that this contamination may 

be the result of contaminated fill, however verification sampling is 

needed to confirm this. A minimum of one sample in southern direction 

(wi~ru.~ 10') shall be collected in the vicinity of former boring 603 

to substantiate this position. Analyses shall be for PHCs and 

B/N+l5. Provided that a decreasing gradient of contamination is 

observed, no further action will be required. 

b. Area 8: Two Fuel Oil USTs - Target B/Ns were detected in this 

area, over half of which were CaPAHs slightly above 10 ppm (sample 

803). TIC data for the samples collected in the vicinity of this 

sample were not reported. Therefore, additional sampling is needed to 

confirm that this area will not require remediation. Two samples 

shall be collected; one in the immediate vicinity of boring 803 at 

18-24" below the depth of 803-01 and one sample 5 to 10' to the west 

of boring 803 at a similar depth of 803-01. Parameters shall be 

B/N+lS and PHCs. 

c. Area 10: Finished Product and Raw Material Storage Area - The 

sample collected in this area exhibited CaPAHs above the cleanup 

criteria (11.3 ppm). Since there was only one sample for B/Ns 
collected in this area, the need to confirm that this area is not a 

concern can only be justified by additional confirmatory sampling. A 

minimum of two samples shall be located in this area for B/N+lS and 

PHCs to determine that this location will not require remediation. 

d. Area 18: Fuel Oil Unloading Area - Due to the presence of CaPAHs 

above the cleanup criteria (16 ppm), "hot-spot" excavation with 

post-excavation sampling shall be conducted in this area. 

e. Area 23: Tank Loading Area {Premix 1285 Generator) - B/N analyses 

from boring 2303 are rejected due to poor chromatography. Since the 

CaPAH concentration was nominally exceeded and the sample was 

collected over 15' from the sample which was of previous concern 

(8,800 ppm), the need for re-sampling of this area is warranted. One 
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sample shall be collected in the location of the previous PHC hit 

referenced for B/N+lS. Remediation of this area shall be conducted if 

the cleanup criteria is exceeded. ~he Department recognizes the 

presence of a bermed area now located in this area. The location of 

this sample should be as close to the previous elevated PHC sample as 

possible 

f. Area 26: Drains From Large Tank Farm - Sampling in this area 

resulted in slightly elevated voe, primarily xylenes, in one location. 

Due to the presence of monitoring wells in the vicinity of this area, 

no further action for soils is required. 

g. Area 28: Railroad Siding Runoff Discharge Pipe - Due to the 

presence of elevated CaPAHs (17.1 ppm), remediation/excavation with 

post-remedial sampling shall be conducted in this area. 
Post-excavation sampling shall be for PHCs and B/N+lS. 

s. Due to the discrepancies in the duplicate samples collected from 

boring B-5, Textron proposes to re-sample this area. This is acceptable 

provided that if the cleanup criteria is exceeded, remediation shall be 

conducted. 

6. In several AECs, Textron will be conducting limited pre-remedial 

sampling. The purpose of this is to verify that sufficient soils volumes 

have been conservatively estimated which are targeted for remediation. 

This will be achieved by utilizing a field GC (using Method 8020) for 

volatile organic sampling and standard analysis methods for analyzing for 

B/Ns (in one location). Also, five samples to be analyzed for lead 

and/or arsenic will be collected to verify that these contaminates are 

fill related. If extensive lead and/or arsenic are present, off-site 

disposal of these soils may be required. Since post-excavation sampling 

and/or excavation to the water table will be conducted as areas are 

excavated and transported to the treatment area, this proposed sampling 

is acceptable as part of the cleanup plan. 

7. Textron shall provide an affidavit from the individuals who conducted 

the sampling on 7/25/90 since the Chain of Custody forms in Volume 2 are 

inconsistent and do not show a complete chain of custody. 

B. Textron is advised that if the selected remedial option 

(low-temperature volatilization) is not totally effective in achieving 

the site specific cleanup criteria, a contingency for off-site disposal 

shall be implemented for any remaining contamination. 

III. HYDROGEOLOGY 

As a part of the proposed remediation, Textron will be continuing the 

quarterly ground water monitoring program previously established. Quarterly 

monitoring will continue through the soils cleanup and for a minimum of one 

year after the remediation is completed. The need for additional monitoring 

shall be evaluated based upon the results of the sampling. 

IV. PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

In the Cleanup Plan, Textron acknowledges the need for air permits for the 

proposed remedial technology. However, Textron fails to address the need for 

obtaining a RCRA TSO permit. Given the current regulations governing the 

ex-situ treatment of hazardous waste (and soils contaminated with hazardous 

waste), a sufficient delay in the implementation of the actual cleanup may 
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occur while the permit process takes place. This is also a factor in 

requiring worst case financial assurance since Textron may wish to expedite 

'the remediation of this site due to on-going opei-ations. Finally, Textron 

prop9ses to redeposit the treated soil into the excavation rather than 

disposing of the material off-site. This poses additional regulatory 

involvement since the material would have to be delisted prior to 

redeposition. The following Bureaus should be contacted to begin the ·permit 

process. 

-Bureau of New Source Review at (609) 292-5196 
-Bureau of Hazardous Waste Classification at (609) 292-8341 

-Bureau of Hazardous Waste Engineering at (609) 292-9880 

Textron has recently been in contact with personnel in the Department's Bureau 

of Hazardous waste Classification. Preliminary indications are that the soils 

targeted for low-temperature volatilization be classified as non-hazardous, 

thus eliminating the need for a RCRA TSD permit. Textron has indicated that 

the proper documentation will be provided from the Department confirming this 

matter. 

V. GENERAL 

1. Textron, Inc. shall comply with all federal, state, and local laws, 

regulations, and ordinances in implementing the approved Cleanup Plan. 

2. Textron, Inc. shall obtain all federal, state, and local permits prior to 

implementation of the approved Cleanup Plan. Should any condition or 

limitation of said permits be more stringent than those in the approved 

Cleanup Plan, then said permit requirements shall supersede the terms of this 

approval. 

3. Upon the written request of NJDEP, Textron, Inc. shall submit for NJDEP 

review and approval any additional sampling plans deemed necessary by NJDEP 

during the implementation of a Cleanup Plan to fully delineate the nature and 

extent of environmental contamination on or from Textron, Inc. Textron, Inc. 

shall implement and complete any such additional Sampling Plans, and submit 

the results thereof, in accordance with the timeframes set forth in the 

approved additional Sampling Plan. Furthermore, Textron, Inc. shall prepare 

and submit to NJDEP for approval any revisions to the Cleanup Plan necessary 

to remediate any additional environmental contamination on or from Textron, 

Inc. as identified during the cleanup plan implementation, by any additional 

sampling, or from any other source. Textron, Inc. shall revise and submit the 

required information within a reasonable time not to exceed thirty (30) 

calendar days from receipt of written notification from NJDEP. 

4. The EC~ Requirement for remediation of all environmental contamination on 

or from Textron, Inc. and the terms and conditions of the approved Cleanup 

Plan shall be binding upon Textron, Inc., and its officers, management 

officials, successors in interest, assigns, tenants, and any trustee in 

bankruptcy or receiver appointed pursuant to a proceeding in law or equity. 

5. Textron, Inc. shall amend the amount of posted financial assurance 

specified in paragraph 11.A of the Administrative Consent Order to equal the 

amount of $2,159,800.00, the estimated cost of implementation of the Cleanup 

Plan or shall provide alternative financial assurance in accordance with the 

regulatory requirements of N.J.A.C. 7:26B-6 in the amount specified above 

within fourteen (14) days of receipt of this Cleanup Plan approval. 

Furthermore, Textron, Inc. shall maintain the• required financial assurance 

until NJDEP issues a written notification that the Cleanup Plan had been fully 

implemented to NJDEP's satisfaction. 
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6. Textron, Inc. shall prepare and submit to NJDEP monthly written progress 

reports detailing the implementation of the Cleanup Plan. 

7. Textron, Inc. shall prepare and submit a final written report detailing 

the actual cleanup actions performed and final cleanup costs including 

overhead, compared to the cleanup actions, schedule and costs approved in the 

Cleanup Plan. The report shall also include the dates of cleanup activities, 

additional sampling results, and other pertinent information. 

8. Textron, Inc. shall provide, within fourteen (14) calendar days of receipt 

of this Cleanup Plan approval, oversight fees in the amount of $12,000.00, 

based on the cost of the cleanup, in accordance with the regulatory 

requirements of N.J.A.C. 7:26B-l.10. 

9. Textron, Inc. shall notify the BEECRA Cleanup Oversight Section at least 

five (5) days prior to the initiation of any remedial actions at the site so 

that the cleanup oversight case manager may be present. Please contact: 

Ms. Tessie Fields, Section Chief 
BEECRA Cleanup Oversight Section 
401 East State Street 
Trenton, NJ 08625 
609) 633-7141 

VI. Time Schedule for Implementation of Approved Cleanup Plan 

1. Textron, Inc. shall initiate the Cleanup Plan as conditioned within two 

(2) weeks of receipt of this letter and, in accordance with N.J.A.C. 

7:26B-5.5(c), begin implementation of this Cleanup Plan according to the 

proposed time schedule. If any delay or anticipated delay is or will be 

caused by events beyond the control of Textron, Inc., then Textron, Inc. shall 

notify NJDEP in writing within ten (10) days of the delay. Textron, Inc. 

shall precisely describe the cause of the delay and request an extension. 

Increases in the costs or expenses incurred in fulfilling the requirements 

contained in this letter shall not be considered a basis for an extension and 

such extension requests will not be granted. If Textron, Inc. fails to 

implement the Cleanup Plan in accordance with the proposed schedule, the NJDEP 

reserves the right to implement full enforcement measures and assess penalties 

pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26B-9. 

NJDEP's approval, as conditioned above, is limited to the above referenced 

Cleanup Plan only. This Cleanup Plan approval shall not limit, restrict, or 

prohibit NJDEP from directing on-site or off-site cleanup, if deemed necessary 

by NJDEP, under any other statute, rule, or regulation. Textrc~ , Inc. is 

hereby required to fully implement the referenced Cleanup Plan, as conditioned 

above, in accordance with the time schedule as set forth therein. 

By issuing this Cleanup Plan Approval, NJDEP continues to reserve all rights 

to pursue any penalties allowable under the law for violations of the ECRA 
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statute or regulations associated with this transaction. 

This document was prepared by the Case Manager, Mark Fisher. If you have any 

question concerning the document, please contact the Case Manager at (609)· 

633-7141. 

SincZ:Iy, I 

/ 1-1,,, t ,- ./ . • t , /, )'\If- -~ 
,, /:/ . I {; /✓ ( : , .. .., ::.E~ · "'--r-" •· 
t t,~,.,.., 

cc: Tina Layre, BEAC 
Fred Cornell, BEERA 
Helen Dudar, BGWDC 
Bob Ratzman, BHWE 
Newark Division of Health 

Kenneth T. Hart, Acting Assistant Director 

Industrial Site Evaluation Element 

Janet Smith, NL Industries 
Reichhold Chemicals, Inc (owner) 
File #89281 
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0uflN1 Torm WttmWI 
~ 

c:IIZ+IJID MAIL 
UTJJM BISIZ!T M9PlftlP 
Paul. a. Dl&H 
tat:a:on, · :rno. 
40 W.•tllLn•t•r •~rat 
t~id■na■, •z 02103 

J1a1 ~-c~on, lnc. 

Jitab in 11• 1---. 
DIP.il'nllNT all INVllmftaNT4L 

Pw#J"IC:JICIW AND Jbmtcy 

~...-ark c1ty1 r■au eo~n~y 
IIM C&H I■ 1140J ~ 11211 

Dau~. Duft, 

Q3011W 

~IIIIT C. SJmlN, JL 
Clll■■kw 

'the New to1.i·••r D■paz,::mant of 1avironm1n-:11 Pro~1ct:ior1 fftJ1'1PJ haa ·o0111Pleted a 
t:ac:lanJ.c:al n-riew of u,. 1e,1.•r• datad Apd,I 21 nd May 2,, lH4 WA1Gh VIS'I lent: 
in re■pan•• ta ttw RJDIIP'I lprU a, 1114 J.nte2. laaed an th11. l'aview, 1:b 
awp• of wo.rJc aut:11n■d 1n thD■• l.«kKI 1a oondi~ioia.J.ly acaapt.»1e &I OV'l:linad 
below. ~u,l'Ofl, sna. 1baU per-,a111 ~l •~~...!.,daan wL1:Ja ~- pmpo■■d 

t~Mfram• anct ■UBm1t tMi N•11lt■ ~iii 11 oal.■ndar day■ :of ••a•J.pc of thi■ 
1•t~•~, &I per tbe P~DPOHI ,t,,mplwnutloa •c~iclu'"I■• Tlii re■ul~• lh&ll •• 
aoaontpanied by a r••i••d Jlamedial Ao1=ion h&-k,p1an {MW, which inc:llud•• • 
i~•••l tc perrcm lcld1tiana1 r-41&~1an. 

lfil■ l!IMII 

1. In re9a.l'd to the ■levatad 1.,,.11 at lead an-■it•, Tanzon, inc:. h•• 
-propo•tld ,. i-••a.u1l• looae£on• 2302, JOf.-11, and XW-lS fa~ lead.. '!h• ;swopo■aJ. 
la &caaptable. waaed. o~ tb••• 1amplin; na~l~a, if lav•l• 1till mcc■■d 1000 
P•~i, per million lPlft> and !u~~cn, ln~. •••ire■ to r,aluat■ ua alternate 
cl■anup 1ian4a~d (ACI) ihen it 1■ naomm1nded ;hat f•xtron, Ina. dnelop the 
A.cl ba■■d on ~h• UGPA ZIUIX---l ,,..nMIB a.a,. it i■ UDlilCl:'taftt 'CO u•• -thi■ 
naw ver•1~n (febNaay 111,, Nblieaticm '.IUld:Jcr 9111.7•15•1 EPA 140•~-93•0811 
•in~• ch• del•ul~ i•,ut ~&rial• laft •banpd :•■u1t~na in d1!f•--~ delaul~ 
■oil reM,1a,1on ln•t•• 

2. Th■ proposal to ~••ample 1ooatia~1 Pll/91~ .i.n Ar•• l, ,,, Ln Area■ 3, 4. 
ands, and P85/81A in k■a 4 c=·-na■11■, t~lu•n•, etbY•N•■ene, and xyl•n• 
<BTIX) 1• •o~epta~le. tt ~aa. ~01.al ccmoan,~atwn ot l!U LI 1••• tban 1000 
PP111 •nd the Lndtvidu•l c:oncue~atiou cf~~• aemp,unu u. J.e•• ttlan th• 
•nro9c,1~• NwDSP claanuv cr,~•clat na furthar ao~Lcm wil• a ~•Cl'lired. 

3. Taxc~on, Xno. eb&ll 40cwaan~ th• oon~IIAt■ ot the fai:TII•~ aticne ;rc,iand 

•tora;• tanka in ana■ aac .i &nd uc 13, 
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AFPM4 ru•r 1110• 

J, Th• i,ro»~••1 to parfom &d4J.~ianal -,rowxl vacu dpllpeRiqa aa thi■ tiaa 
vi.a h\'CUCSNncrh U'G\11\4 MA•to.,Ln1 va11 11111'7 La u11:apu1:1ia, bawwv•, ple••• • · 
■dvt•d th&C ~-1:ffA, zna. ,. ICLll CaqlliZN -m r ,1,,,, a. oon~aainatLOft ~n 
t!a•~ well, t•-nn, tnc. •b&11. aumit • piupu■al .tu 11M03:0i,DI v1tll I.ha reaul~a at tb1■ iav••~itatian. 

Zf 'fUi:r:oft, ina. dn1n1i.ne• •b&' • rm:em:«unt aoua• •~Lll, IIICJ.ata and/oz tb.at the aon-cuinatJ.011· ~and• bllya"4 ~• craptum aau of 1111Lt Nn7, tllan 'l'aat:011, ?no. •hall ;n,o■• to illcl.Uda ttw 1441.~1.Anal. acmt.llu.Aa~i.oD la \ha saquullcl 
ftMd.l.al •r••• tf t:19 nnl.11 •=- t.11■ papaaad ctalinaat.t.ca Lndi.cat11 chat a IIGIU'ae no ion;.- uia~• tllMI Iba-&._ OOD1J•■1n•~iAA J.11 s■■=.t.&1119' IO •b• 
i.mnHJ.a-ce loc:a~icm t•PP&"axillata1y a l0' ra4w■, of 1112,, tllll ia»l,-nt&ciu ot a ■ha~ tem nmac11a1 -••un W0111d &NI aaCt-,tul•· An u111p.L1 ot ua 
apprep!!'1.a~• •IIOR tem •a ••Lal llftbo4 for aaatuu.nat.l.on ot 1.iad.~ad aRial. 
~■ftt would N ,;he puapi.n1 N1127, far apJlftl&&aat:elJ ona ,a~- IMalla, Vi.t~ 
■1all■9fl'llen1: IIDDS.ear.t."9 't0 d.Ren&.ne i,f -.fte ODll1;811iaa~D UII IIND l"emo¥e4. If 
the iat.■rill r-d1al .-1:hacl cSaa• no~ wo.ll, ,11en a •:n qvn••L,,. MthN •I --••J.•cian woul.4 na Nl'lintl• 

4, If tz'DIIDcl w•••r IUll•■ are to• ooU•crt:ad fma ~• -n1oa11tUdpipaa. 
'l'ut.ron, :tno. 1h1J.l ,uzve ua a1u1:1:,1.;ea •• 119r well p1qi.119 ,._1nmata, ■a 
that I repr•■Aftta~iva 9SOUnd v&tU' ~- OM a■ aellescid. 
1. •= th• aon~lllliAa~Lan a■aoGiaied vitb Jar17, facrofl, ino. ah&ll prcvoee 
11011itor1nv well• at thtt down1.r&d1M~/•Ldegi-ad1em: •tent of tha aan~amLn•nt 
plWDe t= mnitor1ng Plll'JON•• · 

e. It 1 t 1• CS.~uai.n.S , .. ~ GCRl~ina&Lon u■ooLat:.. w.t.tb MO l •llfflii.r•• 
•L•h•r •ct1ve al' --~",:-4,t ~-■-1,nlDn, ftdftm, IDO, ■hall p&"OION pe.cmaMnt 
mn1.t0ri,n9 pc1nt■ (IIIOAil:ca1rA.119 w11a) in tla.t.■ U'M. 

7, 'l'Mtrc:m, l:no. ua11 •o.:amant tu pn■uc:e at uy pad,uft U i.t 1• 4at•at.ad .. 

a. ferti-on may anal-ya■ tu ;a:omid w•~• .... ~•• •a..O\lfh tba 11a11 ol DA Method 
602. 

U ycu han any au•■tian■• pl•••• ecn~aet. •he ca■• Managw, Nioha•l lui&nL, &t (tlOI) 433-7141, 

e1111.lcr■u.r• 

a, c=i1-c:&.a• wer, ISDA 
lalan Ductar, -.a 
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NOlJ-29-1993 J4:35 FPOM i 

• (f 
St.uicolNewJ 

~partment of Environmental I 
Oiv!,,ior, of J\csponsiblc Pi 

CN028 
Tronton, NJ OS62S--0028 

812023717Sl:3 P.01 

JeameM.Fox 
Acting Ccmml$Sloner 

K.rl I, t>~C)' 
Oircctor 

C!ERTIFIE;; MAIL 
RETW\N RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Paul B, !>Uff 
Textron, Inc .. 
40 Weatminster Street 
Provid•~ce, RI 02903 

~Ot TQX~ron, InQ .. 
Newark City, Eseex Co•mty 
ISRA Ca9"' Is 85403 & 89201 

Dea.r Mr. !luff: 

NOV 2 4 1993 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

AffAIRS DEPT. 

NO'I 'i. 't i~~;; 

The New Jeraey Department of Environmental Protection a.nd Energy (NJDEPE) ha• 

reviewed the following doo\.\....ents submitted on behalf of the above referenced 

establishment: 

Quarterly Progress Reports tlu:ough July lS, 1993; 

~ Technical Response document dated :une 28, 1993, 

Textron, Inc. shall submit the information req~ested below within 30 days 

after re~~ipt of thi• 1~~~~r. 

I, SOIL J!EljEDIATIO~__RE~IEW 

A, Baaed on the infonnation provided in the June, 1993 technical response 
letter, the proposalll fQr no further •ction are acceptable for areas 2, 

6, 10, 11, 12, 13, 22, 24, 26, 27, 28, and the area a~und monitoring 

well Mw-12. Additionally, no turtner aotion is required for the 

thermally treated aoils since they have been r~.mediated to the 
res1aen~ial dir~ut ~ont•ct ~oil clea.nup cr1ter~a. 

&. Plea~e bo informod. t.h~'C pu;ra:u~t t.c :r-.L .. lt·?3, c. l.~ZI, ~=• ~( ... ,--when, 

real property is remei:lh.ted to nonresidential ciriteria, the NJDEPE shall 

require ~ny An9ln~P~in9 or institutional cont,:,olg roa9onably neoeeo~,:y 

to prevent exposure to any contaminants. 

Reported concentrations of lead at AOCs 15, 17, 18, 20, 23, 25 •nd the 

~a around monitoring well MW-16 are elevated a.bove residential. direct 
contact soil cleanup criteria, Therefore, any proposal to leave these 

levels of contamination i" place shall also be acC0111Panied by a proposal 
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Te,.trcn, lne. 
!SRA C..se No•. 
Pa.9e 2 

TE.<TRGr I, Rtr I 

• 8S4O3 & 89281 

TO 31202371'?513 P.02 

• 
/ 

for engineering anc institutional controls as neec.1.ad. In keepin9 with 
this require..,,.nt, please find encloaed, 11\0del language to be 
incorporated intQ said doowaent. 

T<!x1>ron, Ino. shall, within 30 aa1s after receipt of this letter, notify 
the NJOEPE as to the environmental fate of the contamination detected in 
Ar11Aa 1, lr 4 and S. S~eific1lly, whirth•r englneeri.ng and 
institutional controls are to oe implemented at the affected area1, or 
whether a re~ial action will bf> prot'<'~~d. 

If Textron, Inc. elect• to implement the referenced en9inurinq 
and inatitutional controls, the Declaration of Bnvironmental 
restrictions docUtl>Qnt shall be prepared and eubmittad within 60 daya of 
receipt of thia latter. 

c. lUISM 1, 3, 4 and 5: 

1'he p~opoo~le for no f~rth~r act~oa at tAeee loca~1ons are acceptal)le 
provided that engin&ering and institutional controls are implemented al 
not.ad a.bo\•R. Th~ be-n.zet'I.O da1:.a were .z:'C!jcot.od d\le to elevated &&IQ:pl• 
method detection li:oits. It should also be noted that levels of 
ethylbenz.ene and ,cylenes exceed the non-re,.id,.nt.i"l c-loanup criteria "'o 
well as the pre-established site cleanup concentrations. ~extron, Inc. 
ehall address these concerns in the next SWlmittal to the NJOBPB. 

II. HYDRQGWLOGY 

A. The proposal to not reinstall r:,onitoring wells MW•lS and MW20 is 
acceptable, IC ~vnt~nant concentraeions increase in wells MWl4 and 
Mlf•28, additional ""lls may be required. 

S, The proposal to continue the quarterly sampling of wells MW11 and Mll27 
and idm,tify th,. '""'~" .. of the froa phaec "'"tcrio.l i• acceptable. If 
ground water remediation is required for this area (AEC3> in the 
future, the proposal to retrofit the gravel tr-~ch to function a• a 
recovery systam is acceptable. Should retrofitting of the gravel 
trench prove unfeasible, Textron, Inc. $hall propose and install th• 
appropriate ground water recovery syster.,. 

c. Textron, inc. snall s'.lbmit a corrected Form A for monitoring well MWll. 
The total depth of the well is depicted as being 90 feet 8$ opposed to 
9. 

III. Att&cb<>d ie a Oicput~ neeolution Gulda..n~~ do~nt, create<i purauant to 
P.L. 1993, e.139. Thi• document estab~is~es the proeecl,u:e through which 
a person conducting A ,..~~diatlon ~f ~ oot\to.ffl.'ll\·a~e.d "Bi.i:e wit.b MJCXPS 
oversight may dispute a trJDEl'E decision concerning the rem&diation. 

IV. Textron, Inc. shall notify the Industrial Site Recovery Act ISM) case 
ma.n&ger at least 14 days prior to performing any sampling and/or elo..,,.up 
at tr.e site. All samples shall be collected and handled in accordanee 
wit.~ the May, 1992 edition of the NJD&PE Field Sampling Procedures Manual 
(FSPM). Analyeieal Cata submissions shall conform to the forma~ outllned 
in the proposed Technical Requireme~ts document. Field data pertinent tc 
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• Textron, lne. 
ISRA Ca9e Noa. 8S403 & 89281 
Page 3 

TO 812023'?17813 

• 
well purging &hall be aubmitted au psr the format outlined in the ~SPM. 

Sho~lJ any que■eions arise concerning the ffiaterial addressed herein, plea•• 

contact Sal Balakrishnan, the ISRA Case Manager, at (~09) 633-7141. 

inelosuree 
ct Chria~ine Lacy, eEEAA 

Helen Dudar, BGWPA 

Sincerel , .~/ 

~n·E. ~tion Chief 

Bu~eau of Environmental h•luation 
and Cleanup Responsibility Asses11111&nt 

JAnPt OT SID.~th, N.L. Inductr~co, Inc. 

Barry S8Jllll, tt.L. Induatries, Inc. 
Scott Macoonald. EnvirOn Inc. 
Louie Graham, Reichold ChQmicala, Inc. 
Joseph McOinley, Health Officer 
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~tate of ~ .efu ~.ers.eu 
Christine Todd Whitman 
Governor 

Department of Environmental Protection Robert C. Shinn, Jr. 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Paul B. Duff 
.Textron, Inc. 
40 Westminster Street 
Providence, RI 02903 

fEB22 '995 

Re: Administrative Consent Order (ACO) In the Matter of Textron, Inc. Newark City, Essex County 
!SRA Case #s 85403 & 89281 

Dear Mr. Duff: 

Commissioner 

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has completed a technical review of the letters dated September 1, 1994 and January 17, 1995 which were sent in response to the NJDEP's August 30, 1994 letter. Based on that review, the scope of work outlined in the referenced January 17, 1995 letter is conditionally acceptable as outlined below. Textron, Inc. shall perform the proposed scope of work and submit the results, and all other information required below, within 120 calendar dayR _of receipt of this letter. 
In addition, the NJDEP has received a letter from Paul Brustofski, Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. (Reichhold), dated February 2, 1995. According to that letter (enclosed), Reichhold removed three underground storage tanks (USTs) in August 1994. Post-excavation samples indicated the presence of base neutral organic compounds and total petroleum hydrocarbons in concentrations above the NJDEP's residential cleanup criteria . Since these USTs were last used by Textron, Inc. and were not used by Reichhold, any contamination associated with these tanks is the responsibility of Textron, Inc. Therefore, Textron, Inc. shall submit a proposal to further address the contamination, along with the remainder of the information required in this letter. 

Soils Issues 

~- In regard to the elevated concentrations of lead on-site, no further action is required at this time, since the remaining concentrations of lead are within an order of magnitude of the NJDEP's residential cleanup criteria which were amended for lead on July 15, 1994. 

v2. Based on the results of the resampling done at prior sampling locations P98/98A, P76, and P85/85A, the proposal for no further soil investigation is acceptable at this time. Although contaminant concentration remain above the NJDEP's Impact to Ground Water criteria, this area will be addressed by the ongoing ground water investigation. 

v 3. Textron, Inc. shall document the contents of the former above ground 

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer 
Recycled Paper 
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\ ... ~·-:r 

stcrage tanks in areas ~ and AEC 13. 

Ground Water Issues 

4. The proposed additional ground water delineation is acceptable. If, after 
this phase of investigation, the contamination has been sufficiently 
delineated, Textron, Inc. shall submit a revised Remedial Action Workplan. 

5. Textron, Inc. has recently investigated the extent of the resinous material 
associated with AEC 3. No resinous material was reported in any of the 
delineation .soil borings which were installed through the floor in Building 31. 
This investigation is sufficient to complete the delineation of th~ resinous 
material in the soils. At the present time, however, Textron, Inc. shall 
propose to delineate the extent of the resinous material in the ground water. 
In addition, Textron, Inc. shall submit a proposal to remediate the resinous 
material. 

6. During his November 10, 1994 site inspection, Michael Bur~ani, Case 
Manager, was informed that on at least two occasions, the sanitary lines were 
leaking and had to be repaired. Since the sanitary system previously received 
all wastewater discharges from the facility, Textron, Inc. shall investigate 
the system as a source for the contamination below Building 31. In addition, 
Textron, Inc. shall propose to investigate the soils below Building 31 for the 
presence of contamination. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Case Manager, Michael Buriani, at 
(609) 777-0899. 

c: Christine Lacy, BEERA 
Helen Dudar, BGWPA 

Sincerely, 

G-lfrt. i-~s -~ 
Maurice Migliarino, Section ~upervisor 
Bureau of Environmental Evaluation 
and Cleanup Responsibility Assessment 

Paul Brustofski, Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. 
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June 16, 2009 
 
Gregory Simpson 
Textron, Inc. 
40 Westminster Street 
Providence, RI  02903 

 
APPROVAL 

 
Re: Textron, Inc. 
    Newark City, Essex County 
    ISRA Case #s E85403 & E89281 
    SRP ID#015922 
 
Dear Mr. Simpson: 
 
The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has completed a 
technical review of the Supplemental Remedial Investigation Workplan (RIW) dated 
June 1, 2009, and the email dated June 12, 2009.  The NJDEP has determined that 
the RIW is in compliance with the Technical Requirements for Site Remediation, 
N.J.A.C. 7:26E and other applicable requirements.  The NJDEP hereby approves the 
RIW, effective the date of this letter.   
 
This approval also constitutes a New Jersey Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System/Discharge to Ground Water (NJPDES/DGW) permit-by-rule discharge approval.  
It is hereby issued under the authority of the New Jersey Water Pollution Control 
Act, N.J.S.A. 58:10A-1 et seq. and the implementing regulations, N.J.A.C. 7:14A-1 
et seq. Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:14A-22.4(b)5, a Treatment Works Approval is not 
required for discharges to ground water authorized pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:14A-
7.5(b).  If the permittee maintains compliance with all other applicable 
conditions of  N.J.A.C. 7:14A-7.5(b) and other applicable regulations,  the 
permittee is deemed to have a permit-by-rule for the discharge or discharges 
described in this letter. The effective date for the new permit for this 
discharge, is the date on this approval letter.  
 
Consistent with N.J.A.C. 7:14A-7.5(b)3vii the approved discharge(s) to ground 
water can exceed 180 days and is only to occur during the course of a site 
remediation that is being conducted in accordance with the Technical 
Requirements for Site Remediation, N.J.A.C. 7:26E, including the requirements of 
N.J.A.C. 7:26E-6.1 and 6.3(c ). 
 
This approval is conditional on Textron, Inc. submitting proof that it has 
recorded a public notice which indicates its intent to discharge to ground water 
at the above referenced site.  Textron, Inc. shall publish the public notice in a 
daily or weekly newspaper of general circulation in the vicinity of the above-
referenced site. Textron, Inc. shall submit to the NJDEP proof of newspaper 
publication of the public notice within fifteen calendar days after the notice is 
published.     
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

JON S. CORZINE  MARK N. MAURIELLO 
Governor   Acting Commissioner 
  

PAP-00145426

~tate of ~efu 3Jerseu 



 

Page 2 

Pursuant to the schedule applicable to the site, Textron, Inc. has proposed to 
submit a Remedial Action Report (RAR) on December 15, 2011.  This is acceptable; 
however, Textron, Inc. shall also submit an Interim RAR on or before December 
15, 2010 or submit a written request for an extension at least 2 weeks prior to 
this date.  Failure to submit the RAR in accordance with the schedule may result 
in the initiation of enforcement action.  For your convenience, the regulations 
concerning the NJDEP’s remediation requirements can be found at 
www.state.nj.us/dep/srp. 
 
Notes:  
 
1.  The NJDEP requires that a NJDEP representative be present during the 
monitoring of the wells around Building 13; therefore, Textron, Inc. shall 
contact Michael Buriani one week prior to implementing the proposed monitoring. 
 
2.  The need for soil remediation in the vicinity of area of concern (AOC) #8 
will be pending the results of the additional ground water investigation in this 
AOC.  
 
Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.  If you have any questions, 
please contact the Case Manager, Michael Buriani, at (609) 633-1425. 
 
                             Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
                Maurice Migliarino, Section Chief 
      Bureau of Industrial Site Remediation 
 
c:  Brian Kanzler, Reichhold, Inc. 
    Richard Karr, MACTEC 
    Marsha McGowan, Newark Dept. of Health 
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_ State of New Jersey Ca,tA1,(.-
Depanment of Environmental Protection .vl81:n11ll!E!Til!!sYY-__________ _ 

Division of Responsible r.urv Sire Rcli9'friulllil0!.-lli ie·tlrll;:!!n'--------------
c, 028 

Trcnron. ,'<I 0862>0028 Copyro ____________ _ 

Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

CERTirtED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Paul B. Duff 
Textron, Inc. 
40 Westminster street 
Providence, RI 02903 

RE: Textron, Inc. 
Newark City, Essex County 
ECIU\ case Nos. 85403 & 89201 

Dear Mr. Duff: 

M~R 3 0 1993 

~J, \ r.l'. 
[1,r,_-~ :~~~ 

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy (NJDE?E) has 

reviewed the Environmental Cleanup Responsibility Act (ECIU\) Cleanup Progress 

Reports for the above referenced site, through January 13, 1993, and offers 

the following comments. 

I. SOJLS 

A. PROPOSED CLEANUP GUIDANCE LEVELS 

Textron, Inc. has refused to evaluate contaminant levels found at the site 

with respect to the current health based cleanup guidance levels, as requested 

in the NJDEPE letter dated October 20, 1992. Please be advised that all cases 

where remediation has not been completed, as evidenced by not having received 

the Department's statement of full compliance (ECRA Negative Declaration or 

Full Compliance letter), are considered to be active cases. Since Textron is 

involved with a passive recovery system for the contaminatibn associated 'Nith 

the Loading Dock Area, Textron is likely to remain an active case when final 

cleanup standards become regulatory requirements. The NJDEPE will evaluate 

the effectiveness of the cleanup with the cleanup criteria in effect when 

Textron has completed the passive recovery effort associated with the Loading 

Dock Area. While the NJDEPE cannot require Textron to comply with the cleans, 

criteria described below, at this time, it is to the benefit of Textron to 

evaluate the remedial measures conducted on-site with the current cleanup 

cri.teri.a. 

If Textron, Inc. does not wish to evaluate the site consistent with the 

cleanup guidance levels, a proposal that details the site specific 

circumstances and technical rationale for cleanup goals on a case-by-case 

basis may be submitted to the NJDEPE for its consideration. A review of this 

information will determine whether site specific alternate cleanup 

concentrations are applicable to the site that do not warrant further action 

on the part of Textron, Inc. 

New /ef'5ey Is o:1n £4uJI Op[X1rrun1ry [mployer 
Recyded P.ir,er 
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The actual cleanup goal at a particular site is determined by the NJDEPE on a 

case-by-case basis and may be different than that in the above referenced 

cleanup criteria. This variation may be due to many factors, including, site 

specific human health and environmental exposure pathways, the presence of 

site contaminants not addressed in the rule proposal, and site specific 

physical characteristics. 

Please note that the referenced guidance has been supplemented by the adoption 

of the Ground Water Quality Standards (N.J.A.c. 7:9-6) which appeared in the 

February l, 1993 New Jersey Register. Thie rule adoption may impact 

requirements for ground water remediation and soil cleanup (i.e. where the 

soil may contribute contaminants to the ground water above the applicable 

standards) for a particular site and should be referenced and discussed with 

your case manager. 

Please be advised that several compound cleanup concentrations have changed 

since February 3, 1993, due to new information that has become available. 

Enclosed is the NJDEPE's current health based guidance levels to be applied 

to the site when making the comparison. 

B. NO FURTHER REMEDIAL ACTION REQUIRED 

The proposal for no further action is acceptable for Areas 7, 8, 9, 125, 14, 

15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 24, 25, the area around monitoring wells MW-7 and MW-15, 

and soil borings 1707\1712. 

C. FURTHER INVESTIGATION REQUIRED 

Please be advised that the NJDEPE is rescinding the no further action 

determination for areas 2, 6, 10, ll, 12, 13, 20, 22, 26 and 27 pending a 

response from Textron, Inc. as referenced in item I.A. above. This response 

is due within 30 days upon receipt of thia letter. 

The Textron proposal for no further action at the following areas are 

unacceptable. These areas do not meet the current NJDEPE health based 

criteria for the referenced contaminants. As stated under item I.A. above, 

these areas will be re-evaluated using the cleanup criteria in place upon 

completion of the redress of the Loading Dock Area. 

l. Area 1- soils at this location have been excavated to the practical 

extent possible. Elevated concentrations of benzene are present at 

locations P-98 and P-98A. This contamination poses a direct contact 

health risk and requires the installation of institutional controls. 

These concentrations may be left behind provided that the asphalt cover is 

properly maintained and a deed restriction is recorded for this location. 

This will require the concurrence of the property owner. Language to be 

incorporated in the deed restriction ia enclosed for your use. 

2. Areas 3,4, & s- Soils in these areas have been excavated to the 

practical extent possible. Elevated levels of benzene and xylenes are 

present at locations P-76 and P-85. Additionally, the levels appear to 

increase in the horizontal direction beneath the tank farm at P-85. The 

contamination in this area has not been fully delineated. Textron, Inc. 

shall offer an explanation for this oversight. If remediation of this 

contamination is not feasible, ·then it will be necessary to include this 

contamination/area in the deed restriction. 
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The cleanup performed at former soil borings 306/307 is acceptable. 

3. Area 18- Elevated levels of benzo(a)anthracene and 

dibenzo(a,h)anthracene are present in this area. Additional contaminant 

delineation, to establish a decreasing concentration gradient, and the 

installation of this area into the deed restriction may be required. 

4. Areas 23 & 24-Elevated levels of dibenzo(a,h)anthracene are present in 

these areas. Additional contaminant delineation, to establish a 

decreasing concentration gradient, and the installation of this area into 

the deed restriction may be required. 

s. Area 28- Elevated levels of carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic 

hydrocarbons (CaPAH) exist at sample locations P-18 and P-17. The sample 

method detection limits for samples secured from this area were also 

elevated at 1.2 parts per million (ppm). Please note that, as the 

excavation was expanded in the easterly direction, the levels of CaPAH 

increased. Additional contaminant delineation, to establish a decreasing 

concentration gradient, refflediation and/or the installation of this area 

into the deed restriction may be required. 

6. Area Around Monitoring Well MW-12- Elevated levels of benzo(a)pyrene 

are present in this area. Additional contaminant delineation and the 

inclusion of this area into the deed restriction may be required. 

D. ONSITE TREATMENT AND SOIL REUSE 

The average CaPAH concentration (1.43 ppm) in 

the proposed non-residential cleanup guidance 

further action is unacceptable at this time. 

restriction for the locations where the soils 

in the future. 

II. HYDROGEOLOGY 

the post-treated soil is above 
levels. The proposal for no 
Please be advised that a deed 
were backfilled may be required 

A. The proposal not to reinstall monitoring wells MW-15 and MW-20, pending the 

results of the forthcoming quarterly round of ground water sampling, is 

acceptable. 

B. The proposal to reinstall monitoring well ~.i-14 is acceptable. 

C. Textron, Inc. shall install an additional monitoring well downgradient of 

monitoring well MW-14 to delineate the contamination that was observed in 

MW-14 during the last two rounds of ground water sampling, prior to 

initiation of the soil cleanup. 

D. The proposal to monitor ground water at the site quarterly for volatile 

organic compounds plus a forward library search (VOC+lO) for at least a 

year is acceptable. The wells to be sampled quarterly shall include MW-10, 

MW-20, MW-15, MW-14 and the additional well that is installed downgradient 

of well MW-14. ' 

E. If the levels of volatile organic compounds (VOC) detected in wells MW-10 

and MW-14 do not decrease, ground water remediation may be required. 
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F. Reinstallation of well MW-13 is not required at this time since contaminant 

levels prior to soil cleanup were within ground water cleanup criteria. 

G. The proposal to reinstall monitoring well MW-11 and install MW-27 is 

acceptable. The proposal to sample these wells for VOC+l0 for two 

consecutive sampling rounds is acceptable. 

H. The recovery trench is acceptable. The NJDEPE will determine the 

environmental fate of ground water at the site after a review of two 

rounds of sampling. Specifically, whether no further action, additional 

delineation, or additional remediation is required. However, if the 

first round of sampling indicates levels of Vos that warrant 

remediation, Textron, Inc. shall modify the operating trench system to 

accommodate ground water recovery. 

I. The propo■al to remove the free-phase material from the stand-pipes and to 

monitor the reaccumulation for at least six months is acceptable. The 

proposal to upgrade the free-phase product removal and monitoring program, 

if necessary, is acceptable. 

III. STATUS OF ASBESTOS CONCERNS 

The July, 1992 asbestos survey performed at the site by Princeton Testing 

Laboratories, Inc. on the behalf of Textron, Inc. states that asbestos 

insulation requiring repair and/or removal is present at several locations on 

site. Please be advised that as per present NJDEPE protocol, the 

environmental fate of asbestos concerns at the site will no longer remain 

under the purview of the Environmental Cleanup Responsibility ACT (ECRA) since 

industrial operations are continuing at the site. This concern is being 

referred to the regional office of the Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration (OSHA). Additional actions to be performed on the part of 

Textron, Inc., and /or Reichold Chemicals, Inc., with respect to asbestos 

abatement will be determined by OSHA. 

IV. TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS FOR SITE REMEDIATION 

The proposed "Technical Requirements for Site Remediation" rules appeared in 

the May 4, 1992 New Jersey Regis:,r. These Proposed rules provide guidance 

concerning the environmental investigation and remediation at contaminated 

sites or sites at which contamination is suspected. Prior to promulgation, 

these proposed rules will be used as the Department"s primary guidance 

document, replacing the Division of Responsible Party Site Remediation's 

Remedial Investigation Guide, the ECRA Cleanup Plan Guide, parts of the Bureau 

of Underground Storage Tank's (BUST) Scope of Work document (and appendices) 

and the BUST Technical Guidance Document. 

Textron, Inc. shall notify the ECRA Cleanup Oversight case manager at least 14 

days prior to performing any sampling and/or cleanup at the site. All samples 

shall be collected and handled in accordance with the May, 1992 edition of the 

NJDEPE Field Sampling Procedures Manual (FSPM). Analytical data submissions 

shall conform to the format outlined in the proposed Technical Requirements 

document. Field data pertinent to well purging shall be submitted as per the 

format outlined in the FSPM. 
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Should any questions arise concerning the material addressed herein, please 

contact Sal Balakrishnan, the ECRA Cleanup oversight case Manager, at (609) 

633-7141. 

[ENCLOSURES] 
c: Christine Lacy, BEERA 

Helen 0udar, BGWDC 

Sincerely, 

;ii ,_,, t' , 
l' } \/.'.,·.~t .. ,:, I 01 I I; ! t' '( 

A. ., • ..,.,,_.,. ,.., ~(.. ,/f v-. ' 
Te sie1W. Fields, SectiQZI Chief 
Bureau of Environmental Evaluation 
and Cleanup Responsibility Assessment 

o.w. Bright, Reichold Chemicals, Inc. 
Scott MacDonald, Environ, Inc. 
Janet o. Smith, N.L. Industries, Inc. 
Barry Sams, N.L. Industries, Inc. 
Joseph HcGinley, Newark City Health Department 
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Christine Todd Whitman 
Governor 

Robert C. Shinn, Jr. 
Commissioner 

Paul B. Duff 
Textron, Inc. 
40 Westminster 
Providence, RI 

street 
02903 

Re: Administrative Consent Order (ACO) In the Matter of Textron, Inc. 
Newark City, Essex County 
!SRA Case #s 85403 & 89?.Hl 

Dear Mr. Duff: 

•2 4 9l6 

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has completed a 
technical review of the information submitted July 26, 1995. That information 
was sent in response to the NJDEP's February 22, 1995 letter. The following 
comments will serve as the NJDEP's technical response to that submittal. 
Textron, Inc. shall perform all actions outlined below and submit all required 
information within 30 calendar days of receipt of this letter. 

I. SOILS ISSUES 

1, Area of Environmental Concern .(AEC) 11 and AEC 13. 

No further information is required regarding the contents of the aboveground 
storage tanks at AEC ll and AEC 13. 

2. AEC 6 

With regard to the former 3000-gallon underground storage tank (UST) in this 
area, Textron, Inc. has indicated that the elevated concentrations of base 
neutrals {BNs) are due to fill material. The NJDEP agrees with Textron, Inc. 's 
position. Information provided to the NJDEP for nearby/adjacent !SRA cases 
confirms that this portion of Newark contains historic fill material. 

As indicated in the NJDEP's April 23, 1996 letter, even if the BNs are 
associated with the fill material on-site, Textron, Inc. is still required to 
perform a complete remedial investigation, including full delineation and 
characterization of those B~s. A review of prior sampling results indicates 
that BNs have been found throughout the site. These sampling results may be 
used, at least in part, to document that Textron, Inc. has fully characterized 
the historical fill material; however, additional sampling locations may be 
needed. In addition, Textron, Inc. may use visual observations and/or aerials 
photographs to supplement soil sampling results when documenting the extent of 
fill material. In light of the above information Textron, Inc. shall re
evaluate its proposal for additional sam~ling on-site. 

It does not appear as though the BNs were ever attributed to the fill material 
on-site. Rather, the BNs were previously addressed on an area of concern 
(AOC)-specific basis, implying that they were being associated with Textron, 
Inc. 's operations. At the present time, Textron, Inc. shall address the fill 
material pursuant to N. J. S. A. 58: 10B-12, including establishment of engineerir,g 
and institutional controls. 

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer 

Recycled Paper 
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3, AEC #8 

Textron, Inc. has proposed to delineate the total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) 

in this area. Textron, Inc. shall clarify the location of prior sample 801 in 

relation to the proposed sample 805, and whether or not it is being 

horizontally delineated in accordance with the Technical Requirements for Site 

Remediation N.J.A.C. 7:26E. The proposed sampling depth for this area is 3,5-4 

feet which Textron~ Inc. indicates is the depth of the prior post-excavation 

samples. The USTs removed from this area were reported to be 3000 gallon 

capacity USTs. The diameter for a tank of this size is usually at least 5 

feet; thus any post-excavation samples would be at least 5 feet deep. Textron, 

Inc. shall clarify this discrepancy. In addition, Textron, Inc. shall discuss 

the potential for contaminant migration beneath building 16 in this area. 

4. Sewer Lines 

Textron, Inc. has indicated that the combined sewer lines are immediately above 

the water tabie and not a likely sdurce of soil contamination. Also, Textron, 

Inc. has indicated that ground water sampling is the most appropriate means to 

investigation potential impacts from prior sewer line leaks. This is 

acceptable; therefore, no Soils investigation, associated with the sewer lines, 

is required at this time. However, if the levels.of dissolved contamination do 

not decrease during the post-remedial monitoring, additional soil investigation 

may be required. 

II, GROUND WATER ISSUES 

l. AEC 11 and AEC 13 

It appears as though Textron, Inc. may be confusing AEC 11 with AEC 13. 

Textron, Inc. has indicated that monitoring wells MW-4 and MW-5 address AEC 13. 

Based on a review of the on-site monitoring well locations, MW-4 and MW-5\are 

located approximately 100 feet from AEC 11, and 400 feet from AEC 13. Textron, 

Inc. shall clarify this issue. 

2. Resinous Mat~rial 

The proposal for no further action concerning the investigation of the resinous 

material, other than ground water monitoring, is acceptable provided the 

resinous material does not accumulate during the ground water monitoring 

period. 

3. Product Removal 

a. The proposal to remove the ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene product 

mixture through the use of one recovery well .is generally acceptable. However, 

in order for the NJDEP to issue an approval, Textron, Inc. shall first propose 

a monitoring program to determine the effectiveness of the product recovery, 

and to monitor residual contamination. 

It is recommended that some of the former Hydrb-punch locations. be converted to 

monitoring points. A modified well construction can be approved for the 

monitoring points. 

b. Textron, Inc. shall propose a discharge location for the recovered ground 

water. The discharge location will dictate the treatment level. 
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4. Dissolved contamination 

a. The proposal to address all the dissolved contamination as one contaminant 
plume is acceptable. 

b. The proposal to allow natural attenuation of all of the dissolved 
contamination is unacceptable due to the levels present. At several locations, 
the concentrations of dissolved contamination exceed 1% of the contaminants 
solubility. This high level indicates that residual contamination remains as a 
source. Remediation of the source is required before the NJDEP can approve a 
proposal for natural attenuation of the dissolved cc,ntamination. At the 
present time, Textron, Inc. shall submit a proposal for remediation of the 
residual contamination. 

5. Standpipes 

Textron, Inc.'s contention that the contamination detected within the 
standpipes is most likely the result of the resinous material and not the 
product blend is probably correct since the resinous material was made up of 
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX). However, it should be rtoted 
that the dissolved concentrations in the standpipes have not decreased 
appreciably since the resinous product was removed in 1991 and 1992. Continued 
monitoring after the product blend and the residual product is removed will 
confirm this. If the levels start to decrease than it can be assumed that the 
contamination emanates partly or wholly from the product blend. 

6. Influence of the Flume on the Ground Water Flow 

a. Plum Creek which originates west of the Site drains into an underground 
flume that flows beneath Doremus Avenue and the site. The flume discharges 
from a pipe in the breakwall directly into Newark Bay. Textron, Inc. has 
indicated that the monitoring wells near the flume vary appreciably throughout 
the tidal cycle, and given the distance these wells are from Newark Bay the 
observed tidal influence must be due to ground water recharge and discharge 
through the wooden flume walls. 

Based on the NJDEP"s review of the water level measurements taken during a 
tidal cycle, the only internal shallow well that has demonstrated a tidal 
inflU:ence is well MW4. This well is located within 5' of the flume and is 
screened fr6m 2' to 8' below grade. The other internal well that demonstrated 
a tidal influence is well MW25. This well is deep, with its screen from 28' to 
40' l>elow grade. It is unlikely that the tidal fluctuations in this well are 
the result of ground water recharge and discharge through the wood flume walls 
but are rather the result of the unit at this depth outcropping in Newark Bay. 

b. Textron's statement that the flume is acting as a sink for ground water in 
this portion of the site, preventing the migration of ground water· from 
Building #31 to other areas south of the plume can not be substantiated with 
the"supplied information. Based on the information supplied, the depth to 
water measurements and the dimensions of the flume, it app·ears as though the 
flume depresses the water table and influences the flow of water of the top 
portion of the water table. The remaining water most likely discharges 
directly to Newark Bay. The location of the flume in relation to the water 
table is not given nor is the vertical hydraulic conductivity. Unless the 
flume is located at the base of the water bearing zone it is unlikely that it 
has enough pull to capture all of the water. 

c. Textron states that the absence of BTEX contamination in the monitoring 
wells immediately south of the flume, wells MW4 and MWS, supports the 
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conclusion that the flume acts as a sink for the ground water in this portion 
of the site. The data submitted to date indicates that this statement may not 
be accurate. Well MW4 ,is located approximately 5' from the flume. The water 
levels taken over a tidal cycle indicate that this well is hydraulically 
connected to the _water within the flume. Based on the deridritic pattern of the 
contaminant distribution on the north side of the flume, the presence of a 
clean well, MWS, on the south side of the flume is not conclusive that the 
contamination has not migrated to the south. 

Textron, Inc.'s statements concerning the extent of tidal influence shall be 
modified to reflect the data. 

7. Dissolved Contaminant Delineation 

Textron, Inc. has indicated that the extent of the elevated volatile organic 
compounds (VOs) in the ground water north and south of Building #31 has been 
delineated. A review of the latest round of ground water analytical data 
indicates that elevated levels of ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene are present 
at the outer most sampling points located north and south of Building #31. 
Some of the levels indicate that residual contamination is present. Delineation 
of these levels should occur to determine if these levels are creating 
hazardous conditions at other ground water receptors beside the surface water 
bodies. 

8. Ground Water Monitoring for Dissolved BTEX co~tam.ination 

Specific wells to be included into the effectiveness monitoring program will 
not be designated until Textron, Inc. addresses the residual contamination. 
The_ length of time post-remedial monitoring is to occur will depend on how 
Textron, Inc. addresses the residual contamination. At a minimum, monitoring 
will be-required until there is no longer evidence of residual contamination. 

Although Textron, Inc. has proposed one year of sampling based on a previous 
approval for post-remedial monitoring of an AOC, it should be noted that the 
contaminant levels involved in the referenced proposal were considerably less 
than what is being dealt with now. 

9. Dissolve Contaminants Entering the Surface Water Body 

a. As noted above, the NJDBP questions whether all of the contamination 
detected on either side of the flume discharges into the flume prior to being 
discharged into Newark Bay. The DEP contends that a portion of it dis~harges 
directly into the Bay. From a contaminant loading perspective, Textron, -Inc.'s 
contention that all the ground water contamination discharges to the flume is a 
~onservative approach in reference to the applicable cleanup criteria. The 
load capacity of the flume is considerably less than that of Newark Bay. 
Textron, Inc. shall conduct the same calculations using the 10 year/7 day low 
flow rate. 

Textron has made the assumption that the groUnd water discharging to the flume 
from the south is not contaminated. A review of the analytical data indicates 
that this is not the case. This contamination is to be taken into account when 
calculating the acceptable loading. · 

b. Sampling of the flume water has not occurred. The requirement to sample 
the flume water will be dependent on the revised remedial method; however, it 
is recommended that Textron, Inc. sample the flume now to determine the actual 
contaminant concentration. The contaminant concentrations allowed will be 
dependent on the actual impact as well as the calculated impact to the surface 
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water body. The NJDEP recommends that, at a minimum, two surface water samples 

be taken for VO analysis. The sampling locations shall address the water 

quality upgradient of the site and the water quality downgradient of the site. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Case Manager, Michael Buriani, at 

(609) 633-1425. 

c: Christine Lacy, BEERA 
Helen Oudar, BGWPA 

Sincerely, 

~i , Section Supervisor 
Bureau of Environmental Evaluation 
and Cleanup Responsibility Assessment 

Paul Brustofski, Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. 
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DepNtment of EnvlronmentAI Protection andu"ier , , 
5....., of New Jersey Sub~ 

Division of Responsible Pany Site Remedt£019y 1i ~ s\ U.::i I £:ii~~; 
CN 028 

Scott A Weiner 
Commissioner 

CERTIUIP MAIL 
RETYNf BICIIPT REOUESTEQ 

Paul a. Dutf 
Textron, Inc. 
40 Westminster Street 
Providence, RI 02903 

Trenton, NJ 08625-0028 
Tel. I 609-633· 7141 
Fax. # 609-777-4285 

Rea Textron Inc.~ Spencer Kellog Diviaion (Caaa #85403) 
Spencer Kellog- Newark Resin Plant (Caae # 89281) 
Newark City, Essex County 
ECRA #a 85403 G 89281 

Dear Kr Duffs 

Karl 1- Delancy 
Director 

Th• Department of EnvLronmental ProtectLon and Energy (N~DEPZ) baa reviewed 
the following documentation aubmitted on behalf of tha above refe~enced 
establishment 1 /+ l 

~ h.,,vi. p_r: I 
- Monthly Proqresa Reports dated April through Septaml:)er, 1991; - Vr--1 I 9 fr' 
- April 19, 1991 response latter on cleanup parametera, 

L · l'l t-''>"' ) - May 22, 1991 pre-remediation sampling results and work plan,- vr-<L Y''-:.; ~ ~t.."""-r 
t\,LJJ w ~ 

- Wasta classification sampling result• dated July 29, 1991. 

- May 2, 1991 letter on asbestoa concerna; 

- results of ground water sampling dated June 14, 19911 

- Reaponae letter dated September 23, 1991. 

The NJDEPB ha• ~•o received the result■ of additional pre-remediation soil 
and quarterly ground water sampling and, a cleanup ,implementation achedule 
dated September 16, 1~_?1. ·· - we h_°' ve__ 
- The schedule of cleanup implementation dated September 16, 1991 is 

acceptable, however, Textron shall continue to modify it to incorporate any 
additional investigation and/or cleanup as required. 

- The aampling reaulta are currently being reviewed; comments based on the 
review will be provided under separate cover • . 

Textron shall submit the information requested in thie letter with the 
monthly Progress Report due on or before December 15, 1991. 

New Jersey Ii .,, £qwl Opporrunlry Employer 
~edl'iper 
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I. SEPTEMBER 23. 1991 MSPQNSE LETTER 

The modification• requeatad in Environ' ■ September 23, 1991 latter baaed on 
• draft review of thi• letter, have bean incorporated with the exception of 
iteme IV. X. and L. Theae item■ ahall remain aa originally drafted. 

II. APRIL. 1991 RESPONSE LETTER 

A. The contention that tentatively identified compounds (TICa) not 
claaaified •• carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (CaPAHa) or 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) will not be added to aarnple 
concentrations for determining compliance with cleanup criteria is 
basically correct, with the following exception. Compounds identified 
as unMown PAH'a may be added to sample concentrations since several of 
the CaPAH's are Ttc•a. 

B. The propoaal to exclude aampling for total petroleum hydrocarbon■ 
(TPHC)in pre-remediation and post remedial sampling is acceptable. 

III. PRE-REMEDIATION SAMPLING RESULTS 

A. Voluae I. 

The reaulta of sampling are acceptable. 

e. Volua•• II and Illa 

1. The proposals for no f urther action for locations 1711, 1508, 1803, 
805, 2110, B-7, B-8, B-9, B- 10 , AEC 6 and AEC 10 are acceptable. 

2. The remedial propoaals at locationa 308, 2803, 1712, 2304, 804, 
a-11 and a-12 are acceptable. 

IV. ADDITIONAL PRE-REMEPl&TION SAMPLING 

The proposed "at-peril" additional sampling is acceptable. 

v. WORK PLAN 

A. ABC 121 The remedial propcaal is acceptable provided all contaminated 
soila under the building are removed. If some acila are inaccessible, 
a deed restriction shall be recorded for said soils. Deed restriction 
language to be used tor the aite ia enclosed for your reference. 
Figure■ generated by lnviron Corp. target soils south of Building 4 for 
remediation, but Canonia Environmental figures do not include th i a area 
in the remedial scheme. Textron shall collect a soil sample aouth of 
location 1202, but outaide the building at the,18-24 inch depth interval 
to datermina whather· volatile organic (VO) contamination has migrated 
from under the building. Sampling parameters shall ccmpriae VOa plus a 
forward library aearch (VO+lS) 

B. Baa• Heutral (BH) Bot Spot Bxcavation■ 

The remedial proposal ia acceptable. 

c. ABC la The remedial proposal is acceptable provided aample P•2 is 
relocated ten feet to the east. 

D. ABC 91 The remedial proposal ia acceptable. 
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B. UC• 3, t and 5 

The remedial propoaal ia acceptable with the followin9 addition■• 

Poat-remedial aamplea ■hall alao be collected along the property 

boundary and along the building, unle•• the foundation ia ao 

constructed as to impede contaminant migration under the building. If 

visible soil above the water table exists at the eide wall, either 

between the footing■, or between the base of the foundation and water 

table, sample• shall be collected of this visible material. Thia data 

ia required to determine the applicability of a deed restriction for 

inacceaaible soils under the building. 

P. UC 7: The remedial proposal ia acceptable. 

G. uca 1, and 16 

The remedial proposal is acceptable. Please note that should post 

remedial data indicate significantly higher contaminant levels 

elsewhere along the rail aiding, further excavation shall be required, 

and shall include location 1407. 

H. uca 17 and 25 

The remedial proposal is acceptable. 

I. UC 19a The remedial proposal la acceptable. 

J. UC 211 The remedial proposal is acceptable. 

~. Poat Remedial Caufinaatary Saaplin9 

The proposed frequency of sampling and analytical parametera selected 

are acceptable. However, additional sampling is required along property 

boundaries to document potential off site migration of contamination 

(AECs 3-5). Any off eite contamination found ahall be delineated and 

remediated. Similarly, samples ■hall be collected along building wall•, 

if the potential for contaminant migration under the building through 

the vadoaa zone exists. Thia would bathe ca■e if unsaturated soils 

exist between footings, or if the foundation doea not extend to the 

water table (AECa J, 17 and 25). Thia information ia required to 

determine whether contamination exiata under the building and the 

applicability ot a deed restriction for inaccesaible soils. 

L. stockpiling of Bxcavated Soila 

Textron shall cover any stockpiled soils that are not treated within the 

same day of exc~vation in order to reduce fugitive emissions to tha 

atmosphere, contaminant migration due to precipitation runoff and 

worker exposure to contaminated soils. 

M. lxcaYation Debria 

1. The proposal to dispose the excavation debris ae non-hazardoua waste 

material ia acceptable. 

2. The proposal to ae~ate impervioua_ materials i• acceptable. 
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N. l.ov-T-peratur• Thermal Aeration Startup 

1. Th• remedial proposal ia acceptable. 

2. The air emia■ ion■ contingency plan (aection 5.7) doea not specify 
the location• where field inatrument meaaurementa to determine 
potential exceedance of applicable air quality atandarda will be 
taken. Plaaae clarify this. 

o. Bxcavatad Soil Screening 

Permaa.bla dabria auch aa railroad ties, concrete, etc., naturally 
occurring or not, ■hall not be uaed •• backfill, ■ ince it ia likely to 
have ~•orbed contaminants that are not ralaaaed by aimple aeration. 

P. Po•t-Treataeat 8aaplia9 

The proposal ia acceptable provided no single VO or BN ■ample exceed■ 
cleanup level• by more than a factor of ten. 

Q. Bealtb and Safety Plan 

Th• plan ia acceptable. 

R. Quality A■aurance Plan 

The plan ia acceptable. 

VI. WASTE CLASSIFICATION RESULTS 

Baaed on the Environ' ■ February 25, and July 29, 1991 lett•~• to Kr. Kurt 
Whitford of the Bureau of Hazardous Waste Classification at the NJDBPE, 
aite ■oil■ are neither a lietad nor a characteristic waste. As a result 
■aid ■oil• are conaidered non-hazardoua, thus eliminating the need tor a 
RCRA TSO permit. 

VII. ASBESTOS CONCERNS 

The proposal to exempt Textron from any liability pertaining to potential 
asbestos concern• on aita ia unacceptable. The contention that asbestos 
was not discovered by the NJDEPB during prior site inapectiona, and that 
aabeatoa waa not targeted aa an environmental concern prior to 1986 i■ 
not valid. While it ia acknowledged that aabeatoa concerna were not 
noted at the aite until April, 1991, aebeatoa ha■ been deemed an 
environmental concern aince mid 1986 via the draft Sampling Plan Guide, 
and the Remedial Inveatigation Guide (March, 1990). railure to note an 
environmental · concern on the part of the NJDBPJ in the past may not be 
used aa a baeia to exempt it from investigation. 

The NJDEPE ie cognizant of the difficulty in documenting the condition of 
asbestos containing materials (ACM) at the inception of this case. Also, 
it likely that significant deterioration of ACMa haa occurred over the 
past aevaral year• of site operation. Hence, it ia not feasible for the 
NJDEPB to assign a degree of liability tor aabaato■ concerns at the site 
between Textron and N.L. Induatriaa (N.L., ECRA caaa #89281), the 
aub•equant operator at th• •it•. A• a ~e■ult, it the NJDIPB' ■ position 
that a■be■toa concern• at the site shall be collectively addressed by 
N.L. and Textron. 
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A review of a November, 1989 document from O'Brien and Gere lngineer■ to 
N.L. Industrie■ indicates that ACM■ were identified at the ■ it• at 

■averal locationa. However, the document doea not apecify the condition 
of the material• and whether all ACMa at the ■ite were identified. Thia 
■hall be clarified. 

Guidance on asbeato■ aaaea■ment la presented in page■ 36-37 of the 
Remedial Investigation Guide (enclosed). Textron and N.L. •hall perform 
an a■beato■ in■pection at the facility•• referenced in aaid docWDent. 
Information generated from the initial inveatigation may be incorporated 
into the findings•• appropriate. All friable and/or deteriorated ACM• 
■hall either be properly ancap■ulated or removed in accordance with all 
applicable •tate, .federal and local guideline■ • 

Textron and N.L. ■hall acknowledge the above referenced requirements in 
th• next monthly Progreaa Report to the NJDEPB and •hall uend the 
achedule of cleanup implementation to include raaolutlon of ••beetoa 
concern■• 

VIII. JUNE. 1991 GROUND WftTER SAMPLING BJSULT~ 

A. Monitoring well HW-14 baa ahown an increaae in VO contamination for 
the past two sampling episode• (86 ppm - January, 1991 and 39 PP' -
May, 1991). Textron •hall therefor• determine the source of thia 
contamination. If the aource 1• other than that found in well HW-10, 
aource removal/control ahall be implemented ••·•oon as possible. 
Thl■ ■hall include a proposal to delineate (vertical and horizontal) 
th• plume. Ground water remediation ■hall be required if contaminant 
concentrations in well HW-14 persi■t. 

a. Future eita plans shall depict the location of well HW-20. 

c. Well HW-2 has been observed to contain a black tar like eubatanca. 
Thia well haa been defined a■ an upgradient monitoring pclnt. 
Textron shall prepare and aubmit ground water contour map■ supporting 
this contention. Future data submittal• ahall include contour maps 
with tha elevation measurement■• 

IX. Textron ehall notify thia Bureau at leaat 14 daya prior to the initiation 
of any aampling and/or cleanup activity at the ■ ite. 

If you have any question• regarding thia letter, pl•••• contact Sal 
Balakriahnan, Caa• Manager, at (609) 633-7141. 

Enclo■ure 
c: Joseph ~elafici, BEERA 

Helen Dudar, BGWDC 
Scott MacDonald, Environ Corp. 
D.w. Bright, Reichold Chemicala, Inc. 
Janet D. Smith, N.L. Industries, Inc. 
Joseph McGinley, Newark City Heal•• &aparblent 
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Paul B. Duff 
Textron, Inc. 
40 Westminster Street 
Providence, RI 02903 

Re: Administrative Consent Order (ACO) In the Matter of Textron, Inc. 
Newark City, Essex County 
ISRA Case #s 85403 & 89281 

Dear Mr. Duff: 

OEC - S 1996 

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) met with 
representatives of Textron, Inc. on November 25, 1996. The following comments will ~erve as the NJDEP's follow up technical response, based on that meeting and based on additional NJDEP review of the site-related issues after the meeting. Textron, Inc. shall perform all actions outlined below and submit all required information within 30 calendar days of receipt of this letter. 

I. SOILS ISSUES 

Currently, varying levels of base neutral organic compounds (BNs) remain onsite. Textron, Inc. compared the existing levels to the NJDEP's current cleanup criteria, as required in the NJDEP's March 30, 1993 letter, and provided a response in the June 28, 1993 report. As part of that response, Textron, Inc. indicated that due to the continued industrial use of the property, no public health or environmental risk exists, and no further evaluation or remediation is needed. In addition, Textron, Inc. stated that the BNs, with the exception of benzo(a)pyrene, meet the NJDEP's non-residential cleanup criteria. In its November 24, 1993 letter, the NJDEP gave a no further action (NFA) approval for the SNs in several areas of concern (AOCs). The NJDEP's NFA approval was issued for the SN contamination in individual AOCs. Textron, Inc. has indicated that fill material was present on-site during the course of the investigation. 

Sampling results submitted February 2, 1995 by the current property owner, Reichhold Chemicals, Inc., indicated the presence of over 150 parts per million (ppm) BNs in AOC 6 (former 5000 gallon #2 fuel oil underground storage tank), with individual compounds greater than 10 ppm. In its July 26, 1995 letter, Textron, Inc. stated that the SNs likely originate from the fill material. Textron, Inc. is required to further address the SN contamination associated with the fill material. During the meeting, Textron, Inc. agreed to reevaluate the data and submit maps and tables of all applicable data. 

Due to the non-homogenous nature of fill material, the remedial strategy of "hotspot" removal referenced in the meeting appears to be an ineffective remediation technique and does not guarantee the removal of all contamination above a specific level. The presence of clean sample locations does not 
necessarily correlate to the presence of a "clean" zone. Therefore, the NJDEP can not accept Textron, Inc.'s current proposal. In order to further address the fill material, Textron, Inc. shall propose to collect soil samples 
throughout the site, at varying depths and away from operational areas, to document the concentrations of BNs associated with the fill material. However, the NJDEP can not recommend the sampling of historic fill due to the potential extensive effort required, and the likelihood of finding contamination above the appropriate levels. Unless Textron, Inc. can clearly document that the SNs 
in the fill material is within an order of magnitude of the NJDEP residential cleanup criteria, the NJDEP may not issue a NFA without a Declaration of 

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer 
Recycled Paper 
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Environmental Restrictions (DER). 

During the above referenced meeting, Textron, Inc. has indicated that it was 
opposed to the requirement for a DER, stating that Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. 
would require certain "encumbraµces" in return for its agreement to record a 
DER. The NJDEP recommends that Textron, Inc. continue further discussions 
with Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. The NJDEP believes that a meeting to discuss 
the issue with both Textron, Inc. and Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. may be 
beneficial in resolving this. If Textron, Inc. agrees, then Textron, Inc. 
shall contact the NJDEP to schedule this meeting. 

Please be advised that any new spills or discharges, or discharges not 
addressed under the February 8, 1991 Cleanup Plan approval shall be addressed 
using the -NJDEP's current residential cleanup criteria. If it is Textron, 
Inc.'s contention that the BNs in AOC 6 are due to leakage from the former 
underground storage tank, this issue will be considered a new AOC. As such, 

· Textron, Inc. shall meet the NJD~p• s current residential cleanup criteri_a. 

With regard to the proposed delineation sampling for tne elevated .total 
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPHC) in AOC a,- Textron, Inc. shall ensure that the 
sampling is done in accordance with the Technical Requirements for Site 
Remediation. Pursuant to N.J,.A.C. 7:26E, Table 2-3,, the samples shall be 
analyzed for TPHC. Also, Textron, Inc. shall analyze for polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbons on 251 of the samples where the TPHC concentration exceeds 100 
ppm. 

II, GROUND WATER ISSUES 

Regarding the ground water issues, Textron, Inc. has agreed to submit a formal 
response to the issues raised in the NJDEP's September 4, 1996 letter. 

If you have any questions, _please contact the Case Manager, Michael Buriani, at 
(609} 633-1425. 

SteP. Maybury, Chief 
au of Environmen 
Cleanup Respons 

c: Christine ·Lacy, BEERA 
Helen Dudar, BGwPA 
Kelly stynes, ·Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. 
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Remedial Investigation Report Form Page 1 of 6
Version 1.1 3/5/10

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Site Remediation Program

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT FORM
Non-LSRP (Existing Cases) LSRP Subsurface Evaluator Date Stamp

(For Department use only)

SECTION A. SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Site Name:

List all AKAs:

Street Address:

Municipality: (Township, Borough or City)

County: Zip Code:

Mailing Address if different than street address:

Program Interest (PI) Number(s): Case Tracking Number(s):

Date Remediation Initiated Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26C-2.2 or 2.3(b):

State Plane Coordinates for a central location at the site: Easting: Northing:

Municipal Block(s) and Lot(s): Block # Lot #

Block # Lot # Block # Lot #

Block # Lot # Block # Lot #

Block # Lot # Block # Lot #

Block # Lot # Block # Lot #

SECTION B. REQUIRED TECHNICAL SUBMITTALS

Not
Applicable

Included
in this

Submission
Previously
Submitted

Date of
Submission

Date of
Revised

Submission
Immediate Environmental Concern Report

Immediate Response Action Plans

Preliminary Assessment Report

Receptor Evaluation

Site Investigation Report

Remedial Investigation/Remedial Action Work Plan

Feasibility Study Report

Response Action Outcome Report

Permit Application

SECTION C. SITE USE
Current Site Use (check all that apply)

Industrial Agricultural
Residential Park or recreational use
Commercial Vacant
School or child care Government
Other

Intended Future Site Use, if known (check all that apply)
Industrial Park or recreational use
Residential Vacant
Commercial Government
School or child care Future site use unknown

Textron, Inc

Former Spencer Kellogg Facility, Reichhold Chemical, Reichhold, Inc.

400 Doremus Ave.

Newark

Essexx 07105

40 Westminster St., Providence, RI 02903, Attn:  Greg Simpson

SRI ID# 015922 ISRA #E85403, #E89281

12/31/1992

596176.72 687218.29

5070 9

5070 9.01 5070 11

5070 11.01

6/1/2009
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SECTION D. PUBLIC FUNDS

Did the remediation utilize public funds? ................................................................................................... Yes No

If “Yes,” check applicable: UST Grant UST Loan Brownfield Reimbursement Program
HDSRF Grant HDSRF Loan Landfill Reimbursement Program
Spill Fund Schools Development Authority

SECTION E. SCOPE OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT
Area(s) of Concern Only (If submitted for specific AOC(s), attach Section H2 of the PA/SI form.)
Full Site (based on a completed and submitted Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation)

Is the Remedial Investigation complete?................................................................ ............................... Yes No

SECTION F. SITE CONDITIONS

1. Check each media-type and highest concentration of contamination currently present above any applicable
standards/criteria:

Soil in ppm GW = Ground Water in ppb SW = Surface Water in ppb Sed = Sediment in ppm

Soil
ppm

GW
ppb

SW
ppb

Sed
ppm

Soil
ppm

GW
ppb

SW
ppb

Sed
ppm

Soil
ppm

GW
ppb

SW
ppb

Sed
ppm

*VOCs <100 100–1,000 >1,000

*SVOCs <100 100–1,000 >1,000

*PAHs <10 10–100 >100

*Metals <100 100–1,000 >1,000

PCBs <10 10–100 >100

*Pesticides <1 1-10 >10

Dioxin (ppb) <1 ppb 1-10 ppb >10 ppb

Chromium <100 100–1,000 >1,000

Mercury <100 100–1,000 >1,000

Arsenic <10 10–100 >100

TPHC <1,700 1,700–5,100 >5,100

2. For any contaminant group (*) checked above, identify the compound/element with the highest concentration over its
applicable remediation standard:

3. Were the laboratory reporting minimum detection limits below applicable remediation standards/
criteria required for the site? ................................ ................................................................................. Yes No

4. Are any of the following conditions currently present (check all that apply):

Groundwater: Soil:
Contaminated ground water in the overburden aquifer On-site discharge(s) impacting soil off-site
Contaminated ground water in a confined aquifer Chromate Production Waste
Contaminated ground water in the bedrock aquifer Munitions and explosives of concern
Contaminated ground water in multiple aquifer units Contaminated soil in the saturated zone
Multiple distinct ground water plumes Historic pesticide impacts to soil
Contaminated ground water migrating off-site Residual or free product
Co-mingled on-site ground water plumes Radionuclides
Co-mingled ground water plumes from both on-site and Historic Fill
off-site sources Soil contamination due to naturally occurring
Contaminated ground water discharging to surface water background conditions
Residual or free product
Radionuclides

Xylenes Benzo(a)pyrene
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SECTION G. APPLICABLE REMEDIATION STANDARDS

Indicate the Remediation Standards used for all compounds (check all that apply).

Default (check all that apply below)
Direct Contact Impact to Groundwater Soil Screening Levels Ecological Screening Levels

Alternate Remediation Standards for the Ingestion/Dermal Pathway
Alternate Remediation Standards for the Inhalation Pathway

Site Specific Standards for the Impact to Groundwater Pathway (check all that apply below)
Soil-Water Partitioning Equation SPLP Sesoil Sesoil/AT123D

Ecological Remediation Goals
What is the ground water classification for this site as per N.J.A.C. 7:9C (check all that apply)?

Class I-A Class II-A
Class I-PL Pinelands Protection Area Class III-A
Class I-PL Pinelands Preservation Area Class III-B

SECTION H. BACKGROUND CONDITIONS

1. Have all contaminants found in soil and ground water on site been linked to on-site areas
of concern? ................................ .......................................................................................................... Yes No

2. Did the RI demonstrate via a background investigation, outside the influence of on-site AOCs and operational areas, that:

a. all or any part of the ground water contamination is migrating onto this site per
N.J.A.C. 7:26E-3.7(g)? ..................................................................................................... Yes No NA

b. soil contamination is naturally occurring per N.J.A.C. 7:26E-3.10................................ ....... Yes No NA

SECTION I. ALTERNATIVE STANDARD / DEVIATIONS

Alternative remediation standard
If proposing an alternative remediation standard pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26D-7.4, check here and attach the Alternative Soil
Remediation Standard Application Form as an addendum.

Deviation from regulations
If the Licensed Site Remediation Professional has varied from the Technical Rules, provide the citation(s) from which the
remediation varied and the page(s) in the attached document where the rationale for the deviation is provided.

N.J.A.C. 7:26E- Page

N.J.A.C. 7:26E- Page

N.J.A.C. 7:26E- Page

SECTION J. HISTORIC FILL

1. The presence of historic fill is supported by (check all that apply):

Boring logs Test Pits Trenches Aerial Photos NJDEP Mapped Areas
No historic fill identified at the site. If none, skip to K. below.

2. How was the historic fill characterized pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26E-4.6 (check all that apply)?
Samples were collected outside areas potentially impacted by on-site operations (i.e., AOC(s))
Contaminant levels in Table 4.2 at N.J.A.C. 7:26E-4.6

3. Are any other AOCs (i.e. location of discharge and any contaminants that may have migrated from
that area) located within the defined boundaries of the historic fill?........................................................ Yes No

If “No,” skip to K. below

4. Have the same contaminant type(s) (e.g., lead, arsenic, and/or benzo(a)pyrene, etc.) characterized
as being present in the historic fill been sampled for as a contaminant of concern at these
co-located AOCs? ................................................................ ................................................................ Yes No

SECTION K. GROUND WATER TRIGGER
Was a ground water investigation conducted at all AOCs where a ground water
investigation was triggered pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26E-4.4 (a)? ............................................. Yes No NA
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SECTION L. GROUND WATER REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION INFORMATION
1. Were any monitor wells installed in unconfined aquifers in which the water table is higher than the

top of the well screen?.......................................................................................................................... Yes No

If “Yes,” identify the affected wells

2. If ground water in the bedrock aquifer is contaminated, were bedrock cores collected and/or
were geophysical logging methods conducted to characterize the bedrock aquifer pursuant
to N.J.A.C. 7:26E-4.4(g)5?..................................................................................................... Yes No NA

SECTION M. LABORATORY DATA

1. Were all data submitted in the appropriate full and/or reduced formats according to the deliverables
defined in N.J.A.C. 7:26E-2? ................................................................ ................................................. Yes No

2. Do all data submitted meet the quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) requirements incorporated
by reference in N.J.A.C. 7:26E-2 for:

sampling ................................................................ .......................................................................... Yes No
analysis............................................................................................................................................ Yes No

3. How was it determined that the data complied with the QA/QC requirements?
Laboratory non-conformance summary/narrative
Laboratory correspondence
LSRP review
Independent contractor review
Other:

4. Has any data been qualified and used?................................ ................................................................. Yes No

5. Has any data been rejected and used?.................................................................................................. Yes No

6. If clean fill has been brought onto the site, has it been analyzed? .......................................................... Yes No

7. Comments:

SECTION N. MISCELLANEOUS

1. Were any regulated USTs identified during the course of the RI that were not previously known? ......... Yes No

If “Yes,” list tank size, contents and registration number(s).

2. If “Yes,” to item M.1. above and if these USTs were Federally Regulated, was the source/cause
of release identified on a Confirmed Discharge Notification form? ......................................................... Yes No

If “No,” complete and submit a revised Confirmed Discharge Notification form.

3. Identify Remedial Measures (RMs) conducted during the RI (check all that apply):
Soil excavation UST closure
Potable water supply treatment or replacement Free product recovery
Hydraulic containment of source area Vapor intrusion mitigation
Soil vapor extraction No RMs were conducted during the RI
Enhanced fluid recovery (EFR)
Other(s), specify:

4. Did the remedial investigation include sampling to characterize any on-site contaminated media
for either on-site or off-site reuse? ................................ ........................................................................ Yes No

5. Has new information (material facts, data or other information) been generated during the RI that
corrects or contradicts information, or changes conclusions from, previously submitted reports or
information? ................................................................ ......................................................................... Yes No

If “Yes,” explain:

Project Principal Review

No clean fill brought onto the site in relation to this Supplemental Remedial Investigation.

Installation and operation of iSOC system (Building 31/32), implemenation of ISCO (AOC8)

Building 31/32 VOC plume potentially comingling with offsite VOC plume to north of Site.
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SECTION 0 . PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR CONDUCTING THE REMEDIATION INFORMATION AND CERTIFICATION 

Full Legal Name of the Person Responsible for Conducting the Remediation : Textron ------------------1 
Representative First Name: Gr_e~g_o~ry _________ Representative Last Name: _S_im_ ps_o_n _ ______ __ ----1 

Title: Remediation Manager 

Phone Number: (401) 457-2635 Ext: - ~ ----------- Fax: (401) 457-6028 

Mai Ii n g Address: 40 Westminster Street 

City/Town: Pr_o_v_id_e_n_ce __________ _ _ State: _R_I _ _ _____ Zip Code: _0_2_9_03 ___ _ ___ --1 

Email Address: gsimpson@textron.com 

Developer Certification Included D or Filed _ ____ _____ Date of Filing 

This certification shall be signed by the person responsible for conducting the remediation who is submitting this notification 
in accordance with Administrative Requirements for the Remediation of Contaminated Sites rule at N.J.A.C. 7:26C-1 .5(a). 

I certify under penalty of law that I have personally examined and am familiar with the information submitted herein, including 
all attached documents, and that based on my inquiry of those individuals immediately responsible for obtaining the 
information, to the best of my knowledge, I believe that the submitted information is true, accurate and complete. I am aware 
that there are significant ivil penalties for knowingly submitting false, inaccurate or incomplete information and that I am 
committing a crime of th fourth gr ee if I make a written false statement which I do not believe to be true. I am also aware 
that if I knowingly dir, ct r uth rize the iolation of any statute, I am personally liable for the penalties. 

Signature: __ ,__-+-------~---------- ---- Date: -~o-+-"2~°1- '/_D _ _ _ _____ ----1 

Name/Title: -~-"-<,__--+--+----------------- No Changes Since Last Submittal 181 

Remedial Investigation Report Form 
Version 1.1 3/5/10 

Page 5 of6 
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SECTION P. LICENSED SITE REMEDIATION PROFESSIONAL INFORMATION AND STATEMENT 

LSRP ID Number: 515695 

First Name: Brian Last Name: Worden 

Phone Number: (609) 631-2926 Ext: 2926 Fax: (609) 689-2838 

Mailing Address: American Metro Center, 200 American Metro Blvd. 

City/Town: Hamilton State: NJ Zip Code: 08619 

Email Address: blworden@mactec.com 

This statement shall be signed by the LSRP who is submitting this notification in accordance with SRRA Section 16 d. and 
Section 30 b.2. 

I certify that I am a Licensed Site Remediation Professional authorized pursuant to N.J.S.A. 58:10C to conduct business in 
New Jersey. As the Licensed Site Remediation Professional of record for this remediation, I: 

[SELECT ONE OR BOTH OF THE FOLLOWING AS APPLICABLE]: 

□ directly oversaw and supervised all of the referenced remediation, and\or 
[8] personally reviewed and accepted all of the referenced remediation presented herein. 

I believe that the information contained herein, and including all attached documents, is true, accurate and complete. 
It is my independent professional judgment and opinion that the remediation conducted at this site, as reflected in this 
submission to the Department, conforms to, and is consistent with, the remediation requirements in N. J. S.A. 58: 1 0C-14. 
My conduct and decisions in this matter were made upon the exercise of reasonable care and diligence, and by applying the 
knowledge and skill ordinarily exercised by licensed site remediation professionals practicing in good standing, in accordance 
with N.J.S.A. 58:10C-16, in the State of New Jersey at the time I performed these professional services. 

I am aware pursuant to N.J.S.A. 58:10C-17 that for purposely, knowingly or recklessly submitting false statement, 
representation or certification in any document or information submitted to the board or Department, etc., that there are 
significant civil, administrative and criminal penalties, including license revocation or suspension, fines and being punished 
by imprisonment for conviction of_ a cri/4% third degree. 

LSRP Signature: ~ l !J~ 
LSRP Name/Title: Brian Worden/Principal Scientist 

Company Name: MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc. 

Completed forms should be sent to: 

Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
Site Remediation Program 
401 East State Street, PO Box 434 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Remedial Investigation Report Form 
Version 1.1 3/5/1 O 

Date: ;o .. 29'--/c) 
No Changes Since Last Submittal l8l 

Page 6 of6 
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New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

Remedial Investigation Report Form Comments 

 

SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. 4 (dated Oct 2010) 

 Former Spencer Kellogg Facility, Newark, New Jersey 

    ISRA Case No. E85403 & E89281 

 

Section B.  Most recent submittals  to NJDEP were the Amendment to the Supplemental Remedial 
Investigation Report No. 3 for AOC8, Building #13, Building #31/#32 / AOC8 and Building #13 Remedial 
Action Workplan(June 1, 2009), and email clarification of the scope to Michael Buriani ( June 12, 2009).  
The initial Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report No. 3 for AOC8, Building #13, and Building 
#31/#32 / AOC8 and Building #13 Remedial Action Work Plan was submitted to NJDEP on April 10, 
2009.  Both documents outline the objectives of the Supplemental Remedial Investigation No. 4.   

Section E.  Supplemental Remedial Investigation No. 4 activities ARE specific to the following AOCs 
only: AOC8, Building #13, and Building #31/#32.  Investigation and remediation activities at the Site 
commenced in 1992 and have continued through the present; a PA/SI Form was not completed during the 
initial phases of Site characterization and investigation.    

Section F.   

Item 1.   

AOC Matrix 
Contaminant 

Group 

COC 
(Highest Conc. 

Only) 

Highest Conc. 
(Sec. F 

Checkbox) 
AOC 8 Soil VOC styrene X 
AOC 8 Soil VOC ethyl benzene  
AOC 8 Soil TPHC TPHC X 
AOC 8 Groundwater VOC styrene X 
AOC 8 Groundwater VOC ethyl benzene X 

Building #13 Soil TPHC TPHC X 
Building #13 Soil PAH benzo(a)pyrene X 
Building #13 Soil PAH benzo(a)anthracene X 

Building #31/#32 Soil VOC benzene  
Building #31/#32 Soil VOC toluene X 
Building #31/#32 Soil VOC xylene X 
Building #31/#32 Soil VOC ethyl benzene X 
Building #31/#32  Groundwater VOC benzene  
Building #31/#32  Groundwater VOC toluene  
Building #31/#32  Groundwater VOC xylene  
Building #31/#32  Groundwater VOC ethyl benzene  
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Item 4. Residual or free product detected during SRI No. 4 as sheen only not LNAPL as defined per 
N.J.A.C. 7:26E-1.8.  The boxes were checked because LNAPL recovery was initiated in July 2009 at 
Bldg 31/32 under an approved RAWP (see section 4.2.2 of the enclosed RIR).  

Section G.  As noted on Figure 2-1 of the SRIR No.4, in accordance with prior NJDEP approvals, 
samples collected prior to 2008 were compared to the NJDEP Impact to Groundwater Soil Cleanup 
Criteria (IGWSCC) effective November, 2004; samples collected from 2008 through the present were 
compared to the NJDEP Default Impact to Groundwater Soil Remediation Standards effective June, 2008. 

Section J.  In May 1999 NJDEP confirmed that PAH levels in soils overlying the meadow mat were 
consistent with typical Historic Fill contamination levels and that no further action was required for 
PAHs. 

Section N.  The iSOC treatment process and free product recovery were initiated in 2009 under an 
approved RAWP. The results will be reported separately in Remedial Action Progress Report due for 
delivery in December 2010. A brief summary is provided in Section 4.2.2 of the enclosed RIR. 

PAP-00145457
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CN 028 
Trenton, N.J. 08625-0028 (609)633-7141 

6tate of l'!ttn Jetse)! 

Michele M. Putnam 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
DIVISION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 

0 eputy Director 
Hazardous Waste Operations 

Paul B. Duff 
Textron, Inc. 
40 Westminster Street 
Providence, RI 02903 

Dear Mr. Duff: 

John J. Trela, Ph.D., Director 

RE : Textron, Inc. -- Spencer Kellogg Division 
400 Doremus Avenue 
Newark City, Essex County 
ECRA Case /185403 

Lance R. Miller 
Deputy Director 

Responsible Party Remedial Ac:1ot1 

JAN 3 u 1989 

This is response to the "Presentation of the Phase II ECRA Sampling Pl an 
Results and Remediation Strategy/Part I Cleanup Plan" dated June, 1988 
concerni ng the above referenced facility. The document title refers to a 
"Cleanup Plan11

, however, the the proposal i s actually an investigation/pilot 
study in order to develop an appropriate Cleanup Plan. This proposal 
(in-situ remedial investigation) is acceptable with the conditions outlined 
below, however it must be incorporated in a formal Cleanup Plan. The 
comments are in respons e to the data presentation and th next phas e 
proposal. 

I. Sampling Results 

1. The Department concurs with the contention that the metal contamination 
on-site is associ ated with the fill material. Due t o the on-site 
conditions , the potential for public health exposure and contaminant 
migration i s minimal, therefore remediation of metal contamination will 
no t be required . However , due to t he levels of metals found on-site , 
Textron, Inc . (Text r on) shall provide documentation (i. e . map ) which 
shows paved areas versus non-paved areas to determine if a deed 
r estriction will be required. 

2. Numerous i ncons i s t enc i es in the Shallow Gr ound Wat er Resul ts exist 
be tween the t ext and analytical r esul t s . Many level s of cont aminant s 
were de tec ted but no t r eported i n t he t ext (MW3 t ot al l ead (Pb) of 83 
ppb ; MW4 t otal mercury (Hg) of 25 ppb; MWl 0 to tal Hg of 5 ppb ; MWl 1 
volatil e organics (VO) of 95 ppb; MW22 t ot al cadmium (Cd) of 13 ppb) . 
In other i nstances , t h t ex t ment i ons contamination above ECRA 
guidelines but does not document t he s peci fic concent rations (Pb 
contami nation in MW7 ; Pb in MW14 ; Cd and Copper (Cr ) in MW1 6; ar senic 
(Ar), Cd, Chromium (Cr ) and Hg in MW19) . In addi t ion, t he text s t ates 
that " the only vola tile compound found i n MW13 was ethylbenzene ( 11 0 
ppm)", while Plate 6 ind i ca t es Volaitle Or ganic (VO) contaminat i on of 

New Jersey ,s an Equal Opportunity Employer 
Recycled Paper 
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only 93 ppb. This inconsistency must be explained. Please note that if the next round of data submitted has numerous inconsistencies the data will be rejected. 

Textron indicates in several areas of the text the levels of contamination are not above "ECRA action levels". The data indicates that MW7 and MWll both had VO concentrations in excess of "ECRA action levels" at 62 ppb and 95 ppb, respectively. In a similar situation, it is mentioned that "little contamination has been detected in the shallow ground water", while significant contamination has been observed in the data (MWlO - 34,000 ppb VO; MW13 - 93 ppb VO; MW7 - 128 ppb VO; MWll - 133 ppb). 

II. Remediation Strategy/Part I Cleanup Plan 

5. As previously stated, this proposal cannot be considered a "Cleanup Plan" since only investigative work is proposed in order to determine the most feasible remedial alternative. 

6. The effectiveness evaluation of the in-situ soil remediation should include the treatment of PHC contamination specifically, in addition to VOs, not as a secondary benefit. PHC remediation will be required in many areas of the facility and therefore must be addressed in the Cleanup Plan when it is submitted. 

7. Since no actual soil remediation is proposed at this time, the proposed method of handling the ground water contamination is unacceptable. Until source removal/control is proposed and implemented, Textron shal'1. monitor the following wells on a quarterly basis for VO+l5: MWlO, MW13, MW14 and MW15. Quarterly monitoring shall continue for one year after source removal/control has been implemented, at which time the need for ground water remediation will be evaluated. Should any of the above mentioned monitoring wells become damaged, Textron shall immediately repair or replace the damaged well(s). 

8. Textron shall install an additional monitoring well downgradient of MWlO at the location of soil boring 2501 (Phase I) to monitor the downgradient movement of contamination. This well shall be sampled for the same parameters and intervals as previously mentioned. 

9. It should be noted that the development of a mathematical model to evaluate the potential migration of VO contamination in the shallow aquifer is not a Cleanup Plan. Also, the Solute Transport Modeling Analysis appears to assume source control, however this has not been established and should be taken into consideration when evaluating the model's predictions. The text also states that the toluene contamination will be reduced as a results of mixing when discharged to the underground flume. Dilution is not an acceptable cleanup proposal. 

III. Additional Requirements 

10. Textron shall either properly abandon and seal or repair the floor drains in Building 26. If this has already occurred, document at ion of such actions shall be submitted. 
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11. Upon thirty (30) days of the receipt of this letter, Textron shall begin to submit monthly progress reports concerning all activities being conducted at this facility. The first monthly report shall also include a detailed schedule of all proposed activities, including the ultimate submittal date of a formal Cleanup Plan. The Cleanup Plan shall include an evaluation of all cleanup alternations and rational for exclusion/inclusion of same. All other requirements as specified in N.J.A.C. 7:26B-5.3 shall be included in the Cleanup Plan. 

This document was prepared by the Case Manager, Mark Fisher. If you have any questions, please contact the Case Manager at (609 633-7141. 

MF/ng 
c: William Storm, BEERA 

Helen Dudar, BGWDC 

Very truly ~6urs,y1 

~ ,~ (':Ct// :.'~ / ~ 
Peter P. BrJ:ock, Ph.D., Section Chief 
Bureau of E~onmental Evaluation 
and Cleanup Responsibility Assessment 
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State of New Jersey · 
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 

Robert C. Shinn, Jr. 
Commissioner 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Paul B. Duff 
Textron, Inc. 
·40 Westminster Street 
Providence, RI 02903 

Re: Textron, Inc. 
Newark City, Essex County 
ISRA Case #s 85403 & 89281 

Dear Mr. Duff: 

APR 71994 

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy (NJDEPE) has 
completed a technical review of the progress reports dated October 15, 1993 and 
January 19, 1994. In addition, the NJDEPE has received the March 15, 1994 
letter which was sent in response to the February 22, 1994 meeting between the 
NJDEPE and representatives of Textron, Inc. The following comments will serve 
as the NJDEPE's response to those documents. Textron, Inc. shall perform all 
actions outlined below, and submit a revised Remedial Action Workplan (RAW), 
within 30 calendar days of receipt of this letter. The RAW shall include an 
implementation schedule which addresses all areas of concern (AOCs) at the 
site. 

SOIL REQUIREMENTS 

1. As previously indicated in the NJDEPE's November 24, 1993 letter, reported 
concentrations of lead in AOCs 15, 17, 18, 20, 23, 25 and the area around 
monitoring well MW-16 are elevated above residential direct contact soil 
cleanup criteria. As indicated in the March 15, 1994 letter, Textron, Inc. 
indicated that it would submit a proposal to further address these areas. This 
proposal shall be submitted within 30 calendar days of receipt of this letter. 
Any proposal to leave this contamination in place shall also be accompanied by 
a proposal for engineering and institutional controls, as needed. In addition, 
if non-residential soil standards are being applied to the site, Textron, Inc. 
shall submit proof that the criteria listed in P.L.1993, c.139 (C.13:lK-9) are 
met, including whether the cost of implementing the residential standards 
ex~eeds ten percent of the cost of implementing the non-residential standards • 

• 
.__. 2. In the NJDEPE's November 24, 1993 letter, it was indicated that the 

proposals for no further action at AOCs 1, 3, 4, and 5 were acceptable provided 
that engineering and institutional controls are implemented. In the March 15, 

New Jersey Is an Equal Opportunity Employer 
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1994 letter, Textron, Inc. indicated that it would submit a proposal to further 

address these areas. This proposal shall be submitted within 30 calendar days 

of receipt ·of this letter. 

3. The NJDEPE has further evaluated samples P-85 and P-SSA collected in AOC 4. 

Since the samples were collected between the high and low tide water tables, 

there is still the possibility of human exposure to the contaminated soils in 

the future if the take farm is ever dismantled. Therefore, Textron, Inc. shall 

submit a proposal to further address this area within 30 calendar days of 

receipt of this letter. As indicated above, any proposal to leave 

contamination in place shall also be accompanied by a proposal for engineering 

and institutional controls, as needed. In addition, if non-residential soil 

standards are being applied to the site, Textron, Inc. shall submit the 

information required in Item 1. 

GROUHD WATER REQUIR.E:MEw.rS 

4. The proposal for no further sampling of wells MWl0, MW14, and MW28 is 

acceptable. 

s. The proposal to suspend sampling of monitoring well MWll is acceptable. 

6. The proposal to investigate the space between buildings 31 and 32 for the 

presence of free-phase resinous material is acceptable. 

7. The proposal to temporarily suspend the monitoring of the resinous material 

in AOC 3 is acceptable. 

a. The proposal to suspend sampling of monitoring well MW27 is unacceptable 

since the levels of contamination have not decreased substantially and the 

source has not been determined. During the last sampling round, monitoring 

well MW27 contained 19.8 parts per million (ppm) toluene, 18.1 ppm m-xylene, 

11.9 ppm o+p xylenes, 6.3 ppm ethylbenzene, and .8 ppm benzene. In light of 

this information, Textron, Inc. shall submit a proposal to remediate this 

ground water contamination. The proposal shall include the following 

information: 

a. the method of ground water removal, 
b. the discharge location of the recovered ground water, 

c. the proposed treatment method, and 
d. a monitoring program (to document hydraulic control and ground water 

quality). 

Please be advised that pursuant to the Ground Water Quality Standards (GWQS), 

N.J.A.c. 7:9; 6, the ground water on-site is classified as Class II-A. The 

ground water cleanup levels for Class II-A ground water are the ground water 

quality criteria listed in Table l of the GWQS • 

... 
• MISCELLANEOUS 

9. on January 14, 1994, Acting Commissioner Fox signed the ISRA Fee Rule 

(Amendments and New Rules at N.J.A.C. 7:14B) which was proposed on April S, 

• 
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1993. This rule appeared ·in the February 22, 1994 State Register. Effective 

February 22, 1994, the NJDEPE will be billing Textron, Inc. for the NJDEPE's 

oversight of all work conducted at the site. Documents submitted to the NJDEPE 

in accordance with the "Technical Requirements for Site Remediation" (N.J.A.C. 

7:26E) will help reduce the time necessary for the NJDEPE oversight of your 

case. At this time, the NJDEPE intends to process bills on a semi-annual 

basis. Please consult the Aprils, 1993 and February 22, 1994 State Registers 

for details. Copies can be obtained by contacting the Office of Administrative 

· Law at ( 609) 588-6500. 

10. P.L. 1993, c.139, section 25, allows for a change of the amount in the 

remediation funding source as the cost estimate changes. Textron, Inc. shall 

evaluate the current estimated cost of the remaining remediation required at 

the site. If the current estimated cost is greater than the remediation 

£unding source, Textron, Inc. shall increase the remediation funding source to 

an amount at least equal to the new estimate. If the current estimated cost is 

less than the remediation funding source, Textron, Inc. may submit a written 

request to the NJDEPE to decrease the amount of the funding source. 

11. Enclosed is a Dispute Resolution Guidance document, created pursuant to 

P.L. 1993, c.139. This document establishes the procedure through which a 

person conducting a remediation of a contaminated site with NJDEPE oversight 

may dispute a NJDEPE decision concerning the remediation. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Case Manager, Michael Buriani, at 

( 609) 633-7141. 

enclosure 

c: Christine Lacy, BEERA 
Helen Dudar, BGWPA 

Sincerely, 

Ma::::!M~:~::::!a: ~~i~2vlaor 
Bureau of Environmental Evaluation 
and Cleanup Responsibility Assessment 
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CERTIFIED MAIL 

~ 
81,ta:tt ot »itu 1tt.lTtY 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
DIVISION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CN028 
Trenton, N.J. 08625-0028 

(609) 633-7141 

Fax# (609) 633-1454 

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Paul J. Duff 
Textron, Inc. 
40 Westminster Street 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 

Dear Mr Duff·: 

Re: Textron, Inc.--Spencer Kellogg Division 
Newark City, Essex County 
Cleanup Plan Dated: January 17, 1990 
ECRA Case #85403 

·::;·._1·r_-:,i_ 
: .. :1·:.i_;I. 

The Department has completed its review of the above referenced document 
and has determined that there is currently insufficient data. to approve 
the proposed Cleanup Plan at this time. Additional sampling is required 1 at many areas of environmental concern where remediation and no further 
action are proposed. The sampling prescribed below shall be completed 
and a revised Cleanup Plan shall be submitted within ninety (90) days 
upon the receipt of this letter. Each ar.ea of concern is detailed below 
with the minimum .additional sampling requirements provided. 
Additionally., it is acceptable for Textron to initiate the field and e, 
pilot activities for the proposed bioremediation while this additional 
sampling is being conducted. 

SOILS - General 

1. Textron, Inc. (Textron) is primarily proposing limited bioremediation 
for remediation of the contaminated soils on site. While this approach 
would be generally acceptable, Textron is reminded that several of the 
constituents identified in the petroleum hydrocarbon (PHC) fingerprinting 
analyses (i.e. polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, and other base/neutral 
compounds present in coal tar and fuel oi~e resistant to 
bioremediation. For this reason, Textron is hall included a contingency 
plan for the excavation and off-site treae ent of all soil contamination 
should the bioremediation approach indicate that cleanup levels are not 
being achieved. This contingency should include a cost estirate and 
revised time schedule. · . " ~,, 

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer 
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2. Included in the Department's letter dated January 30, 1989 was a 
statement which concurred with Textron's position that the site wide 
metal contamination is the result of contaminated fill deposited during 
the facilities initial construction. Also, the possibility regarding the 
need for a deed restriction was brought to your attention. The 
Department has decided that a deed restriction shall be required for the 
metal contamination. Attached is standard language which should be 
included in the deed. The primary purpose of the deed restriction is 
notify the current owner, and any subsequent owner of the presence of the 
metal contamination in the fill at the site. Also, it will require the 
site to remain as industrial property only and restricting its use for 
residential purposes. The metals which are of concern are lead, mercury, 
cadmium, arsenic, copper, and zinc. The Department realizes that Textron 
does not current hold title to the property, however, this does not 
negate Textron's obligation to ensure that this language is incorporated 
in the deed. 

3. Since the PHC fingerprinting analyses indicated a serious 
b.ase/neutral (B/N) problem at the site, characterization and confirmatory 
sampling for these compounds via B/N plus an additional fifteen peaks 
(B/N+l5) analysis is required in many locations. It is acceptable for 
these analyses, as specifically discussed below to be conducted,during 
the proposed additional field/pilot testing. ~ampITn~required below 
will aid in determining a more site specific c~ea~nup goal ✓ aS well as 
determine if bioremediation is feasible in all ~eas. dditional 
verification sampling is also required as indicated elow for other 
parameters to provide further definition of the areas to be remediated 
and support the "no further action" approach for other areas. 

4. Given the extremely elevated levels of PHCs on site (both hazardous 
and non-hazardous) and the elevated B/N mean detection limits {MDLs) 
which are likely to result from this, Textron is required to conduct B/N 
sampling where required using these guidelines: 

a) Analyze all B/N+l5 samples by first performing matrix cleanup and 
alumina partitioning (EPA Methods 3650 and 3611, respectively); 

b) Collecting a second sample at each point to be analyzed for PHCs 
(EPA Method 418.1). B/N+l5 samples may then either be pre-extracted or 
fast-tract PHC analyses performed, followed be matrix cleanup and 
subsequent analyses for B/N+l5 performed only on those samples with PHC 
concentrations greater than 500 ppm. 

This shall be required for all samples required to analyzed for B/N+l5, 
unless specifically indicated below. 

SOILS - Specific 

Areas Targeted for Remediation 

5. Areas of environmental concern (AECs) 1, 3, 4, 7, 12, 13, 14, 

I 
',\ 

,, 
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15(portions), 16, 17(portions), 19, 21, 23, and 25 are targe {for · 
remediation, which in most cases is bioremediation. Howev~?;e~i~ce the 
extremely elevated PHC concentrations may also include B\N's, which have 
never been analytically evaluated, sampling for B\N+15 is required prior 
to implementation of the bioremediation. All borings which previously 
resulted in PHCs over 500 ppm shall be sampled as follows: 0-6" below the 
pavement; 0-6 11 above the water table; and, at the midpoint of the boring 
if the water table is deeper than 3 1 • In addition, since horizontal 
delineation has not been completed, one boring shall be completed per 30 
linear feet around each AEC proposed for bioremediation, excluding those 
portions which border on buildings or other structures. Samples shall be 
collected from each boring at 0-6" below the asphalt, 18-24", and 6 11 

above the water table. Analyses shall be for B\N+15 at the surface, 
V0+15 at 18-24 11 , and B\N+15 and V0+15 above the water table. 

Exceptions to the above requirements are AECs 7, 12, 15, and 19. AEC 7 
shall be sampled for V0+15 only since this the solvent tank truck 
unloading area. AEC 12 will be excavated to the water table, which is 
acceptable provided that sidewall samples are collected every 30' for 
B\N+15 and V0+15. AEC 15 may be delineated for V0+15 only due to 
previous sampling. since'AEC 19 is surrounded by a concrete dike, only 
vertical characterization for B\N+15 is required. 

The sampling required above can be completed while the proposed 
~additional field and laboratory activities are being conducted prior to 
\3 implementing the full-scale bioremediation. 

Areas Proposed for No Further Action 

6. AEC 2: Dumpster/Trash Compactor Area - The previous boring in this 
area (#201) was conducted at 6-18 11 for V0+15. Before a no further action 
(NFA) approach can be accepted, the former boring location shall be 
sampled at 0-6 11 for B\N+15 and at 18-24". for V0+15. 

7. AEC 5: Phthalic Anhydride Unloading Area - Despite the fact that no 
method is available to analyze for phthalic anhydride, a minimum a one 
boring shall be collected in this area to confirm that no other 
contamination is present before the NFA approach can be accepted. This 
area is immediately adjacent to AEC 4, where elevated levels of PHC and 
vos are known to exist and not delineated. Samples shall be collected at 
0-6 11 below the pavement for B\N+15 and at 18-24" for V0+15. This boring 
may serve a duel purpose in delineating AEC 4 as well. 

8. AEC 6: Fuel Oil Underground Storage Tank (UST) - Previous sampling is 
inadequate. Sample collection occurred at 1-2' below grade, instead of ' 
0-6" below the tank invert. Before accepting the NFA approach for this 
area, one boring shall be completed within one foot of the east and 
south sides of the tank. Samples shall be collected at 0-6" below the 
tank invert for B\N+15 or at 6 11 above the water table, whichever is . 
encountered first. 

9. AEC 8: Two Fuel Oil USTs - Previous sampling indicated PHC levels of 
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13,500 ppm and 10,900 and pol¥cylic aromatic hydr(arbon (PAH) levels of 

2 3. ppm. Thus, the contamination present cannot gc~ttributed to 

food-stuffs. Samples shall be collected from o-t" below the tank inverts 

at either end of the two tank area and west oft e center of each tank to 

be analyzed for B\N+15. Since remediation will e required in this area 

based on the previous data, excavation with appropriate post-excavation 

sampling is also acceptable. 

10. AEC 9: Discharge of Raw Materials and Resin Through Floor - Previous 

sampling resulted in 869 ppm of toluene, and mean detection limits (MDLs) 

as high as 120 ppm. Complete delineation for V0+15 and B\N+15 is . 

required for this area. This shall encompass at least three borings 

around former boring 901. The use of an OVA or PID may useful to define 

the extent of this contamination. While remediation may not be feasible 

\since this area is beneath the building, characterization is required for 

inclusion of this area in the deed restriction previously mentioned. 

11. AEC 10: Finished Product and Raw Materials Storage - Sampling 

previously conducted in this area indicated PHCs above 1500 ppm and PAHs 

being identified in the fingerprint analysis. The NFA approach is 

unacceptable at this time. One boring shall located in this area to be 

analyzed for B\N+15 at 0-6 11 below the pavement and 6 11 above the water 

table. An additional sample shall be collected from the midpoint of the 

boring if it extends beyond three feet. 

12. AEC 13: Former Above Ground Storage Tank (AST) Area - Number 6 Fuel 

Oil was revealed in the fingerprint analysis of the PHCs found in this 

area (up to 1300 ppm). Two borings shall be located in this area with 

sampling conducted a per condition# 11, above. The acceptance of the 

NFA approach will be re-evaluated based on these results. 

13. AEC 15: Former Drum storage Area - While the northern portion of 

this area is targeted for remediation, no further action is proposed for 

the southern section. Characterization for B\N+15 and V0+15 shall be 

conducted as per condition# 5 of this letter before a NFA approach can 

be evaluated. 

14. AEC 17: Former Drum Storage Area - As in AEC 15, the northern 

portion of this area is scheduled for remediation while the southern 

portion is to. receive NFA. Boring 1701 resulted in PHC concentrations of 

1390ppm; boring 1704 resulted in PHC concentrations at 2160 ppm, with 

constituents identified as lubricating oils and other PAHs; boring 1705 

indicated PHCs at 450 ppm made up of coal tar, fuel oil and lubricating 

oil. Previous VO sampling was conducted above 18". For these reasons, 

the NFA approach is unacceptable at this time. Sampling in the vicinity 

of borings 1702, 1703 and 1705 ( one boring will suffice), at boring 

1701/1704 area, and a in the south-eastern corner of this area shall be 

conducted as per comment# 5 of this letter for B\N+15 and V0+15. 

15. AEC 18: 
preformed in 
conducted at 

Fuel Oil Unloading Area - PHC characterization was not 

this area. Confirmatory sampling for B\N+15 shall be 

boring 1801 before the NFA approach can be accepted. 
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16. AEC 20: Former Gasoline UST - The NFA approach is acceptable for 
this area. 

17. AEC 22: Concrete Pad for Drum Storage of Premix 1285 - Resampling of 
this area shall be conducted around the perimeter of this pad (within 5 11 

of the pad) at a frequency of one boring per 50 linear feet, biased 
towards run-off. Samples shall be collected at 0-6 11 for B\N+15 and at 
18-24" for VO+l5. This is required due to the fact that previous 
sampling, conducted 15 1 away from this area resulted in PHC and VO 
contamination, improper sampling depths for VO+l5 and elevated MDLs for 
vos. Based on the results, remediation may be required. 

18. AEC 2 6: Drains from Large Tank Farm - T,extron proposes NFA due to 
the fact that the drains are now plugged. This is unacceptable. These 
drains discharge run-off and potential spills from the 38 tanks to the 
soil. Therefore, all discharge points shall be sampled for B\N+15 at 
0-6" and for V0+15 at 18-24". The NFA cannot be evaluated until this 
sampling is completed. 

19. AEC 27: Former Drum Storage Area~ The NFA approach for this area is 
acceptable. 

20. AEC 28: Railroad Siding Runoff Discharge Pipe - The NFA approach 
cannot be accepted until the boring in this area is sampled for B\N+l5 
(0-6") and for VO+l5 (18-24"). This is required since PHC data was 
elevated and no B\N data exists and since the VO sample was collected 
from the 1-1.5 1 interval. 

21. Significant soil contamination (PHC and PAH) was identified during 
the installation of many monitoring wells. Soil borings shall be located 
immediately adjacent to monitoring wells 7, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 26 
and sampled for B\N+l5 at 0-6", V0+15 at 18-24" (MW 7 only), and at 6 11 

above the water table for B\N+l5. Additionally, the contamination shall 
be horizontally defined via a minimum a\of three boring located around 
each well (at a distance of 10 1 or as guided by field screening devises). 

Remediation shall be proposed for the soils around MW 6, MW 22, and MW 23 

and will not require additional sampling if proper post-remedial sampling 
is conducted. While additional contamination was encountered at other 
MWs, these areas are being addressed via sampling within specific AECs. 

HYDROGEOLOGY 

22. Textron shall continue the quarterly ground water monitoring for 
V0+15 of MWs 10, 13, 14, and 15 while the above referenced sampling is 
being conducted. This sampling shall continue for a period of one year 
after the soil remediation is completed. Textron is advised that should 
the soil remediation not provide sufficient decrease in the ground water 

contamination, then a ground water cleanup will be required. A 
contingency plan for the remediation of the ground water contamination 

shall be included in the revised Cleanup Plan. Based upon the data 
available, it appears that the ground water contamination is restricted 
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to a relatively small area within the fill material. Therefore, an 
extensive system would likely not be required to address this 
contamination. Because of this, the concerns previously discussed by 
Textron regarding additional contamination resulting from pumping the 
ground water are not justified. 

23. Textron is advised that if water is to be injected into the ground 
as part of the remedial approach, then a NJPDES Discharge to Ground Water 
permit will be required. An application for this permit can be obtained 
by contacting the Bureau of Information Services at (609) 984-4428. 
This permit must be in place prior to discharge activities. 

24. The desrepancies in the ground water previously submitted have not 
been clarified. This was originally requested in the Department's 
January 30, 1989 letter. Please submit this information within thirty 
days upon the receipt of this letter. Failure to submit this information 
may result the need for additional ground water sampling. 

ECRA Requirements for Data Presentation and Proposals 

A. Data Requirements 

The following information shall be included with the results of sampling. 

1. Logs for all soil borings and wells. 

2. Soil profile logs for all excavations. 

3. Monitoring Well Certification Forms: Form A (As-Built 
Certification) and Form B (Location Certification) shall be 
completed for each monitoring well installed. Form A shall be 
submitted with the results of sampling. Because additional wells 
are sometimes required to complete a hydrogeologic investigation, 
Form B may be submitted after com~letion of the installation of 
all required ground water monitoring wells, unless required prior 
to that time by the Department. As-built diagrams of all wells 
shall be included with Form A. 

4. A scaled site map of all well and soil boring locations. 

5. A minimum of two (2) ground water contour maps, including depth 
to ground water and reference point elevation, with depth to 
water readings taken at least thirty '(30) days apart. If 
applicable, depth to water readings taken prior to purging shall 
be used for contouring purposes. Any corrections made to the 
static water level due to the presence of free product shall be 
reported, along with the thickness of the product layer. 

6. Ground water samples shall be collected a minimum of two (2) 
weeks following development of the wells. 

7. At a minimum, the following purge information shall be provided 
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along with the analytical results: date and time of purge, depth 
to water before purging, purge method, estimated volume of purged 
water, depth to water after purging, date and time of sampling, 
depth to water before sampling, and sampling method. · 

8. Provide in a tabular format the results of sampling. Include the 
sample number, location, interval and depth of sample, sample 
matrix, and the analytical methods used. The enclosed summary 
format sheets are provided as guidance for summarizing data. 

9. A site:map which lists the concentrations of all significant 
contamination found (above ECRA action levels) at all sampling 
locations. The labelling of data should be keyed to facilitate 
interpretation, especially at locations where more than one type 
of contaminant is found. The use of contaminant isopleth maps is 
also encouraged. 

B. Data/Results Presentation 

1. Because of case management workloads and volumes of data to be 
reviewed and processed, the above noted formatting requirements 
essential to insure complete and timely review of the submittal. 

2. Tier II deliverables should be identified and separated from the 
submittals, discu,ssion, conclusions, and data summary sheets. The 
enclosed Laboratory Deliverables checklist should be completed 
and returned with the Tier II deliverables. 

3. All submittals of text/data shall be forwarded in triplicate and 
shall be properly paginated, bear a table of contents, and be 
bound (1 copy may be unbound for filing purposes). 

4. Failure to organize submittal information as outlined above can 
constitute reason to return the submittal to the consultant for 
correction and resubmission, thus causing further delay in case 
processing. 

5. Failure to address these conditions and provide documentation 
where required shall constitute non-compliance with ECRA. No 
final approvals or case closure will occur until these issues are 
resolved. 

As previously specified, the results from this investigation shall be 
submitted with a revised Cleanup Plan within ninety (90) days from the 
receipt of this letter. 
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This document was prepared by the Case Manager, Mark Fisher. If you have 
any question concerning the document, please contact the Case Manager at 
(609) 633-7141. 

Sincerely, 

q~; ~· ,£;.] /7 _: // 
--✓/'- Yr / A-l ~ ~ . /_~---

// 1 Kenneth T. Hart, Chief 
//// Bureau of Environmedtial Evaluation 
'. and Cleanup Responsibility Assessment 

cc: Joseph Telafici, BEERA 
Helen Dudar, BGWDC 
Scott MacDonald, Environ 
Janet Smith, NL Industries 
Newark Division of Health 
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March 27, 2014 

Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
Site Remediation Program 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
401-05H 
PO Box420 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 

RE: Remedial Investigation Report Form, Updated Receptor Evaluation Form and LSRP 
Supporting Documentation 
AOCB LNAPL Remedial Investigation Report dated March 27, 2014 
Textron, Inc. (aka. Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility) 
400 Doremus Ave. 
Newark, NJ 07105 
SRI ID# 015922, ISRA #E85403/E89281 

Dear Sir or Madame: 

AMEC Environment and Infrastructure (AMEC) is submitting this letter to provide supporting 

documentation for the enclosed Remedial Investigation Report (RIR) Form, updated receptor 

Evaluation (RE) Form and accompanying AOCB LNAPL Remedial Investigation Report dated 

March 17, 2014. 

The following information is provided to clarify and/or substantiate the selection or answers 

contained on certain sections of the RIR and RE Forms: 

RIR Form - Page 1. Section 8. Number 2: Is a Classification Exception Area (CEA) 

Proposal included with this submission? 

No was checked, justification follows. 

Site COCs were detected at concentrations above the GWQS in groundwater samples collected 

at AOC 8 during this RI. A CEA proposal has not been included in this submission because 

there is an existing CEA (CEA ID #2215) currently in place for non-historic fill contaminants and 

AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 
751 Arbor Way 
Suite 180 
Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 
USA 19422-1960 
Tel (610) 828-8100 
Fax (610) 828-5430 www.amec.com 
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Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
March 27, 2014 AOCB LNAPL RI Report 
SRP ID # 015922, /SRA Case # E85403 & E89281 

Page 2 of 7 

Textron proposes to modify the existing CEA footprint to include these monitoring wells and 

sampling points located in AOC 8. The Historic Fill parameters detected (PAHs) in groundwater 

at concentrations above the GWQS will be included in a separate CEA application for site-wide 

groundwater contamination caused by the Historic Fill (see RIR text, section 5.4.1). Textron will 

submit the CEAs separately from this RIR pursuant to the CEA/WRA Fact Sheet Form 

Instructions. 

RIR Form - Page 3. Section G. Number 4: Were the laboratory reporting minimum 

detection limits below applicable remediation standards/screening levels required for the 

site? 

No was checked, explanation follows. 

Section 4.4.5 of the Report text provides a detailed discussion of each instance in which the 

laboratory minimum detection limits exceeded the applicable remediation standard or ecological 

screening level. In general, the elevated MDLs were not significant and did not affect the overall 

usability of the data collected during this RI. 

RIR Form - Page 4. Section K. Number 2: Was the historic fill characterized pursuant to 

N.J.A.C. 7:26E-4. 7 and the NJDEP Historic Fill Material Technical Guidance Document? 

No was checked, explanation follows. 

The Historic Fill at the site, including the AOC for which this RIR is submitted, was characterized 

long before the issuance of the NJDEP Historic Fill Material Technical Guidance Document and 

NJDEP has previously issued letters to Textron acknowledging the existence of historic fill site

wide. 

RIR Form - Page 5. Section M. Number 4: Is contamination in ground water fully 

delineated? 
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Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
March 27, 2014 AOCB LNAPL RI Report 
SRP ID# 015922, /SRA Case# E85403 & E89281 

Yes was checked, additional information follows. 

Page 3 of 7 

Delineation of groundwater contamination at the AOC for which this RIR is submitted has been 

completed. However, during the course of this RI, it was determined that another, previously 

unidentified, AOC was the cause for elevated ethylbenzene and xylene contamination in 

groundwater at sample location 13-1 . Based on lines of evidence presented in the RIR, it is 

likely to be a historic AOC. Additional sampling may be needed to complete the delineation of 

groundwater contamination in this area. See also comment in Section P, number 2 below. 

This matter is discussed in greater detail in sections 5.2.3.3 and 5.4.2 of the Report. 

RIR Form - Page 5. Section N. Number 3: Do the results of the Ecological Evaluation 

require a remedial investigation of ecological receptors? ff "No," provide explanation. 

No was checked, the explanation follows. 

An Ecological Evaluation (EE) was previously performed for the site in September 2012. 

The EE concluded that Ecologically Sensitive Natural Resources (ESNRs) are located adjacent 

to the site and contaminants of potential ecological concern (COPECs) are present within 

surface soils, flume water and groundwater found at the site. However, migration pathways from 

contaminated media to ESNRs are incomplete. Therefore, the site does not warrant further 

ecological investigation as per NJAC 7:26E-3. 11 . The re-evaluation conducted herein as part of 

the conceptual Site Model (CSM) did not identify any new migration pathways (see section 4.1) 

and the IRM that was implemented/ ongoing is sufficient to prevent offsite migration of 

contaminants while determining appropriate final remedial actions (see sections 3.4 and 5.3). 

RIR Form - Page 6. Section P. Number 2: Were additional Areas of Concern identified 

during the RI? If "Yes," identify AOC(s). 

Yes was checked. The AOC appears unrelated to the ISRA #E85403/E89281 case numbers; 

additional information follows. 
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Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
March 27, 2014 AOCB LNAPL RI Report 
SRP ID # 015922, /SRA Case # E85403 & E89281 

Page 4 of 7 

As noted above, during the course of this RI, multiple lines of evidence indicated that another, 

previously unidentified, AOC was the cause for elevated ethylbenzene and xylene contamination 

at groundwater sample location 13-1. Based on the lines of evidence presented in the RIR, it is 

likely to be a historic AOC. As noted in this RIR, the finding does not present an immediate 

environmental concern (IEC) condition. The current property owner (Reichhold) was apprised of 

this preliminary finding in a meeting held on January 16, 2014. Because the plant shutdown has 

triggered ISRA for the property owner, an LSRP has been hired by them to oversee the PA/SI. 

As such, they are currently conducting their due diligence evaluation of all potential AOCs on the 

site and will be including the sample 13-1 information in the evaluation accordingly. 

As it appears to be a historical release, in accordance to 7:1E-5.2 Notification of Historical 

Discharges, responsible parties are required to "conduct a diligent inquiry and shall promptly 

upon completion of the diligent inquiry and discovery of a discharge notify the Department in 

writing of such discharge at the address given at N.J.A.C. 7:1E-5.8(f)". As noted above, as of the 

date of this RIR, the diligent inquiry is in process. Upon completion of this inquiry either Textron 

or Reichhold will submit the written notification. Either way, the notification will trigger new 

regulatory and mandatory timeframes for that AOC once reported. This matter is discussed in 

greater detail in sections 5.2.3.3 and 5.4.2 of the Report. 

Currently, no new AOCs have been associated with the above referenced ISRA Case numbers. 

RE Form - Page 1. Section A: Check if included in updated RE. 

Box "A new AOC has been identified" was checked. The AOC appears unrelated to the ISRA 

#E85403/E89281 case numbers; additional information follows. 

As noted above, during the course of this RI , multiple lines of evidence indicated that another, 

previously unidentified, AOC was the cause for elevated ethylbenzene and xylene contamination 

at groundwater sample location 13-1 . Based on the lines of evidence presented in the RIR, it is 

likely to be a historic AOC. As noted in this RIR, the finding does not present an immediate 

environmental concern (IEC) condition. The current property owner (Reichhold) was apprised of 
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Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
March 27, 2014 AOCB LNAPL RI Report 
SRP ID# 015922, /SRA Case# EB5403 & EB9281 

Page 5 of 7 

this preliminary finding in a meeting held on January 16, 2014 Because the plant shutdown has 

triggered ISRA for the property owner, an LSRP has been hired by them to oversee the PA/SI. 

As such, they are currently conducting their due diligence evaluation of all potential AOCs on the 

site and will be including the sample 13-1 information in the evaluation accordingly. 

As it appears to be a historical release, in accordance to 7: 1 E-5.2 Notification of Historical 

Discharges, responsible parties are required to "conduct a diligent inquiry and shall promptly 

upon completion of the diligent inquiry and discovery of a discharge notify the Department in 

writing of such discharge at the address given at N. J.A. C. 7: 1 E-5. B(f) ". As noted above, as of the 

date of this RIR, the diligent inquiry is in process. Upon completion of this inquiry either Textron 

or Reichhold will submit the written notification. Either way, the notification will trigger new 

regulatory and mandatory timeframes for that AOC once reported. This matter is discussed in 

greater detail in sections 5.2.3.3 and 5.4.2 of the Report. 

Currently, no new AOCs have been associated with the above referenced ISRA Case numbers. 

RE Form - Page 2. Section D. Number 3: Has ground water contamination been delineated 

to the applicable Remediation Standard? 

Yes was checked, additional information follows. 

Delineation of groundwater contamination at the AOC for which this RIR is submitted for has 

been completed. However, during the course of this RI, it was determined that another, 

previously unidentified, AOC was the cause for elevated ethylbenzene and xylene contamination 

in groundwater at sample location 13-1. Based on lines of evidence presented in the RIR, it is 

likely to be a historic AOC. Additional sampling may be needed to complete the delineation of 

groundwater contamination in this area. See also comment in Section A above. 

RE Form - Page 3. Section E. Number 6: The vapor intrusion pathway is a concern at or 

adjacent to the site (if "No," attach justification). 
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Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
March 27, 2014 AOCB LNAPL RI Report 
SRP ID# 015922, /SRA Case# E85403 & E89281 

No was checked; justification follows. 

Page 6 of7 

The prior Vapor Intrusion (VI) study conducted at the site in July 2009 concluded the pathway 

was incomplete. The VI Information and sample results were presented in Section 5 of the 

Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report No. 4 and were summarized in section 2.4 of the 

subject AOCB RIR. In 2013 NJDEP issued updated VI screening levels and new VI technical 

guidance. In response to NJDEP's updates the VI pathway was re-evaluated in April 2013. The 

results of both VI evaluations concluded that the pathway for vapor intrusion at the Site was 

incomplete and that no further action to address VI at the Site is required. In accordance with the 

TRSR VI requirements VI was re-evaluated with respect to AOCB LNAPL release and 

subsequent soil and groundwater investigation results (see section 4.4.4). No new receptors or 

pathways were identified. Additionally, the facility was formally closed by the current owner in 

January 2013, and ISRA case number E20130032 was opened. The buildings on Site that were 

subject to the 2009 VI investigation are no longer occupied and are slated for demolition by the 

current owner during the spring and summer of 2014. 

RE Form - Page 4. Section E. Number 10: Indoor air results were above the NJDEP's 
Rapid Action Levels. 

Yes was checked for Indoor Air Results > NJDEP's Rapid Action Levels (RALs) and No was 

checked for Implementation of an IEC engineered system response. 

The prior VI study conducted at the site in July 2009 concluded the indoor air results were due to 

background levels of COCs that are used in the normal coatings formulation processes at this 

operating industrial facility and consequently, NJDEP has previously acknowledged that OSHA 

Limits for Air Contaminants (LAC) apply to both sub-slab and interior air quality within the 

buildings tested. In this situation, because OSHA indoor air standards apply, NJDEP is not 
responsible for enforcement of OSHA standards, thus, this is not an Immediate 
Environmental Concern (IEC). The answer is consistent with the 2010 RE Form (the question 

however is worded differently in the two forms). VI was again evaluated in 2013 following the 

updates to the NJDEP VI screening levels. As discussed in section 2.4 of the attached Report, 
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Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
March 27, 2014 AOCB LNAPL RI Report 
SRP ID# 015922, /SRA Case# E85403 & E89281 

Page 7 of 7 

the 2013 re-evaluation reached the same conclusion as the 2010 investigation and the VI 
pathway was determined to incomplete. 

In addition, as mentioned in the above paragraph for Section E Number 6, operations at the 
facility have been stopped and the facility is closed. The on Site buildings are no longer 
occupied and will be demolished during the spring and summer of 2014. 

Please contact Richard C. Karr at 610-877-6154 or the LSRP at the number listed on the RIR 
and RE Forms if you should require further information or have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 

Richa d C. Karr, P.G. 
Associate Geologist 

~~ 7.j, ~ 
Brian Worden, LSRP 
Senior Associate Hydrogeologist 
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Site Remediation Program 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT FORM 

e New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

Date Stamp 
IFor Denartment use onlv) 

SECTION A. SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

Site Name: Textron, Inc. 

List all AKAs: Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility, Reichhold Chemical, Reichhold, Inc. 

Street Address: 400 Doremus Avenue 

Municipality: Newark (Township, Borough or City) 

County: Essex Zip Code: 07105 

Program Interest (Pl) Number(s): 015922 Case Tracking Number(s): E85403, E89281 

Date Remediation Initiated Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26C-2: 06/24/1985 

State Plane Coordinates for a central location at the site: Easting: 596188.09 Northing: 687186.88 

Municipal Block(s) and Lot(s): 

Block# 5070 Lot# 9 Block# Lot# 

Block# 5070 Lot# 9.01 Block# Lot# 

Block# 5070 Lot# 11 Block# Lot# 

Block# 5070 Lot# 11.01 Block# Lot# 

SECTION B. SUBMITTAL STATUS 

1. Indicate how the Electronic Data Deliverable (EDD) for this submittal is being provided to the NJDEP: 

181 Via Emall at srpedd@dep.state.nj.us (attach NJDEP confirmation email): or 

D CD (attach to this submittal) 

2. Is a Classification Exception Area (CEA) Proposal Included with this submission? .............................. D Yes 

3. Complete the following Submittal and Permit Status Table: 

Not Included 
In this Applicable Submission 

Public Notification □ □ 
Immediate Environmental Concern Report 181 □ 
IEC Engineered System Response Action Report 181 □ 
Vapor Concern Mitigation Report 181 □ 
LNAPL Interim Remedial Measure Report □ □ 
Preliminary Assessment Report 181 □ 
Receptor Evaluation □ □ 
Site Investigation Report 181 □ 
Remedial Investigation/Remedial Action Work Plan 181 □ 
Remedial Action Report 181 □ 
Response Action Outcome 181 □ 
Alternative Soil Remediation Standard and/or 181 □ Screening level Application Form 
Case Inventory Document □ 181 
Technical Impracticability Determination 181 □ 

Remedial Investigation Report Form 
Version 1. 7 03/26/13 

t) Se.e- _$4ff0,t11\';j JC£..<-t~f-<;t-ibA /e,H{J 

Previously Date Of Date of 
Revised Submitted Submission Submission 

181 08/21/2009 10/19/2012 

□ 
□ 
□ 
181 08/19/2013 

□ 
181 10/29/2010 09/27/2012 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

jg] No 

Date of 
Document 
Withdrawal 

Page 1 of8 
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Permit Application - list: 181 □ □ 
□ □ □ 
□ □ □ 
□ □ □ 

Radionuclide Remedial Investigation Workplan 181 □ □ 
Radionuclide Remedial Investigation Report 181 □ □ 
Radionuclide Remedial Action Workplan 181 □ □ 
Radionuclide Remedial Action Report 18] □ □ 
SECTION C. SITE USE 
Current Site Use (check all that apply) Intended Future Site Use (check all that apply} 181 tndustrlal D Agricultural 18] Industrial D Park or recreational use D Residential D Park or recreational use D Residential D Vacant D Commercial D Vacant D Commercial D Government D School or child care D Government D School or child care D Future site use unknown D Other 

SECTION D. CASE TYPE: (check all that apply) 

181 Administrative Consent Order (AC0) D Landfill (SRP subject only) 
D Brownfield Development Area (BOA) D Regulated Underground Storage Tank (UST) 
D Child Care Facility D Remediation Agreement (RA) 
D Chrome Site (Chromate chemical production waste) D School Development Authority (SDA) 
D Coal Gas D School facility 
D Due Diligence with RAO D Spill Act Defense - Government Entity 
D Hazardous Discharge Remediation Fund (HDSRF) D Spill Act Discharge 

Grant/Loan DUST Grant/Loan 
181 ISRA 

Federal Case (check all that apply) 
0 RCRA GPRA 2020 □ CERCLA/NPL □ USD0D 0 USDOE OTSCA 
D Other (explain): --·-~--- .. ----·· --~·-· __ .... - ~· 

SECTION E, PUBLIC FUNDS 
Did the remediation utilize public funds? ....................................................................................................... D Yes 18] No 
If "Yes," check applicable: □ UST Grant □ UST Loan D Brownfield Reimbursement Program 

□ HDSRF Grant 0 HDSRF Loan D Landfill Reimbursement Program 
0 Spill Fund D ~chools Development Authority 

SECTION F. SCOPE OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 
1. Does the Remedial Investigation address: 

181 Area(s) of Concern (AOCs) Only 
D Entire Site (based on a completed and submitted Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation) 

2. Total number of contaminated AOCs associated with the case: 4 

3. Total number of contaminated AOCs addressed in this submittal: 1 

4. Is the Remedial Investigation complete for the contaminated AOCs addressed ln thls submittal? ............. 181 Yes □ No 
5. is the Remedial Investigation complete for all AOCs associated with this case? ........................................ 181 Yes □ No 

If "Yes," provide date: 03/27/2014 

SECTION G. SITE CONDITIONS 

1. Has dioxin been detected in any site media? ............................................................................................... D Yes 181 No 
2. Check each media-type and highest concentration of contamination present above any applicable standards/criteria at 

the time of remedial Investigation: 

Remedial Investigation Report Form 
Version 1, 7 03/25/13 

Page2of8 
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Soil in ppm GW = Ground Water in ppb SW = Surface Water in ppb Sed = Sediment In ppm 

Soll GW SW Sed Soll GW SW Sed Soil GW SW Sed 
ppm ppb ppb ppm ppm ppb ppb ppm ppm ppb ppb ppm 

•voes □ □ □ □ <100 □ □ □ ·□ 100-1,000 181 181 □ □ >1,000 

*SVOCs □ □ □ □ <100 □ □ □ □ 100-1,000 □ 181 □ □ >1,000 

*PAHs l&I l&I □ □ <10 □ □ □ □ 10-100 □ □ □ □ >100 

*Metals □ □ □ □ <100 □ □ □ □ 100-1,000 □ □ □ □ >1,000 
--· -·~·-·-· - -- ·----- ---~ --···-··--·- ----·-·-·,-- ------ ·- -----··-· ·- •--•••-•• --v~--•~•-=•~ "'-~~-·-··--·,-, 

PCBs □ □ □ □ <10 □ □ □ □ . 10-100 □ □ □ □ >100 

*Pesticides □ □ □ □ <1 □ □ □ □ 1-10 □ □ □ □ >10 

Chromium □ □ □ □ <100 □ □ □ □ 100-1,000 -□ □ □ □ >1,000 

Mercury □ □ □ □ <100 □ □ □ □ 100-1,000 □ □ □ □ >1,000 

Arsenic □ □ □ □ <10 □ □ □ □ 10-100 □ □ □ □ >100 

EPH □ □ <1,700 □ □ 1,700-5,100 l&I □ >5,100 

3. For any contaminant group (") checked above, Identify the contaminant with the highest concentration over Its applicable 
remediation standard and/or screening level: 
eth~lbenzene 1, 1'-biphenyl benzo(a)pyrene 

4. Were the laboratory reporting minimum detection limits below applicable remediation standards/ 
screening levels required for the site? ....................................................................................................... D Yes l&I No 

5. Are any of the following conditions currently present? (check all that apply) 

Ground water: Soil: 
181 Contaminated ground water In the overburden aquifer D On-site dlscharge(s) impacting soil off-site 
D Contaminated ground water in a confined aquifer D Chromate Chemical Production Waste/COPR 
D Contaminated ground water In the bedrock aquifer D Munitions and explosives of concern 
D Contaminated ground water In multiple aquifer units 181 Contaminated soil In the saturated zone 
181 Multiple distinct ground water plumes D Historic pesticide Impacts to soil 
D Contaminated ground water migrating off-site 181 Residual or free product 
181 Background ground water contamination D Radionuclldes 
D Contaminated ground water discharging to surface water or 181 Historic Fill 

Environmentally Sensitive Natural Resource (ESNR) D Soll contamination due to naturally occurring 
181 Residual or free product background conditions 
D Radionuclldes D Soll contamination in an ESNR 

SECTION H. APPLICABLE REMEDIATION STANDARDS 

1. Were Default Remediation Standards used for all contaminants? .............................................................. 181 Yes □ No 
(If "Yes," check all that apply) 

181 Direct Contact 
I&! impact to Ground Water Soll Screening Levels 
181 Ecological Screening Levels 

2. Has compliance averaging been utilized to determine compliance with a pathway? ................................... D Yes 18] No 
If "Yes," check all that apply: 

Compliance Averaging Method Utilized 
Spatially 

Arithmetic 95 Percent Weighted 75 Percent/ 
Pathw!!~ Me§n UCL Av§r£!9fl 10X ProQ!!dYr!i! 
D Ingestion-Dermal Pathway □ □ □ □ D Inhalation Pathway □ □ □ □ D Impact to Ground Water Pathway □ □ □ □ 

Remedial Investigation Report Fonn 
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3. Has a compliance option been utilized to determine compliance with the Impact to Ground Water 
Pathway? (If "Yes," check all that apply) ...................................................................................................... D Yes 

D Immobile Compounds 
D Data evaluation for metals and semi-volatiles 
D Data evaluation for volatile organics derived from discharges of petroleum mixtures 

4. Were Alternate Remediation Standards used for the Ingestion/Dermal Pathway? ..................................... D Yes 
5. Were Alternate Remediation Standards used for the Inhalation Pathway? .................................................. D Yes 
6. Were Site Specific Standards used for the Impact to Ground Water Pathway? .......................................... D Yes 

(If "Yes," check all that apply) 
D Soll-Water Partitioning Equation D SPLP D Sesoll D Sesoil/AT123D 
D OAF Modification D Immobile Chemicals List 
□Soll and Ground Water Analytical Data Evaluation 

18]No 

IZI No 
18] No 

7. Were Site Specific Ecological Remediation Goals used? ............................................................................. D Yes 1Z1 No 
8. What Is the ground water classification for this site as per N.J.A.C. 7:9C? (check all that apply) 

□ Class I-A 181 Class II-A 
D Class I-PL Pinelands Protection Area D Class Ill-A 
D Class I-PL Pinelands Preservation Area D Class 111-B 

SECTION I. BACKGROUND CONDITIONS 

Did the RI demonstrate via a background Investigation, outside the Influence of on-site AOCs and operational areas, that: 
1. Ail or any part of the ground water contamination is migrating onto this site per 

N.J.A.C. 7:26E-3.9? ................................................................................................................... □ Yes 

2. Soil contamination Is naturally occurring per N.J.A.C. 7:26E-3.8 ............................................... D Yes 

SECTION J. ALTERNATIVE STANDARD/ VARIANCES 

Alternative remediation standard 

□ No 
□ No 

If proposing an alternative remediation standard pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:260-7.4, alternate vapor Intrusion screening level, or 
ecological site specific goal check here D and attach the Alternative Soll Remediation Standard and/or Screening Level 
Application Form as an addendum. 

A site-specific screening level was developed for the evaluation of the VI pathway ....................................... 0 Yes 181 No 

Variance from regulations 
if the Licensed Site Remediation Professional has varied from the Technical Rules, provide the cltatlon(s) from which the 
remediation varied and the page(s) In the attached document where the rationale for the variance Is provided. 

N.J.A.C. 7:26E-__________ Page ___ _ 

N.J.A.C. 7:26E-·--------·- _ 

N.J.A.C. 7:26E-

SECTION K. HISTORIC FILL 

Page ____ _ 

Page 

ls historic fill present at the site? .................................................................................................................... 181 Yes O No 
If "Yes," answer the following questions: 

1. Indicate how the presence of historic fill was determined (check ail that apply): 

181 Boring logs D Test Pits D Trenches D Aerial Photos 181 NJDEP Mapped Areas 

2. Was the historic fill characterized pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26E-4.7 and the NJDEP Historic Fill 
Material Technical Guidance Document? .................................................................................................. □ Yes 181 No 

3. Are any other AOCs (I.e., location of discharge and any contaminants that may have migrated from 
that area) located within the defined boundaries of the historic fill? .......................................................... 18] Yes D No 

If "Yes," have the same contaminant type(s) (e.g., lead, arsenic, and/or benzo(a)pyrene, etc.) characterized 
as being present In the historic fill been sampled for as a contaminant of concern at these 
co-located AOCs? ...................................................................................................................................... □ Yes 181 No 

Remedial lnvesOgallon Report Form Page 4of8 
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SECTION L. GROUND WATER TRIGGER 
1 . Was a ground water Investigation conducted at all AOCs where a ground water 

Investigation was triggered pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26E-3.5 and 4.3? ..................................... 181 Yes D No D NA 

2. Is contamination In soils fully delineated? ................................................................................................ 181 Yes D No 

SECTION M. GROUND WATER REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION INFORMATION 

1. Are contaminants present with a specific gravity less than that of water? .............................................. 181 Yes D No 

a. If "Yes," were any monitor wells installed in unconfined aquifers In which the water 
table is higher than the top of the well screen? ............................................................................... D Yes 181 No 

If "Yes" to 1a, identify the affected wells. ______________________ _ 

2. Are contaminants present with a specific gravity greater than that of water? ......................................... D Yes 181 No 

a. If "Yes," were multiple depth discrete ground water samples collected in a vertical proflle 
at each ground water sampling location where dense contaminants were suspected? ................... D Yes D No 

3. Is ground water in the bedrock aquifer contaminated? ............................................................................ D Yes 181 No 

If "Yes," answer questions 3a and 3b. 

a. Were bedrock cores collected? ........................................................................................................ D Yes D No 

b. Were geophysical logging methods conducted to characterize the bedrock aquifer 
in accordance with the NJDEP Ground Water Technical Guidance (3.4.2.2)? ............................... D Yes □ No 

(\'I\ 4. Is contamination in ground water fully delineated? ................................................................................. 181 Yes '<Yi----------------1 □ No 

SECTION N. ECOLOGICAL RECEPTORS 

1. Have soil, sediment, and/or surface water data been collected from Environmentally 
Sensitive Natural Resources (ESNR)? ..................................................................................... D Yes 181 No D NA 

a. If "Yes," do contaminant concentrations at the ESNR exceed ecological screening 
criteria or the aquatic chronic NJSWQS [N.J.A.C.7:9B]? .................................................................. D Yes D No 

b. If "Yes," have soil and sediment data been collected from both surface and subsurface 
Intervals In the ESNR? ...................................................................................................................... D Yes D No 

c. If "No" for 1 b, provide explanation 

2. Have contaminant migration pathways from the site/AOC to the ESNR been Identified? ...................... 181 Yes □ No 
3. Do the results of the Ecological Evaluation require a remedial Investigation of 

ecological receptors? ............................................................................................................................... D Yes 181 No 
If "No," provide explanation __________________________ _ 

4. Has an Ecological Risk Assessment been conducted [N.J.A.C.7:26E-4.8]? .......................................... D Yes 

5. Is remediation required In an ESNR? ...................................................................................................... D Yes 

SECTION 0, LABORATORY DATA 

181 No 

181 No 

1. Were all data submitted in the appropriate full and/or reduced formats according to the deliverables 
defined In N.J.A.C. 7:26E-2? ...................................................................................................................... l&J Yes □ No 

2. Do all data submitted meet the quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) requirements incorporated 
by reference in N.J.A.C. 7:26E-2 for: 

sampllng ................................................................................................................................................. 18] Yes D No 
analysis .................................................................................................................................................. 181 Yes D No 

3. How was It determined that the data complied with the QA/QC requirements? 
181 Laboratory non-conformance summary/narrative 
181 Laboratory correspondence 
D LSRP review 
D Independent contractor review 
181 Other: Project Manager Review 

Remedial Investigation Report Fom, 
Version 1. 7 03/25/13 
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4. Has any data been qualified and used? ..................................................................................................... 181 Yes 

5. Has any data been rejected and used? ..................................................................................................... □ Yes 

6. Comments: 

□ No 
181 No 

Question #3 comment: Project Manager Review Included review of lab non.conformance narrative, evaluation of basic QC measurements and review of sample results and 
method detection limits. 

Question #4 comment: The following data qualifiers were used: 

J-quallfler used for estimated values below the reporting llmlt for that parameter 
N-quallfier used to Indicate presumptive evidence of a compound 

SECTION P. MISCELLANEOUS 

1. Were any regulated USTs identified during the course of the RI that were not previously known? ........ D Yes 181 No 

If "Yes," list tank size, contents and registration number(s). 

a. If "Yes," to item P.1. above and if these USTs were Federally Regulated, was the 
source/cause of release Identified on a Confirmed Discharge Notification form? ............................ D Yes D No 

If "No," complete and submit a revised Confirmed Discharge Notification form. 

2. Were additional Areas of Concern Identified during the RI? .................................................................... 181 Yes 

If "Yes," identify AOC(s): Potential historic AOC; see attached supporting documentation letter 

3. Identify Remedial Measures (RMs) conducted during the RI (check all that apply): 

D Soll excavation D UST closure 
D Potable water supply treatment or replacement 181 Free product recovery 
D Hydraullc containment of source area D Vapor Intrusion mitigation 
D Soll vapor extraction D No RMs were conducted during the RI 
D Enhanced fluid recovery (EFR) 
D Other(s), specify: 

4. Did the remedial investigation include sampling to characterize any on-site contaminated media 
for either on-site or off-site reuse? ............................................................................................................ D Yes 

5. Has clean fill has been brought onto the site? ......................................................................................... D Yes 

If yes, has it been analyzed? ................................................................................................................... D Yes 

6. Has new information (material facts, data or other Information) been generated during the RI that 
corrects or contradicts Information, or changes conclusions from, previously submitted reports or 
Information? .............................................................................................................................................. D Yes 

□ No 

181No 

181 No 

□ No 

181 No 
If "Yes," explain: __________________________________ _ 

7. Have past deficiencies/notice of deficiencies been addressed In this submittal? .................................... D Yes 

Remedial lnvestlgatlon Report Form 
Version 1. 7 03/26/13 
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SECTION Q. PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR CONDUCTING THE REMEDIATION INFORMATION AND CERTIFICATION 

Full Legal Name of the Person Responsible for Conducting the Remediation: _T_e_xt_ro_n~, _ln_c_. -------------1 

Representative First Name: Gregory Representative Last Name: Simpson ---------- -~~-----------! 
Title: Remediation Manager 

Phone Number: ..,_(4_0_1,__) 4_5_7_-2_6_35 _____ _ Ext:_______ Fax: (401)457-6028 

Mailing Address: 40 Westminster Street 

City/Town: Providence -------------- State: RI --------- Zip Code: 02903 ---------1 
Em a II Address: gslmpson@textron.com 

This certification shall be signed by the person responsible for conducting the remediation who is submitting this notification 
In accordance with Administrative Requirements for the Remediation of Contaminated Sites rule at N,J.A.C. 7:26C-1.5(a). 

I certify under penalty of law that I have personally examined and am familiar with the information submitted herein, including 
all attached documents, and that based on my Inquiry of those individuals Immediately responsible for obtaining the 
Information, to the best of my knowledge, I believe that the submitted Information is true, accurate and complete. I am aware 
that there are significant civil penalties for knowingly submitting false, Inaccurate or Incomplete information and that I am 
committing a crime of the fourth degree if I make a written false statement which I do not believe to be true. I am also aware 
that If I knowingly dire r uthorize lolation of any statute, I am personally liable for the penalties. 

Remedial Investigation Report Fonn 
Version 1. 7 03/26/13 
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SECTION R. LICENSED SITE REMEDIATION PROFESSIONAL INFORMATION AND STATEMENT 

LSRP ID Number: 584478 

First Name: Brian Last Name: Worden 

Phone Number: (609) 631-2926 Ext: Fax: 

Mailing Address: American Metro Center, 200 American Metro Blvd. 

City/Town: Hamilton State: NJ Zip Code: 08619 

Email Address: brian.worden@amec.com 

This statement shall be signed by the LSRP who is submitting this notification in accordance with SRRA Section 16 d. and 
Section 30 b.2. 

I certify that I am a Licensed Site Remediation Professional authorized pursuant to N.J.S.A. 58:10C to conduct business in 
New Jersey. As the Licensed Site Remediation Professional of record for this remediation, I: 

[SELECT ONE OR BOTH OF THE FOLLOWING AS APPLICABLE]: 

□ directly oversaw and supervised all of the referenced remediation, and\or 
[8] personally reviewed and accepted all of the referenced remediation presented herein. 

I believe that the information contained herein, and including all attached documents, is true, accurate and complete. 

It is my independent professional judgment and opinion that the remediation conducted at this site, as reflected in this 
submission to the Depa1tment, conforms to, and is consistent with, the remediation requirements in N.J.S.A. 58:10C-14. 

My conduct and decisions in this matter were made upon the exercise of reasonable care and diligence, and by applying 
the knowledge and skill ordinarily exercised by licensed site remediation professionals practicing in good standing, in 
accordance with N.J.S.A. 58:10C-16, in the State of New Jersey at the time I performed these professional services. 

I am aware pursuant to N.J.S.A. 58:10C-17 that for purposely, knowingly or recklessly submitting false statement, 
representation or certification in any document or information submitted to the board or Department, etc., that there are 
significant civil, administrative and criminal penalties, including license revocation or suspension, fines and being punished 
by imprisonment for conviction of a crime of the third degree. 

LSRP Signature: /J..4<-lvl... /4,/4~_,.,.,. Date: ;/2iJv 
I I I 

LSRP Name/Title: Brian Worden/Senior Associate Hydrogeologist 

Company Name: AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 

No changes to contact information since last submittal [8] 

Completed forms should be sent to: 

Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
Site Remediation Program 
NJ Department of Environmental Protection 
401-05H 
PO Box 420 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 

Remedial Investigation Report Form 
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JONS. CORZINE 
Governor 

April 28, 2009 

Gregory Simpson 
Textron, Inc. 

~tate of ~ .efn Jlers.ell 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

40 Westminster Street 
Providence, RI 02903 

NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY 

MAY 04 

MARK N. MAURIELLO 
Acting Commissioner 

Re: Zi.r1m;-r,;cd-'V',=,+-;"'ro ("1,-.,,.,,..,=,..,,...,i.. /"'\...,.,..:J,.....,.. 
,1.,.1.'I...AJ.LL.J,..LJ...L....,\..,,J...t.A.\,.....L. V \,,,.., '--'-'J.J.Qc;;;.LJ.\...o V..L\..A.c;;..L 

/ 71 rt/"'\\ 
\J:"'l\..-V / in the Matter of Textron, Inc. 

Newark City, Essex County 
ISRA Case #s E85403 & E89281 
SRP ID#015922 

Dear Mr. Simpson: 

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has completed 
a review of the Remedial Investigation Report (RIR) dated April 10, 2009 
which was submitted pursuant to the Industrial Site Recovery Act 
regulations at N.J.A.C. 7:26B, the ACO executed on July 25, 1985, and the 
Technical Requirements for Site Remediation at N.J.A.C. 7:26E. 

I. Deficiencies 

The NJDEP has determined that the submittal reflects the following 
deficiency: 

Pursuant to paragraph 10.B of the above referenced ACO, failure to 
delineate the horizontal and vertical extent of contamination to the 
applicable remediation standard, including the extent to which 
contamination has migrated off the property. 

II. Site-specific Comments 

1. Area of Concern (AOC) #8 

a. With regard to Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) in this AOC, Textron, 
Inc. shall provide a copy of any field notes which document whether MW-36 
was visually checked for the presence of a sheen or a product layer. In 
addition, Textron, Inc. shall propose to collect another ground water 
sample from MW-36 to be visually checked for a sheen or a product layer. 

b. With regard to the Volatile Organics (VOs) in this AOC, two horizontal 
delineation soil samples (MACll and MAC13) were collected from 7-7.5' below 
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grade (b.g.). This sample depth was not the depth which has the highest 

photo-ionization detector (PID) reading. Therefore, Textron, Inc. shall 

propose to re-sample MACll and MAC13 from the depths with the highest PID 

readings. (Please note that the March 25, 2008 email, which was referenced 

in the NJDEP's March 27, 2008 approval letter, had proposed to collect 

samples from MACll at 5-5.5' b.g.) 

c. Boring logs from this AOC indicate the presence of black staining, 

sheen and odors. Textron, Inc. has proposed to address the soil 

contamination in this AOC via engineering and institutional controls. This 

is unacceptable. The soils are acting as a continuing source to the ground 

water contamination. Therefore, Textron, Inc. shall submit a proposal to 

actively remediate the soil contamination. 

d. Textron, Inc. has proposed to install two permanent wells in this AOC. 

In order to more effectively monitor the contaminant plume, Textron, Inc. 

shall propose to move MW-39 closer to boring MAC-12 which appears to be the 

"wnrq~ r~qp" rnn~~min~n~ location. In addition, Textron, Inc. shall 

propose to include MW-36 as part of the monitoring network for this AOC. 

e. The proposed in-situ treatment of the ground water in this AOC is 

generally acceptable; however, if additional soil and ground water 

investigations determine that the extent of contamination is larger than it 

is now, additional wells and/or injection points may be required. In order 

for the NJDEP to issue an approval for this treatment, Textron, Inc. shall 

first publish the public notice and submit proof that this action has been 

completed, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26E, Appendix H 

2. Former Underground Storage Tanks, adjacent to Building #13 

a. Textron 1 Inc. shall clarify why it was unable to locate monitoring well 

MW-33. In addition, Textron, Inc. shall document all attempts to location 

that well. 

b. The NJDEP agrees that delineation of the contamination in this AOC is 

complete. In order for the NJDEP to accept the proposal to establish 

institutional and engineering controls to address the soil contamination, 

Textron, Inc. shall propose to check for the presence of sheen and product 

one additional time from all the wells in this AOC, including MW-33. 

3. Building 31/32 

a. Page 3-3 indicates that the data from borings MAC17 - MAC20 and MAC25 -

MAC28 show that the ground water is primarily impacted by benzene. The 

NJDEP agrees with this statement; however, it is important to note that the 

benzene at these boring locations is only slightly above the Ground Water 

Quality Standards. What is more significant is that the main part of the 

VO plume that Textron, Inc. has been investigating/remediating for over 

twenty years, contains much higher concentrations of benzene (up to 1100 

parts per million) as well as high concentrations of toluene, ethyl benzene 

and xylene. 

Page 2 
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Textron, Inc. argues that the impacts currently observed in soils and 

ground water north of Building 31/32 are due to releases from current site 

operations since 1991, or they are the result of residual materials that 

have remained after the 1991 remediation. Textron, Inc. notes that this 

area received a no further action approval and states that these impacts 

are "not subject to the ISRA case management". Please be advised that the 

NJDEP disagrees with this statement since this area has not received an 

approval for no further action, and Textron, Inc. has not provided any 

clear evidence that the reference impacts are only due to current site 

operations. In addition, based on a brief review of the historical data 

from this area of the site, it is the NJDEP's position that a limited 

number of post-remedial soil samples were collected in this area. Also, 

not all of the soil was remediated to the NJDEP's Impact to Ground Water 

criteria. Therefore, it is likely that not all of the impacted soils were 

remediated. In light of this information, Textron, Inc. shall propose to 

further delineate the VOs in the soils north of Building 31/32. (Note: due 

to black staining observed in several nr rhP hnringq, ~~ri~rP qnil 

remediation may be required.). 

b. Textron, Inc. shall propose two more delineation soil sample locations 

south of Building 31/32. One of the samples shall be to the 

south/southeast of MAC-21 and one of the samples shall be to the 

west/southwest of MAC-21. 

c. Figure 3-1 shows MAC-29 and MAC-30 as proposed sample locations, but 

these designations have already been used. Therefore, Textron, Inc. shall 

renumber these two proposed sample locations (e.g. MAC-31 and MAC-32). 

d. Textron, Inc. shall submit isocon maps for the VOs in the ground water 

in this AOC. 

e. Textron, Inc. shall propose a remedy for the VOs in the ground water in 

this AOC. 

f. Textron, Inc. shall submit hard copies of all information required 

pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26E-3.13(c)7 for each monitoring well sampled. 

4. New Soil Standards 

On June 2, 2008, the NJDEP's new Remediation Standards became effective. 

Therefore, Textron, Inc. shall perform an evaluation of all areas of 

concern (AOCs) to determine if the remaining contaminant levels are in 

compliance with the referenced NJDEP soil remediation standards. 

For each closed AOC, Textron, Inc. shall document which of the 

apply: 

1. The AOC does not contain contaminant levels above the current 

remediation standards. 
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2. The AOC contains contaminant levels above the current numerical 

remediation standards; however, no further action is required because: 

(a) The contaminant levels remaining in the areas of concern listed 

below are less than an order of magnitude (factor of 10) greater than the 

current numerical remediation standard applicable at the time of the 

comparison; 

(b) The AOC or the site was remediated using engineering and 

institutional controls approved by the NJDEP and these controls are still 

protective of public health, safety and the environment; or 

(c) The AOC or the site was remediated to an approved site-specific 

remediation standard and all of the factors and assumptions which are the 

basis for deriving the site specific remediation standard remain valid for 

the site. 

3. The AOC contains contaminant levels greater than an order of magnitude 

above the current numerical remediation standards and further delineation 

and/or remediation is required. In this case, Textron, Inc. shall submit a 

proposal for further delineation or remediation, as appropriate, with the 

required evaluation. 

For each open AOC, Textron, Inc. shall apply the current remediation 

standards and submit a Remedial Investigation Workplan (RIW) or RAW, as 

appropriate. 

Note: The Remediation Standards rules and Basis and Background documents 

are available at www.nj.gov/dep/srp/rs/. In addition, further guidance 

regarding "order of magnitude" is available at 

www.nj.gov/dep/srp/guidance/rs/ 

5. Miscellaneous 

a. In item II.4.c of the NJDEP's January 30, 2008 Notice of Deficiency, it 

was stated that "In all future reports, Textron, Inc. shall ensure that 

each area of concern (AOC) is discussed in one location in the report, 

rather that discussing the various aspects (summary, work performed, work 

proposed) in separate areas of the report. For each AOC, Textron, Inc. 

shall discuss the soils and ground water issues separately." The above 

report failed to follow this format. As a result, additional time was 

needed to review this report. In the future, if Textron, Inc. fails to 

follow this format, the reports will be rejected. 

b. The proposal to perform only sub-slab vapor samples beneath the 

house is not acceptable. Concurrent, indoor air samples are also required. 

Therefore, Textron, Inc. shall submit a revised proposal which includes 

indoor air samples. 
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c. The proposal to omit vapor intrusion sampiing for Building #25 and 

Building 31/32 is not acceptable. Therefore, Textron, Inc. shall submit a 

proposal for vapor intrusion from Building #25 and 31/32. 

d. The delineation of all AOCs has not been completed at this time; 

therefore, the proposed Deed Notices are considered premature and have not 

been reviewed. 

III. Corrective Actions 

At the present time, Textron, Inc. shall submit a revised Remedial 

Investigation/Remedial Action Workplan, which addresses all deficiencies 

outlined above, within 30 calendar days of receipt of this letter. Note 

that deficiencies included herein which are not addressed to the NJDEP's 

satisfaction within the specified time period will be subject to the 

provisions of N.J.A.C. 7:26C-3.3(c)2-4 and N.J.A.C. 7:26C-10. To determine 

tA7hPt-her t-h,::::. 111'1('"fnrr,::::.,-.t-,::::.rl rl,::::.-Fi ,...; e::,n,-.i i:::>C t,ri 7 7 he=, mi 1'11'-YY' Mi t-h :::i pi:::>ri '"'rl of time to 

correct or non-minor subject to penalties or MOA termination, as 

applicable, refer to the table at N.J.A.C. 7:26C-10.4(c). 

Please note that only 1 copy of the above referenced document is required. 

If you require copies of Departmental Guidance Documents or applications, 

many of these are available on the internet at www.state.nj.us/dep/srp. If 

you have any questions regarding this matter please contact Michael Buriani 

at (609) 633-1425 prior to the date indicated. 

c: Brian Kanzler, Reichhold, Inc. 

Sincerely, 

JY/~U,Jj 

Maurice Migl //no, Section Chief 

Bureau of In"!~ial Site Remediation 

Richard Karr, MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc. 

Marsha McGowan, Newark Dept. of Health 
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Remedial Action Report Form Page 1 of 6
Version 1.3 3/4/11

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Site Remediation Program

REMEDIAL ACTION REPORT FORM
Non-LSRP (Existing Cases) LSRP Subsurface Evaluator Date Stamp

(For Department use only)

SECTION A. SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Site Name:

List all AKAs:

Street Address:

Municipality: (Township, Borough or City)

County: Zip Code:

Mailing Address if different than street address:

Program Interest (PI) Number(s): Case Tracking Number(s):

Date Remediation Initiated Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26C-2.2 or 2.3(b):

State Plane Coordinates for a central location at the site: Easting: Northing:

Municipal Block(s) and Lot(s):
Block #: Lot #: Block #: Lot #:
Block #: Lot #: Block #: Lot #:

Block #: Lot #: Block #: Lot #:
Block #: Lot #: Block #: Lot #:

SECTION B. REQUIRED TECHNICAL SUBMITTALS

Not
Applicable

Included in
This

Submission
Previously
Submitted

Date of
Submission

Date of
Revised

Submission
Immediate Environmental Concern Report
Immediate Response Action Plans
Preliminary Assessment Report
Receptor Evaluation
Site Investigation Report
Remedial Investigation/Remedial Action Work Plan
Feasibility Study Report
Response Action Outcome Letter
Permit Application

SECTION C. SITE USE
Current Site Use (check all that apply)

Industrial Agricultural
Residential Park or recreational use
Commercial Vacant
School or child care Government
Other

Intended Future Site Use, if known (check all that apply)
Industrial Park or recreational use
Residential Vacant
Commercial Government
School or child care Future site use unknown

SECTION D. PUBLIC FUNDS

Did the remediation utilize public funds? ...................................................................................................... Yes No

If “Yes,” check applicable: UST Grant UST Loan Brownfield Reimbursement Program
HDSRF Grant HDSRF Loan Landfill Reimbursement Program
Spill Fund Schools Development Authority

Textron, Inc.

Former Spencer Kellogg Facility, Reichhold Chemical, Reichhold, Inc.

400 Doremus Ave.

Newark

Essex 07105

40 Westminster St., Providence RI 02903, Attn: Greg Simpson

SRI ID# 015922 ISRA #E85403, #E89281

12/31/1992

596176.72 687218.29

5070 9 5070 9.01

5070 11 5070 11.01

6/1/2009

PAP-00145498

Q 
□ □ □ 

~ □ □ 
~ □ □ 
~ □ □ 
□ 181 □ 
~ □ □ 
□ □ ~ 
~ □ □ 
~ □ □ 
~ □ □ 

181 □ 181 □ 
□ □ □ □ 
□ □ □ □ 
□ □ □ □ 
□ 

□ ~ 

□ □ □ 
□ □ □ 
□ □ 



Remedial Action Report Form Page 2 of 6
Version 1.3 3/4/11

SECTION E. GENERAL

1. Does the RAR address:
Area(s) of Concern Only (If submitted for specific AOC(s), attach Section H2 of the PA/SI form)
Entire Site (Based on a completed and submitted Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation)

Does the report contain a permit(s) request that requires Site Remediation Program approval
for completion of the remedial action?..................................................................................................... Yes No

If “Yes,” please list the type and the section/page(s) of the report that contain the permit request(s).

2. As of May 7, 2010, is the remediation initiated for new construction or a change in the use of the
site proposed for the purposes of residential use, use as a licensed child care center or use as a
school? .................................................................................................................................................... Yes No

If “Yes,” was an unrestricted use or a presumptive remedy implemented? ............................................ Yes No

If “No,” was an alternative remedy approved by the Department? Date of the approval:

3. At any time, was there any radiological contamination detected at the AOC/site?................................. Yes No

4. At any time, did the site contain Ordnance and Explosives/Unexploded Ordnance (OE/UXO)? ........... Yes No

5. Did the remedial action involve containment of free product? ................................................................ Yes No

6. Have any of the following compounds/elements ever been detected in sediment above the ecological screening levels?
Arsenic Dioxin Mercury PCBs None

7. Did any media at the site contain dioxin contamination? ........................................................................ Yes No

8. Have past deficiencies been addressed in this submittal?...................................................................... Yes No

9. Does this submittal document deviate from the proposed remedial action workplan? ........................... Yes No

10. Did the remedial action render the property unusable for future redevelopment or for
recreational use (N.J.A.C. 7:26C-6.4(b) and guidance that can be found at
http://www.nj.gov/dep/srp/guidance/srra/unusable_properties_draft.pdf)?............................................. Yes No

11. Is remediation complete in all affected media? ....................................................................................... Yes No

12. Are contaminants from the site discharging to surface water ................................................................ Yes No
If “Yes,” identify the contaminant(s) and concentration(s) in the monitoring well(s) nearest to the surface water body:

SECTION F. SITE CONDITIONS

Check each media-type and provide the highest concentration of contamination currently present above any applicable
standards/criteria: Soil in ppm GW = Ground Water in ppb Sed = Sediment in ppm

Soil
ppm

GW
ppb

Sed
ppm

Soil
ppm

GW
ppb

Sed
ppm

Soil
ppm

GW
ppb

Sed
ppm

*VOCs <100 100–1,000 >1,000

*SVOCs <100 100–1,000 >1,000

*PAHs <10 10–100 >100

*Metals <100 100–1,000 >1,000

PCBs <10 10–100 >100

*Pesticides <1 1-10 >10

Chromium <100 100–1,000 >1,000

Mercury <100 100–1,000 >1,000

Arsenic <10 10–100 >100

EPH <1,700 1,700–5,100 >5,100

PAP-00145499
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1. For any contaminant group (*) checked above, identify the compound/element with the highest concentration over its
applicable remediation standard:

2. Were the laboratory reporting minimum detection limits below applicable remediation standards/
criteria required for the site?.................................................................................................................... Yes No

3. Are any of the following conditions currently present (check all that apply):
Groundwater: Soil:

Contaminated ground water in the overburden aquifer On-site discharge(s) impacting soil off-site
Contaminated ground water in a confined aquifer Chromate Production Waste
Contaminated ground water in the bedrock aquifer Munitions and explosives of concern
Contaminated ground water in multiple aquifer units Contaminated soil in the saturated zone
Multiple distinct ground water plumes Historic pesticide impacts to soil
Contaminated ground water migrating off-site Residual or free product
Co-mingled onsite ground water plumes Radionuclides
Co-mingled ground water plumes from both on-site and Historic Fill
off-site sources Soil contamination due to naturally occurring
Contaminated ground water discharging to surface water background conditions
Residual or free product
Radionuclides

SECTION G. ALTERNATIVE STANDARD / DEVIATIONS
Alternative remediation standard
If proposing an alternative remediation standard pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26D-7.4, check here and attach the Alternative Soil
Remediation Standard Application Form as an addendum.
Deviation from regulations
If the Licensed Site Remediation Professional has varied from the Technical Rules, provide the citation(s) from which the
remediation varied and the page(s) in the attached document where the rationale for the deviation is provided.

N.J.A.C. 7:26E- Page

N.J.A.C. 7:26E- Page

N.J.A.C. 7:26E- Page

SECTION H. APPLICABLE REMEDIATION STANDARDS

Indicate the Remediation Standards used for all compounds (check all that apply).

Default (check all that apply below)
Direct Contact Impact to Groundwater Soil Screening Levels Ecological Screening Levels

Alternate Remediation Standards for the Ingestion/Dermal Pathway
Alternate Remediation Standards for the Inhalation Pathway
Site Specific Standards for the Impact to Groundwater Pathway (check all that apply below)

Soil-Water Partitioning Equation SPLP Sesoil Sesoil/AT123D

Ecological Remediation Goals
What is the ground water classification for this site as per N.J.A.C. 7:9C (check all that apply)?

Class I-A Class II-A
Class I-PL Pinelands Protection Area Class III-A
Class I-PL Pinelands Preservation Area Class III-B

SECTION I. SOIL/SEDIMENT REUSE

1. Was material other than certified clean soil imported from an off-site source? ................................... Yes No

2. Did the remedial action involve on-site reuse of the contaminated media (soil or other materials)? ....... Yes No

3. Did the remedial action involve exporting contaminated media off-site for reuse or recycling? ............... Yes No

4. Did the remedial action involve soil blending for applied pesticides for agricultural purposes prior
to any reuse?............................................................................................................................................. Yes No

TPH (EPH) benzo(a) pyrene

PAP-00145500
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SECTION J. REMEDIAL ACTION REPORT INFORMATION

SOILS
1. Has compliance averaging been utilized to determine compliance with the Inhalation Pathway? .......... Yes No

2. Has a compliance option been utilized to determine compliance with the Impact to Ground Water
Pathway?.................................................................................................................................................. Yes No

If “Yes,” check all that apply:
Immobile Compounds
Data evaluation for metals and semi-volatiles
Data evaluation for volatile organics derived from discharges of petroleum mixtures

3. Is a restricted use required?..................................................................................................................... Yes No

4. If “Yes,” indicate the type of restriction being implemented.

5. If applicable, has consent from all involved property owners been obtained (i.e., for institutional or
engineering controls)? .............................................................................................................................. Yes No

6. If an engineering control was required, indicate the receptor(s) each engineering control is
intended to protect (check all that apply):

Human Ecological Offsite Impacts No Engineering Control

GROUND WATER
1. Is an unrestricted use being proposed for ground water? ........................................................................ Yes No

2. Is a revised CEA required?....................................................................................................................... Yes No

3. Do any contaminant levels in ground water currently exceed the vapor intrusion ground water trigger? Yes No

ECOLOGICAL
1. Was post-remedial sampling performed to determine whether contaminant levels currently meet

ecological screening levels or ecological remediation goals?.................................................................. Yes No

2. Did the remedial action require filling of State open waters or wetlands? ............................................... Yes No

INDOOR AIR
1. Is an engineering control required in order to mitigate a vapor hazard in a structure?............................ Yes No

2. If “Yes,” check each type of engineering control that was implemented:
Subsurface Depressurization System
Sealed Vapor Barrier
Soil Vapor Extraction System
Other (specify):

SECTION K. MISCELLANEOUS

1. Will any injured natural resources be restored concurrent with the remedial action? ............................. Yes No

If “Yes,” is the Office of Natural Resources Restoration involved? ........................................................... Yes No

2. Was the proposed remedial action a presumptive remedy? ..................................................................... Yes No

Industrial use

PAP-00145501
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SECTION L. PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR CONDUCTING THE REMEDIATION INFORMATION AND CERTIFICATION 
Full Legal Name of the Person Responsible for Conducting the Remediation : Textron , Inc. ------------------1 
Representative First Name: Gregory Representative Last Name: _S_im_ps_o_n ________ ----1 

Title: Remediation Manager 

Phone Number: (401) 457-2635 Ext: Fax: ( 401 ) 457 -6028 

Mailing Address: 40 Westminster St. --------------------------------------1 
City/Town : P_ro_v_id_e_n_c_e _________ _ State: _R_I ________ Zip Code: 0_2_9_0_3 ______ ---1 

Email Address: gsimpson@textron.com 

This certification shall be signed by the person responsible for conducting the remediation who is submitting this notification 
in accordance with Administrative Requirements for the Remediation of Contaminated Sites rule at N .J.A. C. 7:26C-1.5(a) . 
I certify under penalty of law that I have personally examined and am familiar with the information submitted herein, 
including all attached documents, and that based on my inquiry of those individuals immediately responsible for obtaining 
the information, to the best of my knowledge, I believe that the submitted information is true, accurate and complete. I am 
aware that there are significant civil penalties for knowingly submitting false, inaccurate or incomplete information and that I 
am committing a crim of the ourth degree if I make a written false statement which I do not believe to be true. I am also 
aware that if I kno in ly ire or author: he violation of any statute, I am personally lic)ble or the penalties. 

Signature: - -.?--+-- '-I-------------- Date: ___ 6....:../_8-L.._t_l _________ -1 

Name/Title: Grego Si No Changes Since Last Submittal [gl 

Remedial Action Report Form 
Version 1.3 3/4/11 

Page 5 of 6 
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SECTION M. LICENSED SITE REMEDIATION PROFESSIONAL INFORMATION AND STATEMENT 

LSRP ID Number: 515695 

First Name: Brian Last Name: Worden 

Phone Number: (609) 631-2926 Ext: Fax: (609) 689-2838 

Mailing Address: 200 American Metro Blvd., 

City/Town: Hamilton State: NJ Zip Code: 08619 

Email Address: brian.worden@amec.com 

This statement shall be signed by the LSRP who is submitting this notification in accordance w ith SRRA Section 16 d. and 
Section 30 b.2. 

I certify that I am a Licensed Site Remediation Professional authorized pursuant to N.J.S.A. 58:10C to conduct business in 
New Jersey. As the Licensed Site Remediation Professional of record for this remediation, I: 

[SELECT ONE OR BOTH OF THE FOLLOWING AS APPLICABLE]: 

□ directly oversaw and supervised all of the referenced remediation, and\or 

l8l personally reviewed and accepted all of the referenced remediation presented herein. 

I believe that the information contained herein, and including all attached documents, is true, accurate and complete. 

It is my independent professional judgment and opinion that the remediation conducted at this site, as reflected in this 
submission to the Department, conforms to, and is consistent with, the remediation requirements in N.J.S.A. 58:10C-14. 

My conduct and decisions in this matter were made upon the exercise of reasonable care and diligence, and by applying 
the knowledge and skill ordinarily exercised by licensed site remediation professionals practicing in good standing, in 
accordance with N.J.S.A. 58:10C-16, in the State of New Jersey at the time I performed these professional services. 

I am aware pursuant to N.J. S.A. 58: 1 0C-17 that for purposely, knowingly or recklessly submitting false statement, 
representation or certification in any document or information submitted to the board or Department, etc., that there are 
significant civil, administrative and criminal penalties, including license revocation or suspension, fines and being punished 
by imprisonment for conviction of a crime of the third degree. 

LSRP Signature: ~1~ 
LSRP Name/Title: Brian Worden/Principal Scientist 

Company Name: AMEC E&I, Inc. 

Completed forms should be sent to: 

Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
Site Remediation Program 
401 East State Street, PO Box 434 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Remedial Action Report Form 
Version 1.3 3/4/11 

Date: r/~/4 
No Chan/es Since Last Submittal~ 
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H2. Areas of Concern (For PA or PA/SI Report, list each AOC; for SI Report, list only AOCs documented in this
submittal.)

Investigation

Area of Concern

Currently
Exists?

if “Yes”

Formerly
Existed?

if “Yes”

SI
Conducted

if “Yes”

RI
Proposed

if “Yes”
1 Above ground storage tank and associated piping

2 Area of stressed vegetation

3 Area which receives flood or storm water from potentially contaminated areas

4 Chemical storage cabinet and closet

5 Compressor vent discharge

6 Discharge area pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:1E

7 Discolored or spill area

8 Drainage swale and culvert

9 Drywell and sump

10 Dumpster

11 Electrical transformer and capacitor

12 Floor drain collection system

13 Former agricultural applied pesticide area

14 Hazardous material storage or handling area

15 Historic fill or any other fill material

16 Hydraulic lift

17 Incinerator

18 Landfill or landfarm

19 Loading and unloading area

20 Non-contact cooling water discharge

21 Open area away from production area

22 Piping, above ground and below ground pumping station, sump and pit

23 Process area sink and piping which receive process waste

24 Rail car

25 Roof leader when process operations vent to the roof

26 Septic system, leachfield or seepage pit

27 Silo

28 Sprayfield

29 Storage pad including drum and/or waste storage

30 Storm sewer and spill containment collection system

31 Storm water detention pond and fire pond

32 Surface impoundment and lagoon

33 Surface water body

34 Underground piping including industrial process sewer

35 Underground storage tank and associated piping

36 Waste pile as defined by N.J.A.C. 7:26

37 Waste water treatment

38 Other:

PAP-00145504
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Correspondence: 
AMEC E&I 
1787 Sentry Parkway West 
Suite 120 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
Tel +1 (215) 619 0292  
Fax +1 (215) 619 0297 
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August 8, 2011 
 
Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
Site Remediation Program 
401EastStateStreet, 
POBox434 
Trenton, NJ 08625 
 
RE:   Remedial Action Report Form and LSRP Supporting Documentation  

Remedial Action Report dated August 2011  
 Building #13 Area of Concern 
 Textron, Inc. 
 400 Doremus Ave. 
 Newark, NJ  07105 
 SRI ID# 015922, ISRA #E85403/E89281 
 
 
Dear Sir or Madame: 

AMEC Environment and Infrastructure (AMEC) is submitting this letter to provide supporting 

documentation for the enclosed Remedial Action Report (RAR) Form which accompanies the 

RAR dated August,  2011.  The RAR documents remedial actions conducted at the Building #13 

Area of Concern (AOC).  The following information is provided to clarify and/or substantiate the 

selection or answers contained on certain sections of the RAR Form: 

 

Section E. Number 9 

Several deviations were made to the engineering and institutional controls described in the 

Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) submitted to the New Jersey Department of Environmental 

Protection (NJDEP) on April 10, 2009, subsequently amended in a submittal dated June 1, 2009 

and approved by NJDEP by letter dated June 16, 2009.  These deviations are discussed in 

Section 4.4 of the RAR and summarized below: 

PAP-00145505

ame 
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1. The original cover system proposed by Textron included a non-permeable geomembrane 

in place of the permeable geotextile.  Based on drainage issues that may have resulted from the 

use of the non-permeable membrane, Textron proposed the use of the permeable geotextile to 

NJDEP.  NJDEP approved the use of the geotextile in a phone correspondence conducted on 

April 21, 2009.  This approved change is discussed in the RAWP amendment dated June 1, 

2009.  The material selected for use in the cover system is a non-woven polypropylene 

geotextile intended to act as a barrier between the DGA materials and the underlying soils while 

still allowing for surface water drainage to the subsurface. This change is deemed equally 

protective of human health and the environment. 

2. The approved RAWP specifies that the protective barrier skirting will be constructed 

using chain-link fencing.  During the design process, galvanized corrugated steel panels were 

substituted for the chain link fencing based on ease of installation, durability, and appearance.  

For these reasons, solid panels mounted directly to the building structure were deemed to be a 

superior material choice/construction method compared to chain-link fencing. This change is 

deemed equally protective of human health and the environment. 

3. Off-site engineering and institutional controls were not required because the additional 

delineation performed as reported in the Site Remedial Investigation Report No. 4 submitted to 

NJDEP dated October 29, 2010 determined that the soil impacts at this AOC were within the 

Reichhold property boundaries.   

Section E. Number 11/Section F Number 3 

“Is remediation complete in all affected media” checked yes and “Contaminated ground water in 

the overburden aquifer” checked. As noted in the Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report 

No. 4 dated October 29, 2010 and in Section 3.3 of this RAR, groundwater impacts within this 

AOC are limited to historic fill related SVOCs at one location. The groundwater remedy for the 

historic fill related contaminants is an institutional control in the form of a Classification Exception 

Area (CEA) and Well Restriction Area (WRA). The CEA was previously approved by the NJDEP 

and groundwater monitoring is on-going; the most recent biennial CEA Report was issued to the 

NJDEP December 2009. 

PAP-00145506
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Section G. Deviation from Regulations 

7:26E-6. 7(b )7 

The deviation from the Technical Rule applies to the deed notice citation. The owners consent to 

the deed notice for historic fill related contaminants as well as placement of the engineering 

controls documented in the RAR was executed in January 2010. A copy of this agreement was 

included in Appendix B of the attached RAR and is also referenced in text Section 4.3.3. 

(NJDEP previously approved the historic fill institutional/engineering control in 2009). A final 

Deed Notice will be included in the NJDEP Remedial Action Permit for Soils after it is recorded. 

This may be submitted as a stand alone permit document for the Building #13 AOC or combined 

with other AOCs that are undergoing remediation. 

7:26E-6. 7(g) 

The deviation from the Technical Rule applies to the updated receptor evaluation. As noted on 

the RAR Form, the receptor evaluation was previously updated and submitted with the 

Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report No. 4 dated October 29, 201 O; there have been no 

changes since this submittal. 

There were no other deviations from the RAWP or Tech Rule. 

Sincerely, 
AMEC E&I, Inc. 

flfo---
rr 

Senior Principal Geologist 
lr Brian Worden, LSRP ~-'- itlnff.S/✓>') 

Principal Scientist s-/1/z~II 
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September 27, 2012 

Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
Site Remediation Program 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
401-05H 
PO Box 420 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 

ame& 

RE: Updated Receptor Evaluation Form and LSRP Supporting Documentation 
Ecological Evaluation Report Dated September 2012 
Textron, Inc. (aka. Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility) 
400 Doremus Ave. 
Newark, NJ 07105 
SRI ID# 015922, ISRA #E85403/E89281 

Dear Sir or Madame: 

AMEC Environment and Infrastructure (AMEC) is submitting this letter to provide supporting 

documentation for the enclosed updated Receptor Evaluation (RE) Form and accompanying 

Ecological Evaluation (EE) Report dated September, 2012. 

On October 29, 2010, Textron Inc. submitted its Supplemental RI Report No. 4 through its 

LSRP, Brian Worden. Appendix D of that document was comprised of a Receptor Evaluation 

conducted pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26E following the remedial investigation requirements in effect 

at that time. The attached technical document entitled, Ecological Evaluation, Former Spencer 

Kellogg Facility, 400 Doremus Ave., Newark, Essex County, New Jersey is being submitted 

solely as a supplement to the October 29, 201 O submittal and constitutes completion of an EE in 

compliance with the current Technical Requirements for Site Remediation (TRSR N.J.A.C. 

7:26E) that was adopted May 7, 2012 as well as the Ecological Evaluation Technical Guidance, 

NJDEP August 2011 (Version 1.1 8/30/2011). The EE was prepared because there were 

changes in the process of evaluating potential ecological impacts since the previous RE was 

performed, as promulgated in May 2012. The EE is being submitted as part of an updated RE, 

although there were no material changes in the receptor status. Concurrently, the information 

Correspondence: 
AMEC E&I 
1787 Sentry Parkway West 
Suite 120 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
Tel +1 (215) 619 0292 
Fax +1 (215) 619 0297 

amec.com 
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NJDEP Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
September 27, 2012 
Page 2 

was used to support answers on the NJDEP Remedial Priority Scoring (RPS) Form that was 

submitted to the NJDEP on September 26, 2012. 

The following information is provided to clarify and/or substantiate the selection or answers 

contained on certain sections of the RE Form: 

Section E. Number 6: The vapor intrusion pathway is a concern at or adjacent to the site 

(if "No," attach justification). 

No was checked; justification follows. 

The prior Vapor Intrusion (VI) study conducted at the site in July 2009 concluded the pathway 

was incomplete. The VI Information and sample results were presented in Section 5 of the 

Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report No. 4. The answer is consistent with the 201 O RE 

Form (the question however is worded differently in the two forms). 

Section E. Number 1 O: Indoor air results were above the NJDEP's Rapid Action Levels. 

Yes was checked for Indoor Air Results> NJDEP's Rapid Action Levels (RALs) and No was 

checked for Implementation of an IEC engineered system response. 

The prior VI study conducted at the site in July 2009 concluded the indoor air results were due to 

background levels of COCs that are used in the normal coatings formulation processes at this 

operating industrial facility and consequently, NJDEP has previously acknowledged that OSHA 

Limits for Air Contaminants (LAC) apply to both sub-slab and interior air quality within the 

buildings tested. In this situation, because OSHA indoor air standards apply, NJDEP is not 

responsible for enforcement of OSHA standards, thus, this is not an Immediate 

Environmental Concern (IEC). There were no changes in the building receptor status. The 

answer is consistent with the 201 O RE Form (the question however is worded differently in the 
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two forms).The VI Information and sample results were presented in Section 5 of the 

Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report No. 4. 

Please contact Richard C. Karr at 610-877-6154 or the LSRP at the number listed on the RE 

Form if you should require further information or have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 

~r' tv1¥ ftm?t.//'1'+ 1Z.&t'1r 
Richard C. Karr, P.G. 
Senior Project Geologist 

Brian Worden, LSRP 
Principal Scientist 
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New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
Site Remediation Program 

RECEPTOR EVALUATION (RE) FORM 
Date Stamp 

(For Department use only) 

SECTION A. SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

Site Name: Textron, Inc. -----------------------------------------1 
List all AKAs: Former Spencer-Kellogg Facility, Reichhold Chemical, Reichhold, inc. 

Street Address: 400 Doremus Ave. 

Municipality: Newark (Township, Borough or City) ----------------
County: Essex Zip Code: 07105 --------------------1 
Program Interest (Pl) Number(s): SRI ID# 015922 Case Tracking Number(s): ISRA #E85403, #E89281 

Indicate the type of submission: 

D Initial RE Submission 

18] Updated RE Submission 
Indicate the reason for submission of an updated RE form 
D Submission of an Immediate Environmental Concern (IEC) source control report; 
D Submission of a Remedial Investigation Report; 
D Submission of a Remedial Action Report; 

Check if included in updated RE 
D The known concentration or extent of contamination in any medium has increased; 
D A new AOC has been identified; 
D A new receptor is identified; 
D A new exposure pathway has been identified. 

SECTION B. ON SITE AND SURROUNDING PROPERTY USE 

1. Identify any sensitive populations/uses that are currently on-site or surrounding property usage within 200 feet 
of the site boundary (check all that apply): 

On-site Off-site 
None of the following ................................................................................... [8] 
Residences or residential property .............................................................. D 
Public or Private Schools grades K-12 ........................................................ D 
Child care centers ........................................................................................ D 
Public parks, playgrounds or other recreation areas ................................... D 
Other sensitive population use(s) Explain ___________ D 

[8] 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

If any of the above applies, attach a list of addresses, facility names, type of use, and a map depicting each 
location relative to the site. 

2. Current site uses (check all that apply): 
[8] Industrial D Residential D Commercial D Agricultural 
D School or child care D Government D Park or recreational use 
D Vacant D Other: ______________ _ 

3. Planned future site uses and off-site use within 200 ft of site boundary (check all that apply): 
[8] Industrial D Residential D Commercial D Agricultural 
D School or child care D Government D Park or recreational use 
D Vacant D Other: _______________ _ 

Provide a map depicting the location of the proposed changes in land use. 

Receptor Evaluation Form 
Version 1.7 05/07/12 

Page 1 of 6 
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SECTION C. DESCRIPTION OF CONTAMINATION 

1. Identify if any of the following exist at the site (check all that apply): 
[gJ Free product[N.J.A.C. 7:26E-1.8] identified is [gJ LNAPL* or □ DNAPL**. Date identified: 01/01/1998 

D Residual product [N.J.A.C. 7:26E-1.8] 
D Other high concentration source materials not identified above (e.g., buried drums, containers, 

unsecured friable asbestos) 

Explain:-----------------------------------
* LNAPL - measured thickness of .01 feet or more 

**DNAPL- See US EPA DNAPL Overview 

2. Soil Migration Pathway 

Has soil contamination been delineated to the applicable Direct Contact Soil 
Remediation Standard? ............................................................................................................................ IZ! Yes D No 

Are all soils either below the applicable Direct Contact Criteria or under an institutional 
control (i.e. deed notice)? ......................................................................................................................... □ Yes IZ! No 

3. If this evaluation is submitted with a technical document that includes contaminant summary information, proceed to 
Section D. Otherwise attach a brief summary of all currently available data and information to be included in the site 
investigation or remedial investigation report. 

SECTION D. GROUND WATER USE 

1. Has the requirement for ground water sampling been triggered? ...................................... IZ! Yes D No D Unknown 
If "No," proceed to Section F. If "Unknown," explain: 

2. Is Ground water contaminated above the Ground Water Remediation Standards 
[N.J.A.C.7:9C]? ................................................................................................................... IZ! Yes D No D Unknown 

Or D Awaiting laboratory data with the expected due date: _______ _ 

If "Yes," provide the date that the laboratory data was available and confirmed contamination above 
the Ground Water Remediation Standards. Date: 12/31/1992 ----------
If "Unknown," explain:------------------------------
If "No," or awaiting laboratory data proceed to Section F. 

3. Has ground water contamination been delineated to the applicable Remediation Standard? .................... IZ! Yes D No 

4. Has a well search been completed? ............................................................................................................ IZ! Yes D No 

Date of most recent or updated well search: 10/01/2010 

Identify if any of the following conditions exist based on the well search [N.J.A.C.7:26E-1.14(a)] (check all that apply): 

D Potable wells located within 500 feet from the downgradient edge of the currently known extent of contamination. 
D Potable well located 250 feet upgradient or 500 feet side gradient of the currently known extent of contamination. 
D Ground water contamination is located within a Tier 1 wellhead protection area (WHPA). 

5. Is a completed Well Search Spreadsheet or historical well search table attached and 
has an electronic copy of the spreadsheet been submitted to srpgis wrs@dep.state.nj.us ....................... □ Yes IZ! No 

If "No," explain: Submitted with Initial Receptor Evaluation signed by LSRP on 10/20/2010 

6. Are any private potable or irrigation wells located within ½ mile of the currently known extent 
of contamination? ......................................................................................................................................... □ Yes 1Z! No 

If "Yes," was a door to door survey completed? ..................................................................................... □ Yes D No 

If survey was not completed explain: __________________________ _ 

7. Has sampling been conducted of D potable well(s) and /or D non-potable use well(s)? ........................ D Yes IZ! No 

If "No," provide justification then proceed to Section E. 

None identified 

Receptor Evaluation Form 
Version 1.7 05/07/12 
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8 Has contamination been identified in potable well(s) above Ground Water Remediation 
Standards that is not suspected to be from the site? (If "Yes," provide justification) ................................... □ Yes 181 No 

9 Has contamination been identified in potable well(s) that is above the Ground Water 
Remediation Standards or Federal Drinking Water Standards? .................................................................. □ Yes 181 No 

Provide date laboratory data was received: ________ _ 

Or D awaiting laboratory data with the expected due date: _______ _ 

If "Yes" for potable well contamination not attributable to background, follow the IEC Guidance Document at 
http://www.nj.gov/dep/srp/guidance/index.html#iec for required actions and answer the following: 

Has an engineered system response action been completed on all receptors? .................................... □ Yes D No 
Provide a brief narrative description: 

Date completed: _______ _ NJDEP Case Manager: ___________ _ 

10. Were Non-potable use well(s) sampled and results were above Class II Ground Water 
Remediation Standards? .............................................................................................................................. □ Yes [gJ No 

Provide date laboratory data was received: _____ _ 
Or D awaiting laboratory data with the expected due date: _____ _ 

11. Has the ground water use evaluation been completed? ............................................................................. 181 Yes D No 

SECTION E. VAPOR INTRUSION (VI) 

1. Contaminants present in ground water exceed the Vapor Intrusion Ground Water Screening 
Levels that trigger a VI evaluation. (see NJDEP Vapor Intrusion Technical Guidance) .... 181 Yes D No D Unknown 

Or D Awaiting laboratory data and the expected due date: _______ _ 

Provide the date that the laboratory data was available and confirmed contamination above the Vapor Intrusion 
Trigger Levels. Date: 12/31/1992 

2. Other existing conditions that trigger a VI evaluation. (see NJDEP Vapor Intrusion Technical Guidance) 

D Wet basement or sump containing free product or ground water containing volatile organics 
D Methane generating conditions causing oxygen deficient or explosion concern 
181 Other human or safety concern from the VI pathway (i.e. elemental mercury, unsaturated contamination, elevated 

soil gas or indoor vapor (explain): 

Constituents detected above indoor air screening levels are associated with production activities at the facility, are 
background levels at the facility, and are below OSHA exposure limits. 

If you answered "No," or awaiting laboratory data to Question 1., and did not check any boxes in Question 2, proceed to 
Section F, "Ecological Receptors", otherwise complete the rest of this section. 

3. Has ground water contamination been delineated to the applicable Ground 
Water Vapor Screening Level? .................................................................................................................... 181 Yes D No 

4. Was a site specific screening level, modeling or other alternative approach employed 
for the VI pathway? ....................................................................................................................................... □ Yes 181 No 

5. Identify and locate on a scaled map any buildings/sensitive populations that exist within the following distances from 
ground water contamination with concentrations above the Vapor Intrusion Ground Water Screening Levels or specific 
threats (check all that apply): 

[Zl 30 feet of petroleum free product or dissolved petroleum hydrocarbon contamination in ground water 
[gJ 100 feet of any non-petroleum free product or any non-petroleum dissolved volatile organic ground water 

contamination 
D No buildings exist within the specified distances 

6. The vapor intrusion pathway is a concern at or adjacent to the site (if "No," attach justification)~ ............. □ Yes 181 No 

Receptor Evaluation Form 
Version 1.7 05/07/12 
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7. Has soil gas sampling of the building(s) been conducted? ........................................................... [gJ Yes D No D N/A 
If "No," or "N/A," proceed to #10 

8. Has indoor air sampling been conducted at the identified building(s)? ....................................................... [gj Yes D No 
If "No," proceed to #10 

9 Has indoor air contamination been identified but not suspected to be from the site? 
(if "Yes," attach justification) .................................................................................................................... □ Yes [gJ No 

10. Indoor air results were above the NJDEP's Rapid Action Levels ................................................................ [gj Yes.:J. D No 

Provide the date that the laboratory data was available and confirmed contamination above the 
Rapid Action Levels. Date: 07/02/2009 

Or D Awaiting laboratory data with the expected due date: _______ _ 

If "Yes" to #8 above, follow the IEC Guidance Document at 
http://www.nj.gov/dep/srp/quidance/index.html#iec for required actions. 

~~~;iTi;d es~~~~fi:~~~.~:.~.~~.~ .. ~~~·~·~·~·~·~··~~.~.~.~.~.t.~~l .. ~~~.'.:~l.~.~.~~.~~~ .. ~~~.~'.I ............................................ □ Yes [gJ Ni 
Date: ________ NJDEP Case Manager: ______________ _ 

11. Indoor air sampling was conducted and results were above the NJDEP's Indoor Air Screening 
Levels but at or below the Rapid Action Levels ........................................................................................... □ Yes [gJ No 

Provide the date that the laboratory data was available. Date: _______ _ 

Or D Awaiting laboratory data with the expected due date: _______ _ 

If "Yes" to #10 above, answer the following: 

Has the Vapor Concern (VC) Response Action Form notifying the NJDEP of the exceedances 
been submitted? ...................................................................................................................................... □ Yes D No 
Date: _________ _ 

Has a plan to mitigate and monitor the exposure been submitted? ........................................................ □ Yes D No 
Date: _________ _ 

Has the Mitigation Response Action Report been submitted? ................................................................ □ Yes D No 
Date: _________ _ 

12. Has the vapor intrusion investigation been completed? ............................................................................... □ Yes D No 
If "No", is the vapor intrusion investigation stepping out as part of the site 
investigation or remedial investigation. (If "No," attach justification) ....................................................... 18] Yes D No 

SECTION F. ECOLOGICAL RECEPTORS 

1. Has an Ecological Evaluation (EE) has been conducted? [N.J.A.C. 7:26E-1.16] ...................................... [gj Yes D No 

Date conducted: 08/30/2012 

2. Do the results of an EE trigger a remedial investigation of ecological receptors? [N.J.A.C. 7:26E-4.8] ..... □ Yes [gJ No 

3. Has a remedial investigation of ecological receptors been conducted? ...................................................... □ Yes [gJ No 

Date conducted: ______ _ 

4. Provide the name(s) of any surface water body on or within 200 feet of the site: 
Newark Bay, Plum Creek, unnamed detention basin 

5. Is free product or residual product located within 100 feet from an ecological receptor? ............................ □ Yes [gJ No 

6. Available data indicate an impact on: D Ecological receptor(s) D Surface water D Sediment 

If this evaluation is submitted with a technical document that includes contaminant summary information, proceed to 
Section G. Otherwise attach a description of the type of contamination and provide a schedule and a description of 
all actions to be taken to mitigate exposure 

Receptor Evaluation Form 
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SECTION G. PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR CONDUCTING THE REMEDIATION INFORMATION AND CERTIFICATION 

Full Legal Name of the Person Responsible for Conducting the Remediation: _T_e_x_tr_o_n,:._l_n_c_. -----------------j 

Representative First Name: Gregory Representative Last Name: Simpson 
-------'------------------J 

Title: Remediation Mgr. 

Phone Number: (401) 457-2635 Ext: ______ Fax: _(4_0_1-'---)_45_7_-_60_2_8 _______ --1 

Mailing Address: 40 Westminster Street 

City/Town: Providence State: RI 
------------------ ---------

Zip Code: 02903 
--------l 

Email Address: gsimpson@textron.com 

This certification shall be signed by the person responsible for conducting the remediation who is submitting this notification 
in accordance with Administrative Requirements for the Remediation of Contaminated Sites rule at N.J.A.C. 7:26C-1.5(a). 

I certify under penalty of law that I have personally examined and am familiar with the information submitted herein, 
including all attached documents, and that based on my inquiry of those individuals immediately responsible for obtaining 
the information, to the best of my knowledge, I believe that the submitted information is true, accurate and complete. I am 
aware that there are significant civil penalties for knowingly submitting false, inaccurate or incomplete information and that I 
am committing a crime the fourth degree if I make a written false statement which I do not believe to be true. I am also 
aware that if I knowi I direc or authorize the violation of any statute, I am personally liable for the penalties . 

Signature: 

Name/Title: 

Receptor Evaluation Form 
Version 1.7 05/07/12 

• 
=--- Date: 

No Changes Since Last Submittal ~ 
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SECTION H. LICENSED SITE REMEDIATION PROFESSIONAL INFORMATION AND STATEMENT 

LSRP ID Number: 515695 

First Name: Brian Last Name: Worden 

Phone Number: (609) 631-2926 Ext: Fax: 

Mailing Address: American Metro Center, 200 American Metro Blvd. 

City/Town: Hamilton State: NJ Zip Code: 08619 

Email Address: brian.worden@AMEC.com 

This statement shall be signed by the LSRP who is submitting this notification in accordance with SRRA Section 16 d. and 
Section 30 b.2. 

I certify that I am a Licensed Site Remediation Professional authorized pursuant to N.J.S.A. 58:10C to conduct business in 
New Jersey. As the Licensed Site Remediation Professional of record for this remediation, I: 

[SELECT ONE OR BOTH OF THE FOLLOWING AS APPLICABLE]: 

□ directly oversaw and supervised all of the referenced remediation, and\or 
[g] personally reviewed and accepted all of the referenced remediation presented herein. 

I believe that the information contained herein, and including all attached documents, is true, accurate and complete. 

It is my independent professional judgment and opinion that the remediation conducted at this site, as reflected in this 
submission to the Department, conforms to, and is consistent with, the remediation requirements in N.J.S.A. 58:10C-14. 

My conduct and decisions in this matter were made upon the exercise of reasonable care and diligence, and by applying the 
knowledge and skill ordinarily exercised by licensed site remediation professionals practicing in good standing, in accordance 
with N.J.S.A. 58:10C-16, in the State of New Jersey at the time I performed these professional services. 

I am aware pursuant to N.J.S.A. 58:10C-17 that for purposely, knowingly or recklessly submitting false statement, 
representation or certification in any document or information submitted to the board or Department, etc., that there are 
significant civil, administrative and criminal penalties, including license revocation or suspension, fines and being punished by 
imprisonment for conviction of a crime of the third degree. 

r/4"/.1-LSRP Signature: ~ / 4/ ~ Date: 

LSRP Name/Title: Brian Worden/PRincipal Scientist No Change£ Sin/e Last Submittal D 
Company Name: AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 

Completed forms should be sent to the municipal clerk, designate health department, and: 

Bureau of Case Assignment & Initial Notice 
Site Remediation Program 
NJ Department of Environmental Protection 
401-05H 
PO Box420 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 

Receptor Evaluation Form 
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