DECISION DECLARATION

RECORD OF DECISION

ROEBLING STEEL SITE

SITE NAME AND LOCATION
Roebling Steel

Florence Township, Burlington County, New Jersey

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This Record of Decision presents the selected remedial. action for the Roebling Steel
Site, which was chosen in accordance with the requirements of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, and to the extent practicable,
the National Oil : - Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. This decision
document explains the factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy.

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection concurs with the selected
remedy. A copy of their concurrence letter can be found in Attachment 4. The
information supporting this remedial action is- contained in the Administrative Record
for this Site, the index of which is Attachment 2 to this document.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Roebling Steel Site, if
not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision,
may present an imminent and substantial threat to public health, welfare, or the environ-
ment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy represents the third of four Records of Decision planned for the
Roebling Steel Site. This Record of Decision focuses on the remediation of 70
abandoned buildings which contain contaminated process dust on the walls and floors,
contaminated residue and materials in or on process equipment, underground and
aboveground tanks, pits and sumps, underground piping systems, and damaged friable
asbestos. The Record of Decision does not constitute the final action for the Site.
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The major components of the selected remedy include the following:

. Primary (gross) decontamination, demolition, and on-site management of selected demolition debris
for contaminated buildings that are structurally unsound (Group A Buildings), and decontamination
of contaminated buildings that are structurally sound (Group B Buildings);

. Removal and off-site disposal of contaminated process dust, and liquid and solid wastes from the
equipment, aboveground tanks, pits, and sumps. Removal and decontamination of equipment, tanks,
and scrap metal prior to recycling;

. Abatement of friable asbestos in all buildings;

. Closure of contaminated underground storage tanks and drainage of underground piping systems;
. Historic preservation mitigation measures for the buildings, machinery, and curation of archives;
. Implementation of institutional controls to ensure the effectiveness of the remedy, such as deed

restrictions to limit future uses of the buildings that remaig.,' A
DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with
Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
the remedial action, and is cost-effective. The remedy utilizes permanent solutions and
alternative treatment or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practica-
ble, and it satisfies the statutory preference for the use of treatment as a principal
element for the reduction of toxicity, mobility,’or volume of the hazardous substances.

Because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances above health-based levels on
the main plant portion of the Site, a five-year review pursuant to Section 121(c) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as
amended, is not required. However, a review will be conducted within five years after
commencement of the remedial action for the slag disposal area (second Record of
Decision) to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human
health and the environment. Selected nonhazardous demolition debris from Group A
buildings will be used as fill in the slag disposal area prior to placement of the final
cover.

Jeanne M. E Date

Regional Admi

' 9 5o/
V4
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DECISION SUMMARY
RECORD OF DECISION

ROEBLING STEEL SUPERFUND SITE

SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

The Roebling Steel Site (Site) is a 200-acre property bordered by Second Street and
Hornberger Avenue in the Village of Roebling, Florence Township, Burlington County,
New Jersey. Geographically, the Site is located at latitude 40° 07’ 25" N and longitude
74° 46’ 30" W (Bristol 7-1/2 minute USGS quadrangle map). The Site is bordered on
the north and east by the Delaware River and Crafts Creek, respectively. A fence
identifies the southern boundary of the Site. A Penn Central (Conrail) railroad track
runs adjacent to the southeastern boundary of the Site. U.S. Route 130 is approximately
one-half mile south of the site property, as shown in Figure 1.

Residential properties in the Village of Roebling are located to the west and southwest
of the Site at a zoning density of approximately eight dwellings per acre. Most
residential development adjacent to the Site was constructed by the steel plan operators
and used to house plant employees. The nearest residences are approximately 100 feet
away from the site property boundaries, 250 feet from the slag disposal area at the
northwestern edge of the Site, and 1,200 feet from the wastewater treatment plant and
sludge lagoons at the northeastern edge of the Site. Two public playgrounds, the
Roebling Park and southeast playground, are adjacent to the Site. The residential area
of Florence Township is one to two miles west of the Site. The remainder of the
Township consists of farmlands, wetlands and forested areas, except for a few residential
areas abutting roadways. The population of Florence Township is 9,562 (1982 census).

The Site is an inactive facility that was used from 1906 until 1982, primarily for the
production of steel products. Steel production resulted in the generation of significant
quantities of waste materials in both liquid and solid forms. The majority of liquid
wastes were discharged to Crafts Creek and the Delaware River. Large quantities of
solid wastes, including slag, mill scale, spent refractory materials, and other production
residues, were disposed at the Site. Slag material was used to fill in a large portion of
the bordering Delaware River shoreline. There are approximately 70 buildings, some
quite large, on the main plant area of the Site; they are connected by a series of paved
and unpaved access roads. The buildings contain contaminated process dust on the walls
and floors, contaminated process equipment, tanks, pits and sumps, underground piping
systems, and damaged friable asbestos. .

The site topography is essentially flat, except for a hill on the southern boundary of the
slag disposal area that rises to Riverside Avenue, a steep slope down to the banks of the
Delaware River, and that portion of the slag area where crucible-shaped slag piles are
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present. The Site is situated between 15 and 35 feet above mean sea level (MSL), in the
Delaware River drainage basin, and is mostly above the 100-year flood plain except for
two portions of tire slag disposal area.

Two groundwater aquifers are located in the area of the Site. The Magothy Formation
outcrops over most of the Site with the underlying Raritan Formation outcropping in a
thin belt immediately adjacent to the Delaware River. Groundwater in the area flows
toward, and a portion of it recharges, the Delaware River. Florence Township obtains
its potable water supply from wells located about two miles west of the Site. The city of
Burlington, approximately six miles downstream from the Site, obtains water from both
the Delaware River and shallow groundwater wells. The river also supplies water to the
city of Philadelphia approximately 10 miles farther downstream. These locations are
cross-gradient to the direction of groundwater flow at the Site and would not be affected
by the Site. The possible flow of ground water from the Site toward nearby Mansfield
Township properties directly south of the Site, while not likely, is undergoing further
study.

The Delaware River, in the vicinity of the Site, is part ‘of the freshwater portion of the
estuary located in the Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) Water Quality

Zone 2, between the head of tide at Trenton, New Jersey and Northeast Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania. The Delaware River is used for contact (e.g.,swimming) and non-contact
(e.g.,boating) recreational activities in the vicinity of the Site. The area adjacent to the
Site is classified as "fishable not supported” since advisories have been issued on the
consumption of certain fish. Crafts Creek, a tributary to the Delaware River and with
headwaters in north-central Burlington County; comprises the eastern boundary of the
Site and forms a 40-acre pond south of the Site, Crafts Creek is used by nearby
residents, particularly children, for contact recreational activities such as fishing and

playing.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
Historical Site Use

About the turn of the century, the John A. Roebling’s Sons Company in Trenton, New
Jersey, was expanding its operations. The Roebling family selected Kinkora, later known
as Roebling, as the location of the new steel plant. The land was purchased, and
riparian rights to fill in the river were obtained, so that as the plant required additional
structures, there would be enough room for expansion. In 1904, construction of the steel
plant began, with a Melt Shop, Blooming Mill, Rod Mills, Wire Mills, Cleaning Houses,
Annealing and Tempering Shops, and a Woven Wire Fabrics Factory. In addition to the
steel plant, a complete town for the workers, with a hospital, schools, shops, banks and
theaters was built to house a population of approximately 4,000. Over time, buildings
were constructed as needed, many on the slag fill. The sequence of structures at the Site
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was logically ordered to suit the various different process steps involved in the
manufacturing of steel products.

The John A. Roebling’s Sons Company owned and operated the steel wire manufacturing
plant until its sale to Colorado Fuel & Iron Company, later known as CF&I Steel
Corporation, (CF&I) in 1952. The Roebling name is synonymous in the United States
with the manufacture of quality wire cable and rope used in the construction of major
suspension bridges, manufacture of elevators, electric and telegraph transmission lines,
and in the marine and airline industries. The surrounding Village of Roebling and the
Main Gate Building at the original entrance to the plant have been listed on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) since 1978.

CF&I operated the Site from 1952 until 1974. Equipment in the Roebling facility was
updated in the 1960s (e.g., CF&I replaced the open hearth furnaces with electric arc
furnaces in 1968). During this period, the Roebling facility concentrated in the high
carbon wire segment of the wire industry and withdrew from the suspension bridge
construction market and from nonferrous wire production. Crane Co. became the major
stockholder in CF&I, in the late 1960s and subsequently began a shutdown of CF&I’s
unprofitable production facilities. By the early 1970s, the Roebling facility’s financial
strength had declined, and Crane Co. decided to close the Roebling facility in 1974.

In June 1974, the plant ceased operations under CF&I. The Alpert Brothers Leasing
Company (ABLC) purchased the machinery and equipment at the Site from CF&I in
September 1974. ABLC formed the Roebling Steel and Wire Corporation (RSWC),
which purchased the Site and certain other equipment from CF&I in October 1974.
ABLC leased the machinery and equipment it bought to RSWC. RSWC filed for
Chapter 11 bankruptcy in May 1975. ABLC/RSWC operated the facility until May 1979,
when a new company (with new owners), the John A. Roebling Steel Corporation
(JARSCO), was formed and through private funds and financial assistance (in the form
of guaranteeing the initial loan) from the Economic Development Administration (EDA)
of the U.S. Department of Commerce and the New Jersey Economic Development
Authority, JARSCO purchased and operated the Roebling facility. JARSCO ceased
operations in November 1981 and leased portions of the Site to other businesses.
JARSCO began liquidating in September 1982 and granted peaceful possession of the
property to EDA in April 1983.

The Roebling Wire Company (RWC) purchased the wire mill equipment from JARSCO
and leased the wire mill premises. RWC began wire production in January 1982, closed
in the summer of 1983, filed a Chapter XI petition for bankruptcy, but continued to
occupy the site premises until October 198S5.

From 1978 through 1988, the Site supported a variety of other industrial activities in

addition to the RWC, and included a polymer-reclamation facility, a storage facility for
vinyl products, a warehouse facility, a facility for repairing and refurbishing refrigerated
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trailers and shipping containers, a storage facility for insulation, and an equipment
storage facility for a construction company.

The EDA provided financial assistance to JARSCO starting in 1979 to promote
companies and businesses on the Site; all of these companies have since ceased
operating on the Site. EDA remains a creditor in possession of the real property and
equipment at the Site.

Manufacturing and Waste Disposal Activities
Liquid Wastes

During process operations at the Roebling Steel Site, large volumes of contaminated
wastewaters were generated, treated to various degrees, and discharged to the Delaware
River and Crafts Creek. Wire was cleaned with acids to remove scale, using
hydrochloric or sulfuric acids. The principal acid contamination was caused by dumping
tubs of spent acid used in the cleaning departments into the sewer system without
neutralization. .

Large volumes of surface water and groundwater were used for plant operations. As a
result of the different mill processes used at various times in each building, process water
would be contaminated with iron, lead, zinc, oil, chloride, phosphate, sulfate, soap, and
spent pickle acid.

Solid Wastes

Slag material was generated as a means to separate the metal impurities from the
moltened steel and was disposed of in the slag area along the Delaware River. The slag
area was used primarily for the disposal of slag. Materials disposed in the landfill
included: spent refractory brick, baghouse dust, well scale, furnace scale, and
decommissioned process equipment were disposed of in the landfill on-site.

Records were kept of the annual quantities of lead used at the Site. For example, in
1965 the following processes used lead in these amounts:

Galvanizing Shop (Building 8): 250,359 pounds
Patenting Shop (Building 10): 946,675 pounds
Wire Mill #2 (Building 13): 525,920 pounds

Waste lead was removed as dross, accurnulated in drones and sold to off-site smelters.

In addition, lead was released into the atmosphere as volatilized gases and found in
residues on process equipment.
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Air Pollutants

No dust control system was used during the operation of the open hearth furnaces at the
Site. Dust would be released within the buildings, and, of course, directly out of the
stacks. When the electric arc furnaces replaced the open hearth furnmaces in 1968, dust
control facilities were used.

Compliance History

The lack of properly operated environmental control facilities at the Site over the last 25
years resulted in several regulatory agencies issuing notices of noncompliance to site
owners and operators. On May 19, 1964, the New Jersey Department of Health
(NJDOH) recommended that CF&I install a wastewater treatment plant. A NJDOH
status report described operations conducted at the Site by CF&I, which was then
discharging 15-million gallons per day (mgd) of untreated acidic industrial wastes and
plant cooling water into the Delaware River. The effluent was acidic and contained high
levels of iron and other metals, suspended solids, and oil. On May 31, 1968, NJDOH
ordered CF&I to cease polluting the Delaware River and required the construction of a
wastewater treatment plant. In 1972, the wastewater treatment plant was completed and
placed into operation.

On November 15, 1974, the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
(NJDEP) met with the facility owners to discuss various aspects of the operations at the
Site, including the absence of liners under the sludge lagoons, groundwater
contamination, landfill operations, oil unloading, and transmission and storage
operations. 4

In October 1979, NIDEP issued JARSCO a permit to upgrade and operate an industrial
wastewater treatment plant (the CF&I wastewater treatment plant with improvements).
The permit required the installation of monitoring wells and the performance of bioassay
monitoring. The DRBC granted approval to JARSCO to withdraw surface water from
the Delaware River and to discharge wastewater to the Delaware River in compliance
with DRBC water quality standards.

On June 13, 1979, the JARSCO" operation was inspected by NJDEP and the Burlington
County Health Department. Six hundred 55-gallon drums containing waste oil were
discovered on-site. NJDEP requested that these drums be removed. In November 1979,
NJDEP issued a notification of violation to JARSCO, as a result of the inspection of the
Site on June 13, 1979. JARSCO was later cited for committing a health and safety
violation as it attempted to remove the drums from the Site without completing the
required waste manifests.

On January 29, 1980, NJDEP named JARSCO as one of 38 hazardous waste sites most
urgently needing cleanup in the State of New Jersey. The following potential pollution
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sources were identified: 100 oil drums, PCB transformers, a tire pile, abandoned oil and
chemical storage tanks, and bag house dust storage piles.

In 1981, JARSCO was cited by NJDEP for noncompliance with conditions in the permit
for operation of its wastewater treatment plant (conditions such as installation of
monitoring wells, bioassay monitoring, flow measurement, and discharge monitoring).
On May 11, 1981, NJDEP issued a Notice of Prosecution to JARSCO seeking the
removal of oil drums and other hazardous wastes stored on site. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) performed a Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) inspection of the facility, and JARSCO was cited for storage of
baghouse dust without a permit. NJDEP inspected and sampled the sludge lagoons and
found the sludge to contain volatile organics and heavy metals.

On July 22, 1981, JARSCO removed 20,000 gallons of waste oil and 60 cubic yards of
contaminated soil from the Site.

On February 1, 1982, NJDEP issued JARSCO a deadline for the submittal of a
compliance plan, which would address a violation of monitoring requirements for the
wastewater treatment plant. Since the JARSCO plant had closed in November 1981, it
was not required to meet the deadline.

In June 1982, NJDEP required the installation of two groundwater monitoring wells
downgradient from the lagoons and one well upgradient from the lagoons. On June 28,
1982, EPA issued a Complaint and Compliance Order that directed JARSCO to stop
storing hazardous wastes without a permit, to remove spilled dust and contaminated soil,
and to address contaminant migration.

In December 1982, an acid cloud at the RWC operations on-site was reported. No
violations could be detected when the facility was inspected by NJDEP.

In February 1983, JARSCO officially abandoned the Site without sufficiently addressing
the permit compliance violations first cited in 1981.

Later in 1983, NJDEP inspected the Site and found that permits and certificates were
missing from some of the RWC equipment. A Compliance Evaluation Inspection
performed by NJDEP found unacceptable conditions at the RWC portion of the Site.

Removal and Remedial Actions to Date

The Site was proposed for inclusion on EPA’s National Priorities List of Superfund sites
in December 1982, and added to the list in September 1983. In May 1985, EPA began a
remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) to characterize the nature and extent
of the contamination present at the Site. Due to the numerous contamination sources
and various pathways for exposure associated with the Roebling Steel Site, EPA is
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addressing the study and remediation in a phased approach. EPA’s response actions at
the Site are shown in Table 1.

Three removal actions have been conducted at the Site. In December 1985, the State of
New Jersey removed picric acid and other explosive chemicals from one of the on-site
laboratories. EPA conducted a major removal action between October 1987 and
November 1988; this action included the removal of lab pack containers and drums
containing corrosive and toxic materials, acid tanks, and compressed gas cylinders. EPA
conducted another removal action in October 1990, that included fencing a portion of
the slag area and excavating contaminated soil in an area of the Roebling Park, which
both border the southeast edge of the Site.

The first Record of Decision (ROD) for the Site was signed in March 1990, resulting in
the completion of a remedial action in September 1991. That remedial action, the first
of several anticipated remedial actions, known as operable units (OUs), continued the
removal or remediation of contaminated source areas. It included the removal and off-
site treatment and disposal of remaining drums, transformers containing oil contaminated
with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), the contents of exterior abandoned tanks, a
baghouse dust pile, chemical piles, and tire piles.

A second ROD was signed in September 1991, to address the southeast playground (OU-
2), and a 34-acre slag disposal area (OU-3). The Corps of Engineers (COE) was given
the responsibility to design and implement the remedies selected in the ROD. The
remedy selected for the southeast playground included excavating contaminated soil
hotspots, off-site treatment, and disposal at an appropriate facility. To expedite this
portion of the remedial work, the Region II Removal Action Branch conducted the
cleanup of the playground in the Fall of 1994, after the COE submitted a final design to
EPA. The remedy selected for the slag area includes treating hotspots, defined as highly
contaminated slag material that fails a RCRA Toxic Compound Leaching Procedure
(TCLP) test, and then covering the entire 34-acre slag area with a soil cover and
vegetation. The COE completed the draft plans and specifications for the 65% remedial
design in August 1996. A final remedial design of the slag area is expected by the
Winter of 1997.

Concurrent with ongoing remedial investigation and design activities, a focused feasibility
study (FFS) was completed in July 1996, which deals with the imminent threat posed by
70 abandoned buildings and the remaining contamination sources inside and outside of
those buildings. The FFS report and Proposed Plan forms the basis for this third ROD
at the Roebling Steel Site. A fourth ROD will be prepared after all remaining
contamination problems are identified and characterized in an RI/FS which is currently
underway. This RI/FS for the Roebling Steel Site will incorporate an extensive data
investigation and discussion of potential cleanup alternatives for remaining areas of the
Site, which include: the on-site landfill, the sludge lagoons, potential buried drums, area-
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wide contaminated site soils throughout the main plant complex, river and creek
sediments, and ground water.

Enforcement Activities

In 1985 and 1987, General Notice Letters, pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended,
(CERCLA) were sent to potentially responsible parties (PRPs), including past and
present owners, operators, and tenants, informing them of their potential liability and
affording them the opportunity to participate in the respective response actions. The
PRPs declined to participate in these actions.

In December 1987, a PRP search was completed and Request for Information Letters
were sent to PRPs identified as potentially viable.

EPA prepared a litigation referral which recommended the filing of a proof of claim in a
Chapter 11 bankruptcy proceeding by CF&I, a former owner and operator of the Site.
During CF&I's ownership and operation of the plant and real property, the company’s
handling, storage and disposal practices resulted in the release or threatened release of
hazardous substances at the Site. On March 14, 1991, the United States Department of
Justice (DOJ) filed a proof of claim and EPA attained the status of an unsecured
creditor of CF&I.

In June 1991, a supplemental PRP search was initiated to fill data gaps in the initial PRP
search and incorporate new information. :

In July 1991, General Notice Letters pursuant to CERCLA were sent to PRPs,
reiterating notification of potential liability, affording them the opportunity to participate
in the response acuons for the Site, and informing them of the public comment period
and public meeting regarding the selection of a remedy for the slag area and southeast
playground.

In January 1992, DOJ submitted a Statement of Debtor’s Liability which provided an
estimation of the debtor’s liability and preserved EPA'’s status as an unsecured creditor
in the CF&I bankruptcy proceeding. Since EPA and CF&I were unable to agree on a
mutually acceptable dollar amount representing CF&I’s liability for EPA’s environmental
claims at the Site, the Court ordered an estimation proceeding to value EPA’s claim.
The Court scheduled various pre-trial activities from February through June 1992.

In June and July 1992, DOJ and EPA took part in an estimation proceeding as part of
the CF&I Chapter 11 bankruptcy proceeding. Closing arguments were held in August
1992. Shortly thereafter EPA and CF&I entered into a settlement and stipulated as to
the value of EPA’s allowed claim.
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In September 1993, the supplemental PRP search was completed.

In June 1995, a settlement agreement between EPA and Reorganized CF&I providing
for a lump sum payment of $2.2 million was signed. Reorganized CF&I paid EPA the
$2.2 million in August 1995.

Additional Request for Information letters were sent to PRPs in June 1996.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The FFS report and the Proposed Plan for the Site were released to the public for
comment on July 17, 1996. These documents were made available to the public in the
following information repositories: the EPA Region 2 Office, 290 Broadway, New York,
NY; the Florence Township Public Library, Roebling, NJ; and the Florence Township
Municipal Building, Florence, NJ.

The notice of availability for the above-referenced documents was published in the
Burlington County Times on July 17, 1996, and the Bordentown Register News on July 18,
1996. A Superfund Update was mailed to approximately two hundred individuals on a
mailing list maintained by EPA for the Site on July 15, 1996. The public comment
period on these documents was scheduled to be held from July 17, 1996 through August
15, 1996. However, at the request of a PRP, the public comment period was extended
through August 25, 1996. A notice extending the comment period was published in the
Burlington County Times on August 15, 1996, and a Superfund Update containing the
notice was mailed to individuals on the mailing list on August 13, 1996.

On July 25, 1996, EPA conducied a public meeting at the Florence Township Municipal
Building. At this meeting, EPA representatives informed local officials and interested
citizens about the Superfund process, discussed the findings of the FFS and Proposed
Plan, and responded to any questions regarding the remedial alternatives under
consideration. Responses to the comments received at the public meeting, and in writing
during the public comment period, are included in the Responsiveness Summary section
of this ROD.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

The overall strategy for the Roebling Steel Site addresses contamination in a manner
that would allow most of the Site to be returned to productive use for industrial,
commercial, or recreational purposes. Two RODs have already been completed to deal
with site contamination. Further site cleanup work has been divided into two additional
RODs. This ROD addresses the imminent threat posed by 70 abandoned buildings, and
remaining contamination sources inside and outside of those buildings. The

500012



10

contamination sources are contaminated process dust, contaminated residue and
materials in or on process equipment, tanks, pits and sumps, underground piping systems,
and damaged friable asbestos. These are areas that must be dealt with prior to
undertaking any large scale soil or ground water remediation. A fourth ROD will
address all remaining contamination problems, including: the on-site landfill, the sludge
lagoons, potential buried drums, area-wide contaminated site soils throughout the main
plant complex, river and creek sediments, and ground water.

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

EPA, through its contractor, the Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation (FW),
previously known as Ebasco Services, conducted field investigations intermittently from
October 1988 to May 1995. The purpose of these investigations was to determine the
type and extent of contamination of the entire Site. The initial results from an ongoing
Comprehensive Remedial Investigation required the preparation of an extensive
supplemental remedial investigation (RI) for selected areas of the Site. The field work
necessary to fully characterize those areas to be included in this ROD was completed in
May 1995, and included the following activities: a geophysical and underground pipe
lines survey to investigate abandoned underground storage tanks (USTs) and
underground piping systems, an asbestos survey to estimate the quantity and condition of
facility-wide asbestos and presumed asbestos-containing material (PACM), building
sampling to assist in remediation of building structures and closure of pits and sumps,
tank sampling to fill remaining data gaps regarding the volumes and chemical
characteristics of wastes present in the tanks, and treatability studies to evaluate building
decontamination procedures.

The detailed results of the supplemental RI can be found in the FFS report, which was
completed in July 1996. The results of the investigation, which are summarized in the
following sections, identify the principal threats (areas of significant contamination)
posed by the Site, which are addressed in this ROD.

Underground Piping Systems

A network of underground oil lines are connected to four large oil storage tanks that
were drained and cleaned as part of the first remedial action. The contents of these
tanks and underground oil lines exhibited moderate levels of metal contaminants. The
oil lines were also going to be fully drained and cleaned during that action, but work was
discontinued when it became evident that the volume of oil stored in the lines was
considerable; this required further investigation before a complete oil line cleanup could
be undertaken. The configuration of the underground oil line system was checked by
conducting a geophysical (metal detection) survey since material in these lines could
result in environmental hazards, if released.
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Tank Contents

Over 100 tanks, both within the buildings and =xterior underground storage tanks
(USTs), were inventoried and sampled. The tank content samples were categorized as
either solvents or waste oils; inorganic results of oil samples from both aboveground and
underground tanks showed at least one exceedance of a characteristic hazardous waste
threshold in each sample, in parts per million (ppm), for barium (122-1220 ppm), lead
(6.4-259 ppm), or cadmium (6.4 ppm), defining these as hazardous wastes which would
require appropriate disposal. Table 2 summarizes the oil sample results exceeding
characteristic hazardous waste thresholds.

Underground Storage Tanks - The solvent samples collected from USTs consisted
predominantly of volatile organics. These samples showed significant concentrations of
toluene, ethyl benzene and xylene, as well as acetone, 1,2-dichloroethane and benzene.
Approximately 74% of a sample collected from a xylol tank consisted of xylenes, with
lesser constituent percentages of toluene and ethyl benzene. PCBs were detected in an
oil sample from one UST. Aroclor 1248 was detected at 25.8 ppm.

Interior Tanks - The noncarcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), 2-
methylnaphthalene, was present in almost all of the oil samples from interior tanks, with
detected concentrations ranging from 25 mg/kg to 195 mg/kg. The only carcinogenic
PAH detected in the oil samples was chrysene. Oil samples exhibited low concentrations
of a small number of volatile organics; PCBs were not detected in the tank oil samples.

Buildings

Chip, dust, and pit and sump (liquid and solid-) samples were collected from buildings to
evaluate alternatives for building decontamination and demolition, and the remediation
of building pits and sumps.

Chips - Samples of building surfaces were chiseled from selected buildings based on a
knowledge of historical processing operations, previous sampling results, and visual
evidence of staining; the samples were characterized for potential disposal. Eight out of
forty-seven (17%) chip samples failed the RCRA TCLP testing, used to determine
hazardous waste thresholds. Seven of the exceedances were for lead, while one was for
chromium. Table 3 summarizes the chip sample results exceeding RCRA TCLP
thresholds.

Building Dust - Sampling results indicate that several inorganics, carcinogenic PAHs, and
PCBs are the primary contaminants of concern for floor dusts. Tables 4 - 7 summarize
the floor dust results. Inorganic analytes of concern in floor dusts include lead, arsenic,
and zinc. The average and maximum lead concentrations detected in floor dust samples
were 5,908 ppm and 169,000 ppm, respectively. The average and maximum arsenic
concentrations detected in floor dust samples were 31 ppm and 231 ppm, respectively.
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Elevated zinc concentrations correlated fairly well with lead concentrations in floor dust
samples. The average and maximum zinc concentrations detected in floor dust samples
were 8,351 ppm and 395,000 ppm, respecuvely Elevated concentrations of barium,
chromium and copper were also detected in floor dust samples. Concentration ranges
detected in the floor dust, in parts per billion (ppb), of non-carcinogenic and

carcinogenic PAHs are 8,772-248,400ppb and 466-198,900 ppb, respectively. PCB
maximum concentrations found in the floor dusts were 11,000 ppb and 68,000 ppb for
Aroclor-1248 and Aroclor-1260, respectively. Pesticide maximum concentrations found in
the floor dusts were 220 ppb and 120 ppb for Endrin and 4,4’-DDT, respectively.

Soil floors in Buildings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 18 were sampled at 0.5 to 1.0 feet intervals, and
were analyzed for inorganic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, PCBs and
pesticides. The primary contaminants of concern in the soil are lead, zinc and PAHs.
Other contaminants were found at low levels. The highest concentrations of lead, zinc,
and PAHs were generally found in surficial samples (0-0.5 feet). Soil floor sampling in
Buildings 2 and 3 indicated that lead and zinc concentrations decrease with depth.
Nearly all significantly elevated concentrations of lead and zinc detected in soil floor
samples occur within one-half foot (0.5) of surface grade The concentration range of
lead detected in the soil floors of Buildings 2, 3,4, 5, and 18 is 25.1-4,370 ppm.

Pits and Sumps - The pit and sump sludge/solids exhibited significantly elevated
concentrations of copper, lead, and zinc, as high as 185,000 ppm, 6,380 ppm, and 41,200
ppm, respectively. Pit sludge/solids revealed low or non-detectable levels of PAHs, and
non-detectable levels of PCBs. Low levels of volatile and semi-volatile organic
contaminants were detected in the liquids from several pits.

Asbestos

An asbestos survey was conducted by certified asbestos personnel for individual
buildings. The investigators inspected only those areas which were accessible (not
flooded), and only buildings which were structurally sound. Each building was examined
with regard to location, type of material, quantity, friable/non-friable, and damaged/not
damaged. Insulation on several miles of exterior piping, and on vessels covered with
thermal insulation, was also included in the survey. Approximately 244,000 square feet
and 44,000 linear feet of friable asbestos material was identified throughout the facility.
Insulation materials around pipes in buildings were sampled and analyzed for asbestos.
Friable asbestos was found in every building sampled, with maximum concentrations
reported at 90% asbestos. Table 8 summarizes the results of the asbestos survey for
each building.

Building Decontamination Treatability Studies

On-site treatability studies were performed to evaluate building decontamination
methods. A series of pilot-scale tests were done to evaluate viable decontamination
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procedures for contaminated building materials. Tests were performed on several types
of contaminated building surfaces, such as brick, wood, concrete, and equipment/metal
surfaces, that were contaminated by both organic (carcinogenic PAHs and PCBs) and
inorganic (antimony, arsenic, cadmium, lead and mercury) contaminants. The
decontamination procedures which were evaluated included vacuuming, vacuum/pressure
washing, vacuum/acid washing, scarification, wipe/solvent washing, and wipe/steam
washing. The treatability study results for inorganic decontamination showed that
vacuuming and pressure washing, together, were the most effective cleanup method for
inorganic analytes on all four surface types. The treatability study results for organic
decontamination showed that solvent washing was most effective in the removal of PCB
and carcinogenic PAHs.

Historic Preservation Analysis

The Roebling Steel Site is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) as an historic district. The surrounding Village of Roebling has been
listed on the NRHP since 1978. As a district, the Village of Roebling and the facility
contain numerous elements which contribute to the significance of the whole. EPA, the
federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the New Jersey State Historic
Preservation Officer would consider the demolition of buildings to be an adverse effect
on the historic property as a whole.

An analysis was performed to develop historic preservation alternatives to best integrate
the needs of the preservation process with those of the cleanup process. The alternatives
were developed by considering various combinations of existing structures which would
be targeted for decontamination or demolition “as part of the cleanup. Information from
previous cultural resources studies was used for this analysis. Criteria used in the
selection process include chronology, structural soundness, presence of extensive
contamination, presence or absence of machinery, association of the structure with
Roebling’s steel wire manufacturing, structural materials conducive to adaptive reuse,
and the presence of distinguishing architectural features. The recommended

preservation alternative retains all structures which are structurally sound, built within
the critical time period of historic significance (1903-1953), and maintain the historic
character of the Site. The recommended preservation alternative retains most of the Site
intact.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS
A focused Baseline Risk Assessment was developed as part of the FFS to evaluate the

potential current and future impacts of building dust on human health and the
environment, assuming there is no remediation.
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Quanitative Human Health Risk Assessment For Lead

A selective assessment was performed for lead detected in building dust. Lead was not
quantitatively addressed in an risk assessment with other contaminants because there is
no EPA established toxicity value for lead. Instead, a biomarker (blood lead) exists for
lead which relates exposure to toxic effect. EPA has utilized this information and
developed models that predict blood lead levels based on multimedia exposure.

A risk-based commercial remediation goal for lead in soil/dust was calculated using the
Adult Biokinetic Slope Factor Model under development by EPA. The Adult Lead
Model builds upon the methodology for establishing risk-based soil remediation goals for
commercial areas of the California Guich NPL Site. The model is designed to assess
exposure to adult workers; however the model is protective of the most vulnerable
potential receptor under this scenario, the fetus of a pregnant worker. The Roebling
Steel site-specific remediation goal for lead was calculated to be 1,100 ppm. The
equations and parameters used in this calculation are presented in Table 9.

The average and maximum lead concentrations detected. in floor dust samples are 5,908
ppm and 169,000 ppm, respectively, which are significantly higher than EPA’s risk-based
level. Lead was detected in 97 of 98 samples collected. Of these samples, the lead
concentration exceeds the site-specific calculated remediation goal of 1,100 ppm in 42
locations. In addition, lead was detected in the soil floors at concentrations up to 4,370
ppm, exceeding the remediation goal of 1,100 in 4 out of § locations. Under a
commercial setting, the level of lead in building dust would pose an unacceptable risk as
defined by potentially elevated blood lead levels in an impacted population. In addition,
wipe samples of building interior walls, which measure the amount of lead within a
specific area, indicate wide-spread lead contamination.

Quantitative Human Health Risk Assessment for Other Contaminants

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a
reasonable maximum exposure scenario: Hazard Identification - identifies the contami-
nants of concern at the Site based on several factors such as toxicity, frequency of
occurrence, and concentration. Exposure Assessment - estimates the magnitude of actual
and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and
the pathways, by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessment - determines
the types of adverse health effects associated with chemical exposures, and the
relationship between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects
(response). Risk Characterization - summarizes and combines outputs of the exposure
and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative assessment of site-related risks. Both
average case and reasonable maximum case exposure scenarios were evaluated.

Hazard ldentification - The baseline risk assessment identifies contaminants of potential
concern, evaluates exposures pathways, and quantifies the degree of risk. Based on the
sampling results, contaminants from all four compound classes (volatile organics, semi-
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volatile organics, pesticides/PCBs and inorganics) were found in the building dust. The
dominant classes of contaminants were PCBs, carcinogenic PAHs, and inorganics. The
analytical results for the building dust are summarized in Tables 10 - 13.

The contaminants that are likely to pose the most significant risks to human health and
the environment were identified and eval. .ed in detail. A summary of contaminants of
concern (COCs) detected in the building dust is listed in Table 14. The COCs include
volatiles, semi-volatiles (carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic PAHs), pesticides, PCBs, and
metals (antimony, arsenic, barium, cadmium, manganese, thallium, vanadium, and zinc).

Exposure Assessment - The baseline risk assessment evaluated the health effects which
could result from exposure to contamination as a result of ingestion, dermal, and
inhalation exposure routes. The risk assessment evaluated the exposure pathways
believed to be associated with the greatest potential exposures. The potential exposure
routes identified with present use of the buildings by site workers include inadvertent
ingestion and dermal contact with building dust and inhalation of suspended building
dust. In the future use scenario, both residential and commercial land uses are
considered for the buildings. The potential exposure routes identified during future use
of the buildings include inadvertent ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of building
dust. Exposure assumptions were made for both average case and reasonable maximum
case exposure scenarios. The potential exposure pathways considered for this risk
assessment are presented in Table 15, and parameters and assumptions used in the
calculations are in Table 16.

Toxicity Assessment - Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic
(cancer-causing) and noncarcinogenic effects due to exposure to site chemicals are
considered separately. Toxicity data for carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic effects are
presented in Table 17.

Noncarcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI), based on a comparison
of expected contaminant intakes and safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference
doses (RfDs) have been developed by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of milligrams per kilogram per day
(mg/kg-day), are estimates of daily exposure levels for humans which are thought to be
safe over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals). Estimated intakes of chemicals
from environmental media are compared to the RfD to derive the Hazard Quotient for
the contaminant in the particular medium. The HI is obtained by adding the Hazard
Quotients for all compounds across all media that impact a particular receptor
population. An HI greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for
noncarcinogenic adverse health effects to occur as a result of site-related exposures. The
HI provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential significance of multiple
contaminant exposures within a single medium. The HI is the ratio of the chronic daily
ingestion of contaminant(s) divided by acceptable exposure level(s).
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Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer slope factors (SFs)
developed by EPA for the contaminants of concern. SFs, which are expressed in units of
(mg/kg-day)’', are multiplied by the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in
mg/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk
associated with exposure to the compound at that intake level. The term "upper bound”
reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated from the SF. For known or
suspected carcinogens, acceptable exposure levels are generally concentration levels that
represent an excess upper bound lifetime cancer risk to an individual of between 10 to
10°%, representing a probability of one-in-ten thousand to one-in-one million that an
individual could develop cancer as a result of chronic site-related exposure to a
carcinogen over one’s lifetime.

Risk Characterization - The results of the baseline risk assessment indicate that the
building dusts on the Site pose risks that are on the high end of EPA’s acceptable risk
range. However, as indicated above in the qualitative assessment, the extremely high
concentrations of lead detected in the building dusts pose an unacceptable risk. Cancer
risk levels and hazard index values are summarized in Table 18.

Under hypothetical present use conditions, the risk assessment shows that people on the
Site who might be regularly exposed to contamination from the building dusts are at a
potential total excess lifetime cancer risk of 1.5x 10*, and a non-carcinogenic HI of 1.5,
for the reasonable maximum exposure scenario. This suggests that an individual has a
two-in-ten thousand increased chance of developing cancer as a result of exposure to
building dusts. For the average case scenario, the cancer risk falls within the acceptable
risk range of 10*-10°. Based on the calculated HI of 1.5,there is a modest potential for
non-carcinogenic effects under the reasonable maximum exposure scenario. No potential
non-carcinogenic effects were exhibited for the average case scenario.

Under future use conditions, such as commercial and residential, potential total excess
lifetime cancer risk and non-carcinogenic HI values for the reasonable maximum
exposure scenarios are listed below:

Cancer Risks Hls
Commercial Workers 3.1x10* 0.92
Residential (Adults) 6.5x 10* 2.0
Residential (Children) 3.0x 10* 7.1

For the average case scenario, the cancer risk falls within the acceptable, risk range of
10*-10®. The risk calculations indicate that the ingestion and dermal contact pathways
are the major contributors to the reasonable maximum exposure risk values. Over 90%
of the total carcinogenic risk is attributed to arsenic, PCBs and carcinogenic PAHs. The
calculated non-cancer risk values that exceed an HI of 1 are the following: adults under
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reasonable maximum scenario (HI of 2.0), children under average case (HI of 1.3), and
children under reasonable maximum scenario (HI of 7.1).

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present a current or
potential threat to public health, welfare, or the environment. Since this ROD does not
address any environmental-media, other than contaminated soil inside the buildings and
adjacent to underground storage tanks, the impact of site-related contaminants in soils,
groundwater, surface water and river sediments in the vicinity of the entire Site will be
evaluated in the risk assessment portion of the comprehensive RI report which will be
part of the fourth ROD.

Qualitative Human Health Risk Assessment

The presence of hazardous substances found in the tanks, pits and sumps, and
underground piping is a concern. Trespassers or people working on the Site may be
exposed to these hazardous materials if they approach or tamper with any of these
vessels. The tanks, pits and sumps, and piping are detériorated and may leak at any
time, releasing hazardous substances into the environment, including the surface water
and ground water. The dilapidated condition of on-site buildings and other structures is
also a major concern pecause of the presence of friable asbestos. Portions of several
buildings have either already collapsed or are threatening to collapse. Due to the
presence of friable asbestos, and in some cases other contaminants, asbestos abatement
and demolition of certain buildings are warranted in order to protect the health and
safety of personnel involved in on-site activities during remediation and to prevent
releases of hazardous contaminants into the environment.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such
assessments, are subject to a wide variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources
of uncertainty include: environmental chemistry sampling and analysis, environmental
parameter measurement, fate and transport modeling, exposure parameter estimation,
and toxicological data.

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the potentially uneven
distribution of chemicals in the media sampled. Environmental chemistry-analysis error
can stem from several sources, including the errors inherent in the analytical methods
and characteristics of the matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates of how often an

individual would actually come in contact with the chemicals of concern (especially
relating to interior dust ingestion secondary to mouthing activity), the period of time over
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which such exposure would occur, and in the models used to estimate the concentrations
of the chemicals of concern at the point of exposure.

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

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the
environment. These objectives are based on available information and standards, such as
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and calculated risk-based
levels, which are detailed in Section 3.2 of the FFS and in Table 22. Remedial action
objectives for the buildings/equipment/tanks/piping  at the Site, considering all identified
site concerns and contaminant pathways, include:

« Prevention of human exposure (through ingestion, inhalation, and/or dermal contact)
to contaminants in dusts and on building surfaces, where chemical concentrations exceed
risk-based remediation goals.

« Removal of contamination sources to prevent. further migration of contaminants to
other media including soil and/or sediments, surface water and/or ground water via
precipitation run-off and/or percolation. This includes contaminated buildings (and
contents from the tanks, pits, sumps, and underground piping) that are in danger of
deterioration and collapse, thereby posing a threat of migration of contaminants into the
environment.

An additional objective at the Roebling Steel Site is to ensure that remedial actions are
undertaken with due regard for the historic and cultural resource protections that apply
under federal and State historic preservation laws and regulations.

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
CERCLA requires that each selected site remedy be protective of human health and the
environment, be cost effective, comply with other statutory laws, and utilize permanent

solutions and alternative treatment technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the
maximum extent practicable. In addition, the statute includes a preference for the use of
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treatment as a principal element for the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the
hazardous substances.

The FFS report evaluated, in detail, six remedial alternatives to address the
contamination associated with the buildings. With reference to the specific building
groups (A, B, and C) defined below, remedial alternatives range from no further action
with institutional controls; to decontamination for reuse of the buildings; to minimal
decontamination followed by demolition with on-site and off-site management of debris.
Asbestos abatement, closure of contaminated underground tanks, and drainage of
underground piping are included in all of the proposed alternatives except no further
action, because they are needed to protect cleanup workers in the buildings and to
protect the environment from asbestos release and failure of the tanks or piping
releasing their contents into the environment.

A brief description of each of the six remedial alternatives developed for the buildings,
as well as an estimate of their cost and implementation time frames, are listed below.
Note that the time frames represent actual construction. periods once design activities
have been completed. The design work can take up to two years to perform, depending
on the particular alternative. These alternatives have been prepared from the
technologies and process options remaining after the initial screening, taking into
account contamination levels and future reuse potential for the three building groups (A,
B, and C).

Remedial Approach

EPA has developed site-specific remediation gdals for the Roebling Steel Site based on
criteria set forth in EPA guidance documents -and site-specific risk calculations
corresponding to a carcinogenic risk of 1x10®. Historically published cleanup criteria
were compiled for comparison with calculated values, as shown in Table 23. In general,
over 90% of the total carcinogenic risk from the building dust is contributed by arsenic,
PCBs, and carcinogenic PAHs. However, a remediation goal for PCBs will not be used
because PCB contamination was not detected in any of the buildings with soil floors
which would require excavation. Those buildings that PCBs were detected in building
dust samples are either slated for demolition or the decontamination is driven by
significant lead contamination. Wide-spread lead contamination drives the remediation
for the majority of buildings in Groups A and B, as described below. Lead contributes
the majority of the noncarcinogenic risk, as evidenced from extremely high
concentrations detected in the building dust.

The remediation goals are based on the assumption that future land use will be

commercial. The use of the remediation goals for the contaminated buildings are two-
fold: (1) to facilitate the segregation of buildings into three groups based on the extent of
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contamination, as discussed below, and (2) to achieve the remedial action objectives. As
further discussed in Section 3.2 of the FFS, the remediation goals for the Site are as
follows:

REMEDIATION
CONTAMINANT GOALS (ppm) RATIONALE
Lead 1,100 Site-specific calculated value
using the Adult Lead Model.
Arsenic 20 State-wide and site-specific
background for soil.
Carcinogenic PAHs
benzo(a)pyrene 0.78 Calculated values based on
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 0.78 the EPA guidance corresponding
benzo(a)anthracene 7.8 to a carcinogenic risk of
benzo(b)fluoranthene 7.8 1X10%.
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 7.8

The remedial approach involves separating the abandoned building into three groups
based on the extent of contamination and the structural stability of the buildings. The
groups are defined as follows:

Building Group 4: Contaminated buildings that are structurally unsound.
Building Group B: Contaminated buildings that are structurally sound.

Building Group C: Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, except
asbestos.

The reuse potentials for individual buildings have also been assessed based on current
structural conditions, building sizes and configurations, specific locations of buildings on
the Site, and other considerations. As noted above, buildings that are contaminated have
been segregated into two groups (A and B) to facilitate the development of a variety of
decontamination/demolition  alternatives. Group A buildings would have limited or no
reuse potential due to lack of structural soundness and high levels of contamination that
would be infeasible to decontaminate. The most logical method to address the risks
posed by contamination in these buildings is to perform decontamination to minimum
levels required for demolition, followed by demolition. For Group B buildings, it would
be feasible to address the contamination risks by decontamination to specific risk-based
remediation goals. It should be noted that some building designations may change based
on architectural and historical evaluations during remedial design. For buildings with no
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significant chemical contamination except asbestos (Group C), remediation options,
except for friable asbestos removal, are not considered. Figure 1 graphically depicts the
building group designations. Table 19 shows the group designations on a building-by-
building basis. Table 20 presents the estimated amount of equipment and building
surface areas requiring decontamination as well as the volume of debris generated by
demolition of the buildings.

During the FFS, a treatability study was conducted to determine if decontamination
methods would achieve remediation goals. This study concluded that vacuuming
followed by pressure washing with water was the most effective decontamination method.
The treatability study results were compared to the State proposed standards for building
interiors as guidelines in assessing the effectiveness of the decontamination processes at
the Site. The State proposed standards were met for antimony, arsenic, cadmium and
mercury on four different surface types (brick, concrete, wood and metal). Lead was not
successfully decontaminated from building surfaces below the State proposed standard,
however, a 95% reduction from the initial baseline was demonstrated on four different
surface types. Failure to achieve these standards is attributed to the extremely high
concentrations of lead found in the buildings selected for the treatability study. Buildings
that have a similar type of lead contamination have been slated for demolition (Group A
buildings), since treatability study results indicate that it may be difficult or infeasible to
decontaminate to risk-based levels.

In contaminated buildings with material floors, remediation goals for equipment and
interior building surfaces will be achieved by removing all building dust through
decontamination. Remediation goals for contaminated buildings with earthened floors
and for interior building surfaces within these buildings will be achieved by removing the
building dust through decontamination and excavating the contaminated soil floors.

Prior to backfilling with clean soil, post-excavation sampling will be conducted to confirm
remediation goals have bcen met. EPA, in consultation with appropriate health agencies
will conduct a qualitative evaluation to assure the effectiveness of the decontamination
process, which may be based on, but not limited to, visual inspection, wipe sampling (to
show a percent reduction), and best professional judgement, as appropriate.

Alternative 1: No Further Action with Institutional Controls

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 39,900
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $566,300
Estimated Present Worth: $606,200
Estimated Construction Time: one year

CERCLA and the NCP require the evaluation of No Further Action as a baseline to
which other alternatives are compared. No active remediation or containment of any
contamination associated with the buildings would be performed. Institutional controls
such as fence repair and deed restrictions would be implemented to restrict access and
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limit future land uses for the Site. Periodic site inspections would be implemented to
assess the potential migration of contaminants and the structural condition of the
buildings and other structures. Since this alternative would result in hazardous
substances remaining on-site, a review would be conducted after five years to determine
the effectiveness of this alternative. If necessary, appropriate action would be considered
at that time.

This alternative would not comply with ARARs. RCRA regulations for proper disposal
of characteristic hazardous waste, asbestos-related regulations, State UST closure
regulations, and historic preservation ARARs would not be met.

Alternative 2: Contaminated Underground Tanks Closure / Underground Piping
Drainage / Asbestos Abatement for All Buildings /
Institutional Controls

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 9,875,084
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: . $ 566,300
Estimated Present Worth: o $10,441,384
Estimated Construction Time: : 18 months

This alternative involves final closure of contaminated underground storage tanks,
drainage of underground piping systems and abatement of friable asbestos within each
building. This alternative does not address the chemical contamination associated with
the on-site buildings, including aboveground tanks inside the buildings. This alternative
involves the removal of eleven contaminated underground storage tanks, along with all
tank contents and any surrounding soil which las been impacted. Each excavated area
will be backfilled with fill material similar in-composition and character to natural soils
of the area. The tanks will be properlv disposed of off-site or recycled as scrap metal.
All drained oil and excavated soil will also be transported off-site for disposal. While
most of the underground tanks to be removed are situated outdoors and easily
accessible, two of the contaminated underground tanks would require special efforts.
Portions of the floor and roof of Buildings 96 and 72 would be removed to access these
tanks. In addition, remaining waste oil in underground piping at the Site would be
drained and disposed of off-site. Removal of the piping itself is not included in this
operable unit.

This alternative involves friable asbestos abatement in accordance with Federal, state,
and local regulations, which stipulate strict standards and abatement requirements for
indoor air quality and friable asbestos. All buildings remaining at the Site may
potentially be reused after asbestos abatement is complete, assuming remaining building
contamination is appropriately addressed. All friable asbestos would be removed and
disposed of at an off-site landfill. Each building would be prepared for asbestos removal
prior to initiation of work. This would include containing the immediate work area using
polyethylene sheeting and a negative air filtration device. Wet-wiping, vacuuming, and
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spraying would follow the bulk removal of friable asbestos from surfaces.

An historic preservation mitigation plan addressing the effects of EPA’s proposed actions
would be developed during the remedial design and implemented following consultation
with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the State Historic Preservation
Cffice. The mitigation activities would focus on the Main Gate House, which would be
renovated for historic preservation related uses. Conservation and curation of archives
would involve assessment of the collection, selection of items for permanent curation,
and preparation for permanent curation within a qualified repository.

As discussed in Alternative 1, institutional controls would be placed on the Site following
asbestos abatement and tank reroval.

This alternative would comply with asbestos-related ARARs and State UST closure
regulations. In addition, off-site transportation and disposal would comply with RCRA
and State regulations. RCRA standards for characteristic hazardous wastes in the
buildings would not be met under this alternative. All activities would comply with
OSHA standards. o

Alternative 3: Contaminated Underground Tanks Closure / Underground Piping
Drainage / Asbestos Abatement for All Buildings, and:

Building Group A: Gross Decontamination, Demeolition, and
On-site Management of Selected Demolition
Debris

Building Group B: Decontamination

Building Group C: No Further Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $38,800,442
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $0
Estimated Present Worth: $38,800,442
Estimated Construction Time: 2 years

Alternative 3 incorporates the basic components of Alternative 2, in terms of
contaminated underground tank closure, underground pipe drainage, and friable asbestos
abatement from all buildings; however, this alternative also addresses the primary (gross)
decontamination and demolition of buildings in Group A, and both primary and
secondary decontamination of the buildings in Group B. Alternative 3 includes the on-
site disposal of nonhazardous building demolition debris only. Contaminated equipment,
process dusts, and contents from aboveground tanks, and pits/sumps would be disposed
off-site. Asbestos abatement activities would also be completed to varying extents under
this alternative for those buildings that would be demolished. Buildings in Group A
would require the additional removal of asbestos-containing material that could become
friable when crumbled, pulverized, or reduced to powder during demolition. Asbestos-
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containing material, which either is friable or will become friable during demolition, such
as pipe insulation tar paper, ceiling and floor tiles, transite wallboard, and firebricks,
would also be disposed of at an off-site landfill.

Equipment Removal and Decontamination - Equipment and loose debris from buildings
in Groups A and B would be removed from the buildings to facilitate subsequent
decontamination of the buildings. Large, heavy machinery would be cut down to
manageable pieces. Piping and ductwork would be dismantled. All accumulated liquid
wastes and sludges from the tanks, pits, and sumps would be properly characterized prior
to off-site disposal. A significant quantity of equipment is salvageable due to metal
content, and recycling would reduce the cost of this alternative. Equipment, tanks, and
other items would be decontaminated prior to recycling. Decontamination wastewaters
and sludges would be properly characterized prior to off-site disposal.

Building Decontaminaticn - Primary (gross) decontamination of the buildings (needed to
ensure safe demolition and disposal) in Groups A and B would involve collecting and
containing the dust for off-site disposal. Contaminated soil from buildings with earthen
floors would be excavated and backfilled with clean soil fill. Following primary
decontamination to demolition standards, Group A buildings would be demolished.
These structures are unstable and cannot be reoccupied safely. Group B buildings would
require a more thorough decontamination process so that the structures can be reused.
This "secondary"” stage decontamination would consist of deep cleaning the interior walls
and floors with a vacuum, followed by pressure washing. Temporary berms, culverts, and
pumps would be used to direct and collect wastewater generated during decontamination
of the buildings. Hazardous wastewater would be containerized for off-site treatment
and disposal, and nonhazardous wastewater wotlld be discharged to the local sewer
system following any pretreatment which is required by the receiving facility. Liquid
waste and sludge from pits and sumps, and other process areas would be containerized
and characterized for off-site transport and disposal.

Building Demolition - Group A buildings would be demolished following asbestos
removal and primary (gross) decontamination. Standard demolition equipment (e.g.,
backhoes, wrecking balls, winches) would be used. Control measures would be
implemented as necessary during demolition activities to minimize generation of fugitive
dusts. Building debris would be separated according to waste type (e.g., masonry, metal,
wood, glass).

Management of Debris - Nonhazardous masonry, wood, and glass debris generated
during building demolition would be processed and stockpiled prior to use as on-site fill.
The debris would be reduced in size using standard large-scale crushing and grinding
equipment. Once sufficiently processed, and RCRA TCLP testing showed the crushed
debris did not exceed any toxicity characteristic leaching levels, the crushed materials
would be used as miscellaneous nonhazardous fill for portions of the Site. The fill would
be placed, as needed, in the slag area prior to placement of the final cover. Stability of
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the fill material would be determined during remedial design. Demolition debris that
exceeds RCRA regulatory levels would be sent off-site for disposal. Based on sampling
results, it is estimated that 20% of the demolition debris can be considered hazardous.
Scrap metal debris generated during demolition of Group A buildings would be salvaged
to the maximum extent practicable concurrent with recycling of metal equipment
removed from the Site.

Historic _Preservation - In addition to the items discussed in Alternative 2, other historic
preservation mitigation measures would include recording historic aspects of building
structures and machinery. Specific mitigation measures for the structures would include
taking large format photographs and producing measured detailed drawings of specified
buildings. Mitigation activities related to the machinery include: inventory of machinery,
appraisal of the historic value of machinery, and selection of specific pieces of machinery
to remain on-site or be relocated to qualified conservation repositories. Recording
information of Group A building details would be a priority since they are being
demolished under this alternative.

This alternative would meet all ARARs. Off-site dispoéal would comply with RCRA
regulations, and on-site management of demolition debris would comply with relevant
and appropriate portions of RCRA Subtitle D and State solid and hazardous waste
management regulations. All activities would comply with OSHA standards. Disposal of
decontamination wastewater to the local Publicly-owned Treatment Works (POTW)
would comply with federal and local POTW regulations. Additionally, this alternative
would comply with State UST closure regulations and the requirements of the National
Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C.470.

Alternative 4: Contaminated Underground Tanks Closure / Underground Piping
Drainage / Asbestos Abatement for All Buildings, and:

Building Group A: Gross Decontamination, Demolition, and
Off-site Management of Selected Demolition
Debris

Building Group B: Decontamination

Building Group C: No Further Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $40,743,154
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $0
Estimated Present Worth: $40,743,154
Estimated Construction Time: 2 years

Alternative 4 incorporates the basic components of Alternative 2, in terms of
contaminated underground tank closure, underground pipe drainage, and asbestos
abatement. Alternative 4 is identical to Alternative 3 except in the management of
demolition debris from Group A buildings following primary (gross) decontamination.
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Under Alternative 4, metal debris would still be salvaged to the maximum extent
practicable. The remaining debris (e.g., masonry, glass, wood) would be containerized
for shipment to an off-site landfill. Each shipment would be sampled for hazardous
waste standards. Any small amounts of RCRA listed or characteristic hazardous waste
would be segregated and properly off-site disposed. It is assumed that disposal at a
nonhazardous solid waste disposal facility would be appropriate for most of the
demolition debris; the facility would be one in compliance with RCRA Subtitle D. It is
estiamted that approximately 20% of the demolition debris may exceed RCRA
regulatory levels based on sampling results.

Alternative 5: Contaminated Underground Tanks Closure / Underground Piping
Drainage / Asbestos Abatement for All Buildings, and:

Building Groups A and B: Gross Decontamination, Demolition, and
On-site Management of Selected
Demolition Debris

Building Group C: No Further Action
Estimated Capital Cost: $40,935,836
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $0
Estimated Present Worth: $40,935,836

Estimated Construction Time: 3 years

Alternative S parallels Alternative 3 in the abatement of asbestos, closure of
contaminated underground tanks, underground pipe drainage, primary (gross)
decontamination and demolition of buildings in Group A, and management of debris
generated during demolition. This alternative expands Alternative 3 with respect to the
way Group B buildings would be addressed. Under Alternative 5, Group B buildings
would be decontaminated to demolition standards only; no secondary vacuuming or
pressure washing would be performed. All equipment and materials in each Group B
building would be removed for separate decontamination and possible salvage. Using
standard equipment, Group A and B buildings would then be demolished. Based on
RCRA TCLP testing, nonhazardous masonry, wood, and glass debris from these
buildings would be crushed for use on-site as nonhazardous fill. Metal debris would be
recycled off-site. Historic building recording activities would be expanded due to the
larger number of buildings to be demolished.

On-site management of demolition debris from buildings in Groups A and B would
comply with relevant and appropriate portions of RCRA Subtitle D and State solid and
hazardous waste regulations. All response activities would comply with OSHA standards.
It would be more difficult to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act under
this alternative because the amount of building demolition is greater.

500029



27

Alternative 6: Contaminated Underground Tanks Closure / Underground Piping
Drainage / Asbestos Abatement for All Buildings, and:

Building Groups A and B: Gross Decontamination, Demolition, and
Off-site Management of Selected
Demolition Debris

Building Group C: No Further Action
Estimated Capital Cost: $44,925,665
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $0
Estimated Present Worth: $44,925,665
Estimated Construction Time: 3 years

Alternative 6 parallels Alternative 4 in the abatement of asbestos, closure of
contaminated underground tanks, underground pipe drainage, primary (gross)
decontamination and demolition of buildings in Group A, and management of debris
generated during demolition. This alternative expands Alternative 4 with respect to the
way Group B buildings would be addressed. Buildings in both Groups A and B would
be demolished following gross decontamination to demolition standards as described
under Alternative 5, but all debris would be transported off-site for disposal and/or
recycling. Secondary decontamination of Group B buildings would not be performed
under Alternative 6.

Off-site disposal of demolition debris would be at a facility in compliance with RCRA
Subtitle D.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each alternative is assessed
against nine evaluation criteria, including, overall protection of human health and the
environment; compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements; long-
term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume; short-term
effectiveness; implementability; cost; and state and community acceptance.

The evaluation criteria are described below:

0 Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or

not a remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through
each pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineer-
ing controls, or institutional controls.

0 Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARSs)

addresses whether or not a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements of other federal and state environmental statutes and -.-— - -
requirements or provide grounds for invoking a waiver. 0 )030
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o Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to

maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time,
once cleanup goals have been met.

o  Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume is the anticipated performance of the
treatment technologies a remedy may employ.

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

o  Implementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials and services needed to implement a
particular option.

o  Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance costs, and net
present worth costs. o

0 State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS reports and
Proposed Plan, the state concurs, opposes, or has no comment on the preferred
alternative,

o  Community acceptance will be assessed in the Record of Decision following a
review of the public comments received on the Proposed Plan.

The following section provides a comparative, analysis which evaluates the relative
performance of all alternatives in relation to each evaluation criterion noted above. This
comparative analysis identifies advantages and disadvantages of each alternative so that
tradeoffs between the alternatives can be determined.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternatives 3 through 6 provide overall protection by reducing the risk of public
exposure to building contaminants. Alternatives S and 6 achieve protection by
demolishing both Group A and B buildings. Alternatives 3 and 4 offer protection by
grossly decontaminating (needed to ensure safe demolition and disposal) and
demolishing only Group A buildings, thereby eliminating the risk of exposure; and by
decontaminating Group B buildings to risk-based remediation goals to allow for potential
reuse of these structures. Some residual contamination may remain, but the level of risk
would be acceptable for industrial or commercial use. Alternatives 3 through 6, also
eliminate the risks associated with friable asbestos and contaminated underground tanks

and piping.
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Alternatives 3 and 5 include on-site management of nonhazardous demolition debris
while Alternatives 4 and 6 dispose of this material off-site. Since the level of
decontamination for buildings that are to be demolished is lower than for
decontaminated buildings that remain, there may be a potential for contaminants to
escape from the demolition debris to the surrounding environment, particularly in
Alternative 5. However, the potential for this to happen is low since any debris that
exceeds regulatory levels, analyzed with the RCRA TCLP test, would be sent off-site for
disposal. Both Alternatives 4 and 6 would eliminate this potential risk by disposing of
the demolition debris off-site.

Alternative 2 would only eliminate the risks associated with friable asbestos and
contaminated underground tanks and piping. Removal and off-site disposal of friable
asbestos, proper closure of the contaminated underground tanks, and drainage of piping
would eliminate public exposure risks and prevent potential migration of tank and piping
contents to other media. Alternative 1 would provide no additional protection of human
health and the environment. Alternative 1 relies on institutional controls, most of which
are already in place. Deed restrictions would prevent future use of contaminated
buildings and related machinery and materials.

Compliance with ARARs

Alternatives 3 through 6 would be implemented in compliance with chemical-specific,
action-specific, and location-specific ARARs related to the disposal of RCRA hazardous
wastes from the buildings, closure of contaminated underground tanks, drainage of
piping, and emission standards for asbestos abatement. The primary ARARs of concern
are RCRA regulations dealing with the identifi¢ation, handling, transport, treatment and
disposal of hazardous wastes. RCRA hazardous wastes found in tanks, pits/sumps, and
underground piping liquids and sludges, impacted soils from leaking USTs, wastewaters
generated from equipment and building decontamination, and process dust would be
disposed of in compliance with ARARs. Alternatives 3 and 5 would be implemented in
compliance with ARARs related to on-site disposal of RCRA TCLP-tested crushed
demolition debris, which would be used as nonhazardous fill for portions of the Site.
Should this debris prove hazardous, it would require treatment prior to disposal at an
off-site facility in accordance with the RCRA land disposal restrictions. Under
Alternatives 5 and 6, it may be more difficult to achieve compliance with the National
Historic Preservation Act, a location-specific ARAR. Demolition of Group A and B
buildings would adversely effect the buildings and process equipment which are
considered eligible for the NRHP. Alternative 2 would only meet the ARARs related to
UST closure, drainage of piping, and asbestos abatement. Alternative 1 would not
achieve chemical-specific, action-specific, and location-specific ARARs related to the
disposal of RCRA hazardous wastes from the buildings, closure of contaminated
underground tanks, drainage of piping, and asbestos abatement. A complete list of
ARARs may be found in Section 3 of the FFS report and Table 24.
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Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternatives 3 through 6 would all effectively minimize the public exposure and
contaminant migration associated with the buildings, including friable asbestos and
contaminated underground tanks and piping. Long-term permanence is maximized by
removing contaminants from building interiors to acceptable levels through a
combination of both decontamination and demolition. Levels of decontamination can be
attained which would allow for demolition of the building and disposal of the debris or
to levels which would allow future reuse of the buildings. Considerable sampling of
building surfaces and equipment would be required to ensure contamination was reduced
to acceptable levels. '

Long-term effectiveness and permanence would be somewhat more enhanced under
Alternatives 4 and 6 than Alternatives 3 and §, because demolition debris would be
disposed of off-site. On-site disposal raises some long-term uncertainties regarding
potential residual contaminants migrating to the surrounding environment. However,
decontamnination of buildings would be performed to nonhazardous levels prior to
demolition to allow for safe on-site disposal. Following demolition, debris would be
sampled, and should this debris prove hazardous, it would require treatment prior to off-
site disposal in accordance with the RCRA land disposal restrictions.

Under Alternative 2, asbestos abatement and removal of contaminated underground
tanks and the contents of piping should effectively and reliably eliminate risk associated
which these materials. The magnitude of residual risk is highest for Alternative 1,
reduced slightly for Alternative 2 and reduced significantly for the remaining alternatives.
Alternative 1 and in part Alternative 2 (for the"building component) relies on
institutional controls, which are not always reliable. Trespassing, vandalism, and
unauthorized removal of scrap metals continue despite the 24-hour security and
perimeter fencing.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

The greatest reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants would be
achieved by Alternatives 3 and 4, where decontamination of building interiors would be
implemented as the principal remedial technology. In Alternatives 5 and 6, both Group
A and B buildings would undergo primary (gross) decontamination to remove surficial
dust for demolition purposes. In Alternatives 3 and 4, Group B buildings would undergo
both primary (gross) and secondary decontamination, which would remove a greater
volume of contaminants from the building interiors, and transfer them to residues and
wastewaters. Appropriate off-site treatment and disposal of these decontamination
residuals and wastewaters would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of
contaminants remaining at the Site. Also, less demolition debris tainted with residual
contaminants would be generated in Alternatives 3 and 4, since only Group A buildings
would be demolished. This would reduce the volume of building materials that would
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have to be managed on-site or off-site, thereby reducing the mobility of remaining
contaminants. Under Alternatives 3 through 6, appropriate off-site treatment and
disposal of contaminated residues from aboveground tanks, pits and sumps, contaminated
equipment, underground tanks and piping, and friable asbestos would sufficiently reduce
mobility of contaminants. Alternative 2 reduces the volume of contaminants at the Site
associated only with friable asbestos and contaminated underground tanks and piping,
but does not address the building contamination. Alternative 1 provides no reduction in
the toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants at the Site.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Potential risks to workers associated with the decontamination of equipment and
building interiors would be mitigated through the use of established safe-work practices
and appropriate personal protective equipment. Potential risks to workers would be
negligible for Alternative 1, and increased for Alternative 2, as a result of tank closure,
pipe drainage, and asbestos abatement activities. Potential threats to workers and
nearby residents associated with demolition activities are- greater in Alternatives 5 and 6
than Alternatives 3 and 4; risks include dust emissions generated from both building
demolition and processing of debris. These risks would be minimized by using
appropriate dust suppression measures. Monitoring would be used to ensure that no
airborne contamination migrates from the Site. Off-site impacts to the neighboring
community would include possible dust emissions and truck traffic associated with heavy
construction activities and the transport of materials off-site for disposal. Truck traffic
and noise in the community would be most significant in Alternative 6, followed by
Alternatives 5 and 4. Alternative 3 would invalve transporting the least amount of
material off-site, which would further limit the potential adverse impacts on the
community.

Alternatives 3 or 4 would achieve remedial action objectives, and could be implemented
in an estimated two years. Under Alternatives 5 and 6, it may be more difficult to
achieve remedial action objectives related to historic preservation. Alternatives 5 and 6
could be implemented in an estimated three years. Alternative 2 could be implemented
in 1 1/2 years, but would only partially achieve remedial action objectives. Alternative 1
could be implemented within one year but would not achieve remedial action objectives.

Implementability

Alternatives 1 through 6 are technically and administratively feasible. In general, no
major construction concerns are associated with any of the alternatives. Services and
materials for all alternatives are readily available, as are appropriate off-site disposal
facilities. However, Alternatives 4 and 6 would utilize more off-site disposal space than
the other alternatives, and this may make these alternatives less implementable at the
time of disposal, based on landfill space capacity. Dismantling equipment, building
demolition, and building decontamination use common construction equipment and can
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be implemented reliably. Processing (crushing, screening) of nonhazardous demolition
debris will result in a material suitable for use as fill at the Site. The on-site '
management of nonhazardous debris under Alternatives 3 and 5 could be impiemented
using standard construction techniques. The use of the slag area for disposal of
nonhazardous demolition debris would be coordinated with the ongoing design for OU-3.
In Alternatives 3 and 4, several buildings currently slated for decontamination may
require demolition, since treatability study results indicate that it may be difficult or
infeasible to achieve remediation goals for lead in these buildings. Alternatives 2
through 6 have additional requirements for the transportation of wastes off-site.
Compliance with the regulations of the POTW would be necessary for the discharge of
decontamination wastewaters in Alternatives 3 through 6. Alternatives 1 and 2 would be
difficult to implement with respect to enforcing institutional controls, such as preventing
unauthorized access.

Cost

The estimated present worth costs range from $606,200 for Alternative 1 to $44,925,665
for Alternative 6. In evaluating cost effectiveness between Alternatives 3 through 6,
Alternative 3 ($38,800,442) satisfies the remedial action objectives at the least cost, and
removes the risks associated with the potential reuse of buildings. The cost differences
between Alternatives 3 or 4 and 5 or 6 are not significant. Alternative 1 is the lowest
cost but provides no additional protection of human health and the environment.
Alternative 2 is significantly more costly than Alternative 1, but only partially meets the
remedial action objectives. Table 21 summarizes the costs for each alternative on a
building-by-building basis. "

State Acceptance

The State of iNew Jersey concurs with the selected remedy presented in this Record of
Decision.

Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the preferred remedy was evaluated after the public comment
period. Both the local officials and residents expressed support for the preferred
remedy. A more detailed discussion of community concerns is presented in the
Responsiveness Summary.

SELECTED REMEDY
After a thorough review and evaluation of the alternatives and public comments, EPA

and NJDEP have determined that Alternative 3 achieves the best balance of tradeoffs
with respect to the nine criteria. The major components of Alternative 3 include the
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closure of USTs, removal of the contents from underground piping for off-site disposal,
asbestos abatement in all buildings (Groups A, B, and C), gross decontamination and
demolition of buildings in Group A, further decontamination of the buildings in Group
B, and decontamination of equipment and tanks. Nonhazardous building demolition
debris would be managed on-site. Scrap metal from building debris and contaminated
equipment would be decontaminated and sent off-site for metal recycling or landfill
disposal. All asbestos, process dust and the contents of aboveground tanks, pits/sumps,
and underground tanks and piping would be disposed of off-site. Demolition debris that
exceeds regulatory levels would be sent off-site for disposal.

STATUTORYDETERMINATIONS

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

Protection of Human Health and the Enviromhent

The selected remedy addresses the remedial action objectives by preventing human
exposure to building contaminants and preventing the migration of contamination
sources to the environment. Building dust and contaminated residues from aboveground
tanks, pits and sumps, contaminated equipment, underground tanks and piping, and
friable asbestos will be disposed of off-site at an appropriate facility. Removing
contaminants from building interiors to acceptable risk-based remediation goals are
accomplished by decontaminating and demolishing Group A buildings and further
decontaminating Group B buildings. Decontamination of building interiors will remove
contaminants through pressure washing (treatment) and transfer them to residues and
wastewaters. Threats to public exposure will be eliminated by preventing inadvertent
ingestion or dermal contact with building contaminants; therefore, future commercial
reuse of the buildings is possible. Short-term impacts to the neighboring community,
such as dust emissions from demolition activities and truck traffic associated with
transport of materials off-site for disposal, will be minimal because the amount of
demolition is limited and nonhazardous demolition debris will be managed on-site.
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Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

The selected remedy will comply with all Federal and State requirements that are
applicable or relevant and appropriate (ARARs) to its implementation. A
comprehensive ARAR discussion is included in Chapter 3 of the FFS and a complete
listing of ARARs is included in Table 22 of this ROD.

Chemical-Specific ARARs

All actions involving building dust and contaminated residues from aboveground tanks,
pits and sumps, contaminated equipment, underground tanks and piping, and
decontamination wastewaters that are hazardous will be disposed in accordance with
RCRA requirements at RCRA-permitted facilities. RCRA TCLP of provides
concentration levels for certain compounds to determine if the material is a RCRA
characteristic waste, which is deemed hazardous. PCB-contaminated materials will be
disposed of in accordance with TSCA requirements at TSCA-permitted facilities. TSCA
requirements do not apply to PCBs at concentration less than 50 ppm; however PCBs
cannot be diluted to escape TSCA requirements. The ‘asbestos removal and other
remedial activities will be in compliance with the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), including
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), 40 CFR Part 50, and the
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs), 40 CFR Part 61.
Air emissions from remedial activities will also be in compliance with the CAA
Amendments of 1990 and New Jersey Ambient Air Quality Standards.

There are no ARARs for the cleanup of building interiors and soils (for earthened
floors). However, the remediation goals identified for the building interiors remedy will
reduce exposure risks posed by building dust to the acceptable range of 10* to 10 for
carcinogens, and to an HI less than 1.0 for noncarcinogens.

Action-Specific ARARs

Action-specific ARARs will be achieved by conducting remedial action activities in
accordance with OSHA, RCRA, and New Jersey hazardous waste regulations.

Hazardous wastes will be managed in accordance with RCRA Generator Requirements
for Manifesting and Off-Site Waste Transport, Transporter Requirements, DOT Rules
for Hazardous Materials Transport, Land Disposal Restrictions, and OSHA standards for
Hazardous Responses and General Construction Activities.

RCRA and/or the New Jersey UST Closure Regulations will regulate the closure of
eleven underground tanks at the Roebling Steel Site used for storage of petroleum
contaminated with hazardous substances which is not inherent in the petroleum product.

Decontaminated demolition debris not meeting the definition of “hazardous wastes”, will
be managed in accordance with RCRA Subtitle D and the New Jersey Solid and
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Hazardous Waste Management Regulations. Any decontaminated, nonhazardous
demolition debris disposed of in the slag area must meet the substantive portions of
these regulations. The RCRA hybrid-landfill closure requirements that pertain to a soil
cover selected for the slag area remedy, will also be protective for diposal of demolition
debris.

The CAA governs potential emissions that may occur during implementation of
construction activities, such as decontamination and demolition of buildings. The
NESHAPs, 40 CFR Part 61, under the CAA include standards for building demolition
requiring the removal of all friable asbestos prior to demolition. NESHAPs, 40 CRF Part
50, include requirements applicable to emissions of particulate matter and lead. Dust
control measures and air monitoring will be included in the design specifications and
health and safety plans to ensure compliance with RCRA, CAA, and State regulations.

Location-Specific ARARs

The National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106) requires a Federal agency with
jurisdiction to take into account the effects of the agency’s undertaking on historic
properties, including properties eligible for the NRHP. EPA, the federal Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, and the New Jersey State Historic Preservation Officer
consider the Roebling Steel Site to be eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, and the
Section 106 process will be followed as an ARAR for the remedial actions at the Site
which involve demolition/removal of historic buildings, process equipment, and archives.
A mitigation plan will be developed during remedial design to reduce the impact to
these resources as much as possible.

RCRA Location Requirements for 100-year Floodplains indicate that hazardous waste
treatment, storage, or disposal facilities must be designed, constructed, operated, and
maintained to prevent wash-out by a 100-year flood. The Executive Order 11988,
Floodplain Management for CERCLA Actions will be met. These standards will be met
as CERCLA ARARs for any hazardous waste management activities conducted along
the Delaware River or in the slag area (i.e.,portions of the Site which are designated as
100-year floodplains). The New Jersey Flood Hazard Area Control Act sets standards
on the allowable activities for floodways to protect the environment and human health.
These standards will be met for any remediation conducted in a floodway or any activity
involving alteration or encroachment upon a waterway.

Advisories, Guidance, and Criteria To Be Considered

A risk-based, commercial remediation goal for lead in soil/dust can be calculated using
an Adult Lead Model, which is under development by EPA (Review of a Methodology
for Establishing Risk-Based Soil Remediation Goals for Commercial Areas of the
California Gulch Site, dated October 1995). Using this model, the site-specific calculated
remediation goal for lead is 1,100 ppm. Use of the Adult Lead Model is appropriate for
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calculating a remediation goal for lead at the Site because future reuse of the Site is
considered to be commercial/industrial.

Portions of the "New Jersey Lead Hazard Evaluation and Abatement Code", include
acceptable sampling methods and frequency for evaluation of lead hazards, and provides
lead dust icvels adopted from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) Guidelines, for which abatement is recommended. The action level for floors is
100 ug/sq.ft. and may be used in assessing the effectiveness of the decontamination
processes at the Site.

Selected, processed building demolition debris will be managed according to the "New
Jersey Guidance on Management of Excavated Soils", which discusses testing methods
and management options for soil mixed with solid debris (concrete and brick) to be used
as miscellaneous fill in the slag area.

The shipment of hazardous wastes off-site to a treatment/disposal facility will be
conducted in accordance with EPA’s Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
Directive No. 9834.11, "Revised Procedures for Plannimg and Implementing Off-site
Response Actions.” The intent of this directive is to ensure that facilities authorized to
accept CERCLA-generated waste are in compliance with RCRA operating standards.

EPA’s 1985 Policy on Wetlands and Floodplains Assessment for CERCLA actions
requires that remedial actions meet the substantive requirements the Floodplain
Management Executive Order (E.O. 11988), and Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 6, entitled
Statement of Procedures on Floodplain Management and Wetland Protection. This
policy requires consideration of the 500-year floodplain when planning remedial actions
and evaluating their impacts. )

Cost-Effectiveness

The cost effectiveness of a remedy is determined by weighing the cost against the ability
to achieve ARARs and remedial action objectives. The selected remedy is cost effective,
as it has been determined to provide overall effectiveness at the least cost. The
estimated present worth cost of the selected remedy is $38,800,442 (Table 21).

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment (or Resource Recovery)
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource
recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable by providing .the best balance
among the nine evaluation criteria for all the alternatives examined. The selected
remedy will eliminate the risk of exposure to building contaminants by decontaminating
and demolishing Group A buildings and further decontaminating Group B buildings to
risk-based remediation goals and removing friable asbestos from Group C buildings.
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Decontamination of building interiors will remove contaminants through pressure
washing (treatment) and transfer them to residues and wastewaters. Hazardous
wastewater would be containerized for off-site treatment and disposal, and nonhazardous
wastewater would be discharged to the local sewer system following any pretreatment
which is required by the receiving facility. Scrap metal from building debris and
contaminated equipment will be decontaminated prior to metal recycling or off-site
disposal. Process dust, the contents of contaminated equipment, aboveground and
underground tanks, pits/sumps, underground piping systems, and friable asbestos will be
disposed off-site. The selected remedy will generate less demolition debris than other
alternatives; therefore, the debris can be effectively managed on-site and impose the
least amount of impact to the neighboring community.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The selected remedy relies on the use of treatment technologies as a principal
component of the remedy. The selected remedy reduces levels of contamination on
building interiors, including contaminated residues on equipment and metal debris,
through treatment using decontamination; thereby reducing the risk to human health.
Process dust, accumulated liquid wastes and sludges from equipment, aboveground and
underground tanks, pits/sumps, and underground piping systems will be transported off-
site for appropriate treatment and final disposal at a permitted facility. Therefore, the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a principle element is
satisfied.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative presented in the
Proposed Plan.
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TABLE 1

DESCRIPTION AND STATUS OF EPA'S RESPONSE ACTIONS

e e e —

RESPONSE ACTIONS DESCRIPTION AND STATUS

Removal Actions

¢ Removal Action 1 - Removal of drums, lab pack containers, acid tanks, and
compressed gas cylinders. Action completed in 1988.
« Removal Action 2 - Removal of contaminated surface soils from the Roebling Park,

and installation of a perimeter fence around the slag area. Action
completed in 1991.

ROD 1 (March 1990)

o« OU-1 - Removal of drums, transformers with PCBs, tanks, a baghouse
dust pile, chemical piles, tires. Action completed in 1991.

ROD 2 (September 1991)

¢ OU-2 - Removal of contaminated surface soils from the Southeast Park.
Action completed in 1994.

« OU-3 - Design of the remedy for a 34-acre slag area, including treating
hotspots, and covering entire area with a soil cover and vegetation.
Design underway.

ROD 3

(Planned for - The upcoming ROD (the subject of this Proposed Plan) would

September 1996) address remediation of 70 abandoned buildings which contain
contaminated process dust, contaminated equipment, tanks, pits
and sumps, underground piping, and friable asbestos.

ROD 4

(Planned for 1997) -~ This ROD would address all remaining contamination problems at
the site, including an on-site landfill, sludge lagoons, potential
buried drums, soils, river and creek sediments, and ground water.
An RI/FS is planned for completion in Spring of 1997.
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TABLE 2

TANK OIL SAMPLES EXCEEDING HAZARDOUS WASTE THRESHOLDS

Sample I.D. Barium * Lead ** Cadmium ***
RCS-TK03-01 Not exceeded 47 mg/kg Not exceeded
RCS-TK03-02 122 mg/kg 259 mg/kg Not exceeded
RCS-TK10-02/RCD-TK10-02 | Not exceeded 64mp/kp Not exceeded
RCS-PA13-01 Not exceeded 64 mp/kg 6.4 mp/kg
RCS-TK11-01 Not exceeded 67 mg/kg Not exceeded
RCS-PA86-02 1220 mp/kg 29 mg/kg Not exceeded
* Regulatory Threshold is 100 mg/L

s Regulatory Threshold is 5 mg/L
soe Regulatory Threshold is | mg/L
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TABLE 3
Chip Samples E fing TCLP Thres)
| Chromium Lead
Material Concentration Concentration
Sample ID Sampled (mg/L) (mg/L)
I RCS-BC02-02 Building 2-Solids in fummace trough 336 ND
I RCS-BC08-01 Building 8-Brick from lead bath ND 82.8
I RCS-BC11-01 Building 1 1-Painted brick wall ND 704
RCS-BC13-01 Building 13-Painted brick wall | ND 5.6
RCS-BCI17-03 Building 17-Red brick wall ND 60.0
I RCS-BC18-01 Building 18-Stained brick wall ND 200
l RCS-BC36-01 Building 36-Black ash ND 40.0
QBCS-BCH'OZ Building 78-Stained brick wall ND 401.0




TABLE 4

Maxi C ions of PAHs D {in Floor Dust Samples (ug/ke)

Sample ID (Building #)

Non-Carcinogenic PAHs

Carcinogenic PAHs

RCS-DS03-01 (3) 11,125 16.820
RCS-DS03-02 (3) 17.828 466
RCS-DS04-01 (4) 9,608 3.895
RCS-DS04-03 (4) 12,222 11.410
RCS-DS04-04 (4) 8,772 5,530
RCS-DS05-02 (5) 248.400 29,800
RCS-DS18-04 (18) 204,690 - 198,900
RCS-DS30-01 (30) 155.230 96.690
RCS-DS43-01 (43) 32,140 25.200
RCS-DS78-03 (78) 8,950 8,300
RCS-DS78-04 (78) 92.500 109.800
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TABLE §

Pesticides D {in Floar Dust Samal l

Compound DS0S-04 DS30-01 | DSJ1-02 | DS78-02 | DS78-03 DS§92-04 DS96-01
Endrin ND 110 220 ND ND ND ND
Endosuifan | ND ND 220 ND ND ND ND
4.4.DDD 13 o7 ND | ND 82 25 ND
1.4'-DDT 96 120 ND 0.66 71 28 46
alpha-Chlordane \ND ND ND ND \D 16 ND
gamma-Chlordane 10 24 ND ND ND 11 ND
ND = Not Detected
TABLE 6
PCBs Detected in Floor Dust Samples (ug/kg)

Sample ID Aroclor-1248 Aroclor-1260

RCS-DS05-04 ND 50

RCS-DS30-0! 570 ND

RCS-DS31-01 3.100 60,000

RCS-DS31-02 ND 3,500

RCS-DS31-03 11,000 68,000

RCS-DS78-01 47 74

RCS-DS78-02 6.2 28

RCS-DS78-03 54 1.300

RCS-DS78-04 ND 2,100

RCS-DS§92-01 ND 740

RCS-D§96-01 ND 1,200

ND = Not Detected
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TABLE 7

ROEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU4 FFS

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

MY NIC AN )
(mg/kg)
Analyte Total Number Number of Maximum Average
of Samples Detections Concentration Cooceatration
Detected Detected
Aluminum 65 65 14800 3327
Antimony 65 8 712 122
Arsenic 65 65 231 31
Barium 65 49 5680 727
Beryllium 65 2 3 2
Cadmium 65 49 127 20
{ Calcium 65 55 55000 13397
Chromium 65 56 833 121
Cobalt 65 34 147 31
Copper 65 65 36400 1310
[ron 65 36 409000 112944
Lead 65 64 39600 3329
Nagnesium 85 ~ 37400 2882
Manganese 65 ‘ 65 8180 1406
Mercury 65 26 18 2
Nickel 65 S8 1350 121
Potassium 65 20 4120 1860
Selenium 65 45 14 6
Siiver 65 1 3 8
Sodium 65 25 42600 6018
Thallium 65 32 17 8
Vanadium 6S 43 140 35
Zinc 65 65 395000

8351
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TABLE 8

SUMMARY QF PRESUMED ASBESTOS CONTAINING MATERIALS (PACM)

(Page 1 of §)

™ BUILDING MATERIAL QUANTITY FRIABLEOR DAMAGED .
NUMBER NON-FRIABLE |
2 Tark insulation $4sq R Friable Yes
2 Tar P:pe Wrap Insulation 10.560 LF Non-friable Yes i
2 Firebrick 100 Pallets Non-friable Yes
2 Transite 2.000 sq. . Non-friabie Yes :
2 Insulation Tiles 2dsq. ft Friable Yes .
2 Waliboard [nsulation 8.800 sq. f1. Friable Yes 5
2 WallRoof Tar Paper & Mastic 158,400 sq. t.  Non-friable Yes i
3 WallRoof Tar Paper & Mastic 192,945 sq. fi. Non-friable Yes
3 Pipe lasulation 2,605 LF Friable Yes
3 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap 265 LF Non-friable Yes
3 Soft Wallboard 30sq. ft Friable Yes
3 Tank Insulation 12sq . Friable Yes
3 Small Bldg. behind 3. Tar Wrap 300 sq. . Non-friable Yes
4 9x9 Green Floor Tile:Mastic 400 sq- fr. Non-friable Yes
4 2x4 Cetling Tile 400 sq. ft. Friable Yes
4 Pipe Insulation 200LF Friable Yes
4 Interior Exterior Tar Wrap 4080sq. f. Non-friable Yes
5 Pipe Insulation SLF Friable Yes
6 Pipe insulation 200LF Friable Yes
? Insulation around water heater 120 LF Non-friable Yes
? Insulation around water heater <80 sq. f1. Friable Yes
7 Pipe Insulation 160 LF Friable Yes
] Pipe Insulation 3J4I0LF Friable Yes
8 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap 2.080LF Non-friable Yes
8 Boiler Gasket 8LF Non-friable No
8 Transite Board (corrugated & flat) 1,970 sq. f&. Non-friable Yes
] 9x9 Black Floor Tile 600 sq. ft. Non-friable - Yes
g Watson Spools; Interior 1/4” Transite 804 5q. &. Non-friable No
8 Acid Baths 200 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
8 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 50,625 sq. &t. Non-friable Yes
10 Firebrick Unknown Non-friable Yes
10 Pipe {nsulation 3,900 LF Friable Yes
10 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 270,000sq. ft.  Non-friable Yes
10 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap 270,000 sq. ft.  Non-friable Yes
10 Transite Board 1,376 sq. ft. Non-friable No
10 12x12 Green Floor Tile Mastic 600 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
10 Tank Insulation 40sq. & Friable Yes
1 Pipe Insulation $.085LF Friable Yes
1 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap’ S8SLF Non-friable Yes
i Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 40sq. 0. Non-friable Yes




TABLE 8

MY r NTAINING »
(Page 2 of 5)
BLILDING MATERIAL QUANTITY FRIABLE OR DAMAGED
NUMBER NON-FRIABLE
12 9x9 Green Floor Tile:Mastic 200 sq. fr. Non-friable Yes
12 Pipe [nsulation 250LF Friable Yes
12 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 7.500 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
{2 Collins Asbestos Sheets (Style 919) 5sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
13 Pipe Insulation 6,000 LF Friable Yes
13 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap 200LF Non-friable Yes
13 Firebrick 2,880 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
13 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 292,500 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
13 Tank Insulation 40 sq. fr. Friable Yes
14 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 225,000 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
14 Pipe Insulation 68S0LF Friable Yes
14 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap 3.550LF Non-friable Yes
14 9x9 Gray Floor Tile-Mastic 5.000 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
4 Tank Insulation 35sq. f1. - Friable Yes
14 Transite Board 440 sq. f1. *© Non-friable No
14 Ceiling Tile (2x4) Unknown Friable Yes
14 Mastic (9x9 tiles previously removed) 600 sq. fi. Non-friable No
14 Cloth Wrap around fiberglass SO0 LF Non-friable Yes
15 Pipe Insulation SOLF Friable Yes
16 Pipe Insulation {20 LF Friable Yes
16 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 12,000 sq. f1. Non-friable No
17 Pipe Insulation - Assessment unknown due to integrity of building
18 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap 1640 LF Non-friable Yes
I8 Transite Board 250 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
'8 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 11,250 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
18 Pipe Insulation 320LF Friabie Yes
19 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 9.600 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
19 Pipe Insulation ) 655 LF Friable Yes
19 9x9 Green Floor Tile/Mastic 750 sq. fi. Non-friable Yes
19 9x9 Black/Brown Floor Tile/Mastic 7,550 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
19 Transite Board 7.800 sq. fr. Non-friable Yes
19 9x9 Ceiling Tile Mastic Only Assessment unknown due to collapsed ceiling
19 Collins ‘asbestos Sheet (Style 919) 30sq fu. Non-friable No
19 Rolled Wrap Insulation 1,600 sq. ft. Friable Yes
20 P:pe Insulation 70LF Friable Yes -
21 Cloth Pipe Wrap 1545 LF Non-friable No
2! Pipe Insulation 230sq. ft. Friable Yes
21 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap 160 LF Non-friable Yes
21 Elecerical panei (Black) 118 s5q. f&. Non-friable No
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TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF PRESUMED ASBESTOQS CONTAINING MATERIALS (PACM)
(Page 3 of §)

BLILDING MATERIAL QUANTITY FRIABLEOR DAMAGED
. NUMBER NON-FRIABLE :

22 Pipe Insulation 3310 LF Friaple Yes

22 P:pe Insulation Tar Wrap .250LF Non-fr:aole Yes

2 Transite Ceiling Panels 20500 sq. fr. Non-friable Yes

22 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 135,000 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes

23 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 28.000sq. ft. Non-friable Y as

23 Firebrick LUnknown Non-friable Yes

23 Tank Insulation 80 sq. ft. Friable Yes

23 Pipe Insulation 900 LF Friable Yes

25 12x12 Brown Floor Tiles Mastic 1,200 sq. f. Non-friable Yes

25 Pipe Insulation SOLF Friable Yes

26 Transite Board 144 5q. f1. Non-friable No

30 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 19.200 5q. fi. Non-friable Yes

30 Pipe Insulation 400 LF Friable Yes

30 Pipe [nsulation Tar Wrap 40 LF Non-friable Yes

30 Celetex Asbestos Mill Board . 16sqg f. Non-friable No

31 Transite Wall & Cetling 480 sq. f1. Non-friable No

31 Air Cell Pipe Insulation 60 LF Friable Yes

33 Pipe Insulation 25LF Friable Yes

3 Roof Tar Paper & mastic 2.000 sq. ft. Non-friable No

35 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap 100 LF Non-friable Yes

3s Pipe Insulation 100 LF Friable Yes

40 Pipe Insulation SOLF Friable Yes

43 Transite Board 144 5q. f1. Non-friable No
50Main Gate  9x9 Green Floor TileMastic 130 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
$0.Main Gate  9x9 White Floor Tile Mastic 6,320 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
$0Main Gate  Ceiling Tile (2x2) 2.564 sq. f&. Friable Yes
$0Main Gate  Ceiling Tile 840 sq. ft. Friable Yes
50 Main Gate  12x12 Black Floor TileMastic 482 5q. fr. Non-fnable Yes
50.Main Gate  9x9 Ceiling Tile Mastic 100 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
$0Main Gate  12x12 White Floor Tile.-Masuc 880 sq ft. Non-friable Yes
S0Main Gate  Ceiling Tiles (2x4) 3,600 sq. f1. Friaple Yes
$0™Main Gate  9x9 Red Floor Tile Mastic 2,100 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
$0/Main Gate  9x9 Black Floor Tile:Mastic 1,260 sq. fi. Non-friable Yes
$0Main Gate  Safe Insulation 94 sq. ft. Friable Yes
$0Main Gate  Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 250 sq. ft. Non-friable YFs
$0Main Gate  Pipe Insulation 6SLF Friable NO

500051




TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF PRESUMED ASBESTOS CONTAINING MATERIALS (PACM)

(Page 4 of 5)
BUILDING MATERIAL QUANTITY FRIABLEOR DAMAGED
NUMBER NON-FRIABLE
60 2x12 Green Floor Tile:Mastic 1,800 sq. fi. Non-friable Yes
60 Ceiling Tile 1,800 sq. f1. Friable Yes
60 Transite Ceiiing Board 1.800 sq. fr. Non-friabie No
60 Wall Mastic 7,200 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
64 Pipe Insulation SOLF Friable Yes
64 Transite Board 800sq. f. Non-friable Yes
77 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 75.000 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
77 Pipe Insulation 1,500 LF Friable Yes
77 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap 550 LF Non-friable Yes
77 9x9 Gray Floor TileMastic 75 sq. ft. Non-friable No
77 2x4 White Ceiling Tile 200 sq. f1. Non-friable Yes
77 Gasket Insulation 2LF Friable No
78 2x4 White Ceiling Tile 720 sq. f. .~ Friable Yes
78 9x9 White Floor t1leMastic 720 sq. f1. Non-friable Yes
78 Black Desk Top Material 36sq. ft. Non-friable No
78 Pipe Insulation 193 LF Friable Yes
78 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 60,000 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
78.Shed Pipe Insulation 1 LF Friable Yes
78 Shed Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 3,000 sq. f1. Non-friable Yes
79 Cloth Wrap Unknown Non-friable No
79 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 1.400 sq. f1. Non-friable Yes
80 12x12 Red Floor TileMastic 144.5q. f. Non-friable No
80 Black Electrical Panel 24 5q. ft. Non-friable No
80 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 5.850 sq. fi. Non-friable No
81 Roof/Walls Tar Paper & Mastic 135,000 sq. . Non-friable Yes
83 Firedoor 180 sq. ft. Non-friable No
85 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 24,000 sq. f1. Non-friable No
86 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 24,000q. £2. Non-friable Yes
86 Pipe Insulation Tar Wrap SO0 LF Non-friable Yes
86 Firebrick Unknown Non-friable Yes
87 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 2.000 sq. fr. Non-friable Yes
87 Transite Board 1,190 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes . .
88 Ceiling Tile 14,400 sq. ft. Friable Yes
88 9x9 Black Floor Tiles 14,400 sq. . Non-friable Yes
83 Pipe Insulation 2.000LF Friable Yes
83 Roofing Material 150,000 sq. . Friable Yes
1.1 Tar Wrap Pipe Insulation 2.500LF Non-friable Yes
88 Roof Tar Paper & Mastic 150,000 sq. t.  Non-friable Yes
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TABLE 8

A h NING \
(Page S or3)

MATERIAL QUANTITY FRIABLE OR DAMAGED .
NON-FRIABLE !
_
irats.te 3card i50.600sq. 1 \on-friabie Yes ‘
Transits Board $250sq f1. Non-friable Yes
Sransive ~ sard 800 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
Root/Wall Tar Paper & Mastic 15.000 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes L
Fipe nsulation 100 LF Friable Yes |
{
Soiler Gasker Material 20 LF Friable No l
Feansite Acoustic Panels , 1.100 sq. ft. Non-friable No
Mpe Insulation (¢ibows & Tees) 2.780LF Friable Yes
Torrugated Transite Wall Panels 29.070sq. 2 Non-friable Yes
Biler Fan Insulation : 480sq. fr. ° Friable Yes
Hope [nsulation (outside) 2LF 77 Friable No
Milkt-up Roof Tar & Insulation 7430 sq. fi. Friable Yes
“Tansite Pipes 60 LF Non-friable Yes
“Tamk [aisulation ‘ 600 sq. ft. Friable Yes
Yol Hopper [nsulation 850 sq. f1. Friable Yes
Fhiler Duct Insuiation & Associated 10.400 sq. ft. Friable Yes
bppers !
Fmier insulation 34,800 5q. ft. Friable Yes ’l
%9 Ligitt Brown Floor Tile ~#Unknown Non-friable Yes
Suil Plaster CUnknown Non-friable Yes
s Transice Board 891 sq. ft. Non-friable Yes
Fipe Insulation 3SLF Friable Yes
" Soef Tas Piper & Masiic 400 sq. fr. Non-friable Yes
' : ‘Gx12 Floor Tile 3.200 5q. ft. Non-friable Yes
i 8 Q212 Ceiling Tile 2.200sq. fi. Non-friable Yes
Y Tpw Insulaion 1.200 LF Friable Yes
“Temsowe Buard 102 5q. fA. Non-friable Yes
) :immtaion SOLF Friable Yes
Taer Walls & Ceiling - 1,325 5q. fr. Non-friable Yes
et 6LF Friable . Yes
Yar T '
\. L‘r«ms Mastic 4,500 5q. ft. Non-friable No
1 .
i ENec. Detris in Landfild Unknown Mixed Yes
e lation P 3157LF Friable Yes
yrg Matenal ot Vessels (located: 10S sq. ft. Friable Yes

oy _
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Target blood lead concentration

Baseiine blood lead concentration
Biokinetic slope tactor

[ngestion Rate for soil and dust
Absorption Fraction for soil and dust
93th percentile blood lead of a ferus
Mean ratio of fetal to maternal blood lead

Individual geometric standard deviation

of blood lead

Averaging Time
Exposure Frequency

Soil \ead concentration

TABLE 9

PARAMETER VALUES FOR THE ADULT LEAD MODEL

PbB ¢y target
PbB L4u0
BKSF

R sp

AF s

PbB 09$ fetal

R fetal/maternal

GSD,

AT
EF

PbS

3.55 ugidL

2.0 ug/dL

005 g day
10% (0.1)

10 ug/dL

365 days/year
250 days vear

calculated

Se - . . . .
PbBggsfetal ® R raymuemal ¢ GSD'.l e ( MMM‘ETLIBSD—AESD-EESD.)

PbS =( _ﬂh}{% - PbBguno) *

R feral/maternal

AT

BKSF* [R¢p* A'FSD.. EFsp
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TABLE 10

SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR VOLATILL ORGANICS

Minimum| Location M;uiumml Location

Frequency]l Couc. | for Minimum| Conc. |for Maximum Geometric]Arithmetnic Standard] Lower | Uppes Uppra
Compound Valid]|OccurjUndetect] Reject] Detected | (ug/kg) |Concentration] (ug/kg) |Concentranon|Mcedian] Mean Mean _ [Deviation] Quartile [ Quartile] 95
Mcthylene chlode | 1271 10 2 0 0813 120 | RS-kD-0204 | 1600 | RS-D-0303 [ 39000 32341 58742 | seool | 13843 | 75550 | 2wy
LY Dichlsroethane | 12 1 " 0 0083 L] RS-F1-030) 3 RS-I'D-0301 | 750 597 7175 310 349 1019 | 150w
2 Hutanone 2 2 0 10 | 1.000 1 RS-FD-0302 4 RS-FD-0203 [ 1250 [ 1241 12 50 212 oo | 1392 [ 270,
I chlotocthene 2] 1 0 0 083 9 RS-FD-0302 9 RS-kD-0W2 | 995 T 654 825 494 YAY [ 100 | 1w
lolucne 12 5 7 0 0417 5 RS-FD-0302 27 RS-FD-0200 {1 1100 900 1007 048 5 87 1378 17

SG000¢

L Ihe "7

o the last column denutcs that the uppes 93 pricentile conecnitalion s hagher thai the sa v iiun ot ciabion



TABLE 1]

SUNMARY STATISHICS FORSEMEVOLA T L ORGANICS

Muimunum Locatien  [Masunum)  Location
Picquency] Conc. | for Alimimum | Conc. ] tor Marunum Ceometnic] vesthmcton ] Standand | Lower | Vppes t ]
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TABLE 12
SUMAIARY STATISTICS FOR PESTICIDES AND POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYES
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TABLE 13

SUNMNARY STAVSHICS FOR N EALS
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SUNMMARY STAVISTIOS FORMEEALS
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TABLE 14

CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN FOR DUST/SOLL WITHIN BUILDINGS

2-Butanone
1.2-Dichloroethane
Methylene Chioride

VOLATILES

Toluene
Trichioroethene

SEMI-VOLATILES
Benzoic Acid Carcinogenic PAHs.
Benzyl Alcohol Benzo(a)pyrene
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate Benzo(a)anthracene
Burty! benzyl| phthalate Benzotd)fluoranthene
Di-n-butyl pnthalate Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Di-n-octyl phthalate Chrysene

Dibenzofuran
Diethyiphthalate
Dimethyiphthalate
2.4-Dimethy iphenoi
[sophorone

Dibenz(a h)anthracene
Indeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene

Non-Carcinogenic PAHS.
2-Methy inaphthalene

2-Methy Iphenol Acenaphthene
4-Nitroaniline Anthracene
3-Methviphenol Fluoranthrene
4-Nirophenol Fluorene
N-Nurosodiphenylamine Naphthalene
N-Nitrosodipropy lamine Pyrene
Pentachiorophenol
Phenol

PESTICIDES/PCBs
Aldrin 4'4.DDE
Total PCBs . 44.00T
Bewa-BHC Endosulfan
Chiordane Endnn
Dieldrin Heptachlor Epoxide
4,4.DDD Methoxychlor

INORGANICS

Aluminum Manganese
Antimony Mercury
Arsenic Nickel
Barium Selenium
Beryllium Silver
Cadmium Thallium
Chromium ({il) Vanadium
Chromium (IV) Zinc

Cobalt

000060
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TABLE 15

EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

Réctplof l’oimlﬁtion(s)

Eximsuu Routes

Matrix
Present-Use On-sie Workers fugestion
(Adulis only) Dermal Contact
tnhalation
Future-Use On-site Commercial Workers Ingestion
(Adylts only) Dermal Contact
lnhalation
Future Use Residems Ingestion
(Adults and cluldicn) Dermal Contact
lahalauon
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PARAMETERS AND ASSUMPTIONS USED TO CALCULATE

TABLE 16

POTENTIAL RISK FROM BUILDING DUST/SON. EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

Present Sire Worhers

Future On-site Commercial

Future On-site Residents-

Future (;n«slle Reviddents -

* The suspended dusUsoil concentration was calculated from hi-vol sample data obtained st the silc.

Workers Adults Children: 0-17 Years
Average Case Reasomable Average (ase Heasonabdle Average Case Reasonable Average Case Reasonable
Mazimum Case Marimum Case Marimum Case Manimum Case
l1equency of Exposure (days/year) 240 250 211 25} 273 133 M 353
“Duration of Exposuic  § 10 9 25 9 Jo 6 6 N
(ycars/hifctime)
Lifcume = 70 years
Shan Dust/Soil Deposition 0s (B 05 [ 0s 15 05 15
(mg/cm’)
Sken Surface Arca Exposed (cm') 3600 8600 8600 8600 1600 8600 4000 4000
1)cnnal Contact Bioavailability 06% 1% 06% 12% 06% 1.2% 06% 12%
tacios
ingcstion Bioavailability Facor 0s 1.0 0.5 10 05 10 053 10
Dus/Sod lngestion (mg/day) 50 100 50 50 100 100 100 200
Nody Weight (kg) 10 70 70 0 70 ) )5 3
1lowts Pes Day Exposed to s 10 s 10 12 24 12 24
Suspended DusV/Soil
Respiratory Vohume (m'/hi) 06 09 06 09 06 09 06 09
1
Inhatation Bioavaslability Faclot 023 10 0128 10 025 0 02s 1.0
Suspended Site Dust/Soil 1.44 1.44 1.44 1.44 144 144 144 144
Concentrstions (u./ln‘) hd
NOTE:
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1OXICITY DATA FOR NONCARCINOGENIC AND POTENTIALLY CARCINOGLNIC LFTLCLS

s

{
TAuLE 17

DOSL RESPONSE LYALUATION
(Page § of 3)
NON-CARCINOGENS : Reference Doses CARCINOGENS : Slope Factors
Oral RO Inkalation RID Oral SF lohalation SF

Chemical Name (mg/hg-day) (mg/hg-day) (ng/kg-day ) - | (mgikg-day ) - |
VOLATILES:
2-Butanonc 6.00E-01 2 86LE-0) NA NA
1,2-Dichlorocthanc NA NA 9 10L-02 9 10£:-02
Mcihylene Chloride 6 D0E-02 8 STE-0) 750L:-03 1 64€-03
Toluenc 2 00E-01 1 14E-01 NA NA
Tuchlorocthene NA NA 1 108-02 6 00E-0)
SEMIZVOMTILES: :

Benzoic Acd 4 00EE+00 NA NA NA
Denzyl Alcohol 3.00E-01 NA NA NA
Dis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalatc 2 00£:-02 NA 1 40£:-02 NA
Butyl benzyl phihalate 2.00E-01 NA NA NA
Di-n-butyl phthatate ).00E-O) NA NA NA
Di-n-octyl phihalaic 2.00E-02 NA NA NA
Dibenzofuran 4 00E-0) NA NA NA
Dicthyliphihalatc 8 00E-01 NA NA NA
Dimethyiphthalaic lml;:)lzl T :: :: ::
f;;);‘n::ﬂ 2 00E-01 NA 9 501:-04 NA
2-Mecthylphenol $ 00E-02 NA NA NA
4-Nuroaniline 3 00E-0} NA NA NA
4-Mcthyiphenol S 00E-03 NA NA NA
4-Nitrophenol 6.20E-02 NA NA NA

‘ : ' NA NA 4 90E-0) NA

N-Nfllosodfpknylunfm A A S 00E V00 o
N-Nitrosodipropylaminc e A 70001 N
Pentachlorophenol : A .
Phenol 6 00E-O| NA

Carcinogemsc PAHS: NA NA 7 30E+00 6 10400
Benzolalpyene NA NA 7 JOE-01 6 10E:-01
Beazolajantuete NA NA 7 30E-01 6 10L:-01
Benzo(bMuonathens NA NA 7 JOE-02 6 10L:-02
B‘"ldkmwm\m NA NA 7 301:-03 6.10E-03
Cheyser NA NA 730800 6 10L:400
Dibeaz(ahjantieacens NA NA 730101 6 I0E01
tndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrenc 7 - 7
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TABLE 17

DOSL RLSPONSL LVALUALION
(Page 2 01 3)

1OXICHLY RALA FOR NONCARCINOGLNIC AND POLLNLIALLY CARCINOGLNIC LITECTS

NON-CARCINOGENS : Reference Doses ]

CARCINOGENS : Slope Fuctors

Ocal RID Inhalation RID Oral SF Inhalation SF
Chemical Name (mg/kg-day) (mg/kp-day) (mp/hg-day ) - | (mg/kg-day ) -}
SEMI-VOLATILES (Cont'd)
Non-Carcinogenic PAlls
Accnaphthene 6 001:-02 NA NA NA
Anthracene 3 00L:-01 NA NA NA
Fluoranthrene 4 00E-02 NA NA NA
I'luotene 4 00E-02 NA NA NA
Naphthalene 4 001:-02 NA NA NA
I'ysrene 3 00E-02 NA NA NA
PESTICIDES/PCHs:
Aldain 3 00E-05 NA 1 70E+01 | 70E+01
Total PCBs NA NA 7.70E+00 NA
Beta-BIIC NA NA I 801+ 00 1 80K 00
Chiordance 6 00E:03 NA 1 J0L:+00 1 29400
Dicldnin 5.00F-05 NA | 60401 | 60E+01
4.4-DDD NA NA 2.40k-01 NA
44'-DDE NA NA 3.400:-01 NA
4.4-DDT 5 00L:-04 NA, 3 40F-01 3 40L:-01
Endosulfan 6 00L:-03 NA' - NA NA
Endiin 3 00E-04 NA NA NA
Vieprachlor cpoxide 1.30E-03 NA 9 10E+00 Y 106 +00
Mecthonychlor 5 00E-03 NA NA NA
INORGANICS: '
Aluminum 1.00E+00 NA NA NA
Anlimony 4 00E-04 NA NA - NA
Arsenic 3 00E-04 NA § 756400 1 SIE+01
Barivm 7.00E-02 1.43E-04 NA NA
Beryllium 5.00E-03 NA 4 30+00 8 40E+00
Cadmium 5 00E-04 NA NA 6 30C 100
Chromium (I1}) 1.00E+00 5 71E-07 NA NA
Chiomium (1V) 5.00E-03 NA NA 4 20401
Cobalt 6 00E-02 NA NA NA
Manganese 5 001:-01 1.43E-05 NA T NA
Mcecury 3.008-04 8 571:-05 __NA NA
Nickel 2 008:-02 NA NA FIETITY)
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TABLE 17

TONICILY DATA FOR NONCARCINOGLNIC AND POTLNHALL Y CARCINOGENIC LETLCTS
DUSL KLSPONSL LYALUALION
(Fage Jol' )

NON-CARCINOGENS : Reference Doses CARCINOGENS : Slope Factors )
Ocal RO Inhalation RID Oral SF Inhalation SF
Chemucal Name (mg/kg-day) (mp/kg-day) {mp/hg-day ) - 1 (mp/hg-day ) -1
INORGANICS (Uyat'd)
Selcmum S 001:-0) NA NA - NA
Silver IO} NA NA N/\‘
1 haltwm § (0L--05 NA NA NA
Vanadium T008:-0) NA NA NA
7ine 3 00100 NA NA — NA

S3000¢

R e )
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TABLE I8

RISK LEVELS AND HAZARD INDEX VALUES
SUMMARY ACROSS BUILDING DUST/SOIL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

Carcinogenic Risk Levels

Hazard Index Values

Average Exposmc ll(msonablc Maximum Lxposure

Averape Exposure l Reasonable Maximum Exposure

Present Site Workers

Ingestion 2.6E-05 6.8L-05 5 2L-0) ) 1L 100
Dermal Contact 1.1E-05 8.6L1:-05 4.31-02 2.7E-01
inhalation 6.4E-09 3.7-08 ).2E-02 9 71:-02
Total Risk 3.7E-05 1.5E-04 SBE-01 1.5E+00
Future On-Site Commercial Workers
Ingestion 13E-05 8 SE-05 23601 5 SE-O1
Dermal Contact 1.IE-05 2.26-04 3 8€-02 27601
Inhalation 63E-09 "9 4E-08 1 IE-02 9 8102
Total Risk 2.4E-05 J.1E-04 2.8E-01 9.2E-01
Future Oa-Site Residents-Adults .
Ingestion 3.3E-05 29E-04 5.9E-01 1.5E+00
Dermal Contact 1 4E-05 J.6E-04 4.9E-02 3 8LE-0)
Inhalation 1.2E-08 3.8E-07 1.4E-02 1 .4L:-01
Total Risk 4.7E-05 6.5E-04 6.5E-01 2.0E+00
- Fature Oa-Site Residents-Children
ingestion "4 4E-05 3 3E-04 T.2E+00 61E+00
Dermal Contact 8.7E-06 6.7E-05 4.6L-02 3.6E-01
Inhalation | 6E-08 1.SE-07 4.2E-02 6.65-01
Total Risk 5IE-05 3.0E-04 1.3E+00 7.1E+00 N

1 Y 18D
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TABLE 19
UNITED STATES E NVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROLEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - QU-4 FFS
GROUPING OF BUILDINGS FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION
(Page 1 of 10)

BUILDING BUILDING BUILDING CONTAMINANIDS RATIONALE FOR GROUPING
NO. NAME GROUP (1) EXCEEDING GOALS IN FLOOR
DUST (2)
1 Mais Gate C - Histoncal uses do not mclude processing or other operations ot concern
2 Mclt Shop B Arseme, Lead Building contans sigmticant wnount of contaniinated dust but appeass structurally

sound  Ixtensive decontamination and renovation may be required for industrial
reuse Rool would require special methods 10 demolish because of its hesght

2A Mch Shop B - The building has 1l same designation as Building 2
West Toulet .

28 Mch Shop B - The building has the same designation as Building 2
Last Tolet .

2F Mch Shop B S . The buitding has the same designation as Building 2

Produccr House

2G Mcit Shop B - ‘The buslding has tw same designation as Buiding 2
Producer House
3 Blooming Mill B Arsemc, Carcinogenic PAHs Building contains significamt amount of contaminated dust, but appears structurally

sound. Exiensive decontamination and some renovabion would be required betore
any industrial reuse. Removal of equipnicat would be both tine-consuming and
costly.

£900068

Group A - Buildings contaminated above goals with no future reuse potential.
Group B - Buildings contaminated above goals with future reuse potential.
Group C - Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, except asbestos.

Remediation goals for floor dust have been assumed to be: 0.78 mg/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, 7.8 m/kg tor benzo(a)anthiacene,
benzo(b)fluoranthene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 20 mg/kg for arsenic, and 1,100 mg/kg for lead.

No data available. Assumed 10 exceed goals based on historic building uses.



830008

(

TABLL 19

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

ROEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITL - OU-4 FFS

GROUPING OF BUILDINGS FOR REMLDIAL AL TERNATIVE EVALUATION

(Page 2 ot 10)

BUILDING BUILDING BUILDING CONTAMINANTS RAHONALE FOR GROUPING
NO. NAME GROUP (1) EXCEEDING GOALS IN FLOOR
DUST (2)
4 Old Budler House [}) Carcmogenic PAHs, Arsenic. | cad | Burdding 4 can possibly be decontaminated and used 1ot storsge i conjunction with
Building 99 The structuic appears sound
4A Hot Mill Oflice ¢ - thstorical uses do not include processing or other operations of concern
5 Billet Gnnding Store A Carcinogenic PAls, Asemic, L cad  { Contaminated dint llour would require extensive sol remcdiation  Structural steel
appears intact, although the rool and walls need some repais
6 Licctncal Component C - thistonical uses do not include processing or other operations of concem, but there s
Repan floor and rool damage. No apparent potential rcuse for buslding structure
7 Well Pump House ] Arsenic Potential apparcat reuse for hight manulactuning. There is some loor and ool
; damage, but the structure appears basically intact
8 Galvamzing Shop A -Q3) Extremely high lead levels  integnty of structure and suppont columns has becn
compromised. Significant roof detentoration and water damage  The buslding 1s i
dangar of imnuncnt collapse  High cust prohibits renovation and decontamination of
this structuse for subsequent reuse
8A Skimming and Dross A Arsenic, Lead Potential apparent reuse for storage  There are no vbvious visual sttuctural hazads

Storage

Decontamination is infeasible duc 10 tistoric lead processes.

Group A - Buildings contaminated above goals with no future reuse potential.
Group B - Buildings contaminated above goals with future reuse potential.
Group C - Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, except asbestos.

Remediation goals for floor dust have been assumed 10 be: 0.78 mg/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, 7.8 mp/kg for benzo(a)anthracene,

benzo(b)fluoranthene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 20 mg/kg for arsenic, and 1,100 mg/kg for lead.

No data available. Assumed to exceed goals based on historic building usces.
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TABLE 19
UNILD STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU-4 FFS
GROUPING OF BUILDINGS FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION
(Page 3 of 10)

BUILDING BUILDING BUILDING CONTAMINANIDS RATIONALE FOR GROUPING
NO. NAME GROUP (1) EXCEEDING GOALS IN FLOOR
DUST (2)
10 Paicating Shop, A Arsemie, Lead Extremely hgh lead fevels Decontamination s inleasible due 10 hastore lead
Tempenng llouse processes. Steel structure and wood rool appears 1o be i good condition except tor

nunor waler damage.

1 Anncaling House B Ao, Lead No apparcat structural hazards  Potential appareat scuse for hight manufactusing
Hustoric lead processes aay have been pertotmed in this building 11 decontamination
proves 10 be infcasible, reclassification 10 "A” may be necessary

12 Tractor Garage A -3) No appascat potential cuse. Part of the building rool has collapsed

13 Wire Mill No. 2 A Arsciie, Lead Potential apparent reuse tur warchousing, however, decontanination 1s infcasible due
- 1o histonic lead processes

4 Wire Mill No | u Arsenic, Lead This building has potential apparent reuse for warchousig/manutaciunng alter
remediation of loor dust. Costs of renovation may be prolubiisvely lagh. Siecl
columns appear 10 be in good condition, but the rool would hikcly nced 1o be replaced
duc wstructural failure.

[} Oil Storage Building B Carcinogemic PAHs Puteatial appasent reuse for light manulacturing or storage lollowing removal ot
debris, decontamination, and cleanup of vil-svaked bascnmwent tloors

16 Pipe Shop, Store House C - Historicat uses do not include processing or other operations of concern Potential
' apparent rcuse for light manulactuning or stosage. Buildumg contains uscable

cquipment.

635000S

Group A - Buildings contaminated above goals with no future reuse potential.
Group B - Buildings contaminated above goals with future reuse potential.
Group C - Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, except asbestos.

Remediation goals for Nloor dust have been assumed to be: 0.78 myg/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(ah)anthracene, 7.8 mp/hg for benzo(a)anthracenc,
benzo(b)luoranthene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 20 mg/kg for arsenic, and 1,100 mg/kg for lead.

No data available. Assumed to exceed goals based on historic building usces.
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TABLE 19
UNIED SYATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU-4 FFS
GROUPING OF BUILDINGS FOR REMLUDIAL ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION
(Page 4 o1 10)

BUILDING BUILIMNG BUILDING CONTAMINANIS RATIONALLE FOR GROUPING
NO. NAME GROUP (1) EXCEEDING GOALS IN FLOOR
DUST (2)
17 Machine Shop A 3) Most ot butldiag burned 1o ground  Demohition and debns icmoval work reguincd

18 Blacksouth Shop B Carcinogenic PAlls, Arsemc | cad | Potential appurent reuse for storage. oftice, ight manutaciunng. Rool i disteparr,
cast wall would piobably nced 10 be replaced

19 Store and Oflice C . - Histoncal uses do not nclude processing or other operations of concean  Partial ool
Bustlding collapse  The southern portion ol the building 15 not structurally sound and should
not be entered

20 Fire Pump House ¢ - Ongmal loor and cquipment have been removed. Building ealubits struciural
problcms
21 Main Subsiation b * -(3) Poicntial apparemt reuse for industnal oftice or light house-heeping totlowing
(low) Power House decontamination for floor dust  Building appears 10 be in good structural condion
22 Wie Mill No. 3 B Carcmogenie PALL, Arseine, Lead | Potential appascat reuse for mdustiial warchousing or manutactuting Steel support
Spring Factory slrucu'n; and brick walls appear (0 be in good structural condtion This building may

have been impacted by tustonc lead processes 11 decontammation proves 1o be
infeasible, reclassification 10 “A" may be necessary

23 Mason's Stock A - Histoncal uses do not include processing or other operations of concem  Building
Storage N-Waschouse appears structurally sound. Demolition of Building 30 necessitates demuohition of this
building because they ase connecied

l. Group A - Buildings contaminated above goals with no future reuse potential.
Group B - Buildings contaminated above goals with future reuse potential.
Group C - Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, except asbestos. )
2. Remediation goals for floor dust have been assumed to be: 0.78 mg/ky for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, 7 8 mg/hg for bcmtu(u)umhmccnc,
: benzo(b)luoranthene and indenof 1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 20 mg/kg for arsenic, and 1,100 mg/kg for lead.

3 No data available. Assumed to exceed goals based on historic building uscs.
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TABLE 19
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTHON AGENCY
ROEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITLE - OU-4 11S
GROUPING OF BUILDINGS FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNAFIVE EVALUATION
(Page 5 ol 10)

BUILIING BUILDING BUILDING CONTAMINANTS RATIONALE FOR GROUPING
NO. NAME GROUP (V) EXCEEDING GOALS IN FLOOKR
DUST (2)
25 Wue Mills C - Historical uses do not mclude processing or other opcrations of concern
Mctallurgical Oflice
26 Wire Mill Laboratory C - Historical uses du nut mclude processing or other operations vl concern
30 Auto Truck Garage A Carcmogenmc PAHs, Arsenic, Lead | Potential appasent reuse for storage and light houscheeping  Appears 1o be
M-Galvanizing structurally sound except lor portion of roof  Decontaminanion 1s mfcasible duce to

ustoric lead processes  Demolition of this building would scgatively simpact
structural stabiluy of Building 23.

3 L.ocomotive Repaw A Anscaic, Lead Building will icquire extensive ienovation and decontanunation 1or any feuse
Shop - Visually obvivus structural cracking and leaning
13 Pipe Storage C - Hlistoncal uses do not mclude processing or other operations ol concern Appears 10

be structurally stable

35 Mch Shop House Pump B -(3) Histongal uscs do not include processing or other opeiations of concem. 1he
building can potcatially be reused for toilet tacilities or storage

L[] | Fuel Ol Pump House C - Historical uses du not include processing or other operations of concern

4] Paint Shop C Carcinogenic PALLs, Arsenic, Lead | Comtamination has not been detected within the buslding  No apparent potential tor
reuse duc to visual steuctural damage

1400068

Group A - Buildings contaminated above goals with no future reuse potential.
Group B - Buildings contaminated above goals with future reuse potential.
Group C - Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, except asbestos.

Remediation goals for floor dust have been assumed 1o be: 0.78 mp/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,hanthracene, 7.8 mp/kg tor benzo(a)anthracene,
benzo(b)fluoranthene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 20 mg/kg for arsenic, and 1,100 mg/kg for lead.

No data available. Assumed to exceed goals based on historic building uses.



TABLL 1Y
UNITED STATLES ENVIRONMLE NTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROLEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU-4 FI'S
GROUPING OF BUILDINGS FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE EVALUA TION
(Page 6 0t 10)

BUILDING BUILDING BUILDING CONTAMINANDS RATIONALE FOR GROUPING
NO. NAME GROUP (1) EXCEEDING GOALS IN FLOOR
DUST (2)
R —
47 Payroll Preparation and C - Histonical uses do not include processing or other operstions ol concem
Shoe Store
50 Sewage Pump House C - Thstoncal uses do not inchude processing ur other operations of concern Struciwal
stabiluty 1S questionable
59 Sewage Pump House C - Historical uses do not include processing o other operations ol conccin
60 First Aid Station C - Histoncal uses do not include plocéssmg or other opesations of concern Potential tor
reusc as an ollice
62 Scale House 4: C i R - Histonical uses do not include processing of other operations ol concern
Biller Yaud ’
64 Instrument Repair Shop C - Historical uses do not include processing or other operations of concern Potential
reuse lor ight manutacturing  Structure appears 10 be in good condition
698 Sand Dryer ¢ - Historical uscs do not include processimg of othes vperations of concern
72 Diesel Onl Tank ¢ - Historical uses do not include processing o othics operations ol concern
Enclosure

2L0006S

o

Group A - Buildings contaminated above goals with no future reuse poiential.
Group B - Buildings contaminated above goals with future reuse potential.
Group C - Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, except asbestos.

Remediation goals for fMloor dust have been assumed to be: 0.78 my/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, 7.8 mg/kg for bc.n/u(u)unlhmccuc,

benzo(b)fluoranthene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 20 mg/kg for arsenic, and 1,100 mg/kg for lead.

No data available. Assumed to exceed goals based on historic building uses.
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TABLE 19

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTLC HION AGENCY
ROLBLING STLEEL COMPANY SITE - OU-4 FIS
GROUPING OF BUILDINGS FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION

(Page 7 of 10)

BUILDING BUILDING BULLDING CONTAMINANTS RATIONALE FOR GROUPING
NO. NAME GROUP (1) EXCELRDING GOALS IN FLOOR
DUST (2)
17 Wire Mill No 4, 8 Arsenie, Lead Potental 1cuse tor warehousing or industiial manulaciunng  Steel structure visually
Bridge Shop mtact Relanvely low levels of contanmination  This buildusg may have been

inpacicd by histonie cad processes I decontamination proves o be infeasible,
reclassification w "A™ may be necessary

78 Rod Mill No 2 B Carciogemie PALSs, Arsenic, Lead | Steel stiuciore 1s visually mtact. Potential reuse for waichousing or industrial
manulactunng aticr removal of debris and decontamination Repairs would be
sequired 1o rool and some flooring

79 Substation No. | Gate, A -(3) No apparcat potential for reuse. Roof 1s damaged

Transformer House

80 Caspenter Shop 1] ('iyuuogcmc PAlls, Lead Potential reuse for storage or light inanutacuring  Building appeans structurally
sound

81 Wire Mill Scrap ] Lead No apparent structural concermns

Buslding

82 Ambulance Gatage C Histoncil uses do not include processing of othier operations ol concemn Appeass 10
be structurally stable

' Wire Mill Storage A Lead Minimal apparent potential for building reuse. 1t would hikely be difticult 1o

Building

decontaminate the building 1o reuse cleanup levels  Fanting visually apparcmt
structural damage cansiol be repaired without sigilicant cost

Group A - Buildings contaminated above goals with no future reuse potential.
Group B - Buildings contaminated above goals with future reuse potential.
Group C - Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, excepl asbestos.

Remediation goals for floor dust have been assumed 1o be: 0.78 my/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzoa,hanthracene, 7.8 mg/hg for benzo(a)anthracenc,

benzo(b)fluoranthene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 20 mg/kg for arsenic, and 1,100 mg/kg for lead.

No data available. Assumed 10 exceed goals based on historic building uses.
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TABI L 19
UNITED STATES FNVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROEBLING STLELL COMPANY SITLE - OU-4 FFS
GROUPING OF BUILDINGS FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE EVALUA TION
(Page 8 ol 10) :

BUILDING BUILDING BUILDING CONTAMINANES RATIONALLE FOR GROUPING
NO. NAME GROUP () EXCEEDING GOALS IN FLOOR
DUST (2)
86 Rod Mill No | B Arsenic, Lead The basic stiucture appears 10 be i good condiion There i potential tos reuse ol

s burlding after repanr, equipmcnt icmoval. and decontanination

87 Main Substation 8 -(3) Potential reuse for light manutactunng  Structure and walls are visually i good
condition.
88 Copper Mill A Carcinogenic PAHs, Arsemc, Lead | Minial potential lor building icuse due 1o root collapse. water damiage, and other

extensive apparent structural problems. It would hiely be diflicult 1o decontanunate
the building 10 reuse cleanup levels

89 Storage Building, C - Hhistonical uses do not mclude processing ur vther operations of concem Structural
Locker and Storage - damage limits the potential for reuse of this building
Cralts s
% Wire Mill Substativn A 3 No apparent potential for reuse
91 River Water Works, C - Historsgal uses do not include processing or other operations of concen
River Pump House : .
92 Rope Measuring, West B Arsenic, Lead Building 92 may supplement the seuse of adjacent Building 96 Manor repaars nceded
foc roof and siding.

93 Rope Measuring, East 1] ) No apparent putential for reuse

VL0008

Group A - Buildings contaminated above goals with no future reuse potential.
Group B - Buildings contaminated above goals with future reuse potential.
Group C - Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, except asbestos.

Remediation goals for floor dust have been assumed to be: 0.78 mg/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, 7.8 mp/hg for benzoga)anthracenc,
benzo(b)Auoranthene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 20 mg/kg for arsenic, and 1,100 mp/kg for lead.

No data available. Assumed to exceed goals based on historic building uses.
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TABLE 1Y

UNITED STA 1S ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECHON AGENCY
ROLBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU-4 FIS
GROUPING OF BUILDINGS FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNAVIVE EVALUATION

(Page 9 of 10)

BUH DING BUILDING BUILIING CONTAMINANTS RATIONALE FOR GROU PING
NO. NAME GROUP (1) EXCEEDING GOALS IN FLOOR
DUST (2)

9 Swrchouse Bridge B Arsenic, Lead Potential rcuse tor dustrsal warchousing
97 Wire Mill Rod Storage A lead Potennial icuse tor storage  Decontaminanon is mlcasible duc 10 historic lead

Shed processes Appears structurally intact
98 No. 2 Gaichouse C Yhstoncal uses do not include processing or othier operations of concern
9 Boiler House No ) B Arsenic Powential rcuse 1or power generation. Building appears structurally intact but contains

a sigmficam volume of asbestos insulation

100 Oftice Bullding C - Hhistoncal uses do not include processing o other operations ol concern
101 Billet Yard Locker C v - Histonical uses do not include processing or other operations ol concern

Room
103 Sewer Pump House C Historical uses do not include processing ue othes operations of concenm
104 Fuel Oil Pump House A -(3) No app.ucul potcnuial for reuse. Widespread visual contamation
13 Well Pump House B -(3) No apparcnt potential for reuse. Pit will nced 1 be filled
14 Spling Faclory Wire A Arsenic, Lead Potential reuse tor industrial warchousing or hight manatacturing. Decontamination i»

Mill No 3 infeasiblc duc 10 historic lcad processes

[

Group A - Buildings contaminated above goals with no future reuse potential.
Group B - Buildings contaminated above goals with tuture reuse potential.
Group C - Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, except asbestos.

Remediation goals for Mloor dust have been assumed to be: 0.78 mg/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(ah)anthracenc, 7.8 my/ky tor benzo(a)anihracenc,

benzo(b)fluoranthene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 20 mg/kg for arsenic, and 1,100 mg/kg for lead.

No data available. Assumed to exceed goals based on historic building uses.
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TAULL 19
UNITED STATES ENVIRONME NTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROLBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU-4 FFS
GROUPING OF BUILDINGS FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION
(Page 10 of 10)

BUII DING BUILOING BULLDING CONTARHNANIS RATIONALE FOR GROUPING
NO. NAME GROUP (1) EXCEEDING GOALS IN FLOOR
DUST (2)
14! Control House tor Dust A - No apparent potenual for reuse  Adjaccit to wanslosmicr pad
Coliecror
I115A Whasf Pump 1House, A -(3) No appatent potential for tcuse Widespicad visual ol comtaminanon
Ol Pump House
WWTP Wastewater Treatment A -(3) Steel structure s itact, but 1001 collapse would require separ. Decontammation s
Plant assunied to be infeasible duc 1o the instone teatment ol a vasicty of contaminated

hiquid waste streams

Off-sue Switch Room C - Histonical uses do not include processing or other uperations of concern
Substation

SLGOOS

Group A - Buildings contaminated above goals with no future reuse potential.
Group B - Buildings contaminated above goals with future reuse potential.
Group C - Buildings with no significant chemical contamination, except asbestos.

Remediation goals for floor dust have been assumed to be: 0.78 mg/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, 7.8 mp/kg for benzoa)anthiacene,
benzo(b)fluoranthene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 20 my/kg for arsenic, and 1,100 my/kg for lead.

No data available. Assumed to exceed goals based on historic building uses.



Area Volume Estimates for Building DecontaminationsDemolition

TABLE 20

Buiding Building Number of Pieces
of Equipment

Number , Group

Above Ground
Storage Tanks

Sumps - Amount
of LiquidSludge

Area Reguunng
Pre.Demolition

Ares foe
Complete

vaiume of
Demolition

Note: Pieces of equipment were divided into two groups, small (1,4 ton or <) and large (1 ton), for
costing purposes.

Large Small  /Toual Liouidsigal): for Removal /gal) Decontamination (R Decontamination i) Debns /v a?)
3 B 17 643 5/24,500 340,000 0 192.145 "84
3 B 368 295 1572.250 314,600 0 95.062 1,729
4 B 3 20 1.600 None 0 27.538 40
[] A 13 187 None None 0 NCA i
? 8 20 100 None 20,884 Q- 11,456 ]
] A 163 218 None 6.000 14,797 NA 1.342
SA A 0 Q None None ‘ 702, N/A 73
10 A 559. 5437 236,000 4,800 42,437 N/A 3.L68
[ B 0 110 None 180 0. 43,154 T4Q
12 A 0 28. 4/2,000 None 0l N/A 4158
13 A 351! 538 7:2,700 2.000 52,460 N/A 1,722
14 B 541 358! None 1,920 40,4301 202,147 3.22
1$s ' B 0! 22" 12/1,200 960 0! 5.540 2014
17 . A 501 250 None None 7,149 N/A ‘ 1,476
18 i B 5! 10! None None Q 10,812 310
21 ' B 36! 24! None 3,000 01 24.750! 165
22 ! B 14 37 None 1,350 40,000 200,000 1,852
30”3 0 A {9 30! None None ' 0 N/A I 531
31 A 21 10 None None 4,536 N/A | 40
3§ | B 0: 0;  None 600 | 0! 46401 150
77 | B ! 21, 17 None 100: 0] 123,400 300
78 | B 44 41 3.0 2,400! 0 63,790 1,187
79 A 0: 0! None None 0 N/A 251
80 B 0! 5 None None 0! 23,580 141
81 B 2. 231 None None Q! 21,198 |
8 A 0 I None " None , 0] N/A i 191
86 B 579 266 2200 .7,680 0! 86,551 1,904
87 B Q! 0 None None 1,828 9,140 424
38 A 198 2791 1/5Q00 4,588 0] N/A 2,520
90 A 0: 01 None None 3,066 N/A i 77
32 B 24 45 None 1,440 0! 20,587 ]
93 A 4 0 None None 0! N/A . 0
56 B 6 48! None None 0, 17,617 0
97 A 61 10 None None 7412 N/A : 0
39 B 2461 96, 15/18 yd® ash 1,000 0! 50,428 1,062
104 A 31 Qi None None 126 N/A ‘ 14
113 A 0 0 None 2,302 0! N/A 13
114 A 4 32 None None 6,125 N/A 330
s A 6 0! None None 144 N/A l.:.'
11SA A 0 6 Neone None 2001 N/A 3
»WTP A 11 27 $/1,130 15.800 0 N/A ‘ 437
3.006 1,131 731,904 221412 1.233.582 285171

900077
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TABLE 21
. (Page 1 of 3)

Componeats | Acmative 1 | Acmative 2 | Atiemative 3 | Aucmative 4 | Alcmatree 5 | Ancruanve s
1. Genmeral Costs(l) $606,200 | 52,370,900 | $4,284,400 | $4,284,400 | 35,124,900 | $5,124,900
IL Asbestos Abalement ' il ' 38,070,484 | $8,070,434 | 38,070,484 | $8,070.484 | $8,070,484

I. Buildiag Decontaminatien/Demolition(2) -

Number Building Name Group
S N Capilal Casls

2 Mch Shop (includes 2A, 2B, 2F, & 2G) B $2,656,400 | $2,656,400 | $2,509,000 | $2,658,800
k| Blooming Mill B $2,245,300 | $2,245,300 | $1,954,400 | $2,266.200
4 OMd Boiler House B $136,800 | 136800 $238900| $247.300
h) Billet Grinding Store A $181,100 $204,900 $181,100 $204,900
7 Well Pump House B $252,000 $252,000 $223,000 $220.500
8 Galvanizing Shop A $2,140,000 | $2,397,100 | $2,140,000 | $2,397,100
8A Skimming and Dross Storage A $23,800 $39,000 $23,800 $39,000
10 Patenting Shop/Tempersing House A $5,144,200 | $5,534,300 | $5,144,200 | $5,534,300
1l Anncaling House B $267,500 $267,500 $368,800 $495,300
12 Tractor Garage A 514,100 | $177,900 $144,100 $177,900
13 Wise Mill No. 2 A $3,142,700 | $3,475,400 | $3,142,700 | $3,475,400
4 Wire Mill No. | B $1,377,200 | $1,377,200 | $2,009,800 | $2,108,200
15 Oil Storage Building B $185,700 $185,700 $163,300 $197.500
17 Machine Shop A $435,700 $691,600 $435,700 $691,600
T " Blacksmith Shop B $100800[ $100800| s$113200 $173 400
21 Main Substation (Low) Powerhouse B $317,200 | $317,200 | $294.600 |  $380,600
2 Wise Mill No. 3 - Spring Factory B $957,700 $957,700 | $1,848,300 | $2,209,500
e/Mason’ A $569,300 $869,700 $569,300 $869,700
3(;f'23 vae llepai: Ssl:'::s - A $175,300 | $182,800 $175,300 $182.800




6L000¢S

TABLE 21

Page 2 of )
Number | Building Namc | Group | Alucmufveil | All)cmalovc 2 | Akemative3 | Aliemative 4 | Alemanve s | Aliemanve 6
CapialTots
35 Mck Shop Pump House B $48,200 $48,200 $35,200 $64,800
77 Wire Mill No. 4 - Bridge Shop B $628,300 | $628300| $947,600 | $1,107,300
78 Rod Mill No. 2 B $535,500 | $535,500 | $46500C ] $615,900
79  [Substation No. | - Gate Transformes House] A $28,800 $71,700 $28,800 $77,700
80 Carpenter Shop B $102,400 | $102,400 | $136,000 | $163,100
81 Wire Mill Scrap Building B $148,100 | $148,100 | $189,000 | $189,200
85 Wire Mill Storage Building A $35,300 $72,100 $35,300 $72,100
86 Rod Mill No._ | B $2,206,300 | $2,206,300 | $1,861,700 | $2,161,600
87 Main Substation B $53.100 $53,100 $70,700 |  $153,200
[T Copper Mill A $1,798,600 | $2,042,000 | $1,798,600 | $2,042,000
90 Wise Mill Substation T A $25.100 $40,500 $25,100 $40,500
92 Rope Measwring West B $198,800 [ $198800| $169,300| $170,100
93 Rope Measwring East B $36,600 $36,600 $36,300 $36,300
9% Store House Bridge B . $114,500 $114,500 $159,200 $159,200
97 Wire Mill Rod Storage Shed A - $331,600 | $331,600] $331,600 | $331,600
99 Boiler House No. | B $981,800 | $981,800 | $1,153.800 | $1,368,800
104 Fuel Oll Pump House A $23,600 $26,100 $23,600 $26,100
13 Well Pump House B $27,200 $27,200 $23,100 $25,300
14 Spring Factory - Wire Mill No. 3 A $269,700 | $312,700 | 3269700 | $312,700
114 |Control House for Dust Collector and Silos| A $34,700 $136,800 $34,700 $36,800
115A Wharf Pump House A $18,200 $18,400 $18,200 $18,400
WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant A $345,900 $426,700 $145,900 $426,700
Building Decontamiastion/Demelition Cophial Subletal(3): 0 so| sisestee| 30534700 | 520837900 | 534029400
lmmq Dcnm-lnllullh-olﬁu Prosent wml- S-lnml(c) T EE ‘ ‘vsu.«s.ss- ' $18,388,179 ‘ $17,740.451 | $31,730.26)
P AUC IR e R o IR e mee iy RreeTrEnd RSN BRI ‘ SR NN
PoTOvAL: 3606200 | $10.440.384 | . 530,800,442 | 340,743,154 | s40935836 |  seq925665
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TABLE 21

(Page 3 of 3)

“I Henaea] s inshudg;

Institutions! Controls (deed resirictions, installUmend secunity fencing, gates and signs).

Removal snd Disposal of Undesground Siorage Tanks,

Fued Costs for Duiding Decontamination/Demolition for Allematives 3 through 6

Ihistoan: Prescrvation Costs for Akkcmatives 2 thiough 6 including Renovation of Building 1, Recordation, and Conservation of Rachhing Archives.
Recordation costs ase greales fos Alcmatives § and 6 than fuc Allematives 3 and 4. Recordation costs are not included for Alicrnative 2.

For Alcmatives ) through 6, $1,000,000 has been added fos cquipment preservalson.

Alcraatives | and 2 include preseat worth Operations and Maintcnance Costs for a thinty year period.

(2) Group A Buildings
Aliematives | & 2 - No Achwns Taken.
Alcmatives J & 3 - Buikling Demolition with On-Sic Disposal of Building Debres
Ahcmalives 4 & 6 - Building Demolition with Of-Sate Disposal of Bullding Debass.

Group ) Buildings
Akematives | & 2 - No Actions Taken.
Alcmatives ) & 4 - Building Decontanination for Re-Usc.
Akemative 3 - Building Demolition with On-Sue Disposal of Building Dcbris.
Alcmative 6 - Duilding Demolnion with Of-Suc Disposal of Building Dcbuss.

(3) The building decontamination/demolition capital cost for Alicmatives 3 & 4 is estumated to be incurred over a two year peqtod and the cost for
Ahcmatives 3 & 6 is estimaicd be incwited over a thiee year period.

(4) The presemt worth cost for building decomtamination/demolition is based on the 3% discount factor, with equal payments at the end of cach year.



TABLE 22

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU4 FFS

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

[REGULATORY LEVEL

ARAR IDENTIFICATION

REGULATORY SYNOPSIS

FFS CONSIDERATION

Chemical-Specific ARARS

Federal

Federal

Federal

State

1800065

Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act
(RCRA) - Subtitle C

Toxic Substances Control
Act - PCB regulations,
Subpart D

Clean Awr Act

New Jersey Ambient Air
Quality Standards

Provides regulations concerming
the management of hazardous
waste from “cradle to grave”.

Provides regulations governing
the treatment, storage and
disposal of PCBs based on their
form and concentration.

Provides regulations governing air
emissions resulting from remedial
actions.

Provides regulations governing aic

emissions resulting from remedial
actions.

Page 1

Shall be used to determine If RCRA histed and/or
charactenstic wastes are present at the site.

Shall be used to determine intenim storage,
disposal and treatment alternatives for PCB
contamunated material.

Shall be used to establish air emission standards
during remedial action(s).

Shall be used to estabhish ambient air standards
during remedial action(s).



TABLE 22

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU-4 FFS

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

fREGULATORY LEVEL

ARAR IDENTIFICATION

REGULATORY SYNOPSIS

FFS CONSIDERATION

Location-Specific ARARS

Federal

Federal

Federal

State

¢8000¢8

National Histornc
Preservation Act

RCRA - Location
Requirements for 100-
year Floodplains

Executive Order 11988 -
Floodplain Management

New Jersey Flood
Hazard Area Control Act

Provides regulations requinng a
Federal agency with junisdiction
over an undertaking to take into
account the effects of the
undertaking to qualifying historic
properties.

Provides regulations governing
the construction and operation of
hazardous waste TSD facilities to

. prevent wash-oul by a 100-year
Tiood.

Provides standards for

management activities condycted

in a floodplain.

Provides regulations governing
allowable activities for flood ways
to protect the environment and
human heaith.

Page 2

Shall be used in development of remedial actions
at the site which involve demolition/removal of
historic buildings, process equipment and archives.

Shall be used in the evaluation of any hazardous
waste activities which would be conducted in the
100-year floodplain.

Shall be used in the evaluation of activities
involving use of demolition debris as fill matenal on-
site.

Shall be used to estabhish standards for any
remedial activities conducled in a floodplain or any
activity involving alteration or encroachment upon a
walerway.
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TABLE 22

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
RCEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU4 FFS

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

{REGULATORY LEVEL

ARAR IDENTIFICATION

REGULATORY SYNOPSIS

FFS CONSIDERATION

Action-Specific ARARS

Federal

Federal

Federal

Federal

Federal

RCRA- Subttie C

RCRA - Subtitle D

DOT Rules for
Hazardous Maternals

Transport

Clean Air Act

Discharge to Publicly-
Owned Treatment Works
(POTW) Regulations

Provides regulations concerning
the management of hazardous
waste from “cradle to grave".

"Rerovides regulations concerning

the management of materiais not
meeting the definition of
"hazardous wastes”.

Provides regulations governing
the transport of hazardous
materials.

Provides regulations governing air
emissions resulting from remedial
actions.

Provides regulations governing
the discharge of any poliutant that
pass through the POTW.

Page 3

Shall be used to determine generator requirements
for manifesting and off-site waste transpont,
transporter requirements; hazardous waste facility
design and operating standards, groundwater
monitoring and protection standards,

closure and post-closure standards; land disposal
restnictions, and aclivities governing applicable
underground storage tanks actions.

Shall be used to ensure that the disposal of any
solid wastes meet the substantive portions of these
requirements.

Shall be used to determine shipping requirements
for wastes shupped off-site for treatment and/or
disposal.

Shall be used to determine air emission standards
for building demolition and renovation. These
would be applicable to building demoiition at the
site and require the removal of all friable asbestos
prior to demolition.

Shall be used to establish POTW discharge
requirements including POTW-specific pollutants,
spill prevention program requirements and
reporting and monitonng requirements.
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TABLE 22

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU4 FFS

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

[REGULATORY LEVEL

ARAR IDENTIFICATION

REGULATORY SYNOPSIS

FFS CONSIDERATION B

Federal

State

State

State

Occupational Safety and
Health Standards for
Hazardous Responses
and General Construction
Activities

New Jersey UST Closure
Regulations

New Jersey Solid and
Hazardous Waste
Management Regulations

New Jersey Site
Remediation Technical
Rules

Provides regulations intended to
protect workers form harm related
to occupational exposure to
chemical contaminants, physical
hazards, heat or cold stress, elc.

Provides regulations governing
the closure of USTs.

‘Provides regulations governing
the waste management and the
design, operation, and closure of
solid waste disposal facilities.

Provides regulations defining
standards for the investigation and
remediation of contaminated sites.

Page 4

Remedial activities conducted at the site will be in
comphance with the OSHA standards and
requirements, including the asbestos standard.

Shall be used to determine requirements for
closure of the USTs at the site. Will be used to
establish abandonment or removal requirements
and site assessment requirements.

Remedial activities conducted at the site will be in
compliance with all hazardous wasle management
requirements including. waste transport; unit
closure and post-closure care, groundwater
monitoring; and facility siting, design and operation.

Remedial design and actions conducted at the site,
including the development, screening, selection
and implementation of remedial alternatives, will
be in compliance with this ARAR.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU4 FFS

TO BE CONSIDERED CRITERIA

S80008

IREGULATORY LEVEL TBC IDENTIFICATION REGULATORY SYNOPSIS FFS CONSIDERATION ]
Federal Adult Lead Biokinetic Slope Factor Model Provides a sile-specific remediation goal for  Shall create a remediatory goal in terms of allowable
lead in soil/dust using an Adult Biokinelic levels for soil or dust lead concentrations
Siope Factor Model.
Federal PCB Spill Cleanup Policy Provides guidance concerning the level of Shall be referred to for clean-up procedures of recent
cleanup for PCB spills occurning alter May 4, PCB spills of vanous magnitudes
1987
Federal Draft dundelmes for Permit Applications  Provides discussion of "equivalency” of Shall be used o a compare performance between
and Demonstratons--Test Plans for PCB  performance between incineration of PCB-  incineration and alternate methods of tieatment of
Disposal by Non-Thermal Alternale - contaminaled material versus other PCB-contaminated matenal
Methods “technologies.
Federal Verification of PCB Spill Cleanup by Provides description of methods to sample  Shall be used to develop PCB sampling plans in
Sampling and Analysis and analyze PCB in vanous media.. idenlitying appropniate methods for comphicated
' sampling.
Federal Guidance on Remedial Actions for Provides a description of the recommended  Shall be used lo provide prelimunary remediation
Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination approach for evaluating and remediating goals for vanous media that may be contaminated
Superfund sites with PCB conlamination. and Wdenlifies other consuderations impornant to
ensuring the protection of human health and the
environment.
Federal USEPA Soil Screening Guidance Provides an overall approach and Shall be used as guidance for the development of

standardized equations for developing soi
screening levels for specific contaminants
and exposure pathways at the sie under a
residential land use scenaro.

Page 5

remediation goals for sow/dust within buildings
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TABLE 22

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ROEBLING STEEL COMPANY SITE - OU-4 FFS

TO BE CONSIDERED CRITERIA
[REGULATORY LEVEL TBC IDENTIFICATION REGULATORY SYNOPSIS FFS CONSIDERATION ]j
Federal U.S. Depatment of Housing and Urtban  Provides guidelines involving the evaluation  The State of New Jersey has adopted portions of the
Development (HUD) Guidelines for the and control of lead based paint hazasds n  federal gudelines as part of (s reguiations
Evaluation and Control of Lead Based housing
Pant Hazards n Housing
Federal Revised Procedutes for Planning and Provides gudance to ensure that faciities Shall be relerred to for the shupment of hazardous
implementing Off-site Response Actions  authonzed to accept CERCLA-generaled waste to off-sile treatment and disposal facihties
wasle are in comphiance with RCRA
operating standards
Federal USEPA Region Il-Risk Based Provides reference doses and carcinogenic  Shall be used lo screen sites, respond rapudly to
Concentration (RBC) Table potency stapes for nearly 600 chemicals citizen inquines, and spot-check formal baseline nsk
assessments.
Federal EPA’'s 1985 Polcy on Wetlands and ~ Requues consideration of the 500-year Shall be used in the evaluation of actvilies nvolving
Fioodplains Assessment for CERCLA * fioodplain when planning remedial actions use of demolition debnis as (il material on-site
Actions and evaluating thew wnpacts.
Slate New Jersey Guidance on Management of Provides discussion of the use of sod mixed  Shall be used in any remediat action involving the
Excavated Sois with inert solid debris as till mafenal. use of selected, processed buiding demolition debns
’ as miscelaneous fill for a sile ta supplement clean
soll.

State New Jersey Field Sampling Manual Provides technicat guidance regarding Shall be used for any remedial action involving
environmental sampling and comphiance confirmation sampling, penodic multi-media
monitofing activities. monitonng, and/or other held samphing tasks

Slale New Jersey Lead Hazard Evaluation and  Provides controls for the abatement of lead- Shall give recommended lead lesting methods, hmuts

Abalement Code

based pant hazards and the certiication of
lead-based paint hazard evaluation or
abatement contractors.

Page 6

on lead dust levels and samplhng guideines to
determune acceptable clearance levels
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Comparison of the Remediation Goals with Site Data
for Building Dust

FWENC CALCULATED VALUES HISTORICALLY PUBLISHED TBC VALUES SITE VALUES
BASED ON USEPA RAGS PART B GUIDANCE
CALCULATION
Chemical Name Commercial PRGs Commercial PRGs USEPA 1996 Calculated Commercial RBCs Site Data Range
1x10E-6 Hi=1 1x10E-4 Soil Screeming Guidance USEPA Region Il
Carcinogenic  Noncarcinogenic Carcinogenic Ingestion inhalation
Carcinogenic NonCarcinogenic
mglkg mg/ky mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg my/ky
Methylene chlonde 22 2800 2200 85 13 760 - 012 16
1.2 -Dichioroethane 0.88 83 88 7 04 63 - 0.003 - 0.003
2-Butanone - 11,000 . - - - 1,000,000 0.011 0011
Toluene . 440 . 16,000 650 . 410,000 0.005 - 0.027
Trnchloroethene 9.3 620 930 58 5 520 - 0.009 - 0.009
Benzolalpyiene 0.78 . - 78 0.09 . 0.78 0.022-54
Benzo (a) anthracene 7.8 : - 780 09 - 7.8 0.05 -75
Chuysene 780 - 78,000 88 - 780 004 -76
Benzo (b) lluoranthene 7.8 - 780 0.9 - 78 0.06 57
Benzo (k) fluoranthene 78 - 7800 9 - 78 0.04 - 30
Indeno (1.2,3-cd) pyrene 7.8 - 780 09 - 7.8 0.08 -24
Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene 0.78 - 78 0.09 - 0.78 008-69
Aldnn 0.34 61 - 34 0.04 3 0.34 013-473
Heptachior epoxide 0.63 27 63 0.07 5 0.63 004 03
Dieldun 0.36 102 36 0.04 1 0.36 003-072
4,4-DDY \ N 1000 1700 2 - 17 003-021
Alpha Chlordane 4.4 120 440 0.5 . 20 4.4 0.10-3.2
Gamma Chlordane 4.4 120 440 0.5 . 20 4.4 . 009 35
Assenmic 3.8 610 380 0.4 750 38 610 2.231
Banum . ‘37,000 - 5500 590,000 - 140,000 31 - 5,680
Beryllium 1.3 10,000 130 0.1 1,300 1.3 - 0.7-2.)
Cadmium 11,000 1000 1,000,000 78 1,800 - 1,000 1.1 -91
Chromium (Vi) 1600 10,000 160,000 390 270 - 10,000 28 - 3,600
Manganese - 9900 - - - - 10,000 52 -8,180
Mercury 610 - 23 10 - 610 0.14 179
Di-n-octylphthalate 41,000 - 1600 10,000 - 41,000 0.23-46
. 82.000 - 3100 - - 82,000 0.04 27
Naphthalene .
Lead . . - 400 - - : 120 169,000
PCBs 0.74 41 74 1.0 - 0.74 i 0.03- 11}
Znc - 613,000 - 23,000 : : 610,000 30 - 39% 000

480008

Nute: No semediation goal was calculate

[y

d due 0 unavatlability of wxicologwal data.
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ROEBLING STEEL SITE
OPERABLE UNI'T FOUR
ADMINISTRATIVE RICORD FILE
INDEX OF DOCIIMENTS

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

Remedial Investigation Reports

300001~
300002

300003~
300010

300011~
300015

300016~
300101

300102~
300112

300113~
300115

Report: Transportable System for Treating Scrap
Metal 1 ot} o1id Debri : T
Hazardous Chemicals, prepared by International

Jechnology Corporatiocn, undated.

Pamphlet entitled “Historic American Engineering
Record®” prepared by U.S. Dept. Of the Interior,
National Park Service, undated.

36 CFR Ch. 1, Dept. of Interior, National Parks
Service, Part 79 - Curation of Federally-Owned and
Administered Archaeocleogical Collections, July 1,
1992 Edition.

Report: Review of a3 Methodology for Establishing
Rick-B } Soil R 1At coals for ¢ ™

Areas of The California Gulch Site, prepared by
U.S. EPA, Technical Review Workshop for Lead,
October 26, 1995. '

Paper entitled “Results of Field Demonstrations of
a Newly Developed Pilot-Scale Debris Washing
System®", written by M.A. Dosani, M.L. Taylor, J.A.
Wentz, and A.N. Patkar, IT Corporation, and N.P.
Barkley, U.S. EPA, printed in “Environmental
Progress” (Vol. 11, No.4), November 1992.

Report: Roebling/Kink

Followup Survey, prepared for distribution list,
prepared by Mr. Walter Trommelen, Health Officer,
Public Health Coordinator, Board of Chosen
Freeholders of the County of Burlington, October
31, 1995. (Attachment: Roebling Superfund Site
Screening Survey, Spring 1995 (from April 24
through May 11), June 14, 1995.)
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300116~  Report: Fipnal Project Plans, Volume 1 of 2, Fina®

300345 Work Plan, Supplemental Remedial Investigation,
Roebling Steel Compapy Site, Florence Township.
New Jersey, prepared for U.S. EPA, Region II,
prepared by Ebasco, Cecember 1995,

300346~ Report: Einal Project Plans, Volume 2 of 2, Final

300678 Work Plan, Supplemental Remedial Investigation,
F 13 E - > n
New Jerscy, prepared for U.S. EPA, Region II,
prepared by Ebasco, Cecember 1995.

300679-  Report: Einal cultural Resources Report, Remedial

300752 Investigations/Feasibility study, Roebling Steel

' ' d. New Jersey, prepared for

U.S. EPA, Region II, prepared by Foster Wheeler
Environmental Corporation, June 1996.

300753~  Report: Einal Stage I

300831 Steel cCompany Site, R , prepared
for U.S. EPA, Region II, prepared by Foster
Wheeler Environmental Corporation, June 1996.

300832~  Report: EFinal Stage II Afchitectural Resources

301330 Study, Roebling Steel ' ]
Jersey, prepared for U.S. EPA, Region II, prepared
by Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, June
1996.

301331- Report: Einal Historic Preservation Alternatives

301374 for Cultural Resources, Roebling Steel cCompany
Site, Roebling, New Jersey, prepared for U.S. EPA,
Region II, prepared by Foster Wheeler
Environmental Corpdration, June 1996.

301375-  Report: Einal Documen

301628 i i i : '
prepared for U.S. EPA, Region II, prepared by
Foster Wheeler Envircnmental Corporation, June
1996.

Correspondence

301629- Memorandum (with attached appendices) to Regional

301653 Administrators I-X, from Mr. Elliot P. Laws,

Assistant Administrator, U.S. EPA, Washington,
D.C., re: Revised Interim Soil lLead Guidance for
CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action
Facilities, July 14, 1994.

500030
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301654~
301682

301683~
3Joi684

301685~
301686

301687~
301688

301689~
301692

Memorandum (wWith attachments) to Addressees
listed, from Ms. Lynn R. Goldman, M.D., Assistant
Administrator, U.s. EPA, Washington, D.C., re:
attached Guidance on Residential Lead-Based Paint,
Lead~Contaminated Dust, and Lead-Contaminated
Soil, July 14, 1994.

Letter to Mayor Fritz Wainwright, Mansfield
Township, New Jersey, from Mr. Walter Trommelen,
Health Officer, Public Health Coordinator, Board
of Chosen Freeholders of the County of Burlington,
re: Roebling Steel Superfund Site, February 14,
1995.

Letter to Mr. Richard Brook, Township
Adnministrator, Florence Township Bocard of Health,
from Mr. Walter Trommelen, Health Officer, Public
Health Coordinator, Board of Chosen Freeholders of
the County of Burlington, re: Roebling Steel
Superfund Site, February 14, 1995.

Letter to Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager,
ERRD, U.S. EPA, Regicn II, from Mr. Walter
Trommelen, Health Officer, Public Health
Coordinator, Beoard of Chosen Freeholders of

the County of Burlington, re: Roebling Steel
Superfund Site, Florence Township, NJ, February
15, 1985.

Letter to Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager,
ERRD, U.S. EPA, Regicn II, from Mr. Walter
Trommelen, Health Officer, Public Health
Coordinator, Board, of Chosen Freeholders of

the County of Burlington, re: Roebling Steel
Superfund Site, lLead Screening Survey of Children
in Roebling/Kinkora Area, June 16, 1995.
(Attachments: (1) Roebling Superfund Site
Screening Survey, Spring 1995 (from April 24 - May
11)2 (2) Blood Lead levels: What They Mean - What
to do: (3) News Release, re: Lead-Screening
Survey/Roebling Steel Site Superfund Site, June
15, 1995.)
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FEASIBILITY STUDY

Feasibi{lity Study Reports

400001~ Report: Fimal Fzcusged

100221 Scebling S<eel Coopary Site, Florence Township,
liew Jersey, Joluze 1 of 3, prepared for U S. EPA,
Region II, prepared ky Foster Wheeler
Environmental Corporation, July 1996.

400222~  Report: Eiral Focused Feasibility Study for QU-4,

400779  Roebling Steel Company Site, Florence Townstip,
New Jersey, Volume 2 of 3, prepared for U.S. EPA,
Region II, prepared by Foster Wheeler
Environmental Corporation, July 1996.

400780~ Report: Final Focused Feasibility Study for QU-4,

401373 Reoebling Steel Company Site, Florence Township,
New Jersey, Volume 3 of 3, prepared for U.S. EPA,
Region II, prepared by Foster Wheeler
Environmental Corporation, July 1996.

EXFORCEMENT

Informetion Request Letters and Responses - 104Es

700003~
7000%s

70M 17~
70007

Notice letter to Mr. Robert S. Evans, President,
Crane Company, from Ms. Kathleen C. Callahan,
Director, Enmergency and Remedial Response
Division, U.S. EPA, Region II, re: Request for
Information, Roebling Steel Superfund Site,
Roebling, Burlington County, New Jersey, June 19,
1996, (Attachment: Instructions for Responding to
Request for Information.)

Notice letter to various PRPs (see Attached
Addressees), from Ms. Kathleen C. Callahan,
Director, Emergency and Remedial Response
Division, U.S. EPA, Region II, re: Request for
Information, Roebling Steel Superfund Site,
Roebling, Burlington County, New Jersey, June
24, 1996. (Attachments: (1) Instructions for
Responding to Request for Information:; (2)
Request for Information to each addressee.
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10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

10.9 Proposed Plan

P.

1000001~
1000020

Plan: superfund Propcsed Plan, Roebling Steel
Company, Florence Township, Burlington

county, New Jersey, prepared by U.S. EPA,
Region II, July 1996.
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ROEBLING STEEL SITE
OPERABLE UNIT FOUR
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE

INDEX OF DOCUMENTS
(Preliminary Addendum)

3.0 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

3.4 Remedial Investigation Reports |

P. Report: Fina ati
MMMMLS@:@M&E prepared by Repubhc

Environmental Systems, October 6, 1995.

P. Report: Final Health and Safety Plan, Treatabrlity Study, Roebling Steel
Superfund Site, prepared by Republic Environmental Systems, October 9, 1995.

3.5 Correspondence

P. Letter to Mr. Richard Caspe, Division Director, ERRD, U.S. EPA, from Mr.
Bruce Means, Chairman, National Remedy Review Board, re: Findings from the
Board’s review of the Roebling Steel Superfund Site, August 12, 1996.

P. Letter to Mr. Bruce Means, Chairpéfson, National Remedy Review Board, to Mr.
Richard Caspe, Division Director, ERRD, U.S. EPA, re: Response to Mr. Bruce
Means August 12, 1996 letter, August 27, 1996.

P. Letter to Ms. Jeanne Fox, U.S. EPA Regional Administrator, to Mr. Robert Shinn,
Jr., NJDEP Commissioner, re: Concurrence Letter for the ROD, September 27,
1996.

70 ENFORCEMENT
7.7 Information Request Letters and Responses - 104Es
P. Letter to various PRPs (see attached addressee list), from Ms. Kathleen Callahan,

Division Director, U.S. EPA, re: Providing the PRPs an opportunity to comment
on the Proposed Plan, July 17, 1996.
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Preliminary Addendum

Letter to various companies (see attached addressee list), from Ms. Kathleen
Callahan, Division Director, U.S. EPA, re: Providing an opportunity to comment
on the Proposed Plan, July 17, 1996.

Letter to PRPs and various companies (see attached addressee list), from Ms.
Carole Petersen, Chief, ERRD, U.S. EPA, re: Extension of Public Comment
Period for the Roebling Steel Superfund Site, August 16, 1996.

Note - Responses to 104(e) Information Request Letters to PRPs are on file at
U.S. EPA Region Il Offices.

10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

pP.

Letter to Mr. Richard Brook, Administrator, Florence Township, from Mr. John
Gorgol, Site Manager, Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, re: Submittal
of Documents to the Information Repository, July 12, 1996.

Letter to Ms. Marian Huebler, Librarian, Florence Township Public Library, from
Mr. John Gorgol, Site Manager, Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, re:
Submittal of Documents to the Information Repository, July 12, 1996.

Letter to Mr. Richard Brook, Administrator, Florence Township, from Ms.
Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Managér, ERRD, re: Submittal of Documents to the
Information Repository, July 15, 1996.

Letter to Ms. Marian Huebler, Librarian, Florence Township Public Library, from
Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager, ERRD, re: Submittal of Documents
to the Information Repository, July 15, 1996.

U.S. EPA Factsheet, re: Notice of Public Meeting and Start of Public Comment
Period for the Roebling Steel Superfund Site, July 15, 1996.

Letter to Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager, ERRD, from Ms. Sydne
Marshall, Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, enclosing Public Notice
issued in the Burlington County Times, re: Notice of Public Meeting and Start of
Public Comment Period for the Roebling Steel Superfund Site, July 17, 1996.
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Preliminary Addendum

P. Letter to Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager, ERRD, from Ms. Sydne
Marshall, Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, enclosing Public Notice
issued in the Register-News re: Notice of Public Meeting and Start of Public
Comment Period for the Roebling Steel Superfund Site, July 18, 1996.

P. Public Meeting Transcripts taken at the Florence Township Municipal Building,
Florence, NJ, July 25, 1996.

P. U.S. EPA Factsheet, re: Extension of Public Comment Period for the Roebling
Steel Superfund Site, August 13, 1996.

P. Letter to Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager, ERRD, from Ms. Sydne
Marshall, Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, enclosing Public Notice
issued in the Burlington County Times, re: Extension of Public Comment Period
for the Roebling Steel Superfund Site, August 15, 1996.

10.9 Proposed Plan

P. Information provided from Mansfield Township at the public meeting, re:
JARSCO property in Mansfield Township, July 25, 1996.

P. Letter to Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager, ERRD, from Mr. Mark
Remsa, Principal Planner, Board of Chosen Freeholders of Burlington County,
re: Public Comment on the Preferrcd Remedy for the Roebling Steel Superfund
Site, July 30, 1996.

P. Letter to Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager, ERRD, from Mr. Richard
Brook, Administrator, Florence Township, re: Public Comment on the Preferred
Remedy for the Roebling Steel Superfund Site, August 14, 1996.

P. Letter to Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager, ERRD, from Mr. Luke W.
Mette, Attorney, Stauffer Management Company, re: Public Comment on the
Preferred Remedy for the Roebling Steel Superfund Site, August 14, 1996.

P. Letter to Ms. Patricia Carr, Legislative Liaison, U.S. EPA, from Senator Bill

Bradley, re: A constituent’s concerns and current status of the Roebling Steel
Superfund Site, August 16, 1996.
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Preliminary Addendum

P. Letter to Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager, ERRD, from Ms. Donna
McElrea, President, Roebling Historical Society, re: Public Comment on the
Preferred Remedy for the Roebling Steel Superfund Site, August 19, 1996.

P. Letter to Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager, ERRD, from Ms. Joan
Geary, Chairperson, Florence Township Economic Development Council, re:
Public Comment on the Preferred Remedy for the Roebling Steel Superfund Site
(four attachments), August 20, 1996.

P. Letter to Mr. Remsa, Principal Planner, Board of Chosen Freeholders of
Burlington County, from Ms. Tamara Rossi, U.S. EPA Site Manager, ERRD, re:
Response to July 30, 1996 Letter, August 21, 1996.

P. Letter to Senator Bill Bradley, from Ms. Jeanne Fox, Regional Administrator,
U.S. EPA, re: Response to Senator Bill Bradley’s August 16, 1996 letter,
September 10, 1996. .

RECORD OF DECISION

P. Record of Decision, Roebling Steel Superfund Site, re: Remediation of Buildings
and Contamination Sources, September 30, 1996.

GUIDANCE AND OTHER INFORMATION *
Memorandum to Toxic and Waste Mangement Division Directors U.S. EPA
Regions I-X, from Mr. William N. Hedeman, Jr., Director, ERRD, and Gene
Lucero, Director, Office of Waste Programs Enforcement, re: Policy on

Floodplains and Wetland Assessments for CERCLA Actions, August 6, 1985.

Memorandum to Mr. Kevin Lynch, Chief, ERRD, to Mr. William Lawler, Chief,
EIB, re: Floodplain Considerations for CERCLA/SARA Actions, April 23, 1991.

Memorandum (with attachment) to Division Directors Regions [-X, from Mr.
Elliot P. Laws, Assistant Administrator, U.S. EPA, Washington, D.C., re: Final
Soil Screening Guidance (EPA/540/R-94/101), May 17, 1996.

U.S. EPA Region III - Risk Based Concentration (RBC) Table, distributed Semi-
Annually by Roy L. Smith, Ph.D., U.S. EPA Region III, Philadelphia, PA.
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Preliminary Addendum

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Guidelines for the
Evaluation and Control of Lead Based Paint Hazards in Housing, June 1995.

New Jersey Lead Hazard Evaluation and Abatement Code (N.J.A.C. 5:17),
January 1996.

New Jersey Guidance Management of Excavated Soils, May 14, 1993.
New Jersey Field Sampling Manual, May 1992.

EPA’s Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response Directive No. 9934.11,
“Revised Procedures for Planning and Implementing Off-site Response Actions”.

PCB Spill Cleanup Policy, 40 Sections CFR 761.120-761.139.

Draft Guidelines for Permit Applications and.Demonstrations - Test Plans for
PCB Disposal by Non-Thermal Alternate Methods, U.S. EPA 1986.

Verification of PCB Spill Cleanup by Sampling and Analysis, U.S. EPA 1985.

Guidance on Remedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination,
U.S. EPA 1990.

Note - Guidance Documentﬁ are located at U.S. EPA Region II Offices.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
RECORD OF DECISION

ROEBLING STEEL SUPERFUND SITE

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public comment
period from July 17, 1996 through August 25, 1996 for interested parties to comment on
EPA's July 1996 Focused Feasibility Study and August 1996 Proposed Plan for remedial
action at the Roebling Steel Superfund Site (Site) in Florence Township, Burlington
County, New Jersey.

EPA held a public meeting on July 25, 1996 at the Florence Township Municipal
Building in Florence, New Jersey to discuss the findings of the FFS, describe the
remedial alternatives which were evaluated, and present EPA’s Preferred Remedial
Alternatives to remediate 70 abandoned buildings which contain contaminated process
dust, contaminated equipment, tanks, pits and sumps, underground piping, and friable
asbestos.

A responsiveness summary is required for the purpose of providing EPA and the public
with a summary of citizens’ comments and concerns about the Siie raised during the
public comment period and to present EPA’s responses to those concerns. All
comments summarized in this document will be considered in EPA’s final decision for
selection of the remedial alternatives for cleanup of the Site, and contained in the
Record of Decision (ROD). The responsiveness summary is organized into the following
sections:

L Responsiveness Summary Overview. This section briefly describes the
public meeting held on July 25, 1996 and includes historical information
about the Site along with the proposed remedial alternatives to clean up
the Site. '

II. Background on Community Involvement and Concerns. This section
provides a brief history of the community interest and concerns regarding
the Site.

III. Summary of Major Questions and Comments Received During the Public
Comment Period and EPA Responses to Comments. This section
summarizes oral and written comments submitted to EPA at the public
meeting and during the public comment period and provides EPA's
responses to these comments.

Attached to this responsiveness summary are three appendices: Appendix A is EPA’s

agenda for the public meeting; Appendix B is EPA’'s Proposed Plan for the Site; and
Appendix C is the public meeting sign-in sheet.
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2
L. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY OVERVIEW

A. PUBLIC MEETING AND SITE HISTORY

The public meeting for the Roebling Steel Site began at approximately 7:00 p.m. on July
25, 1996 with presentations by EPA, and its contractor Foster Wheeler Environmental
Corporation. Immediately afterward, a township consultant presented their conceptual
land use plan for the Site. Question and answer sessions were also conducted.
Approximately 57 residents and local officials attended the meeting.

EPA representatives were Charles Tenerella, Team Leader in the New Jersey
Remediation Branch, Tamara Rossi, Remedial Project Manager, Mark Maddaloni, Risk
Assessor, and Pat Seppi, Community Relations Coordinator. Foster Wheeler
Environmental Corporation representatives were John Gorgol, Site Manager, and Sydne
Marshall, Cultural Resources Specialist. A local resident, Tamara Lee, presented a
conceptual land use plan for the Site following cleanup.

Mayor Sampson opened the meeting by welcoming all who were present. Afier brief
introductory remarks, he turned the meeting over to Pat Seppi. Ms. Seppi introduced
each of the speakers and explained that the purpose of the meeting was to discuss the
results of the July 1996 Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and to present EPA's preferred
remedial alternative for addressing remediation of the buildings at the Site. Since the
agenda was full, she encouraged the audience to hold off from asking questions until the
end of the presentations by EPA. Questions would then be entertained after which Ms.
Lee would be invited to present her conceptual plan for future use of the Site.

Ms. Seppi explained that the community ‘s conéerns would be factored into EPA’s next
ROD (the third ROD) for the Site, expected. in September 1996. Ms. Seppi also
informed the audience that EPA would accept comments throughout the remainder of
the public comment period that was scheduled to close on August 15, 1996. EPA
extended the public comment period to August 25, 1996 at the request of a potentially
responsible party (PRP). Ms. Seppi also informed the group that the FFS report and
other site-related documents are available for public review at the local information
repositories listed in the Proposed Plan. Copies of the Proposed Plan were available for
the taking at the meeting. Ms. Seppi then introduced Mr. Tenerella.

Mr. Tenerella began by explaining how the Superfund process works. He noted that the
Site is a very sophisticated and complex site that required a good deal of time and study.
He indicated that it is unique among other Superfund sites in the country and that some
of the activities and decisions being made at the Site are on the leading edge of
processes used for EPA site cleanups. He reminded the group that there have been a
number of previous RODs and removal actions. Toxic and hazardous material that
posed the most imminent risks have already been removed from the Site. The remaining
actions, including those scheduled for the evening's discussions, will ensure that the Site
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poses no unacceptable risks to the public health. Mr. Tenerella indicated that the
decisions made on this phase of the project would be the most critical in relation to
having the community acquire the property for future uses. He informed the group that
while future land use planning is not EPA’s responsibility, EPA has been working with
community members, including Mayor Sampson and Ms. Lee, so that the EPA cleanup
integrates successfully with the community ‘s future land use plans. He explained that
while the presenters had been directed to keep their presentations short, they were
willing to stay as long as necessary to answer questions.

Mr. Tenerella informed the group that the funding situation for EPA has changed
resulting in a far more restrictive budget. There is now a priority list nation-wide used to
distribute the limited remedial action funds available presently and the work planned
under this ROD may not merit being placed high up on the list to receive funding for
cleanup as immediately as the community may wish. Ms. Rossi has been able to plan
ahead and provide design money so that the engineering design for the actions described
during the meeting will continue to progress.

Ms. Seppi then turned the floor over to Mr. John Gorgol. Mr. Gorgol summarized the
results of the field investigations and talked about the human health risks posed by the
buildings and other portions of the Site which are part of the third ROD. Samples taken
of building dust and dirt from earthened floors showed the widespread presence of lead,
arsenic, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).
Lead was detected at maximum concentrations of over ten percent and is presumably
attributable to the molten lead baths that were used in the wire treatment processes.
Arsenic, found at much lower levels, was found as high as about 200 parts per million
and was probably a residue from coal ash.. The PAHs are attributable to incomplete
combustion processes, and PCBs are present as oil residues from transformers at the
Site. Residues on equipment that were tested showed similar results to those from the
floor dust samples. Building wall wipe and chip samples showed high levels of lead.
Metals of concern identified in the sumps and pits samples taken both within and outside
of the buildings were copper, lead, and zinc. Samples taken from tank contents tested
positive for the presence of barium, lead and/or cadmium in hazardous waste
concentrations. Most of the insulation samples taken were positive for friable asbestos.

Mr. Gorgol then proceeded to discuss the risks associated with each type of contaminant
discussed previously. The average lead level in the floor dust was about 6,000 parts per
million, and this poses an unacceptable risk. Mr. Gorgol explained the assumptions
made in the assessment of risk from exposure to PAHs, PCBs, and arsenic in the
building dust and soil. Assumed exposure pathways would include eating, contact with
the skin, and inhalation. The four potential hypothetical populations considered for
these analyses were: building workers, commercial workers, residents (adults and

children).

The risk assessment shows that under hypothetical present use conditions, building
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workers regularly exposed to contamination from the building dusts would be at a cancer
risk slightly outside EPA's acceptable risk range of 10°-10°. Under future use
conditions, such as commercial and residential, the cancer risk falls outside the
acceptable risk range. The calculated risk values are 3.1 x 10 for commercial workers,
6.5 x 10* for residential (adults) ,and 3.0 x 10* for residential (children). For
example, the risk value of 3.1 x 10™ suggests that a commercial worker has a three-in-ten
thousand increased chance of developing cancer as a result of exposure to building dusts.

Mr. Gorgol also discussed noncarcinogenic risks at the Site, which were outside the
range EPA considers acceptable. He closed his discussion with reference to potential
risks to human health and the environment due to potential releases from hazardous
substances in tanks and pits. Ms. Marshall was then called to the front to make her
presentation.

Ms. Marshall focused her discussion on the elements of the Site which led EPA to
determine that it is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). She explained that among the many issues which EPA must consider during
the Superfund process is compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended). This law requires that federal agencies consider
the effects of their actions on historic properties deemed eligible for, nominated to, or
listed on the NRHP. She informed the group that a number of cultural resources studies
had been performed at the Site over the years. The Site is an unusual one in that it
meets all four criteria for NRHP eligibility (often sites are considered eligible though
they meet only one criterion). Ms. Marshall explained the criteria in relation to the Site.
The Site possesses integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling
and association. In addition it satisfies all four criteria:

. Criterion A (property is associated with events that made a significant
contribution to broad patterns of history) - the Roebling property is where rope
and cable were manufactured and used in many major bridges constructed in the
country and around the world and as the Site where a number of technological
engineering innovations were developed and used;

. Criterion B (historic property associated with significant persons) - the Site is
associated with the Roebling family of engineers and bridge designers;

. Criterion C (historic property is representative of a type, period, or method of
construction) - the Site is an excellent example of early 20th century industrial
architecture and of how a site modernized gradually over a 50 year period; and

. Criterion D (property has yielded or may be likely to yield information important
in prehistory or history) - the Roebling property contains archeological remnants
of earlier industrial buildings which were torn down and replaced by the
Roeblings.
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Ms. Marshall indicated that EPA has been considering the potential impact of various
cleanup alternatives on the historic property. EPA has come up with a very conservative
approach. The preferred alternative maintains the Site's context and integrity and
retains as much of the Site as possible while eliminating structures which are no longer
structurally sound or where contamination has permeated into the materials from which
the building was built or that do not date to the period of significance of the Site. Ms.
Marshall informed the group that more detailed discussions of the historic and cultural
resources aspects of this Site are available for review in the information repositories.

Ms. Seppi then called on Ms. Rossi to discuss EPA s remedial alternatives. Ms. Rossi
began by discussing the remedial action objectives for the Roebling buildings. The
objectives are to prevent human health exposure to contaminants found in the buildings,
to prevent future migration of contaminants to the environment, and also to minimize
impacts of the remedial actions on cultural and historic resources.

Ms. Rossi explained that there were six alternatives evaluated in the FFS. An analytical
starting point was to conceptually organize the buildings into different groups. Group A
buildings are contaminated buildings that have no future use because they are either
structurally unsound, or they are so highly contaminated- that decontamination is not
feasible. Group B buildings are contaminated buildings that may be successfully
decontaminated and reused in the future. Group C buildings are those for which the
only necessary remediation will be the removal of friable asbestos.

According to Ms. Rossi, Alternative 1 is No Further Action with Institutional Controls.
This is used as a baseline to compare with other alternatives. This would include
restricting access with fences and future land uses with deed restrictions. Given that no
contamination would be removed, this alternative would require periodic inspections by
EPA and a five year review to assess the migration of contaminants. Alternative 2
addresses eleven underground storage tanks from which material would be removed and
disposed of off-site. EPA would also perfoim asbestos abatement in all of the buildings,
and historic preservation activities would be limited to restoration of the main gate
house, preservation of documents and drawings from the Site, and development of a
historic preservation mitigation plan. Alternatives 3 through 6 include the basic
components of Alternative 2, and have in common that Group C buildings would have
no further action beyond removal of the friable asbestos. Alternatives 3 through 6
include removal and decontamination of equipment including removal of waste from
inside the equipment, interior tanks, pits and sumps, and recycling of scrap metal and
equipment. The debris from demolished buildings would be separated by material type
to facilitate scrapping of metal. Hazardous wastes would be disposed of off-site.

For Alternative 3, Group A buildings would be grossly decontaminated (dust collection)
and then demolished and Group B buildings would undergo dust collection and then

decontamination via vacuuming and water washing. Nonhazardous building demolition
debris would be disposed of on-site. Historic preservation activities would be expanded
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to record the historic aspects of all buildings, even the Group B buildings from which
equipment would be removed. Alternative 4 is the same as Alternative 3 except all
demolition debris would be disposed of off-site. Alternative 5 involves dust collection
and demolition of both Group A and B buildings and placement of the demolition debris
on-site. Alternative 6 involves demolition of Group A and B buildings and disposal of
the demolition debris off-site. Ms. Rossi reported to the group that after careful
consideration, Alternative 3 was selected as the preferred alternative since it satisfies the
remedial objectives at the Site at the least cost. She concluded by informing the group
that the estimated total cost of the preferred alternative is approximately 39 million
dollars.

Before Ms. Seppi opened the meeting to questions about the information presented, Mr.
Tenerella reiterated several points. He alluded to the conceptual land use plan which
would be presented later by Ms. Lee. He stressed that EPA would clean up the Site to
be allowable for commercial/industrial use as specified by the present zoning of the Site.
However, this cleanup would then make the property more attractive for a developer to
come in and clean portions of it further to make it suitable for other types of future use
in addition to industrial use, such as- residential housing in some areas. He stressed
EPA s cooperation with the town officials to help assure a successful future reuse of the
Site.

IL. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

Local officials and township residents first learned of the Site’s Superfund status in
September 1983 through media announcements. At that time, local officials maintained
that they were not adequately briefed prior to,the release of the information to the
media and that communication lines between local and State or Federal officials were
uncertain. '

Since then, EPA has distributed several printed updates in an effort to keep residents
and local officials informed of the site-related activities. EPA’s community relations
outreach activities have included:

. March 1989 - Superfund Update announcing the initiation of the site-wide
remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS);

. January 1990 - Superfund Update describing the findings of the FFS
supporting the first ROD and inviting public comment;

. October 1990 - Flyer describing planned EPA action including fencing of

the slag area,

. July 1991 - Superfund Update and Superfund Proposed Plan describing the
remedial alternatives supporting the second ROD and inviting public
comment;
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. August 1992 - Fact sheet described PRP bankruptcy proceeding, remedial
design of the slag area, RI report, and announced an upcoming Availability
Session; '

. August 1992 - Public Availability Session held;

. August 1994 - Fact sheet described sampling of the slag area, remedy
selected for the Southeast Playground, RI activities at areas of concern,
and a discussion of the status of enforcement;

. September 1995 - Town Council Meeting where questions about RI
activities were entertained;

. September 1995 - Public Meeting - EPA met with community members to
entertain questions about RI activities;

. September 1995 - Press conference at the Site with EPA Administrator
Carol Browner and Senator Frank Lautenberg;

In addition, EPA has participated in a number of health-related activities regarding this
project. In April 1995, EPA sampled Mansfield Township residents’ private wells, as a
follow-up to an initial study conducted by the Burlington County Health Department
(BCHD). In November 1995, EPA conducted a Site visit with New Jersey Department
of Health (NJDOH), Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), and
BCHD. During January 1990, April 1995, and September 1995, EPA supported BCHD
in conducting Roebling community lead screening for children.

To this day, community interest in the cleanup of the Site remains high. Many residents
believe that an effective cleanup of the Site would enhance civic pride and make the
community more attractive to tourists and to industry. The main areas of concern for
the community include: dissemination of information to the public regarding Site
activities; public health and safety issues, e.g.,site security measures, contaminant
releases during excavation, long-term health risks; use of local labor resources during
remediation; aesthetic concerns during and following remediation; future economic
potential of the Site; and the potential for partial deleting of areas of the Site from the
National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites.

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

THOSE COMMENTS

Oral Comments Received at th blic Meeti

Issues and comments raised during the public comment period in support of the third
ROD for the Site are summarized below and are organized into the following categories:
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Contaminants and Debris On-Site and Off-Site
Slag Area

Cost and Schedule

Vegetation Control

Future Land Use

Health Risks

Ground Water

Town of Mansfield

LQMmMO O

CONTAMINANTS AND DEBRIS ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE

COMMENT: Are the contaminants listed in the Proposed Plan still on the Site
after all of the cleanup that has been done?

EPA RESPONSE: Yes. In the previous removal actions and remedial actions,
EPA dealt with contamination sources that were unstable and uncontained,
including drums, transformers containing PCB-contaminated oil, above-ground
storage tanks, baghouse dust, chemical piles, lab pack containers, and compressed
gas cylinders. The Proposed Plan addresses other sources of contamination that
were not previously dealt with, such as underground storage tanks and piping
systems, friable asbestos, and the contaminated building interiors (tanks, pits and
sumps, equipment).

COMMENT: Where was contaminated material from previous response actions
disposed of off-site? Was the Burlington County Landfill used?

EPA RESPONSE: Contaminated material was transported off-site to several
permitted treatment/disposal facilities. Treatment and disposal faciliiies accept
different types of waste, depending on the contaminants and concentrations found
in the material. Contaminated material was not disposed of at the Burlington
County Landfill.

COMMENT: Will cleanup by EPA meet cleanup levels required by New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection?

EPA RESPONSE: New Jersey has no promulgated cleanup levels for equipment
or building interiors. EPA will decontaminate Group B buildings to risk-based
remediation goals calculated for the Site, which would allow for potential reuse of
these structures for commercial and industrial purposes. In addition, EPA will
use the State proposed standards for building interiors as guidelines. EPA, in
consultation with appropriate health agencies will conduct a qualitative evaluation
to assure the effectiveness of the decontamination process. Furthermore, all on-
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site and off-site disposal of building materials will meet State and Federal
requirements.

COMMENT: Does EPA propose to bury contaminants on-site?

EPA RESPONSE: Hazardous building debris will be separated from non-
hazardous building debris by utilizing RCRA Toxic Compound Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) testing methods. Contaminated debris will be disposed of off-
site at a landfill licensed to accept hazardous waste. Other construction debris,
including brick and concrete, will be used on-site as fill material in the slag
disposal area. -

COMMENT: How will burying construction debris affect potential future
expansion or building on the Site?

EPA RESPONSE: The burial of construction debris within the slag area may
have potential affects on future construction at the Site. In addition, EPA
anticipates that some land use restrictions related  to what may be constructed,
how, and where at the Site will be part of the fourth Record of Decision expected
in 1997.

COMMENT: Has there been an area of the Site designated for the landfilling of
construction waste?

EPA RESPONSE: Many of the materials such as metals will be recycled and thus
will not be buried. EPA is proposing that the slag area is to be used for disposal
of nonhazardous construction debris. The exact locations for deposition of this
debris in the slag area will be determined during the design phase.

SLAG AREA

COMMENT: Is the plan to cover the slag area in the areas of 7th, 8th, 9th, and
10th Streets still part of the project?

EPA RESPONSE: Yes, this is still part of the planned site remediation which was
selected in the 1991 Record of Decision. Testing of the slag material during
remedial design demonstrated that a large portion of it proved to be a hot spot of
contamination. Given this information, implementation of the selected remedy
for the 34-acre slag area would be doubled in cost compared to the original cost
estimate. Therefore, due to this increase of cost, EPA needs to review this
remedial action. This review is currently ongoing. In addition, as part of this
review, EPA is currently conducting studies related to the ground water passing
through the slag area and discharging into the Delaware River. The studies are
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primarily ecological assessments to determine if there is an impact of the
contaminated slag on the river. Following completion of the studies of the slag
and the river, and the design of the remedy, then, EPA may proceed to cover the
slag when funding becomes available. ‘

COMMENT: Since EPA does not own the property, how will EPA have the
ability to give the slag area to our community as park land?

EPA RESPONSE: EPA is mandated to conduct a cleanup of the Roebling Steel
Site, but does not take ownership of the abandoned property. Following the
cleanup of the slag area, EPA would certify that the remediation of this portion of
the Site is complete. The local municipality, which has a lien on the property for
nonpayment of taxes, would have to pursue this legal issue independent of EPA.
If the local municipality acquired the property through such legal action, they may
use it as a community park.

COMMENT: What kind and how extensive is the contamination in the siag area?

EPA RESPONSE: Metal contamination in the slag area is widespread and found
at all depths. There is no pattern to the occurrence of contamination due to its
heterogeneous nature. Remedial design sampling results showed that an extensive
area (approximately eight acres) of the slag material has elevated levels of lead
and cadmium which could leach into the ground water under the slag area. These
hot spot areas may extend as deep as 30 feet.

COMMENT: When will the fence around the slag area come down? Must that
wait until the entire Site is cleaned up?

EPA RESPONSE: Cleanup of the slag will be a separate action. EPA policy now
allows a portion of a site to be segmented from the rest so that it may be deleted
from the NPL following completion of a remedy. When the slag area is covered
with clean soil, and the remediation of that area is complete, then the fence will
come down.

COMMENT: Why was testing conducted on top of the hill?

EPA RESPONSE: Testing was conducted on top of the hill near the fence line
bordering the western edge of the slag area in order to delineate the extent of the
slag area. This will be important when it comes time to regrade the Site and
develop appropriate sloping for drainage of rain water runoff. The contouring of
the slag area will also be compatible with potential future land use plans as much
as technically possible.
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COST AND SCHEDULE

COMMENT: Will the cleanup cost 39 million dollars? How much of that money
is immediately available for the cleanup of the Site? .

EPA RESPONSE: Yes, at this time EPA’s estimate for this action is 39 million
dollars. For this part of the cleanup, EPA does not have money available. EPA
currently has several million dollars which will be spent on designing the remedy,
which is expected to take about eighteen months to two years. In the meantime,
EPA is hopeful that funding will become available for implementation of the
remedy.

COMMENT: Would it be possible for EPA to work on Records of Decision 3
and 4 simultaneously so as to speed up the work process since Florence Township
is in dire need to have the property contributing once again to the local tax
burden?

EPA RESPONSE: EPA is working on these Records of Decision simultaneously.
Concurrent with this Record of Decision and ongoing remedial design activities,
an RI/FS which will support a fourth ROD is currently underway. This RI/FS
will incorporate an extensive data investigation and discussion of potential cleanup
alternatives for remaining areas of the Site, which include: the on-site landfill, the
sludge lagoons, potential buried drums, area-wide contaminated site soils through-
out the main plant complex, river and creek sediments, and ground water.

COMMENT: The EPA has been present at the Site since 1983 and much money
has been spent, but the local community, rarely sees many people working to clean
up the Site. Why does this take so long and when will the community see
progress at the Site? For instance, when will the fence around the slag area be
removed?

EPA RESPONSE: There is quite a lot of activity at the Site that is not obvious to
the general public. Cleanup at the Site takes a great deal of time because this is
a large and very complicated site. To date, EPA has made substantial progress at
the site and has removed many contaminant sources at the site including
numerous drums containing corrosive and toxic materials, PCB contaminated
transformers, chemical piles, baghouse dust piles, compressed gas cylinders and
lab pack containers. EPA believes that the phased cleanup strategy developed
for this site has, and will continue to be, an efficient and effective mechanism to
ensure a timely remediation. Concurrent with this ROD and ongoing remedial
design activities, and RI/FS which will support a fourth ROD is currently
underway. This RI/FS will incorporate and extensive data investigation and
discussion of potential cleanup alternatives for remaining areas of the site, which
include: the on-site landfill, the sludge lagoons, potential buried drums, area-wide
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contaminated site soils throughout the main plant complex, river and creek
sediments, and ground water. EPA’s mandate is the protection of the
environment and public health, so these are the agency's priorities, sometimes at
the expense of local aesthetics (e.g. the fence around the slag area). As
previously discussed, EPA expects to remove the fence once the cleanup of the
slag area is complete.

COMMENT: How long will this project go on? We were originally promised two
years and it has been over six years. We want ACTION.

EPA RESPONSE: The schedule for the project cannot be defined at this time
because it depends on unknown factors such as the reauthorization of Superfund
and Congressional budgeting. In addition, EPA has yet to select a remedy for the
remaining areas of the Site, and the completion of these actions may take several
years.

COMMENT: What can members of this community do to help things move
forward and get the financial assistance needed -for this cleanup?

EPA RESPONSE: Local citizens can continue to participate in the cleanup
process and communicate their support and concerns to their Congressional
representatives and local officials.

COMMENT: If and when the government gave you 39 million dollars, would this
cover the entire cost of the site cleanup?

EPA RESPONSE: No, that cost is just-for this segment (the third ROD) of the
cleanup. Next year's segment will cost more money. EPA has projected that the
cost for the entire cleanup could run as high as 150 million dollars in total.

COMMENT: I[s there a time schedule for completing the cleanup?

EPA RESPONSE: Since the funding situation is uncertain, there is no set time
schedule. It will take at least two years to do the design for the cleanup of the
buildings, and when funding becomes available, approximately two years for
demolition of some buildings and decontamination of the remaining structures.
Once the ROD s signed for the remaining areas of the Site (projected for the
Fall of 1997), it may take an additional 4-5 years to implement that remedy.

COMMENT: When the project progresses to the point of having many workmen
on the scene, [ am concerned about noise, dust, and traffic levels?
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EPA RESPONSE: All of these concerns will be addressed in the design.
Appropriate health and safety plans will be developed by EPA. Before work is
initiated, EPA will hold another community meeting to discuss these issues.

COMMENT: When EPA has finished developing the design, is the agency
obligated to go back to the PRPs to ask them to implement it first?

EPA RESPONSE: Yes. EPA’s goal is always to pursue negotiations with PRPs
for implementation of the remedy, prior to obligating Federal funds. If viable
PRPs are identified and negotiations fail, EPA can either unilaterally order the
PRPs to force them to take action or fund the action using Superfund dollars.

VEGETATION CONTROL

COMMENT: Would it be possible for EPA to institute a vegetatior control
program? When Carol Browner visited the Site, she gave the community the
impression that it would be all right to remove vegetation from the area along
Second Avenue and the riverfront. Has she renéged on that?

EPA RESPONSE: EPA has not reneged on promises made by Carol Browner.
Vegetation has been, and will continue to be, cut when it improves security and
contributes to beneficial health effects. Once cleanup is initiated at the slag area,
the vegetation in the slag area will be removed as part of a clearing and grubbing
program. Erosion control measures will influence specifically how this will be
accomplished. ‘

COMMENT: Why does the vegetation grow so well on the Site when the soils
are contaminated?

EPA RESPONSE: There is not always a direct relationship between the level of
vegetative growth and contaminant levels. Also, contaminant levels in the slag
area are highly variable both on the surface and at depth.

COMMENT: Do the Responsible Parties you identified own the property where
all of the weeds grow?

EPA RESPONSE: They no longer own the property, so it's not possible to make
them responsible for cutting the unwanted vegetation. The legal owner on record
is John A. Roebling Steel Corporation, a defunct company that went bankrupt in
1983.
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FUTURE LAND USE

COMMENT: Are there options for future use of the Site other than creating a
historical site? '

EPA RESPONSE: EPA recognizes that the property is historic. However, the
- conceptual future land use plan presented by Tamara Lee at the public meeting
illustrated multiple potential uses of the property other than creating an historic
site.

COMMENT: What will happen to Roebling s Main Street if a plan such as that
presented by Tamara Lee is implemented at the Site?

LOCAL PLANNER RESPONSE: The streetscape along Main Street will be
redeveloped so that it conforms with the development at the Site.

COMMENT: Will you be using the same contractors previously used to perform
the soil excavation in the southeast park two years ago? If so, we hope you
change the contractor because the soil that was used contained pieces of brick,
rock, and glass. The soil is very red and nothing will grow there.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA does not know now which contractor it will use for future
work. However, EPA inspected the southeast park recently and indeed, found the
soil used to be unacceptable. We are arranging to correct the situation.

HEALTH RISKS
COMMENT: Is the cancer risk to children less than the risk to adults?

EPA RESPONSE: That is correct. This is because cancer may be a cumulative-
type health effect. The exposure duration assumed for children is 6 years, while
the exposure duration assumed for adults is 30 years.

COMMENT: What's happening in the Toms River area where there seems to be
a cancer cluster among children, and not among adults?

EPA RESPONSE: That situation is currently being investigated, but for now
there is no explanation for that situation. Studies of that community are focusing
on children because the incidence of brain stem cancers among children appears
to be higher than the State average. With regard to the Site, the types of cancers
that could result from chemicals present at this Site, including PCBs, arsenic,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, affect children and adults alike.
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COMMENT: A representative from the fire department asked who is the point
of contact for the project in the case of an emergency? Who will have
information about contents in underground tanks and which bulldmgs are
structurally unsound?

EPA RESPONSE: In case of an emergency at the Site, the EPA Emergency Spill
Reporting Hotline is (908) 548-8730. All of this information appears in various
site documents. Ms. Rossi is the primary EPA contact for the Site and can be
contacted at (212) 637-4368 for further information. EPA indicated that copies of
these documents would be provided to the fire department personnel.

GROUND WATER

COMMENT: Has the direction of ground water flow at the Site been
determined, and has it been determined yet whether the Site is a recharge area?
Where will the ground water be tested, near lhe .slag or more in the area of the
plant?

EPA RESPONSE: Most of the ground water sampling in both the slag area and
main plant was already done as part of previous investigations. However, the flow
of ground water is still under investigation. The direction of ground water flow of
the shallow aquifer is generally toward the Delaware River. Ground water studies
in the slag area show that the water flows through the slag area and discharges
into the river. The studies underway are designed to determine how much
ecological impact this has on the river. Additional sampling in the main plant
area of the Site is scheduled for the Fall of 1996. The last Record of Decision
(ROD 4) will include ground water. -

TOWN OF MANSFIELD

COMMENT: Will your studies include the portion of the Superfund site which is
located within the Town of Mansfield?

EPA RESPONSE: Yes. All remaining contamination problems at the Site will be
identified and characterized in an RI/FS, which is currently underway. This study
will include an investigation of soil, creek sediments and surface water, and
ground water east of Crafts Creek, which is located in Mansfield Township. If
site-related contamination is found in these areas adjacent to Crafts Creek, then
EPA will include these areas within the definition of the Site. EPA will make this
determination at the completion of the RI, which is scheduled for completion in
1997.
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COMMENT: Concerns were raised about the Roebling Site no longer
contributing to the tax base of the community.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA understands the community’s concerns to have the Site
returned to productive uses as soon as possible, so that tax revenues may be
generated. Once remedial actions have been implemented at areas of the Site,
they may be deleted from the NPL and hopefully will be returned to a beneficial
use which will generate tax revenues.

The Written Comments Received During Comment Period

Letters received during the public comment period are included herein and include:

1.

2.

6.

Letter from the Township of Florence, dated August 14, 1996.
Letter from the Roebling Historical Society, dated August 19, 1996.

Letter from the Florence Township Economic Development Council,
dated August 20, 1996. This letter included four enclosures.

. Memorandum from the Florence Township Economic Development Council, dated July 25,
1996, which was recited at the public meeting.

. Copy of a letter to Congressman Christopher Smith, dated August 9, 1996.

. Copy of a letter from the Board of Chosen Freeholders of Burlington County, dated July 30,
1996.

. Copy of a letter from the Florence Township Administrator, dated August 14, 1996.

A letter dated August 16, 1996 was recéived from Senator Bill Bradley, written on
behalf of a constituent. This letter and EPA’s response are attached.

Letter from Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County of Burlington,
dated July 30, 1996.

Letter from Stauffer Management Company, dated August 14, 1996.

Many of the commentors raised similar issues regarding the Site. A summary of the
issues raised in letters from Florence Township, the Roebling Historical Society, and the
Economic Development Council, and EPA s responses are as follows:

1.

COMMENT: Questions were raised about EPA’s process to delete portions of
sites from the NPL and how this process could be applied to the Roebling Steel
Site. In particular, there is great interest in deleting the Main Gate House from
the NPL so that it could be used as a historical museum. In addition, concerns

were raised by the Township of Florence that the cleanup of the site or portions

000115



17

of it proceed as quickly as possible so that future development could take place
and provide more tax revenues to the Township.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA is sensitive to the economic burdens imposed on local
communities with Superfund sites and has instituted several new policies to
reduce the alleged "stigma" of having been on the NPL and to encourage potential
investors or developers to undertake economic redevelopment activities at a site
without assuming potential liability.

One of these policies will now allow the deletion of portions of a site from the
NPL, once unacceptable risks to health and the environment have been properly
addressed, and recognizes the usefulness of such determinations to promote faster
reuse of cleaned up parcels. At the Roebling Steel Site, township officials and the
local community want EPA to partially delete two areas of the site, namely the
slag disposal area and the historic Main Gate building. Upon successful
implementation of remedies at these areas, EPA will proceed with partial deletion
at the Roebling Steel Site.

The second of such policies has revised the criteria EPA uses to evaluate
prospective purchaser agreements thereby allowing the Agency greater flexibility
to consider agreements with covenants not to sue, to encourage reuse and
development of contaminated property that would have substantial benefits to the
community. In the case of the Roebling Steel Site, where EPA response actions
are ongoing, a prospective purchaser agreement would require continuation of the
cleanup in such a fashion that it would be consistent with ongoing EPA remedial
activities, or the purchaser would reimburse EPA for the cost of the cleanup.

EPA believes that the Roebling Steel Superfund Site is a prime candidate for
redevelopment, similar to the Rnebling Complex in Trenton. Both partial
deletion and prospective purchaser agreements could help facilitate the future
goals of the local community.

In fact, the Township has prepared a conceptual redevelopment plan for the
Roebling Steel Site which includes a ferry servicing Trenton and Philadelphia, a
riverfront shopping village, parkland, and commercial space. EPA will continue
working with the Florence Township community to make the Roebling Steel Site
available for productive, safe uses as quickly as possible.

COMMENT: Concerns were raised regarding the old Roebling Water Tower.
The Township of Florence stated that it is in deplorable condition and should be
demolished. The Roebling Historical Society requested EPA's assistance in
determining the owner of the tower so that they could contact the owner to have
it repaired and painted.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA will try and assist the Township in determining the owner
of the tower and will check whatever records may exist in EPA s offices.
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COMMENT: Concerns were raised about the pace of the cleanup and the phased
approach that EPA has taken with respect to this site.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA understands the community 's frustrations with the pace
of the cleanup and perceived lack of progress. The Roebling Steel Site is an
extremely large and complex Superfund site. EPA has phased activity at the Site
because of the large scale of the Site (200 acres), and in an effort to make
incremental, tangible progress.In addition, our initial activities were aimed at
addressing those areas of the site posing the most imminent health and
environmental threats. To date, EPA has made substantial progress at the site
and has removed many contaminant sources at the site including numerous drums
containing corrosive and toxic materials, PCB contaminated transformers,
chemical piles, baghouse dust piles, compressed gas cylinders and lab pack
containers. EPA believes that the phased cleanup strategy developed for this site
has, and will continue to be, an efficient and effective mechanismn to ensure a
timely remediation. Concurrent with this ROD and ongoing remedial design
activities, an RI/FS which will support a fourth ROD is currently underway. This
RI/FS will incorporate an extensive data investigation and discussion of potential
cleanup alternatives for remaining areas of the site, which include: the on-site
landfill, the sludge lagoons, potential buried drums, area-wide contaminated site
soils throughout the main plant complex, river and creek sediments, and ground
water.

COMMENT: Concerns were raised about the availability of funds to complete the
remediation at the site.

EPA RESPONSE: Due to the funding shortfall for remedial actions, EPA has
developed a national risk-based prioritization process to rank all remedial actions
planned for funding during a given fiscal year. The sites are evaluated by a
national panel representing all EPA Regional offices and EPA Headquarters.

The above-referenced limitations in EPA’s budget are a result of the number of
sites which have progressed to the remedial action phase. This excess of remedial
actions, which is basically due to the maturity of the program, has created the
current situation wherein sites must be prioritized for cleanup.

At this time EPA has adequate funds to complete the ongoing remedial design of
the slag area, complete the Comprehensive Remedial Investigation that is ongoing
and to initiate the designs for the areas covered by this ROD. However, it is
uncertain if the Roebling site will rank high on this national list in order to
receive funds to undertake the slag area remediation in fiscal year 1997. EPA
will keep the community informed as information is obtained regarding funding.

COMMENT: Concerns were raised about the risks to the community, in particular
to trespassers.
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EPA RESPONSE: EPA has expressed repeatedly that the dilapidated condition of
on-site buildings and other structures are dangerous and should be avoided.
Portions of several buildings have either already collapsed or are threatening to
collapse. EPA has funded site security for many years in order to minimize
trespassing, vandalism, arson fires, illegal dumping, and unauthorized removal of
equipment and scrap metal. In addition, a fence was installed around the
perimeter of the site to restrict access.

COMMENT: A question was raised by the Florence Township Economic
Development Council as to whether bricks from buildings that will be demolished
could be decontaminated and sold.

EPA RESPONSE: Generally, bricks from demolished buildings can be
decontaminated and reused. However, due to the high levels of contamination
found in the bricks from buildings at the Roebling Site, it would be technically
infeasible to decontaminate these bricks to acceptable health-based levels for
reuse.

Other written comments not previously addressed:

7.

COMMENT: The Burlington County Board of Chosen Freeholders requested
copies of the FFS and Proposed Plan and asked to be added to the mailing list to
receive updates and information.

EPA RESPONSE: Copies of the FFS and Proposed Plan were mailed directly to
the Board of Chosen Freeholders of Burlington County. Copies of all site-related
information may be found in two inforation repositories located near the Site:
Florence Township Public Library, 1350 Hornberger Avenue, Roebling, New
Jersey and at the Florence Township Municipal Building. 711 Broad Street,
Florence, New Jersey. In addition, copies are available at EPA, 290 Broadway -
Floor 19, New York, New York 10007.

COMMENT: Stauffer Management Company concludes that they have no
liability at the Site and respectively declines to comment on the proposed remedy.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA is currently evaluating documentation relating to
Stauffer's liability and will make a determination at a later date.
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A COMMUNITY WITH CHARACTER AT THE BEND IN THE RiygR

TOWNSHIP OF FLORENCE

Augus t 14, 1996

Tamara Rossi, Project Manager

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 1II

290 Broadway - 19th Floor

New York, NY 10278

Re: Roebling Steel Plant
Dear Ms. Rossi:

As the clean up of the Roebling Steel Plant is progressiang, the
Township would like to find out how we could go about deliscing porctions
of the site for future development. For example, the old Roebling
water Tower is in deplorable condition and needs to be demolished. Fur-
ther, the gate house on 2nd Avenue holds much historical significance
for residents of the area and it would be a wonderful move to eventually
turn the building over to a local historic group for restoracion.

On behalf of Florence Township, please let me know if it is possible
to begin delisting sections of the Roebling Steel Site. If your answer
1s a positive one, then please advise on the procedures we must follow to
actually remove parts of the propérty from the Superfund lisc.

Thank you.

ery Ely yOURS,
RN
RIC . BROOK,
Administrator

cc: Mayor and Township Council
Joan Geary, Florence Township
Economic Development Commission

(609) 499-2525 ADMINISTRATIVE OFF:CES
1609) 499-2222 MUNICIPAL COURT

711 BRCAD STREET (609) €99-3131 POLICE DEPARTMENT
F.CRENCE NEW _ERSEY C8518-232) NCasCAATED ,609) 499-2130 CONSTRUCTION CCOCE 2955 2 aL
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Slotence gowns/u'p C/:cononu'c @eve[opment Counci/

MUNICIPAL COMPLEX

BROAD STREET. FLORENCE. NJ 08S18

609.499.2525

August 20, 1996

.

Ms. Tamara Rossi,Project Manager

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region II

290 Broadwav=-19th Floor

New York, NY 10278

Re: Roebling Steel Superfund Site
Region 2
Roebling, NJ, Burlington County, NJ

Dear Ms. Rossi:

In regard to your Public Comment Period on the above referenced site
we have enclosed herein the following:

l. Memo dated 7/25/96 from Florence Township Economic Develop-
zent Council which was prepared for your evening presenta-
tion in Florence Township.

2. Copy of letter dated 8/9/96.to Congressman Christopher H.
Smith which is self-explanatory.

3. Copy of letter dated 7/30/96 from the Board of Chosen Free-
holders which further details the concerns on the Burlington
County level.

+. Copy of letter dated 8/14/96 from Floreuce Township Adminis-
trator Richard A. Brook, which also expresses our concerns.

To summarize - we need this site completed. We need certain eligible
areas delisted. We desperately need tax ratables in Florence Township.
~e need total concentration on the Roebling Steel Site. Moving in and
out of the projecg cost money. In efforts to save taxpayer's tax dol-
lars - organize the job and gec it done! If a private contractor bid
on this job they would get in and get the job done efficiently and as
economically and profitably as possible. It appears the EPA is per-
forming this project with an endless flow of money, with no consider-
ation of the cost to taxpayers.

Very truly yours,

\/ 4 e,/ b - —
Y A N Q—J_/ - P g .

i
“Joan K. Geary, Chairperson

encloscres 4 500120



Florence Township C?corwmic .@eve/opment Council

MUNICIPAL COMPLEX

BROAD STREET. FLORENCE. N.J ‘08S'3
6C9-499.25:23

T2: Ms., Tazara Rossi,Remedial Project Manager : :
U. S§S. Eavironmental Protection Agency . '

FROM: Florence Township Ecnonomic Development Council
Joan K. Geary, Chairperson

RE: Roebling Steel Company Superfund Site

DATE: July 25, 1995

l. Florence Township is in very dire need to have this site cleaned of
environmental problems and removed from the Superfund list.

We have lost years of taxable income whxéh has put a tremendous tax
burden on its citizens. T

There are numerous potential uses for the property which would bring
ratables into our cozmunity.

Z. Do you have funds available to complete the clean-up of the site?
3. What is your proposed time frame to complete the two final phases?

4. In your proposed demolition of byildings whereby steel would be
sold for scrap metal, can the bricks be decontaminaced and sold?

5. How long do you anticipate it will take to resolve the ground
water problem?

6. Can ROD 3 and ROD 4 be worked on simultaneously to speed up the
work process?

7. Our community has been exposed to healch hazards and environmental
risks and in particular the risk of trespassers being hurt on
site.
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Crlovence gowns/‘up C conomuc Qeue/o,gment Courzcc/

MUNICIPAL COMPLEX

3ROAD STREET FLORENCE. NJ 0855

609-439.2%525

August 9, 19§§

~

Congressman Christopher H. Smith
1720 Greenwood Avenue
Tranton, NJ (8639

Atzention: Mrs. Golden

Re: Roebling Steel Superfund Site
Roebling, NJ .
flofence Township, NJ

Cear Congressman 3=ith:

~e respectfully invite ycu to attend our Econcmic Development Council meering
cn Tuesdav, September 10, 1996 to discuss our concerns regarding the above

referencaed macter.

Briefly, the EPA has been in charge of this clean up project for at least l3J
vears costing the taxpayers over $25 million as of September 1995 wich only
one-third ¢f che work completed. During a meeting in Florence Township on
T'23/96 the representatives of the EPA .indicate they have no funds at the
oresent time and estimate che final cost to be at least $150 million.

The Township of Flcrence has been without tax revenue from this site for
several vears. we desperately need ratables. There is presently a concep-
tual plan I-r che proposed use of the site by a local planner.

The oroblem is chat when the funds were available, we feel the clean up could

rave Seen completed and this property back on the tax rolls. However, in our

2pinicn the EPA has not managed the site clean up effectively nor efficiently.
we firmly believe that if this operation were in the hands of private industry
we would have ratables on the site at this time.

The Florence Township tax rate is $3.052 rer nundred valuation.

w2 nave a large percentage of Senior Citizens in the community who are .devas-
cated with the cost of living in Florence Township.

‘ 000122



Cocngressman Christopher H. Smit
Page 2 ‘
August 9, .936

Qur tax dollars are being wasted in the system. Our prime issue in speaking
with you {s to express our concern and seek your advice as to what avenue we
can proceed. Since this macter is of such grave concern to the citizens of
Florence Township, we respectfully request that you personally address this
vical issue. -

Very truly yours,

Florence Township Economic
Development Council

s

- - ., . e e
: i s =~
/

Jeocan K. Geary, Chairperson
/U vy /\ LMMMV
;Marvin L. Wainwright, Vice-Chairperson

SXG:sg

ce: Mayor George E. Sampson and Council

?lease reply to: Joan K. Geary
M. E. Keating, I1--.
P. 0. Box 187
Florence, NJ 08:5'8

(609) 499-0550
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Board of Chosen Freeholders | @\

@Bf The County of Burlingtan

4 e
. ;‘ ey
MOUNT HOLLY , NEW JERSEY e
‘erk of the Board (LI
é:‘et'::e of Land Use Planning 08060
Roem 222 Teieznone Nu
<3 Rancscas Road 539-255-3787
P (). Box 6300 July 33, 1896

\it. Hoily, NJ C8060

-

Ms. Tamara Rossi, Project Marnager

United States Invironmental Protection Agency
Region II

290 Broadway--15th Floor

New York, NY 10278

Re: Roebling Steel Site
Roebling
Florence Township., NJ

Cear Ms. Rossi:

Cn behalf of the Burlington County Board ¢of Chosen Freenclders, I
am writing to you to obtain information about the cleanup of the
Roebling Steel Site which is under consideration by the T3
Environmencal Protection Agency (EPA).

The County Freeholders have recently initiated a consensus planning
szudy aimed at revitalizing the communities located in =he Rou:ze
L30/Celaware River corridor (Cerrzidor), of which Florence Township
is one. This consensus planning study is coordinated by the
urlingson County Qffice of lLand Use Planning. A major goal of
tnis County initiative is to improve quality of life in the
Corridor, including the cleanup of contaminated sites and rendering
tnem productive once again. The Roebling Steel Site is such a site
of conzern and is integral to the revitalization of the Roebling
secticn of Florence Township.

With these goals and concerns in nind, chis office is interested in

szaining information abouz the Roebling Steel Site necessary for
planaing for the future of Rcebling and the Corridor. To that end,
p.easa provide us with a ccpy of the Focused Feasibility Study,
creposed cleanup plan and any other site-related documents f£or =i

sudsec:t sice.

In addition, please put the 3urlington County Office of land TUse
Plannin on your mailing list to keep us apprised qf any
ceveloprents regarding the cleanup of the Roebling Steel Site.

Snould you hnave any guestions in this matter, please do not
nesitate to contact me at £03/285-3787.




ccC:

Martha Bark, Freeholder
Frederick Galde,
GCeorge Sampson,

Very =zuly yours,

A i

. e .
- L s

Mark A. Remsa, PP, CLA, AIC?

Principal Planner

County Administrator
Florence

Susan Craft, Coordinator, Office of Land Use Planniag

doc:
£iles:

v
a - e

30.so0.cen/t.rossi.epa. flor.lzx

consensus planning/crsp. & florence
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TOWNSHIP OF FLORENCE

August 14, 1996

‘ba Rossi, Project Manager
ited Scates Invironmental Protection Agency
94 - -
%% Bgoadway < 19ch Floor
Mv Xork, NY 10278

Re: Roebling Sceel Planc
M ae. Rossi:

As the clean up of the Roebling Steel Plant is progressing, the
I:M would like to find out how we could go about delisting portions
-:% thy gice for future development. For example, the old Roebling

Tower is in deplorable condition and needs to be demolished. Fur-
M, the gace house on 2nd Avenue holds much hiscorical significance
idencs of che ares and it would be a wonderful move to eventually

;.MM ene building over to & local historic group for restoratioum.

g
.-
-

Oa behal? of Florence rowmhxp, please let me know if it is possible
-2 Bhgin deliscing seccions of the Roebling Steel Site. If your answer
s Wsgogitive one, then please advise on the procedures we must follow to
u:ﬂl,y resove parts of the propefty from the Superfuad lisc.

Thask you.

ey wguly youxs,

N\

RIC . BROOK,
Administrator
::: S¥wyor sud Township Council |
Jooz Ceary, Florence Township
fconosmic Developzent Commission
Py FICE
a.' ‘9 g (609) 499- 2528 ADMINISTRATIVE CFFICES
ZE Mg W ICIPM. ZIMPLER o AL (809) 499-2222 MUNICIPAL COURT
e gACa0 sTREEY T € (609) 499-3131 POLICE CEPARTMENT

-~

: ZHBCE nEw JEASEY S8318-2373  mccesomargp  (609) 499-2130 CONSTRUCTICN CCC
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Roebling, Netw Jersey 08554

19 August, 1996

-

290 Broedwny, 19th Floor
New York, New Yock 10007-1866

We ware giad for the opportuniy to mest again with the EPA an fuly 25, 1996 end hear the latest
on our Rosbiing Steal Superfiind Site. We realize how hard you are working an our Rosbling Steel Site
and truly spprociste ofl your cfforts i having it dlcancd up.

However, the meeting could have bean so much better if only EPA sctally hed the £38 million
dollars to continue the clean-up of this proparty. We went into the mesting with such grest hope, only to
be dissppainied onoe again. Our hearts are 50 heavy. The probiam is the many long years it takes to do the
studies eand physical removal of contamination. We have such bemutifhl plans for this histatical site and we
will again have 10 wait until they can be firther oxplaréd.  Our historic town of Rosbling is bang cast ande
and we will not Jet this happen. We are & proud people with strong roots and we Jove our town. This
waiting is oxtramcly discouraging.

I wanted to fix this letter to you because | am showing you that, indesd, the Rosbling Main Gate is
on the Netional Register of Historical Plsces. The Main Gete Building will serve o an excellent museurn for
the many tems and artifacts that the Roebling Historical Socisty bes bean collecting over the years. How
do we go sbout having the Main Gats “delisted™ s0 that we mgy continue owr vennare? This building i not
n'mow-dmnnhnndofum Plosse send oll nformation to me conocaming the

delisting procedure.

In addition 10 delisting the Msin Gete, [ ses thare is another problam we must sddress. Chartie
Tenerells mentioned st the mesting that even if monsy became avuilable, Rosbling Steel Sits would not
recerve the imds because afl themost hazardous meterials have been removed and, therefore, we are not
Iugh on the priodty list [s this trus? Are we loft, after starting this project and $25 million dollars later, with
no rescive? Is this normal procedure for the goverment t lssve areas only partally cieaned? How can
this be fair? 1f mdeed this s trus, we must get arcas delisted whars thers are no problams! Oumm

sky bright We desperately need the tux retabics!

As President of the Roebling Historical Socisty, [ want to inform yoa mnkﬂs‘ii\hcrof
the #3 altamnative. We need to keep all historical buildings end aspects alive! Jobn A. Rosbling
mnstlled N s & strong community pode and the diligence to contirme his works. [ also would bke to
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eddress snother question. The tall water 1Ower & our Rosbiing Park whare the EPA replaced the
aurounding sal needs to be painted. 1t 100 is & disgrace. We also need o know the ownersiup of the large
water tower 00 stilis. We are having trouble locating the owner, as it 100 noeds 10 be repaired and painted,
perhaps “Rosbling - Historic Village.” Mease chock your records end belp us find the ownar. Thoy must be
contacted to ether maintasn snd paint e 1ower, or remove & fom owr park. lunau-nlynm
and  is & hazard t0 artyons visiting our park.

In the spring of 1997, the Rosbiing Historical Socisty is planning the re-dedicstion of the 50th
Annversery Marmment in the Rosbling Park. [t will be & day of fastivities and we would hiks t© intvite you,
Chartis Tanarella, and Pat Seppi 10 share the day with us. We el you are an ©xtansion of owr family
becstmse of your dedication to the Rosbiing Steel Site and hopse thet we can incibde you in our
ocicbration plans.

Rosbiing will be 100 years ald i the yesr 2005. Our plans for thet cantannial yesr are 10 have s
momunent of a wire warker arected on the Main Strest Circle thet will be looking owwrd the Main Gete,
followod by & yoar long ey of fstivitics. We hope, with grants, that our Main Getc Muscum will be
fimished and open by then for everyons ©© enjoy and that cleanup of the Rosbiing Stesl Sits will
be well underway.

The RHS i taking an active rols in writing and vaicing our concens and dissppaintments
Senstors Lasenberg and Singer, Congressman Chris Smiith and Govemnor Christine Whitman. Someans
must be sbie 10 help us. Either the EPA s granted the capital to firish the Rosbling Steal Site or paivete
anterpaise must be allowed to purchase the land end dlean up the property to EI'A standards.

Pleass contact me if you bave any questions. [ am elso the owner of “Donna’s Dell end Grocery”
on Main Strest should you wish to stop by and discuss anything in more dotall.

\:LK;ﬁéidig/%f” LA A

Dorwa McElros

"1 000128
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On tehalf of the Burlington County Board of Chosen Freeholders, I
am writing to you to obtain information about the cleanup of zhe
Roebling Steel Site which 1is under consideration by =zhe U
Znvironmental Protection Agency (EPA).
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County Office of Land Use Planning. A a*or goal of
initiative is to impreove quality of 1if in tre
dor, including the cleanup of contaminated sites and rerde ing
productive once again. The Roebling Steel Site is such a sice
nd is integral to the revitalization of the Roeblin

f QVQHc. ’”ovmg\n-a

- oo Teem compw o

|4 SO TR WIS IS o
o i
r)l
b 2 U‘<
) ;D
Q
(1
(6]
e |

¥ O
(AT EENA

it 3w
4

.
.

MmO o ()1 W o)

10

T AN
9

5y

these goals and concerns in mind, this office is interested in
aining information about the Roebling Steel Site necessary for
anning for the future of Roebling and the Corridor. To that end,
the Focused Feasibility Study,
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_ease provide us with a ccpy of
osed cleanup plan and any other site-related documents for
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iizion, please put the Burlington County Office of Lard
on your wmailing list to keep us apprised Qf

~ents regarding the cleanup of the Roebling Steel Site.

rave any gues:ions please do =nct

2 in
O concact me at £.9/285-5
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Very truly vyours,

el /‘

A v
Lere L
Mark A. Remsa, PP, CLA, aIzZ?
Principal, Plahiner

-

cc: Martha 3ark, Freeholder
Frederick Galdo, County Administrator
George Sampson, Mayor, Florence
Susan Craft, Coordinator, Office of Land Use Planning

doc: rtlid.so.cen/t.rossi.epa.flor.lctr
files: <consensus planning/crsp. & florence
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STAUFFER MANAGEMENT COMPANY 1 Environmental Law Zecanment

;. Wilmington
| Delaware 19897

Teisphone (302) 886-3000
Fax (302) 886-2952

Luke W. Mette
(302) 886-369%0

August 14, 1996

Tamara Rossi

New Jersey Superfund Branch I

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region I

19th Floor

290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007 N -

Re:  Roebling Steel Company Superfund Site

Dear Ms. Rossi:

[ write in response to Kathleen C. Callahan’s July 17, 1996 letter to Rhone-Poulenc Inc.
(the corporate successor by merger to the former Stauffer Chemical Company) (hereafter
“Stauffer’”) requesting that Stauffer comment on EPA's proposed remedy for the Roebling Steel
Company Superfund Site. In view of the fact that EPA has not identified Stauffer as a PRP and
based on our investigation and conclusion that Stauffer has no liability at the Site (see my July
25, 1996 104(e) Request response), Stauffer respectively declines to comment on the proposed

remedy.
Very truly yours,

s
A\ , ,// '/ /ﬁ’//.;' T
oL AN - . I
A Y

~Luke W. Mette
Attormey

LWM:kdc
08149601 .kdc
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Hnited States Senate
WASHINGTON. DC 205 '0-3001 .
August 16, 1996
TO: £2940 LS4
Patricia Carr —n 0
Lagislative Liaison Cw
The United States Environmental Protection DZAQ/ Iéae,w/ ?/ { 7/ 4

Agency

Region 2 | OM/OL*/ 7/’1/?(

290 Broadway
New York. NY 10007

RE: Roebling Steel Mill Superfund Site

[ forward the artached for your consideration and would appreciate receiving
information in regard to Ms. Manser’s concerns as soon as possible. In order to be of benter
assistance to her, I would appreciate receiving further information regarding background and
current status of this site. Please direct your correspondence to Laurel Mackin of my staff.
She can be reached in my Newark office at One Newark Center, 16th Floor, 07102-5297.

Thank you very much for your time and assistance in this marter, and [ look forward
to your prompt reply. '

Sincerelv

- Bill Bradley
United States Senator

BB/lmm
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Margaret Manser
21 4th Ave.
Roebling, NJ 08554

July 8, 1996

Dear Senator Bradley,

Recently, in the Trenton newspapers there have been many articles about the revitalization
of the Roebling Complex. This, along with other projects such as the Waterfront Park are
just the economic boost Trenton needs.

As [ read about all the renovations and projects connected with the Roebling Complex in
Trenton, I keep thinking that it would be wonderful if that couid be done for our own
Roebling Steel Mill. That's right, there is another John A. Roebling Son's steel mill just a
few miles south of Trenton. It is tucked away in a community on the Delaware River in
Florence Township.

The people of Roebling (the town) have suffered the same-as the people of Trenton did
when the mull closed. As a member of the Roebling Historical Society, I know the
important role the mull played to the people of this community. But what was once
viewed as hope and opportunity, is now viewed as a sore that won't heal.

The buildings on this prime piece of property have become dilapidated, and it has been
declared a Superfund site. A number of businesses have contacted our township officials
about developing the site, but no one knows when it will be released to us. We have been
waiting a long time, but we seem to have been forgotten. While we have been waiting,
our property taxes have been skyrocketing, and our township resources have been
stretched to the limit.

We need to revitalize Roebling (the town). The only way possible is to have the Roebling
Steel Mill site released for use. The newspaper quoted Governor Whitman as saying
"Today we make it official: The Roebling revolution has begun, rather than making wire
rope and cable, we are creating hope and opportunity”. She may have begun the Roebling
revolution in Trenton, but we need to finish it in Roebling (the town). We could use some

hope and opportunity again
Sincerely,

Margaret Manser |
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Thls 1s in response to your letter c¢f Augus:t 16, 133¢,
written cn tehalf of your cconsticzuent, Margaret Manser,
cencerning the future redevelopment of the Roebling Steel
Superfund site in rlorence Tewnship, New Jersey. She raised
cencerns about *he time it 1s taxing to clean up the facilizy,

nd that the stigma of being a Superfund site has hindered the
timely involvement of potential investors or developers. She
cites the successful revitalization of the Roebling Complex in
Trenton, New Jersey, which 1s not a Superfund site, as an example
cf a timely revitalizarticn.

The Roebling Steel facility is a particularly large an
cemplex Superfund site which will take a number of years to
remediate, and the associated frustratidons voiced by the
surrounding ccmmunity are quite understandable. EPA 1s pursuing
a phased remedial apprcach at the site in an effort to make
incremental, tangible progress. Cver the years, EPA has signed
two Records of Decision and completed four early response
actions, %o ensure that the most toxic and hazardous wastes were
removed frem the site. Concurrent with these actions, remed:izal
investigation and design activities are still ongoing.

In the past, Florence Township officials asked EPA staff
apout acguiring portions of the site and returning them to the
tax roles without assuming potential liability for site cleanup
costs under the Comprehensive Environmental Respcnse,
Compensaticn and Liability Act, as amended. EPA, sensitive o
the eccncmic burdens impcsed on local communities, has instituted
several new policies to reduce the alleged "stigma" of having
ceen on the National Priorities List (NPL), and to encourage
potential investors or developers to undertake economic
redevelopment activities at a site without assuming potential
liability.
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re oI tha2s2 tolicies will new allcw the delszicn zf porsicns of
a sice2 frcm the NPL, once unacceptable risks to health and rtrhe
2 nizes thea

nvircnment have Leen properly addressed, and reccg
efulness of such determinaticns to promote faster reuse of
saned up parcels. At the Recebling Steel Site, township
0fZicials and the local community want EPA to partially del
two ar=as of the site, namely the slag dispcsal area and the
nistcric Main Cate building. CUpon successful implementation of
ramaedies at tn2se areas, EPA will certainly consider partial ,
delation at the Roebling Steel Site. An approximate time frame
for ccmpletion of these activities is two years.

ata
cle

The second of such policies has revised the criteria EPA
uses to evaluate prospective purchaser agreements, thereby
allowing the Agency greater flexibility to consider agreements
with covenants not to sue in order to encourage reuse and
development of contaminated property that would have substantial
benefits to the community. In the case of the Roebling S:eel
Site, where EPA response actions are ongoing, a prospective
purchaser agreement would require continuation of the cleanup in
such a fashion that it would be consistent with ongoing EPA
remedial activities, or the purchaser would reimburse EPA for the
cost of the cleanup.

EPA kelieves that the Roebling Steel Superfund Site is a
prime candidate for redevelopment, similar to the Roebling
Complex in Trenton. Both partial deletion and prospective
purchaser agreements could help facilitate the future goals of
the local community. N

ZPA recently released a Proposed Plan to the public, which
identified our preferred alternative for approximately 70
abandoned buildings and remaining contamination sources inside
and outside of those buildings. During the development of the
Propcsed Plan, our staff worked with the Township of Florence to
ensure that the proposed remedy would be compatible with
potential future uses of the property. In fact, the Township has
crepared a conceptual redevelopment plan for the Roebling Steel
site which includes a ferry servicing Trenton and Philadelphia, a
riverfront shopping village, parkland, and commercial space.
Please be assured that EPA will continue working with the
Florence Township community to make the Roebling Steel site
available for productive, safe uses as quickly as possible.

In addition to copies of the policies, I have enclosed the
Prorosed Plan and NPL factsheet for further information regardin
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If you have any further questions or need additional
information on activities at the Rcebling site, please let me
kxnow, or have your staff ccntact Jeane Rosianski, Chief,
Intergovernmental Affairs Branch at (212)637-3657.

Sincerely,

Jeanne M. Fox
Regional Administrator

Enclosures

cc: Robert C. Shinn, Commissioner _
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection

bcc: Rosemary Carroll
Executive & Congressional Communications
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PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA
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ROEBLING STEEL SUPERFUND SITE
FLORENCE, NJ

PUBLIC MEETING
JULY 25, 1996

AGENDA

Introduction

Pat Seppi, Community Relations
Coordinator, EPA
Superfund Overview

Charlie Tenerella, Team Leader
NJ Superfund Branch, EPA

Summary of Field Investigations John Gorgol, Site Manager
and Risk Assessment ‘

Foster Wheeler Environmantal

Roebling as a Cultural Resource

Sydne Marshall, Cultural Resources

Specialist, Foster Wheeler
Feasibility Study and

Tami Rossi, Project Manager
Preferred Alternative ' EPA

Roebling Redevelopment Plan Tamara Lee, PP, AICP, CLA

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

NOTE: Copies of the Proposed Plan, FFS Report, and other site-related documents are
available at the following repositories:

. Florence Twp. Public Library

Florence Twp. Municipal Bldg.
1350 Hornberger Ave. 711 Broad Street
Roebling, NJ Florence, NJ
(609) 499-0143

(609) 499-2525
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APPENDIX B

PROPOSED PLAN
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Superfund Proposed Plan

Roebling Steel Company

Florence Township

Burlington County, New Jersey

EPA Region 2 July 1996

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED PLAN

This document describes the remedial alternatives
considered for addressing contamination of
selected areas of the Roebling Steel Company
Superfund site located in Florence Township,
New Jersey. The Proposed Plan identifies the
preferred altermative for the remediation of
abandoned buildings containing contaminated
process  equipment, tanks, pits, sumps,
underground piping and friable asbestos. This
document is issued by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), the lead agency for site
activities, in conjunction with the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection
(NJDEP). the support agency for this project. The
EPA is distributing the Proposed Plan as part of
its public participation responsibilities under
Section 117(a) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980, as amended, (CERCLA)
and Section 300430(f) of the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). This document
summarizes information that can be found in
greater detail in the Focused Feasibility Study
(FFS) report and other supporting documentation.

This Proposed Plan is being provided as a
supplement to the FFS report, to inform the
public of EPA's and NJDEP's preferred remedy,
and to solicit public comments pertaining to all
the remedial alternatives evaluated, as well as the
preferred alternative.

The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is the
preferred remedy for the site. Changes to the
preferred remedy, or a change from the

s
-

preferred remedy to another remedy, may be
made if public comments or additional data
indicate that such a change will result in a more
appropriate remedial action. The final decision
regarding the selected remedy will be made after
EPA has taken all public comments into
consideration. We are soliciting pubiic comments
on all of the alternatives considered in the
detailed analysis of the FFS because EPA and
NJDEP may select a remedy other than the
preferred remedy.

COMMUNITY ROLE IN SELECTION
PROCESS

EPA and NJDEP rely on public input to ensure
that the concems of the community are
considered in selecting an effective remedy for
each Superfund site. To this end, the FFS report,
Proposed Plan, and supporting documentation has
been made available to the public for a public
comment period which begins on July 17, 1996
and concludes on August 15, 1996.

A public meeting will be held during the public
comment period at the Florence Township
Municipal Building on 711 Broad Street in
Florence, on July 25 at 7:00 pm to present the
conclusions of the FFS, to elaborate further on
the reasons for recommending the preferred
remedial alternative, and to receive public
comuments.

Comments received at the public meeting, as well
as written comments, will be documented in the
Responsiveness Summary Section of the Record
of Decision (ROD), the document which
formalizes the selection of the remedy.
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wetlands and  ground water. The vyears of
industrial activities at the site have resulted in
widespread contamination with both organic and
inorganic compounds.

The site 1s located 1n the Village of Roebling in
Florence Township. Burlington County, New
Jersey (Figure 1). It 1s bordered by Second Street
on the west and Homberger Avenue on the south.
Residential lands are located to the west and
southwest of the site at a zoning density of
approximately eight dwellings per acre. Two
public playgrounds are adjacent to the site. The
Delaware River forms the northem boundary of
the site, and Crafts Creek forms its eastern
boundary. U.S. Route 130 and a Penn Central
(Conrail) track are located to the south of the site.
Previous plant owners and operators of the site
were cited for violating environmental regulations
associated with waste handling and disposal
dunng periodic inspections performed by the
New Jersey Department of Health and NJDEP.
The site was proposed for inclusion on EPA's
National Prionties List of Superfund sites in
December 1982, and added to the list in
September 1983. In February 1983, the owner
abandoned the site.

In May 1985, EPA began a remedial investigation
and feasibility study (RI/FS) to characterize the
nature and extent of the contamination present at
the site. Due to the numerous contamination
sources, and various pathways for exposure
associated with the Roebling Steel site, EPA is
addressing the remediation in a phased approach.
Three removal actions have been conducted at the
site. In December 1985, the State of New Jersey
removed picic acid and other explosive
chemicals from one of the on-site laboratories.
EPA performed a removal action between
October 1987 and November 1988; this action
included the removal of lab pack containers and
drums containing corrosive and toxic matenals,
acid tanks, and compressed gas cylinders. EPA
conducted another removal action in October
1990, that included fencing a portion of the slag

area and excavating contarmunated soil in an area
of the Roebling Park, which borders the facility.

The first ROD for the site was signed in March
1990, resulting in the completion of a remedial
action in September 1991. That remedial action,
the first of several anticipated remedial actions,
known as operable units (OUs), continued the
removal or remediation of contaminated source
areas. [t included the removal and off-site
treatment and disposal of remaining drums,
transformers containing oil contaminated with
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), the contents of
exterior abandoned tanks, a baghouse dust pile,
chemical piles, and tire piles.

A second ROD was signed in September 1991, to
address the southeast playground (OU-2), and a
34-acre slag disposal area (OU-3). The Corps of
Engineers (COE) was given the responsibility to
design and implement the remedies selected in
the ROD. The remedy selected for the southeast
playground included excavating contaminated
soil hotspots, off-site treatment, and disposal at an
appropriate facility. To expedite this portion of
the remedial work, the Region [I Removal Action

. Branch conducted the cleanup of the playground

in the Fall of 1994, after the COE submitted a
final design to EPA. The remedy selected for the
slag area includes treating hotspots, defined as
highly contaminated slag material that fails a
Toxic Compound Leaching Procedure (TCLP)
test, and then covering the entire 34-acre slag area
with a soil cover and vegetation. Remedial design
sampling in the slag area has been completed.

The overall strategy for the Roebling Steel site
addresses contamination in a manner that would
allow most of the site to be returned to productive
use for industrial, commercial, or recreational
purposes. Two RODs have already been
completed to deal with site contamination.
Further site cleanup work: has been divided into
two additional RODs. Concurrent with ongoing
remedial investigation and design activities, an
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FFS was recently completed, which deals with
the imminent threat posed by 70 abandoned
buildings, and remaining contamination sources
inside and outside of those buildings. These are
areas that must be dealt with, prior to undertaking
any large scale soil or ground water remediation.
The FFS report forms the basis of this Proposed
Plan for the third ROD at the Roebling Steel site.
A fourth ROD will be prepared after all
remaining contarmination problems are identified
and charactenzed in an RUFS (which is currently

underway), and after a proposed plan for any
remaining problems is issued for comment. The
RUFS for the Roebling Steel site will incorporate
an extensive data investigation and discussion of
potential cleanup alternatives for remaining areas
of the site including: the on-site landfill, the
sludge lagoons, potential bunied drums, area-wide
contaminated site soils throughout the main plant
complex, river and creek sediments, and ground
water. '

RESPONSE ACTIONS

DESCRIPTION AND STATUS

Removal Actions

« Removal Action 1

e Removal Action 2

- Removal of drums, lab pack containers, acid tanks, and compressed
gas cylinders. Action completed in 1988.

- Removal of contaminated surface soils from the Roebling Park, and
installation of a penmeter fence around the slag area. Action
completed in 1991.

ROD 1 (March 1990)

e OU-I

- Removal of drums, transformers with PCBs, tanks, a baghouse dust
pile, chemical piles, tires. Action completed in 1991.

ROD 2 (September 1991)

e OU-2 - Removal of contaminated surfacs soils from the Southeast Park.
Action completed in 1994.

e QU-3 - Design of the remedy for a 34-acre slag area, including treating
hotspots, and covering entire area with a soil cover and vegetation.
Design underway.

ROD 3

(Planned for
September 1996)

- The upcoming ROD (the subject of this Proposed Plan) would address

" remediation of 70 abandoned buildings which contain contaminated
process dust, contaminated equipment, tanks, pits and sumps,
underground piping, and friable asbestos.

ROD 4
(Planned for 1997)

- This ROD would address all remaining contamination probléms at the
site, including an on-site landfill, sludge lagoons, potential buried
drums, soils, river and creek sediments, and ground water. An RI/FS
is planned for completion in Spring of 1997.
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Interior Tanks - The noncarcinogenic PAH, 2-
methvinaphthalene, was present in almost all of
the oil samples from interior tanks, with
detected concentrations ranging from 25 mg/kg
to 195 mgkg The only carcinogenic PAH
detected in the o1l samples was chrysene. Oil
samples exhibited low concentrations of a small
number of volatile organics; PCBs were not
detected in the tank oil samples.

Buildings

Chip. dust, and pit and sump (liquid and solid)
samples were collected from buildings to
evaluate alternatives for building decontam-
ination and demolition, and the remediation of
building pits and sumps.

Chips - Samples of building surfaces were
chiseled from selected buildings, based on a
knowledge of historical processing operations,
previous sampling results, visual evidence of
staining, and were characterized for potential
disposal. Eight out of forty-seven (17%) chip
samples failed the Toxic Compound Leaching
Procedure (TCLP), used to determine hazardous
waste thresholds. Seven of the exceedances
were for lead, while one was for chromium.

Floor Dust - Sampling results indicate that
several inorganics, carcinogenic polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are the
primary contaminants of concern for floor dusts.
Inorganic analytes of concemn in floor dusts
include lead, arsenic, and zinc. The average and
maximum lead concentrations detected in floor
dust samples were 5,908 ppm and 169,000 ppm,
respectively. The average and maximum arsenic
concentrations detected in floor dust samples, in
parts per million (ppm), were 31 ppm and 231
ppm, respectively. Elevated zinc concentrations
correlated fairly well with lead concentrations in
floor dust samples. The average and maximum
zinc concentrations detected in floor dust
samples were 8,351 ppm and 395,000 ppm,
respectively. Elevated concentrations of barium,
chromium and copper were also detected in
floor dust samples. Concentration ranges
detected in the floor dust, in parts per billion

(ppb). of non-carcinogenic and carcinogenic
PAHs are 8,772-248,400 ppb and 466-198,900
ppb. respectively. PCB maximum concen-
trations found in the floor dusts were 11,000
ppb and 68,000 ppb for Aroclor-1248 and
Aroclor-1260, respectively.

Soil floors in Buildings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 18 were
sampled at 0.5 to 1.0 feet intervals. The highest
concentrations were generally found in surficial
samples (0-0.5 feet). Soil floor sampling in
Buildings 2 and 3 indicated that lead and zinc
concentrations decrease with depth. Nearly all
significantly elevated concentrations of lead and
zinc detected in floor dust samples occur within
one-half foot (0.5) of surface grade. The
concentration range of lead detected in the
earthen floors of Buildings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 18 is
25.1-4,370 ppm.

Pits and Sumps - The pit and sump siudge/solids
exhibited significantly elevated concentrations
of copper, lead, and zinc, as high as 185,000
ppm, 6,380 ppm, and 41,200 ppm, respectively.
Pit sludge/solids revealed low or non-detectable
levels of PAHs, and non-detectable levels of

. PCBs. Low levels of volatile and semi-volatile

organic contaminants were detected in the
liquids from several pits.

Asbestos

An asbestos survey was conducted by centified
asbestos personnel for individual buildings. The
investigators inspected only those areas which
were accessible (not flooded), and only
buildings which were structurally sound. Each
building was examined with regards to location,
type of matenial, quantity, friable/non-friable,
and damaged/not damaged. Insulation on several
miles of exterior piping, and on vessels covered
with thermal insulation, was also included in the
survey. Approximately 244,000 square feet, and
44,000 linear feet of friable asbestos matenal
was identified throughout the facility. Insulation
materials around pipes in buildings were
sampled and analyzed for asbestos. Friable
asbestos was found in every building sampled.
with maximum concentrations reported at 90%
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during remediation, and to prevent releases of
hazardous contaminants into the environment.

Quantitative Human Health Risk Assessment

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-
related human health risks for a reasonable
maximum  exposure scenario: Hazard
[dentification - identifies the contaminants of
concern at the site based on several factors such
as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and
concentration. Exposure Assessment - estimates
the magnitude of actual and/or potential human
exposures, the frequency and duration of these
exposures, and the pathways, by which humans
are potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessment -
determines the types of adverse health effects
associated with chemical exposures, and the
relationship between magnitude of exposure
(dose) and severity of adverse effects
(response). Risk Characterization summarizes
and combines outputs of the exposure and
toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative
assessment of site-related risks. Both average
case and reasonable maximum case exposure
scenarios were evaluated.

The baseline risk assessment identifies
contaminants of potential concern, evaluates
exposures pathways, and quantifies the degree
of risk. The contaminants that are likely to pose
the most significant risks to human health and
the environment were identified, and are
evaluated in detail. Contaminants of concemn
detected in the building dust include semi-
volatiles (carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic
PAHs), pesticides and PCBs, and metals
(antimony,  arsenic, barium, cadmium,
manganese, thallium, vanadium, and zinc).

The baseline risk assessment evaluated the
health effects which could resuit from exposure
to contamination as a result of ingestion, dermal,
and inhalation exposure pathways. The risk
assessment evaluated the exposure pathways
believed to be associated with the greatest
potential exposures. An identified pathway does
not imply that exposures are actually occurring,
but only that the potential exists for the pathway
to be completed. The potential exposure routes

identified with present use of the buildings by
site workers include inadvertent ingestion and
dermal contact with * building dust, and
inhalation of suspended building dust. In the
future-use scenario, both residential and
commercial land uses are considered for the
buildings. The potential exposure routes
identified during future use of the buildings
include ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation
of interior building dust. Exposure assumptions
were made for both average case and reasonable
maximum case exposure scenarios.

For risk assessment purposes, contaminants are
separated into two categories of health hazards,
depending on whether they exhibit carcinogenic
or non-carcinogenic effects. For known or
suspected carcinogens, acceptable exposure
levels are generally concentration levels that
represent an excess upper bound lifetime cancer
risk to an individual of between 10™ to 10
representing a probability of one-in-ten
thousand to one-in-one million that an
individual could develop cancer as a result of
site-related exposure to a carcinogen over one's
lifetime (70-year period). Overall potential non-
carcinogenic effects posed by contaminants are
summarized as a Hazard Index (HI) for a
particular exposure pathway. The HI provides a
useful reference point for gauging the potential
significance of multiple contaminant exposures
within a single medium. The HI is the ratio of
the chronic daily ingestion of contaminant(s)
divided by acceptable exposure level(s). When
the HI exceeds one, there may be potential non-
carcinogenic health effects.

The results of the baseline nsk assessment
indicate that the building dusts on the site pose
risks that are slightly greater than the acceptable
risk range. Under hypothetical present use
conditions, the nsk assessment shows that
people on the site who might be regularly
exposed to contamination from the building
dusts are at a potential total excess lifetime
cancer risk of 1.5 x 10, and a non-carcinogenic
HI of 1.5, for the reasonable maximum exposure
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SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA requires that each selected site
remedy be protective of human health and the
environment, be cost etfective, comply with
other statutory laws, and utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies
and resource recovery altermnatives to the
maximum extent practicable. In addition, the
statute includes a preference for the use of
treatment as a principal element for the
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the
hazardous substances.

The FFS report evaluated, in detail, six remedial
alternatives to address the contamination
associated with the buildings. With reference to
the specific building groups (A, B, and C)
defined below, remedial alternatives range from
no further action with institutional controls; to
decontamination for reuse of the buildings; to
minimal decontamination followed by demo-
lition and excavation with on-site and off-site
management of debris. Asbestos abatement,
closure of contaminated underground tanks, and
drainage of underground piping are included in
all of the proposed alternatives except no further
action, because they are needed to protect
cleanup workers in the buildings and to protect
the environment from asbestos release and
failure of the tanks or piping releasing their
contents into the environment.

A brief description of each of the six remedial
alternauves developed for the buildings, as well
as an estimate of their cost and implementation
time frames, are listed below. Note that the time
frames represent actual construction periods
once design activities have been completed.
The design work can take up to two years to
perform, depending on the particular alternative.
These alternatives have been prepared from the
technologies and process options remaining
after the initial screening, taking into account
contamination levels and future reuse potential
for the three building groups (A, B, and C).

11
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Remedial Approach

The remedial approach involves separating the
abandoned building into three groups based on
the extent of contamination and the structural
stabtlity of the buildings. The groups are defined
as follows:

Building Group A: Contaminated buildings that
are structurally unsound.

Building Group B: Contamunated buildings that
are structurally sound.

Building Group C: Buildings with no significant
chemical contamination.

The reuse potentials for individual buildings
have also been assessed based on current
structural conditions, building sizes and
configurations, specific locations of buildings
on the site, and other considerations. As noted
above, buildings that are contaminated have
been segregated into two groups (A and B) to
facilitate the development of a variety of
decontamination/demolition alternatives. Group
A buildings would have limited or no reuse
potential due to lack of structural soundness,
and high levels of contamination that would be
infeasible to decontaminate. The most logicai
method to address the risks posed by
contamination in these buildings is to perform
decontamination to minimum levels required for
demolition, followed by demolition. For Group
B buildings, it would be feasible to address the
contamination risks by decontamination to
specific risk-based cleanup standards. It should
be noted that some building designations may
change based on architectural and historical
evaluations during remedial design. For
buildings with no significant chemucal contam-
ination except asbestos (Group C), remediation
options, except for asbestos removal, are not
considered. Figure | graphically depicts the
building group designations.
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As discussed In Alternative. |, institutional
controls would be placed on the site following
asbestos abatement and tank removal.

Alternative 3: Contaminated Underground
Tanks Closure / Underground Piping
Drainage / Asbestos Abatement for All
Buildings, and:

Building Group A: Gross Decontamination,
Demolition, and On-site Management of
Selected Demolition Debris

Building Group B: Decontamination

Building Group C: No Further Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $38,800,442
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: SO
Estimated Present Worth: $38,800.442
Estimated Construction Time: 2 years

Alternative 3 incorporates the basic components
of Alternative 2, in terms of contaminated
underground tank closure, underground pipe
drainage, and asbestos abatement; however, this
alternative also addresses the primary (gross)
decontamination and demolition of buildings in
Group A, and both primary and secondary
decontamunation of the buildings in Group B.
Alternative 3 includes the on-site disposal of
non-hazardous building demolition debris only.
Contaminated equipment, process dusts, and
contents from above-ground tanks, and
pits/sumps would be disposed off-site. Asbestos
abatement activities would also be completed to
varying extents under this altemnative for those
buildings that would be demolished. Buildings
in Group A would require the additional
removal of asbestos containing material that
could become friable when crumbled,
pulvenzed, or reduced to powder during
demolition. Asbestos containing material, such
as pipe insulation tar paper, ceiling and floor
tiles, transite wallboard, and firebricks, would
also be disposed of at an off-site landfill.

Equipment Removal and Decontamination -

Equipment and loose debris from buildings in
Groups A and B would be removed from the
butldings to facilitate subsequent decontam-
ination of the buildings. Large, heavy machinery
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would be cut down to manageable pieces. Piping
and ductwork would . be dismantled. All
accumulated liquid wastes and sludges from the
tanks, pits, and sumps would be properly
characterized prior to off-site disposal. A
significant quantity of equipment is salvageable
due to metal content, and recycling would
reduce the cost of this alternative. Equipment,
tanks, and other items would be decontarmunated
prior to recycling. Decontamination wastewaters
and sludges would be properly characterized
prior to off-site disposal.

Building Decontamination - Primary (gross)
decontamunation of the buildings (needed to
ensure safe demolition and disposal) in Group A
and B would involve collecting and containing
the dust for off-site disposal. Contaminated soil
from buildings with earthen floors would be
excavated and backfilled with clean soil fill.
Following primary decontamination to demo-
lition standards, Group A buildings would be
demolished. These structures are unstable and
cannot be reoccupied safely. Group B buildings
would require a more thorough decontamination
process so that the structures can be reused. This
"secondary” stage decontamination would
consist of deep cleaning the intenor walls and
floors with a vacuum, followed by pressure
washing. Temporary berms, culverts, and pumps
would be used to direct and collect wastewater
generated during decontamination of the
buildings. Hazardous wastewater would be
containerized for off-site treatment and disposal,
and nonhazardous wastewater would be
discharged to the local sewer system following
any pretreatment which is required by the
receiving facility. Liquid waste and sludge from
pits and sumps, and other process areas would
be containerized and characterized for off-site
transport and disposal.

Building Demolition - Group A buildings would
be demolished following asbestos removal and
primary (gross) decontamination. Standard
demolition equipment (e.g., backhoes, wrecking
balls, winches) would be wused. Control
measures would be implemented as necessary
during demolition activities to minimuze
generation of fugitive dusts. Building debnis
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Alternauve 5 parallels Alternative 3 in the
abatement of asbestos, closure of contaminated
underground tanks, underground pipe drainage,
primary (gross) decontamination and demolition
of buildings in Group A, and management of
debris generated during demolition.  This
alternative expands Alternative 3 with respect to
the way Group B buildings would be addressed.
Under Alternative 5, Group B buildings would
be decontaminated to demolition standards only;
no secondary vacuuming or pressure washing
would be performed. All equipment and
materials in each Group B building would be
removed for separate decontamination and
possible salvage. Using standard equipment,
Group A and B buildings would then be
demolished. Masonry, wood, and glass debris
from these buildings would be crushed for use
on-site as nonhazardous fill. Metal debns
would be recycled off-site. Historic building
recording activities would be expanded due to
the larger number of buildings to be demolished.

Alternative 6: Contaminated Underground
Tanks Closure / Underground Piping
Drainage / Asbestos Abatement for All
Buildings, and:

Building Groups A and B: Gross
Decontamination, Demolition, and Off-site
Management of Selected Demolition Debris

Building Group C: No Further Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $44,925,665
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $0
Estimated Present Worth: $44,925,665
Estimated Construction Time: 3 years

Alternative 6 parallels Altemative 4 in the
abatement of asbestos, closure of contaminated
underground tanks, underground pipe drainage,
primary (gross) decontamination and demolition
of buildings in Group A, and management of
debris generated during demolition. This
alternative expands Alternative 4 with respect to
the way Group B buildings would be addressed.
Buildings in both Groups A and B would be
demolished following gross decontamination to
demolition standards as descnbed under
Alternative 5, but all debns would be
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transported  off-site  for disposal and/or
recycling. Secondary decontamination weuld
not be performed under Alternative 6. '

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial
alternatives, each alternative is assessed against
nine evaluation criterta, including, overall
protection of human health and the environment,
compliance with applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements, long-term effective-
ness and permanence, reduction of toxicity,
mobility or volume, short-term effectiveness,
implementability, cost, and state and community
acceptance.

The evaluation criteria are described below:

o  Overall protection of human health and the

environment addresses whether or not a
remedy provides adequate protection and
describes how risks posed through each
pathway are eliminated, reduced, or
controlled through treatment, engineering
controls, or institutional controls.

with applicable or relevant and
appropnat requirement ARARs
addresses whether or not a remedy will
meet all of the applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements of other federal
and state environmental statutes and
requirements or provide grounds for
invoking a waiver.

o -t tivene manence
refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain
reliable protection of human health and the
environment over time, once cleanup goals
have been met.

0 ducti toxici volume
is the anticipated performance of the treat-
ment technologies a remedy may employ.

o Short-term effectiveness addresses the

period of time needed to achieve protection
and any adverse impacts on human health
and the environment that may be posed
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wastewaters generated from equipment and
building decontamination, and process dust
would be disposed in compliance with ARARs.
Alternatives 3 and 5 could be implemented in
compliance with ARARs related to on-site
disposal of TCLP tested crushed demolition
debrts, which would be used as non-hazardous
fill for portions of the site. Should this debris
prove hazardous, it would require treatment
prior to disposal at an off-site facility in
accordance with the RCRA land disposal
restrictions. Under Alternatives 5 and 6, it may
be more difficult to achieve compliance with the
National Historic Preservation Act. Demolition
of Groups A and B buildings would adversely
effect the buildings and process equipment
which are considered eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places. Alternative 2 would
only meet the ARARs related to UST closure
and asbestos abatement. Alternative 1 would
not achieve ARARs related to the disposal of
RCRA hazardous wastes from the buildings,
closure of contaminated underground tanks,
drainage of piping, and asbestos abatement. A
complete list of ARARs may be found in
Section 3 of the FFS report.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternatives 3 through 6 would all effectively
minimize the public exposure and contarmunant
migration associated with the buildings,
including friable asbestos and contaminated

underground tanks and piping. Long-term
perrmanence is maximized by removing
contaminants from building interiors to

acceptable levels through a combination of both
decontamination and demolition. Levels of
decontamination can be attained which would
allow for demolition of the building and
disposal of the debris, or to levels which would

allow future reuse of the buildings.
Considerable sampling of building surfaces and
equipment would be required to ensure

contamination was reduced to acceptable levels.

Long-term effectiveness and permanence would
be somewhat more enhanced under Alternatives
4 and 6 than Alternatives 3 and 5, because
demolition debris would be disposed of off-site.
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On-site  disposal raises some long-term
uncertainties  regarding potential  residual
contaminants migrating to the surrounding

environment. However, decontamination of
buildings would be performed to non-hazardous
levels prior to demolition to allow for safe on-
site disposal.  Following demolition, debris
would be sampled, and should this debris prove
hazardous, it would require treatment prior to
off-site disposal in accordance with the RCRA
land disposal restrictions. Alternatives 3 and 5
would be subject to a five year review because
contaminants, although at acceptable levels,
would remain on-site.

Under Altenative 2, asbestos abatement and
contaminated underground tank removal should
effectively and reliably eliminate risk associated
which these materials. The magnitude of
residual risk is highest for Altemative 1,
reduced slightly for Alternative 2 and reduced
significantly for the remaining alternatives.
Alternative 1 relies on institutional controls,
which are not always reliable. Trespassing,
vandalism, and unauthorized removal of scrap
metals continue despite the 24-hour security and

* perimeter fencing.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

The greatest reduction of toxicity, mobility, and
volume of contaminants would be achieved by
Alternatives 3 and 4, where decontamination of
building interiors would be implemented as the
principal remedial technology. In Alternatives 5
and 6, both Group A and B buildings would
undergo primary (gross) decontamunation (o
remove surficial dust for demolition purposes.
In Alternatives 3 and 4, Group B buildings
would undergo both primary (gross) and
secondary decontamunation, which would
remove a greater volume of contaminants from
the building interiors, and transfes them to
residues and wastewaters. Appropriate off-site
treatment and disposal of these decontamination
residuals and wastewaters would reduce the
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants
remaining at the site. Also, less demolition
debris tainted with residual contaminants would

be generated in Alternatives 3 asjd.oilca(gly



Cost

The estimated present worth costs range from
$606.,200 for Altemative | to $44,925,665 for
Altemative 6. In evaluaung cost effectiveness
between Alternatives 3 through 6, Altemative 3
(S38,800,442) sausfies the remedial action
objectives at the least cost, and removes the
risks associated with the potential reuse of
buildings. The cost differences between
Alternatives 3 or 4 and S or 6 are not significant.
Alternative 1 is the lowest cost but provides no
additional protection of human health and the
environment. Alternative 2 is significantly more
costly than Alternative 1, but only partially
meets the remedial action objectives.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Based upon an evaluation of the various
alternatives, EPA and NJDEP recommend
Alternative 3. The components of the Preferred
Alternative include the closure of USTs,
removal of the contents from underground
piping for off-site disposal, and asbestos
abatement, demolition of buildings in Group A,
and decontarmunation of the buildings in Group
B. Non-hazardous building demolition debns
would be managed on-site. Scrap metal from
butlding debnis and contaminated equipment
would be decontaminated and sent off-site for
metal recycling or landfill disposal. Process dust
and the contents of above-ground tanks and
pits/sumps would be disposed off-site.
Demolition debris that exceeds regulatory levels
would be sent off-site for disposal.
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Alternative 3 eliminates the risk of exposure to
butlding contamunants by demolishing Group A
buildings, and decontaminating Group B
buildings to health-based cleanup levels.

~ Alternative 3 would comply with ARARs,

particularly RCRA regulations dealing with the
treatment and disposal of hazardous wastes and
land disposal restrictions. Altemative 3 would
be the most desirable in order to achieve
compliance with the National Historic
Preservation Act. Decontamination of building
interiors would remove contarmunants through
pressure washing (treatment), and transfer them
to residues and wastewaters. Less demolition
debris would be generated and therefore could
be effectively managed on-site. Less matenial
would require off-site disposal, therefore
imposing the least amount of impact to the
neighbonng community. Alternative 3 satisfies
the remedial action objectives at the least cost.

The preferred alternative (Altemnative 3) would
provide the best balance of trade-offs among
alternatives with respect to the evaluating
criteria, and achieve cleanup objectives at less
cost than the other options. EPA and the NJDEP
believe that the preferred alternative would be

, protective of human health and the environment,

would comply with ARARs, would be cost
effective, and would utilize permanent solutions
and alternative treatment technologies or
resource recovery technologies to the maximum
extent practicable. The remedy also would meet
the statutory preference for the use of treatment
as a principal element, as a majority of the
buildings would be decontaminated to cleanup
levels.
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Mailing List Additions

If you or someone you know would like to be placed on
the Roebling Steel Superfund Site Mailing List, please
fill out and mail this form to:

Pat Seppi
Community Relations Coordinator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway
New York, NY 10017-1866

Name:

Address:

Telephone:

Affiliation:
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APPENDIX C

PUBLIC MEETING SIGN-IN SHEET
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ROEBLING STEEL SUPERFUND SITE
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ATTACHMENT 4

NJDEP LETTER OF CONCURRENCE
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wepartment or environmental Protection

»

Kaobert C. Shinn, Jr.
Commissioner

SEP 2 7 1936

Ms. Jeanne M. Fox
Regional Administrator
USEPA - Reyion 11

290 Broadway - Finor 19
New York, NY 10007 - 1866

Subject: Roebling Stee) Supcerfund Site
Record of Decision (ROD) - Operuhle Unit 4 (OU-4)

Dear Ms. Fox:

The Department of Environmental Protection has evaluated and concurs with the Roebling
Steel Site Superfund ROD for QU-4 (see attached ROD) which uddresses the remedy for
70 contaminated buildings occupying most of the property.

The Department is aware that this ROD represents the third of four RODs planned for the
site. The first ROD was signed in March 1990 und the Remedial Action was completed in
September 1991. ‘T'he second ROD was signed in Septemiber 1991 to address the southeast
playground (OU-2) and a 34-acre slag disposal area (OU-3). The Region II Removal
Action Branch conducted the cleanup of the playground (OU-2) in the fuli of 1994. The
Corps of Enginecrs has completed the draft 6545 design plans and specificutions for the slug
disposal area (OU-3). This third ROD fur. OU-4 addresses the remedy for 70 on-site
contaminated huildings. The final fourth ROD for OU-§ will address the cleanup
alternatives (01 remaining areas of the site which include: the on-site landfili, the sludge
lagoons, potential buried drums, arca-wide contaminated site soils throughout the main plant
complex, river and creek sediments, and ground water.

The specific components of the selected remedy outlined in the ROD for OU+4 include the
following:

. Demolition of Group A buildings and decontamination of Group B buildings;-

* Removal and off-site disposal ol continued liguids and sludges contained in
the underground storage tanks, undcrground piping systems, above ground
tanks, and pits/sumps; contaminated proucess dust; hazardous demolition
debris; and asbestos abatement;

* On-site management of non-hazardous building demolition debris;

New Jarszy 8 an Foue! Opparturity Bmploysr
Necycied Paper
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Jeanne M. Fox
Page 2

* Decontamination and off-site recycling or dispusal of scrap metal from
building and contaminated equipinent.

It should be noted that the NJDEP does not have applicable nun-residential cleanup criteria
for building interiors. Therefore, NJDEP cannot give final approval for the suitability of the
buildings for reuse. It is recommended that the suitability of reuse of the site buildings be
determined by the individuals who are interested in purchasing the sites along with any
other appropriate agencies.

The State of new Jersey appreciates the opportunity to participate in the decision making
process and looks forward to future cooperation with the USLPA.

Sincerely,

Attachment: Roebling ROD (OU-4)
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