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Executive Summary

This is the second five-year review for the Pulverlzmg Services site. The site is located in the

_ Townshlp of Moorestown, Burlington County, New J ersey.
{

_ The 51te is belng addressed in two remedial phases or Operable Umts (OUs) Operable Umt One - .

~(OU1) was a final remedy that addressed on-site and off-site pesticide-contaminated soils, based
. upon a July. 23, 1999 Decision Document. Operable Unit Two (OU2) addressing site-wide
groundwater is currently being investigated' The OU1 remedial action has been compléted and
no further soil-related actions are anticipated. Under the OU2 investigation, groundwater
momtonng activities are ongomg and no conclus1ons can be made at this time.

ThlS ﬁve-year review found that the remedy is functioning as intended by the De01s1on
. Document, and is protecting human health and the envuonment ' :



Five-Year Review Summary Form

\

- SITE IDENTIFICATION .

. \
Site name (from WasteLAN): Pulverizing Services

EPA ID'(front WasteLAN): NJD980582142 S _ o

Region: 2 i . [ State: NJ City/County: Moorestown/Bﬁrlington ‘

NPL statﬁs: O Final O Deleted MOther (specify) - Non NPL Site

Remediation status (choose all that apply): O Under Construction B Constructed M Operating

Multiple OUs"* l YES gNo Constructlon completlon date:

Has site been put into reuse" El YES ] NO O NA

REVIEW STATUS

Lead agency: M EPA [J State (I Tribe O Other Federal Agency o

Author name: Mark Austin

Author title: Remedial Project Manager. . - Author affiliation: EPA

Reﬁew._perio¢:¥* 05/01/2005 to 012/29/2009

Date(;) of site inspection:  12/2/2009 .

Type of review: _ : S .
- ' " Post-SARA ©~ [OPre-SARA O NPL-Removal only
B Non-NPL Remedial Action Site ‘3 NPL State/Tribe-lead
OPolicy [ Regional Discretion

Review number' D1 (first) W2 (second)_ .0 3 (third) U1 Other (specify)

Tnggermg actlon

0 Actual RA Onsite Construction at OU #_ O Actual RA Start at OU#
0 Construction Completion ‘ . Prcvxous Five-Year Rev1ew Report
O Other (specify) s

Triggering action date (from WasteLAN): May 16, 2005 (Previoﬁs Five-Year Réview) '

| Does the report include recommendatio_n(s) and follow-up action(s)? . M yes O no

Is the remedy protective of the environment? W yes O no

* [“OU” refers to operable unit.] ' '
** [Review period should correspond to the actual start and end dates of the F 1ve-Year Rewew in WasteLAN.]



Five-Year Review Summary Form (continued)
Issues ‘

-~ A deed notice for contmued use of the property as non-re51dent1al (commercnal/hght mdustnal)
.1dent1ﬁed in the Operable Unit One (OUl) Decision Document, has yet to be 1mp1emented

.Recommendatzons and Follow-up Actions -

- The OU1 Dec1s1on Document deed notice requlrement will be 1mplemented upon. transfer of
property ownershlp ~

- Other Comments on Operation, M'aii'ztena'n'ce, Monitoring,‘ and Institutional Controls e

EPA will continue to conduct over51ght of routine operationi and mamtenance (O&M) activities at
the s1te and adJustments to these actlvmes w1]l be suggested on an ongoing basis as needed

_ Protectiveness Statement

The remedy at OU1 currently protects human health and the env1ronment in the short term through

|l the removal of pesticide-contaminated soils from the site, thereby eliminating the posmbrhty of

exposure to these soils. However, in order for the remedy to be protectlve in the long term, a. deed
notice needs to be estabhshed for the srte o < :
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I Introductio'n'

The purpose of the five-year review is to determme whether the remedles at a site are protective
of human health and the environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are
documented in Five-Year Review reports. In addition, Five-Year Review reports identify issues
found durmg the review, ‘if any, and identify recommendatlons to address them.

Although the site was not placed on the Nat10na1 Priorities List (NPL) remedial action has been
taken under Section 121(c) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended, 42 U.S.C. Section 9601, et seq;, and 40 C.F.R.
300.430(f)(4)(ii) and in accordance with the Comprehensive Flve-Year Review Guldance
OSWER Directive 9355.7- -03B-P (June 2001) e

“The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), I){egion 2, conducted this five-year review of
the remedy implemented at the Pulverizing Services site located in the Township of Meorestown,
Burlington County, New Jersey. This five-year review was conducted by Mark Austin, Remedial
Project Manager (RPM). ThlS report documents the results of the review.

* This is the second five-year review for the site. The triggering action for this statutory review
was the initiation of the remedial action in May 2000. A five-year review is required: due to the
fact that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site above levels that
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. - g '
The ﬁrst five-year review for the ,site was conducted by EPA in May 2005. The five-year review’
included a site visit by EPA as well as a review of documents, data and all available information.
- The purpose of the first five-year review was to examine whether the remedy under Operable
Unit One (OU1) for site-wide soil contamination at the site was being implemented according to
the Decision Document dated July 23, 1999 and was protective of human health and the .
environment. Operable Unit Two (OU2) for groundwater was not initiated at that time. The
~.2005 five-year review détermined that the remediation activities on site provxded adequate
protection of human health and the environment.

This ﬁve year review found that the implemented remedy (OUT1 - site.wide soils) is functioning’
as 1ntended and continues to protect human health and the env1ronment :

This site (see Flgure 1) is being addressed under two Operable Units (OUs). OUl is the final .

- remedy addressing pesticide-contaminated soil at the site and a few specific off-site locations,
based on a Decision Document issued on July 23, 1999. OU2 w111 be thé final action at the site,
which addresses site-wide groundwater. - '

~ To date, OU1 has been completed.‘ OU2 is currently in the investigative stage.



II. . Site Chronology

Table 1, be]ow summarizes site- related events

Table 1: Chronology of Site Eventsr - .

Event/Actrvrty o - o | Date
International Pulvenzmg Co.’s manufacturmg operations began e 1935
Mlcromzer Company took over operatlons o o ’ . 1946
.PPG Industnes Inc (PPG) assumed owner-operator status. . ‘ | oL 194‘8.'
Pulvenzmg Servxces bought out PPG R o S B 1963
Plant was. shut down and abandoned | _ - S ’ : 1979

1 New Jersey Depaxtmen_t of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) inspected the 1985

site and sampled the soils, surface water, and air, confirming pesticide
' contamination in soils and surface water. _ . _ o

1 NJDEP requests EPA to 2 assume site 1ead | - o S 1987

EPA investigates overall s1te conﬁrmmg NJDEP's fmdmgs and uncovered 1 1987
several subsurface anomalies. : o

Under an Admlnlstratlve Order on Consent (AOC), PPG placed securlty 1 . 1988.

- fencing around property. ‘ ' '

“Undera 2nd AOC PPG agrees:to fully mvestlgate the site for soxl and - - 1989

’ groundwater contamination. R

Phase I Sxte Investlgatlon is performed ‘ N | -‘” ' L ' : “1989_ '

“Under a 3rd AOC, PPG and other responsible partles agree 10 remedlate on- | 1 99't)
site bulldmgs 5,6and29. .- o o ( T
Phase II Site Investigation is performed. =~ - 1 - 1994
Spring and Fall removals from ‘adjacent properties. - | 7 | 1996 .
An additional removal from an adjacent property is perforrned in December. - 1998
Decision Document for OUl is 1ssued by | EPA for srte-related contaminated 1999

soil remediation.

Under a 4th AOC, PPG agrees to perform the 1999 Decision Document. . | .- - 1999

Response Action Project Plan for site-wide soil removal is approved by EPA.. | . -2000..
‘| PPG initiates performance of soil remedy with EPA oversight. . . 2001




/ .

First Five-Year Review is completed o | — - 2005 _
- Work Plan for groundwater RI (Remed1a1 Investlgatlon) is approved by 2006
EPA. , | ' .
RI for OU2 ~ groundwater begins. = ' S 2006
- OUl remedy conr_pleted._' : _ o ' N 2007
ou1 Remedi_al Action Report is approved by EPA. | o 2008

2L b-:Back‘groimd.
Physical Characteristics

The site consists of approximately 24 acres and is located in an industrial park in Moorestown,
New Jersey. Bounded to the northeast by commercial and industrial facilities, northwest by
Crider Avenue, southeast by railroad tracks, and southwest by a mix of residential, commercial,
and industrial properties, the site is zoned as non-residential, (commercial/light industrial).

- There are no permanent surface water bodies on the site. After heavy precipitation, the surface
- -water runoff drains toward both the southeast and southwest corners of the site where it
. discharges into underground conduits connected to the township’s sewer system. The residents
near these dramage systems nearby the site all obtain potable water from a publlc water supply

- Site Hydrogeology :

- The site is located within 3/4 m11e east of the North Branch of Pennsauken Creek; and an
unnamed creek is located ‘approximately 3/4 mile further east of the site. Reglonally, the site is
- located in the Atlantic Coastal Plain Physiographic Province in a transition zone between the
Englishtown Formation and the Woodbury Clay.  The site-specific unconsolidated sediments of
the Coastal Plain include the Magothy and Raritan Formation, Merchantville Formation and the .
. Woodbury Clay, which are all Crestaceous Age. . Beneath the site, bedrock is estimated to be 450°
_ feet below ground surface. Site hydrogeology is primarily controlled by the presence of the-
surface unit consisting of red sand and gravel with'silt and clay-rich zones, stiff, low permeable

. clays, and the deep sands and gravels beneath the clay. These factors affect the site hydrogeology

which results in the following: an upper shallow unconfined water table aquifer approximately
10 to 20 feet thick; a confining layer consisting of approximately 125 féet of an extremely low- -
permeability clay, followed by 10 feet of sand and another 100 feet of very stiff clay; anda
deeper (at around 225 feet below ground surface) artesian groundwater unit consisting of sands ‘
and gravels with no apparent hydrologxc connection with the overlymg unconfined unit.
“Groundwater ﬂow in the shallow aquifer is generally west towards the North Branch of the
Pennsauken Creek.



Land and Resource Use

There were several owners and operators of the site from 1935 to 1979 The site was used for the -
formulation of pesticides. These activities, combined with poor housekeepmg, led to widespread -
chemical contamrnatlon at the site, as well as mrgratron of contaminants to off-site areas. '

The site is currently zoned for light 1ndustrial use and is expected to remain SO into the future.

~ The site is currently surrounded by industrial, commercial and residential land uses. In
evaluatmg potential risks posed by the site, EPA considered the possibility of future llght-
‘industrial/ recreational development. Since the completion of the OU1 remedy, there have been
several inquiries regarding the reuse of this property; however, no progress has been made. -

The groundwater aquifer underlying the site is dclas51ﬁed as a Class A groundWater aquifer

(potable water source) by the State of New J ersey; however, it is not used for. potable purposes in -
-the vicinity of the site. S .

History of Contammatzon :
A summary of site ownership is presented beIOW'

. 1935 t0 1946 - The plant was operated by the International Pulverizing Company

"o 1946 to 1948 - The plant was owned and operated by Micronizer Company, a subsrdrary -
of Freeport Sulfur Company C o
. 1948 to 1963 - The plant was owned and operated by PPG Industnes Inc. -

J 1963 to 1979 - The plant was owned and operated by Pulverizing Servr&as Inc., until
' plant operatlons ceased in 1979 : : .

~ The main pesticide formulatmg operatrons involved the grmdmg, mlcromzmg, and blendmg of
pesticides. According to historical reports, operations were initially limited to formulatlon of
inorganic pesticides such as Tead arsenate, calcium arsenate, sulfur, and tetrasodium
pyrophosphate. In later years, synthetic organic pesticides such-as -
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethylene (DDT), aldrin, malathion, dieldrin, lindane, rotenone, and n-
‘methyl carbamate (Sevin or Carbaryl) were reportedly formulated. The active pesticide -
‘ingredients were: not manufactured at the site, but were imported to the site and then ground
blended, and packaged. for dlstrlbutlon under various labels. : B
Records of Pulverrzmg Servrces Inc 1ndlcate that since. 1935, only dry chemrcal processmg was |
conducted at the site. : .
- During the 1950s and early 1960s, waste matenal was reportedly drsposed of in several trenches

" north of the main production bulldlngs : .
In 1979, operatrons at the plant. ceased In 1983 the former plant productron facrlrtres were
'decommrssroned and boarded shut.
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Initial Response \ L L T e ‘
On June 12,-1985, in response to allegations of improper waste disposal, the New Jersey

: Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) performed a site mspectlon The inspection
revealed that waste material (drummed and loose) remained on site, in and around the buildings,:
and also appeared to be buried in trenches at the north end of the site. In April 1986, NJDEP
sampled these areas and determined that the trench locations were contammated thh pest1c1des
~ (DDT and its decomposition products DDD and DDE). ' :
: ¢ Tt : .

" In October 1987, ,aﬂer NJDEP‘requested EPA to assume the lead agency role for the site, EPA -

- conducted a follow-up investigation. Samples were collected from soil, sediment, surface water,
former plant structures and air. The investigation confirmed the findings of the previous NJDEP
investigation and further determined that the contamination was not limited to the trench areas,
but was also be found throughout the property. Under the terms of an Administrative Order on -

" Consent (AOC) with EPA in May 1988, PPG, a former owner/operator of the fac111ty, mstalled
' secunty fencmg around the property. -

In 1989, another AOC was issued whereby PPG agreed to perform the necessary soil and

- groundwater investigations at the site. In an additional 1990 AOC, other identified responsible
parties agreed to perform a removal action to clean up the material in and around the site
production buildings. These potential responsible parties (PRPs) included companies that sent -
pesticides to the facility for formulatlon prev1ous owner/operators and the current owner of the ©
31te - ST '

Basis fo‘f T. a'l.a'ng.-Action _' |

During 1990 and 1994/1995, Phase I and Phase II Site Investlgatlons were conducted by PPG.
These mvesugatlons revealed that the main source of environmental concern at the site were the.
pesticide-contaminated surface and subsurface soils. The highest.concentrations of pesticides
were within the vicinity of the former disposal trench.” Based upon these results, a baseline
Human Health Risk Assessment was conducted. The Assessment concluded that exposure at the
site posed an unacceptable total cancer risk to future Site Workers through mgestlon and

‘inhalation to surface soil and subsurface soils. And if not addressed by a response measure, 'may Ly

present a current or potential threat to public health. The Assessment further determined that the
following Chemicals of Concem and Cleanup Goals based on the 10 Slte Worker exposure .
should be used ' : '

{ PR

Parameter : : Slite Wor-ker EXposure ,
" Aldrin | 034ppm

Dieldrin’ . | 0.36 'ppm :

4,4ppT | 170ppm -

11



-In. September 1990 burldmg cleanup pursuant to the l990 AOC began under the direction of

EPA. Approximately 600 drums and 580 cubic yards of waste matenals were shrpped off site.
The interiors of the buildings were also power-washed and secured -

'Although‘ groundwater contarnmatlon was detected in several momtoring wells, EPA elected to -
“complete the groundwater site investigation after first completing the soil remedy. During both
Phase I and II investigations, the shallow unconfined groundwater aquifer appeared to be the only -
groundwater aquifer that contains site-related chemicals of concern. Sample analysis of the deep
confined aquifer indicated the site-related contamination has not migrated to this unit.

In the Spring and Fall of 1996 as well as December 1998, three corrective actions were
performed to remove contaminated surface soils from three adjacent properties. This work was
completed and the resultmg contammated smls were staged on-s1te in Bu11d1ng 29 for eventual
dlsposal : :

IV.. Remedial Action
. v ‘ o N ,\ . ‘
Remedy Selection and Implementation /
~ On July 23, 1999, EPA issued a Decision Document addressing all contarninated surface and
subsurface soils for the site. To protect human health and the environment based on available
information, applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), and risk-based levels |
establlshed in the RlSk Assessment the followmg objectives were established for the site:

e Mitigate potent1a1 routes of human health and envrronmental exposure to contammated
soils; ' : ' :

e Restore the soil at the s1te to levels Wthh would allow for commerc1a1 reuse of the

©  property; : : : . : -

o Treat and/or dispose of soils excavated ﬁom off-srte propertxes and stockplled in e
Building 29; e : :

- & Remediate all on-site smls above the Slte Worker Cleanup Goals 1dent1ﬁed in the I‘lSk
assessment; '

e Treat soils above 1 000 parts per million (ppm) total chlormated pest1c1des (treatment
level).

e Comply w1th ARARs, or provrde grounds for mvokmg a waiver. -
- The major components of the selected response measure mcluded:
e Excavation and transportation to an off-site disposal facility of approximately 13,100
" cubic yards of contaminated soils determined to be above 0.34 parts per mrlhon (ppm)

of aldrin, 0.36 ppm of dieldrin, or l7 0 ppm of 4,4'-DDT,

J Dlsposal of the excavated soils that are below the treatment level of 1 OOO ppm of -
. chlormated pesticides, and are not hazardous waste pursuant to the Resource

12
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Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), at an appropriate off-site landfitl;

 Treatment, by off-site thermal desorption, of all contaminated soi} above the 1,000
ppm treatment level, that is determined to be treatable by thermal desorption (any-
- contaminated soil above the treatment level that cannot be treated by thermal -
desorption, and ‘any soils that are deemed RCRA hazardous waste, will be sent to an |
off-site permltted incinerator for treatment), and '

. Backﬁ]lmg of the excavated areas w1th clean fill from an off-site locat1on covering,
these areas w1th t0p3011 and seeding.

The preferred remedy would allow for future commercial use of the site. The résponse measure
~ contemplated institutional controls, such as a deed restnctlon to ensure that the future land use
_remains commercial.

Under the fourth and final AOC, PPG agreed to perform the OU] Decision Document in -
September 1999, Field activities for the QU1 remedy. activities began in' April 2000. By May
2007, approximately 113,492 cubic yards of contaminated soil had been removed and transported
off site. The OQUT remedy addressed contaminated soils found on all areas of the site; in
addition, the remedy removed soils, believed to be contaminated as a result of site operations, on-
- portions of the neighboring Coca-cola, Genuine Parts Company, and Whitesell properties as well’
as a portion of work along the New Jerséy Transit Railroad right-of-way. To address the

remedial objectives, the depths of excavation varied from the first two feet of soils to as deep as -

- approximately 14 feet below ground surface. The deeper excavations removed some soils
considered to be sources of groundwater contamination. After completion of the soil excavation,
the site was backfilled to grade with clean soil and restored with natural vegetation.

The implementation of the OU1 Decision Document institutional controls requirement

- (placement of a deed notice on the site) has not been completed. Since the owner of the site is-
bankrupt and is in arrears on property taxes, the deed notice requlrement will be xmplemented

when there is a transfer of property ownershlp -

' V. Progress smce the last review

_The first five-year review for the site, completed in May of 2005, noted that the remedy for OU1 -
as being implemented in accordance with the 1999 Decision Document, was protective of human
health and the environment: SRR

Since the first five-year review, the QUT remedy has been completed and the site has remained
secure. A final remedial action report was compieted and approved by EPA in Apnl 2008. .The

. cleanup of QU] is protective and has restored the area to light industrial/recreational use. In
addition, the QU2 groundwater remedial investigation commenced in December 2006 and is

. being implemented according to an August 2006 EPA-approved work plan. Initial work efforts .

- for OU2 are focusing on sampling groundwater from the on-site monitoring wells and reviewing e

; . 13



all previous existing information from the site and surroundmg properties. Smce the 1985 °
NIDEP sampling results confirmed that the surface water was contaminated, a review of these
results and subsequent investigation of this media will also be conducted as part of OU2.

VI Five-Year Review Process
Administrative Components ' o S '

The first five-year review, dated May 2005, determmed that the site remamed protective of
human health and the environment while the remedy was being 1mp1emented according to the
OU1 Decision Document.’
For this second five-year review, the review team consisted of Mark Austin (EPA - s
RPM), Marc Yalom (EPA - Hydrogeologist), Charles Nace (EPA — Human Health Risk
Assessor), Michael Clemetson (EPA — Ecological Risk Assessor), and Jeff Pytlak -
Cummings-Riter on behalf of PPG.

Community Notification and Involvément

EPA published a notice in the Burlington County Times, a-local newspaper, on December 17,
2009, notifying the community of the five-year review process. The notice indicated that EPA
was in the process of conducting a five-year review of the remedy for the site to ensure that the
implemented remedy remains protective of public health and the environment and is functioning
as designed.. It also indicated that upon completion of the five-year review, results of the reVi_'ew
would be made available at the designated site repositories. In addition, the notice included the
RPM's address and telephone number for questions related to the five-year review process or the
Pulverizing Services site. The EPA RPM was not called by any members of the commumty
regarding this five-year review. :

. EPA has made all site-related documents available to the‘f)ublie in the.administrative record -
‘repositories maintained at the EPA Region II office (290 Broadway, New York, New York
10007) and the Burlington County Library, 5 Pioneer Blvd., Westampton, New Jersey 08060..

Document Review

This five-year review utilized a rewew of various snte—related documents (See Attachment B fora
list of these documents).

Data Review

Since OUT is completed, no new data exists for this five-year review.

14



Site[nspéctjl'olni e ; » T

Aﬁ inspection of the Pulverizing‘ Services site was conducted on December 2 2009. The -

following parties were in attendance: Mark Austin, EPA Region II RPM; Mar¢ Yalom;

- EPA Region I Hydrogeologist; Charles Nace, EPA Region Il Human Health Risk

Assessor; Michael Clemetson, EPA Region 11 Ecological Risk Assessor; and, Jeffrey

'Pytlak PPG’s representative (Cummmgs/ther Consultants Inc.). ‘ ~
. \ ’ N ’

The site 1nspect10n consisted of a physical 1nspect10n of the entire remedxated property,

security fencing, momtonng wells, on-site dramage systems, and surrounding off-site

areas. : :

The followmg sections present the results of the site inspection, separated into each mspected
element. \

" Secunty Fencmg Upon mspectlon no deﬁc1en01es were noted regardlng the s1te secunty
fencmg - - . e

Groundwater Monitoring Wells - There are a number of wells on‘the site that are part of the OU2

sampling plan. No damages were observed. All wells were determined to be in good working
‘order and locked. These wells will continue to be inspected throughout the investigative process,

as needed. .If there is a need to decommission any wells in the future, the appropriate actions w1ll
- be taken. L .

Surroundmg Areas Nothmg out of the ordinary was noted No new constructxon on ne1ghbor1ng

properties or other factors that might change exposure scenarios were 1dent1ﬁed

On- s1te Dramage Svstem The dramage systems were 1nspected No blockages or debns were-
noted and water was ﬂowmg through the system New vegetatlve growth was observed in all.
areas. _ :

Interviews :

During the site mspectlon EPA met w1th PPG’s representatlve (Cummmgs/ther) who has been
tasked with completing the wetlands’ 0&M program and the OU2 groundwater investigation.
Cummings/Riter indicated that they did not have any specific concerns regarding the existing -
wetlands program or the groundwater investigation nor have they received any public inquiries.

.. 'VII. " Technical Assessment . Sy

Question iA: TIs the.remedy functioniné‘ as intended by the decision documents'?f o

The remedy for. the site consisted of excavation w1th off-s1te transportatlon of contammated soil

. _ on the site proper and excavatxon with off-site transportatlon of contammated soil/sediment in the -

)
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drainage areas off-site. The off-site remedial action occurred after the completion of the previous - -
five-year review. Since the contaminated soil was removed from the site and off-site dramage
areas, the remedy 18 functronmg as intended by the Decision Document,

L . ,
Although the instltutronal controls requirement (placmg a‘deed- notice on the property to ensure
continued use as non-residential) has yet to be implemented, no activities on site have been ~
observed, nor has EPA been alerted to any transfer of ownership that would need to precede -
reuse of the property. o

‘ K :
Since there has been limited 1nvest1gat1on of the groundwater, there has been no dCClSIOI‘l o
regarding the need for a remedy

In addition, the rernedy has eliminated exposure to ecologlcal receptors by the removal and
. treatment of contaminated surface soil. Therefore, the remed1a1 action is functioning as. 1ntended

for the ecologlcal mterests at the site.

Questlon B Are the exposure assumptlons, toxmlty data, cleanup levels and remedlal
‘ actlon objectlves used at the time of the remedy stll] valid?

- The previous five-year revrew evaluated the exposure assumptrons and toxicity values that were -

used to evaluate the site during the remedial investigation. The findings from the previous five- -

year review were that the exposure assumptions and toxicity values were still valid. During this
five-year review, the exposure assumptions and toxicity values were reevaluated, and they are
still valid. In addition, the cleanup values-that were used and the remedial action objectives still
~ remain valid. In summary, the potential exposure pathways for contaminated $oil and sediment

for on-site and off-site areas have been effectlvely eliminated through the removal of the -
~contaminated medra

The groundWater associated with the site is still under investigation; therefore, vapor intrusion -
has not been evaluated for the site. This pathway will be evaluated as the groundwater

investi gatlon progresses.

,Ecolog1cally, the 1999 Decision DOCument assessed ’ecologlcal nsks and determined appropriate

cleanup levels for surface soil. ‘Contaminated surface soil was excavated and clean backfill was RS

-used to cover these areas. In addition, all associated wetland restoration was completed. ‘As'a’
~ result, the potential for exposure to-ecological receptors has been. ehmmated and the remedlal
action objectwes used at the time of the remedy are still valid.

- Question C: Has any other mformatlon come to light that could call into question the -
protectlveness of the remedy" -
There has not been any other mformatlon that has come to light that could call mto questlon the
_ protectlveness of the remedy that has been selected to date. :
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T echnical Assessment Summany '

0

According to the revrewed data, and the site mspectlon the Oul remedy is functlomng as.
intended by the Dec1s1on Document :

VIIL Issues, Re'commendations and Follow-up Aetfons

Table 2, below summarizes sne-related issues, recommendatlons and proposed follow~up

actions. . :
| Table 2 - - _ - L
o Issue Recommendations & |  Party Oversight | Milestone Affects
, Follow-up Actions Responsible | Agency - Date . | Protectiveness?
' ‘ ' (Y/N)
: : : - Current | Future
| A deed notice for The OU1 Decision Prospective | = EPA Jan.1,2015 | N | Y
continued use of the Document deed notice | property . ‘ S
' owner.

property as non-
residential '
(commercial/light

industrial), identifiéd'in
- | the OU1 Decision

‘Document, has yet to be

-requirement will be

implemented upon
transfer of property
ownership.

implemented.

IX.

Protectiveness Statementf

- The remedy at. OUl currently protects human health and the environment in the short term
through the. removal of pesticide-contaminated soils from the site, thereby eliminating the
possibility of exposure to these soils. However, in ofder for the remedy to be protective in the -
long term, a deed notice needs to be estabhshed for the site.

X. Next Review

2015,

\

The next Five-Year Rev1ew for the Pulverizing. Servrces site should be. eompleted by February

// Walter E. Mugdan Dffector

Emergency and Remedial Response Division
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ATTACHMENT A - LIST OF ACRONYMS

ACO
‘ARARSs
BHC
~ CEA
- CERCLA
CcOoC
DD
DDT
EPA
"ESD
FS .
GWQS -

"~ IRIS

LTM
MCL

" NJDEP
NIGWQS -

NPL
O&M
OUs

- oul
- ou2 .

ppb

- ppm
PRGs
‘PRP
RA
RAO
RCRA
RD

RI
RME

- RPM

SvVOoC

~ VOCs

Administrative Consent Order

.Applicable or Relevant and Appropnate Requxrements
Benzene Hexachloride

Classification Exception Area -

Comprehenswe Environmental Response Compensatlon and L1ab111ty Act
Contaminant of Concern

Decision Document .

dlch]orodlphenyltrlchloroethylene

_ (United States) Environmental Protection Agency

Explanation of Significant leferences
Feasibility Study

Groundwater Quality Standard
Integrated Risk Information System-

- Long-Term Monitoring

Maximum Contaminant Level

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protectlon
New Jersey Groundwater Quality. Standard ‘- '
National Priorities list = -
Operation & Maintenance

Operable Units
Operable Unit One -
Operable Unit Two - T - AT
Parts Per Billion - ‘ ' _ S

~

Parts Per Million - = v .

Preliminary Remediation Goals

. Potentially Responsible Party B

Remedial Action
Remedial Action ObJeCthC
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act' '

Remedial Design

Remedial Investigation
Response Measures Evaluation report

' Remedial Project Manager

Semi-volatile Organic Compound
Volatile Organic Compounds }



ATTACHMENT B - DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

= U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Decision Document, Pulverizing Services Site,
- Moorestown, Burlington County, NJ,” Region 2, New York, New York, July 1999.
* U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “EPA Five-Year Review Report: Pulverizng
_ Services Site, Moorestown Township, Burlmgton County, NJ,” Reglon 2, New York New
York, May 2005. .
* Cummings Riter Consultants, Inc “Final Remedzal Action Report Areas Aand C
Operable Unit 1, Removal of Contammated Sozl Pulverzzmg Servzces Szte Moorestown
'NJ,” March 2008. : : '
» Cummings Riter Consultants, Inc, “Final Remedzal Actzon Report: - Area B, Operable
Unit 1, Removal of Contaminated SozI Pulverlzmg Servzces Site, Moorestown NJ,”
March 2008. o : : o
= Cummings Riter. Consultants Inc “Groundwater/Surface Water Momtormg Plan
Pulverizing Services Site, Moorestown, NJ,” August 2006. .
* Cummings Riter Consultants, Inc, “Data Summary Report, Groundwater/Surface Water
Monztormg, Pulverizing Services Site, Moorestown, NJ,” March-2007. - R
=  McLaren Hart Environmental Engineering Company, “Phase II Site Evaluanon Report
" Pulverizing Services Site, Moorestown, NJ”, May 1995 v
* ICF Kaiser Engineers, “Response Measures Evaluation Report Pulverzzmg Serwces Szte
Moorestown Burlmgton County, NJ’, December 1997

.
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