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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

The Assembly Labor, Business and [ndustry Commit tee will hold a public 
hearing to review State programs to maintain safe and healthy workplaces. 
with special attention to re.cent industrial accidents in Bergen County. The 
hearing will also review State efforts to retain employment from the affected 
facilities. The commit tee is seeking canst ructive ideas from all interested 
parties on how to improve New Jersey's efforts to promote occupational 
safety and heal th. 

The hearing will be held on Tuesday, May 23, 1995 at 11 :00 AM in Bergen 
County Freeholder Chambers, Administration Building, Court Plaza South, 
Room 301 E, 21 Main Street, Hackensack, New Jersey. 

The public may address comments and questions to Gregory L. Williams. 
Committee Aide, or make bill status and scheduling inquiries to Ramona A. 
Morales. secretary, at (609) 984-0445. -

- (SEE OTHER SIDE OF THlS NOTlCE FOR DIRECTIONS) -

Issued 05/1.2/95 

Assistive listening devices avaUable upon 2-l hours prior notice 
to the commit tee aide(s) listed above 
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NEW JERSEY GENERAL.ASSEMBLY 

PATRICK J. ROMA 
ASSEMBLYMAN, 38TH DISTRICT 

·(? BERGEN COUNTY . 

40 EAST MIDLAND AVENUE 
PARAMUS, NJ 07652 

201-265-6680 
(FAX) 201-265-4523 

SOUTH EAST BERGEN OFFICE 
535 LAWN AVENUE 

PALISADES PARK, NJ 07650 
REPLY TO PARAMUS OFFICE 

Commissioner Robert C.Shinn, Jr. 

May 26, 1995 

N.J. Department of Environmental Protection 
401 E. State St. 
7th Floor, E. Wing 
CN 402 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0402 

Dear Commissioner Shinn: 

COMMITTEES 

CHAIRMAN, LABOR, 
BUSINESS & INDUSTRY 

MEMBER, ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT, 

AGRICULTURE AND 
VETERANS AFFAIRS 

STATE·EMPLOYMENT & 
TRAINING COMMISSION 

Thank you very much for sending your representatives to 
participate in the public hearing that the A~sembly Labor, 
Business and Industry Committee held on May 23, 1995.in 
Hackensack to review state .workplace safety and health 
programs, the recent accidents in Lodi and Hackensack·. Convey 
my appreciation to Dr.Nichols and the other attending 
department representatives for their .assistance and their 
willingness 'to honor the committee's :request to remain on hand 
through~ rather long h~aring. 

Because of the large number of witnesses and the wide scope 
of the subject matter c6vered in the'hearing, it was not 
possibie to complete the questioning·on these important topics. 
Consequently, I provided Dr.Nichols a copy of a full set of 
committee questions for the department. Another copy is 
enclosed. I would be very grateful if the department _could 
provide written answers to the questions by June 6, 1995 to·be 
used in the.hearing transcript and further assist the 
Legislatuie in its deliberations. 

Th~nk you again for your assistance~· 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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; 

rely. . 

:r· .· ' 
ick J. Roma 
mblyman-District 38 



QUESTIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

1. What jurisdiction did your department have over the Lodi and 
Hackensack situations with respect to safety and health of the 
employees of the facilities, emergency personnel such as 
firefighters, and the surrounding community?. Were those two 
situations covered by: Right to know labeling requirements? Right to 
know reporting requirements? -The Toxic Catastrophe Prevention 
Program? 

2. Were the chemicals that caused the Lodi explosion, sodium 
hydrosulfite, benzaldehyde and powered aluminum, covered? At what 
amounts? Is it true that the department has deleted most of the 
chemicals that used to be on the Right to Know list? Is it true that 
the deleted chemicals include some of the chemicals that caused the 
Lodi explosion? If so, why were they deleted? Why is the D.E.P.'s 
list of hazardous chemicals so much shorter than the Health 
Department's list? It has been reported that a proposal was made 
within D.E.P., but not adopted, that would have resulted in the Lodi 
plant being covered under-the Toxic C~tastrophe Prevention Program. 
Is that true? If so, why wasn't the proposal adopted? 

3. What was the Napp Chemical plant's history of compliance 
with State laws and regulations? 

4. Did your agency have staff on site during either incident? 
What role did they play? Is there a report of staff actions and .an 
analysis of the incident? If so, please provide it to the 
committee. What criteria were used to-decide when'it was safe for 
people to return to their homes, businesses and schools? Why did 
D.E.P. assure people that things were safe when your information was 
incomplete? 

5. Have the types and amounts of chemical exposures potentially 
received during the fires been measured or modeled? What is still 
unknown? Will all the exposures ever be known? 

6. Has a registry of injured and chemically exposed individuals 
(plant workers, emergency responders and residents) been compiled to 
facilitate follow-up on injuries, acute and chronic health effects, 
and post-traumatic stress? 

7. Have exposed individuals been·told of the types and amounts 
o.f chemicals they were potentially exposed to during the fires and 
that some exposures are not known? Have all of them been provided 
with Hazardous Substance Fact Sheets on known chemicals·? 

8. How are you coordinating your efforts regarding workplace 
saf~ty and health with the efforts of other State departments and the 
affected businesses, workers, unions, local governmental agencies and 
community members? Have you shared all relevant reports, 
inspections, complaints and other information with OSHA to assist 
their investigation? Have you coordinated your- efforts to 
characterize chemical exposures and risks from the incidents with the 
efforts of the Health Department? Have D.E.P. physicians or 
toxicologists been involved? 

9. What is your assessment of the short term and long term 
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impacts of the Lodi and Hackensack incidents on t.he environment, 
;public health, and worker displacement? How much soot and chemical 
residues settled in local homes, yards, businesses and schools? Is 
clean-up and decontamination of these buildings needed? If so, how 
will it be done? Do residents utilize wells? If so, have they been 
contaminated? Has soil been contaminated? Is ·it, safe. for residents 
to drink well water or eat vegetables from gardens? Are tests of 
~hese. things planned~ With respect to Causeway Warehouse chemical 
fire that occurred in March of this year in Hackensack, it has been 
reported much of the residue is still on site and that it. reignited 
~two weeks ago. What action have you taken on that? Have any fines 
been levied?· When will that clean-up be complete? · 

10. Please describe workplace and community safety and health 
programs in your department which may be of use in preventing 
tragedies like those in Hackensack and Lodi, including: the Right To 
Know program; the Toxic Catastrophe Prevention Program; and the 
Bureau of Emergency Response. Are the resources for these and other 
relevant programs sufficient to meet the need? What changes have. 
their been in the manpower and funding for any of the programs over 
the last five years? What is the impact of any proposed Fiscal Year 
1996 budget cuts and layoffs on each program? What can the 
legislature do to help in this area? What do you think of the 

·proposal to increase the annual fees charged to employers to support 
the Right to Know program by $1.00 per worker? · 

3)( 



NEW JERSEY GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

PATRICK J. ROMA 
ASSEMBLYMAN, 38TH DISTRICT 

BERGEN COUNTY 

40 EAST MIDLAND A VENUE 
PARAMUS, NJ 07652 

201-265-6680 

(FAX) 201-265-4523 

SOUTH EAST BERGEN OFFICE 
535 LAWN AVENUE 

PALISADES PARK, NJ 07650 

REPLY TO PA.RAMUS OFFICE 

Commissioner Leonard Fishman 
N.J. Department of Health 
CN 036 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Commissioner Fishman: 

May 26, 1995 

COMMITTEES 

CHAIRMAN, LABOR, 
BUSINEss· & INDUSTRY 

MEMBER, ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT, 

AGRICULTURE AND 
VETERANS MF AIRS 

STATE EMPLOYMENT & 
TRAINING COMMISSION 

Thank you very much for sending your representatives to 
participate in the public hearing that the Assembly Labor, 
Business and Industry Committee held on·May 23, 1995 in 
Hackensack to review state workplace safety and health 
programs, the recent accidents in Lodi and Hackensack. Convey 
my appreciation to Dr.Gursky and the other attending department 
representatives for their assistance and their.willingness to 
honor the committee's request to remain on hand through a 
rather long hearing. 

Because of the large number of witne·sses and the wide scope 
of the subject matter covered in the hearing, it was not 
possible to complete the questioning on these important topics. 
Consequently, I provided Dr.Gursky a copy of a full set of 
committee questions for the department. Another copy is 
enclosed. I would be·very grateful if the department could 
provide written answers to the questions by June 6, 1995 to be 
used in the hearing transcript and further assist the 
Legislature in its deliberations. 

Thank you again for your assistance. 

~~~~ 
P trick J. Roma 
Assemblyman-District 38 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



QUESTIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

1. What jurisdiction did your department have ove_r. the Lodi and 
Hackensack situations with respect to safety and health of the 

1 employees of the facilities, emergency personnel such as 
firefighters, and the surrounding community? ·Were. those two 

1 ~ituations covered by: Right to Know labeling requirements? PEOSH 
: standards on respiiatory protection and emergency response? 

I • 

~ 2. Were the chemicals. that caused the ~odi explosion, sodium 
hydrosulfite, benzaldehyde and powered aluminum, covered by Right to 
Know requirements to produce Hazardous Substance Fact Sheets in 
English and Spanish? If so, were the she_ets: produced? Was there any 
change in their status .in the most recent list of hazardous chemical 
proposed by your department in February 1994·? Why wasn't that list 
adopted by the February 1~95 deadline? 

3. What was the Napp Chemical plant's history.of compliance 
with state laws ~n~ regulations? Is it true that your department 
found that Napp was -out of compliance with chemical labeling 
requirements? If so, what action did you take? · 

4. Did your agency have sta£f on site during either incident? 
What role did they play? Is it true that the emergency response 
capability of the Health Department has been severely curtailed? 
Why? Is there a report of staff actions and an analysis of the 
incident? If so, please provide it to the committee. 

5. Have the types and amounts of chemical exposures potentially 
~eceived during the fires been measured or modeled? What is still 
unknown? Will all the exposures ever be known? 

6. Has a registry of injured and chemically exposed individuals 
(plant workers, emergency responders and residents) been compiled to 
facilitate follow~up on injuries, acute and chronic health effects, 
and post-traumatic stress? 

7. Have exposed individuals been told of the types and amounts 
of chemicals they were potentially exposed to during the fires and 
that some exposures are not known? Have all of them been provided 
with Hazardous Substance Fact Sheets on known chemicals? 

8. Has the PEOSH program investigated the safety and health of 
police and firefighting personnel during the Hackensack and Lodi 
incidents? If so, what are the findings of the investigation? Were 
proper measures taken to insure decontamination of the personnel and 
their equipment? 

9. ·How are you coordinating your efforts regarding workplace 
safety and healih with the efforts of other State departments and the 
affected businesses, workers, unions, local governmental agencies and 

~ community members? Have you shared all relevant reports, 
inspections, complaints and other information with OSHA to assist 
their investigation, in particular, your department's report that 
Napp was out of compliarice with our chemical labeling law? Have you 
coordinated your efforts to characterize chemical exposures and risks 
from the incidents with the efforts of the D.E.P.? Is it true that 



the Health Department has no physician with expertise in occupational 
and environmental health? If so, why? 

10. What is your assessment of the short term and long term 
impacts of the·· Lodi and Hackensack incidents on the .environment, 
public health, and worker displacement? Did exposed individuals get 
sick? Are they currently experiencing any increase in health 
problems or symptoms? Are th~re likely to be anr long-term health 
effects among those exposed such as birth defects, cancer, or other 
health effects? Are health studies planned? 

11. Please describe workplace and.community safety and health 
programs in your department which may be of use·in preventing 

'tragedies like those in.Hackensack and Lodi, including: the 
Environmental Health Program; the Right To Know program; and the 
PEOSH program, as it applies to fire, police and other emergency 
workers. Are the resources for these and other relevant programs 
sufficient to meet the need? What changes have their been in the 
manpower and funding for any of the programs over the last five 
years? What is the impact of any proposed Fiscal Year 1996 budget 
cuts and layoffs on each program? What can the legislature do to 

'help in this area? What do you think of the proposal to increase the 
annual fees charged to employers to. support the Right to Know program 

'by $1.00 per worker? 
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NEW JERSEY GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

PATRICK J. ROMA 
ASSEMBLYMAN, 38TH DISTRICT 

BERGEN COUNTY 

40 EAST MIDLAND AVENUE 
PARAMUS, NJ 07652 

201-265-6680 
(FAX) 201-265-4523 

SOUTH EAST BERGEN OFFICE 
535 LAWN AVENUE 

PALISADES PARK, NJ 07650 

REPLY TO PARAMUS OFFICE 

Commissioner Peter J. Calderone 
N.J~ Department of Labor 
CN: 110 
Trenton, New Jersey 08~25 

Dear Commissioner ·calderone: 

May 2 6., 1995 

COMMITTEES 

CHAIRMAN I LABOR, 
BUSINESS & INDUSTRY 

MEMBER, ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT, 

AGRICULTURE AND 
VETERANS AFFAIRS 

STATE EMPLOYMENT & 
TRAINING COMMISSION 

Thank you very much £or sending your rep~esentatives to 
participate in the public hearing that the Assembly Labor, 

·Business and Industry .committee held on May 23, 1995 in 
Hackensack to review state workplace safety and health 
programs, the recent accidents in Lodi and Hackensack and 
efforts to save the jobs of the survivors. Convey my . 
appreciation to Mr. Katz and Mr. Drabik for their assistance 
and their willingness,to honor the c9mmittee's. request to 
remain on hand through a rather long hearing .. 

Because of·the large number of witnesses and.the w'ide-scope 
of the subject matter covered in the hearing, it:was not:_ . 
possible to complete the questioning on these important topics. 
Consequently, I ·provided Mr. Kat.z a copy of a full set of 
committee questions for the department~ Another copy is 
enclosed. I would be. very grateful if the department could 
provide written answers.to the questions_by June 6, 1995 to be 
used in the hearing transcript and f~rther assist the 
Legislature in its deliberations. · 

Thank you again for your assistance. 

Printed on Recycled Paper ~x 

rick J. Roma 
emblyrnan-District 38 



QUESTIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF LABOR: 

1. Please describe any jurisdiction your department has over 
the Lodi and Hackensack incidents with -respect to safety and health, 
including PEOSH jurisdiction over public emergency personel. 

2. Please describe workplace safety and health programs in your 
department that may be of use in preventing tragedies like those in 
Hackensack and Lodi. Include: the OSHA consultation program; your 
role in the Right To Know program; the PEOSH program, as it applies 
to fire, police and other public sector emergency workers; and 
Occupational .Safety and Health training grants under the WOP. Are 
the resources for these programs sufficient to meet the need? Please· 
describe and comment on any changes in the resources committed to 
each service and possible impacts of legislative proposals. 

3. Has the PEOSH program investigated the safety and health of 
police and fire personnel during the Hackensack and Lodi incidents? 
If so, what are the findings of the investigation7 Were proper 
measures taken to insure decontamination of.the personnel and their 
equipment? Has there been any follow up to see whether th~ health of 
the personnel has been harmed? 

4. Please describe any services that your department is 
providing, such as WDP customized training, to save the jobs which 
may be· permanently lost because of the Lodi and Hackensack 
disasters. Are the resources for these programs sufficient to meet 
the need? What changes have there been in the manpower and funding 
for any of the programs over the last three years?· What is the 
impact of any proposed Fiscal Year 1996 budg~t cuts and layoffs on 
each program? tiescribe any other legislative proposal which may have 
a positive or negative impact on the programs. What can the 
legislature do to help in this area? 

5. What services are you providing to workers displaced by the 
Lodi and Hackensack disasters, such as assistance with unemployment 
insurance, and job training grants? Please describe and comment on 
any changes in the resources committed to those services and possible 
impacts of legislative proposals. 

6. How are you coordinating your efforts regarding safety and 
health and saving the affected Hackensack and Lodi jobs with the 
efforts of other State departments and the affected businesses, 
workers, unions, local governmental agencies and community members? 

7. What is your assessment of the short term and long term 
impacts of the Lodi and Hackensack incidents on the local economy, 
the environment, public health, and worker displacement? 

cy 



NEW JERSEY GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

PATRICK J. ROMA. 
ASSEMBLYMAN, 38Tll DISTRICT 

BERGEN COUNTY 

40 EAST MIDLAND AVENUE 
PARAMUS, NJ 07652 

201-265-6680 
(FAX) 201-265-4523 

SOUTH EAST BERGEN OFFICE 
535 LAWN AVENUE 

PALISADES PARK, NJ 07650 
REPLY TO PARAMUS OFFICE 

Commissioner Gualberto Medina 

May 26,· 1995 

N.J. Department of Commerce and Economic Development 
CN 820 
Trenton, New Jersey ·08625 

Dear Commissioner Medina: 

COMMITTEES 

CHAIRMAN, LABOR, 
BUSINESS & INDUSTRY 

MEMBER, ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT, 

AGRICULTURE AND 
VETERANS AFFAIRS 

STATE EMPLOYMENT & 
TRAINING COMMISSION 

Thank you very much for sending your representatives to 
participate in the public hearing that the Assembly Labor, 
Business and Industry Committee held on May 23, 1995 in 
Hackensack to review state workplace safety and health 
programs, the recent accidents in Lodi and Hackensack. Convey 
my appreciation to Mr.Hollan and the other attending department 
representatives for their assistance and their willingness to 
honor the committee's request to remain on hand through a 
rather long hearing. 

Because of the larg·e number of witnesses and the wide scope 
of the subject matter covered in the hearing, it was not 
possible to complete the questioning on these important topics. 
Consequently, I provided Mr.Hollan a copy of a full set of 
committee questions for the department. Another copy is 
enclosed. I would be very grateful if the department could 
provide written answers to the questions by June 6, 1995 to be 
used in the hearing transcript and further assist the 
Legislature in its deliberations. 

Thank you again for your assistance. 

P trick J. Roma 
Assemblyman-District 38 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



QUESTIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

1. Please describe any services, such as subsidized financing, 
that the department, and affiliated agG:ncies like the Economic 
Development Authority, are providing to save the jobs whi~h may be 
permanently lost because of the Lodi and Hackensack disasters. We 
are interested in knowing whether the resources for these programs 
are sufficient to meet the need. Any suggestions you have regarding 
how the legislature may a play a coristructive role are welcome. 

2. ~ How are you coordinating your department's efforts to retain 
the affected Hackensack and Lodi jobs with the efforts 'of other 
state departments and the affected businesses, workers, unions, 
local governmental agencies and community members? 

3. What is your assessment of the short term and long term 
impacts of the Lodi and Hackensack incidents on the local economy, 
the, environment, public health, and worker displacement? 



~btfa of ~tfu Jltrst~ 
Christine Todd Whitman 
Governor 

Department of Environmental Protection 
CN'402 

_Trenton, NJ 08625-0402 
Legislative and Program Coordination 

CN402 

Honorable Patrick Roma 
Assembly - District 38 
40 East Midland Avenue 
Paramus,New Jersey 07652 

Dear Assemblyman Roma: 

Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Jun·e 22, 1995 

Robert C. Shinn, Jr. 
Commissioner 

Tel # (609) 292-2885 · 
Fax # (609) 292-7695 

Enclosed are the Department of Enviroilmental Protection's responses to 
questions submitted to us at the conclusion of the Assembly Labor, Business 
a~d Industry.Committee's hearing on May 23. 

Please do not hesitate to .contact us in the event that you have questions or 
require clarification of.the.enclosed. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

JKB:tg/pllpc44 
Enciosure 

If)( 

Very truly yours, 

Jane Kelly Bric er 
Assistant Commissioner 

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer 

Recycled Paper · 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

Responses to the Assembly Labor, Business, and Industry 
Committee's Questions concerning Lodi 

and Hackensack Industrial Accidents 

1. What jurisdiction did your Department have over the Lodi and Hackensack 
situations with respect to safety and health of the employees of the 
facilities, emergency. personnel such · as firefighters, and the surrounding 
comm.unity? Were those two situations covered by: Right to Kn.ow labeling 
requirements? Right to Know reporting requirements? The Toxic Catastrophe 
Prevention Program? 

The DEP's Bureau of Emergency of Response (BER) had very limited 
jurisdiction, which included the review of Bergen County's Local Emergency 
Planning _Committee (LEPC) Disaster Plan's HazMat Annex and participation in 
training and responses with various Bergen County HazMat teams, and 
indirectly, the local first responders through the New Jersey State Police, 
Officer of Emergency Management Technicians Training Course . 

. During an emergency, the BER provides extensive technical advice to the 
Incident Commander in the Unified Command Structure concerning materials 
involved in the fire, products of combustion, hydrolization and synergistic 
effects. Additionally, BER advises on the appropriate level of personal 
protection for responders involved in the incidents. Finally, BER provides 
air sampling results to Incident Commander to determine need for evacuation or 
sheltering. 

Neither the Hackensack nor the Lodi facility stored, handled, or used 
chemicals that would have subjected them to the requirements of the Toxic 
Catastrophe Prevention Act (TCPA). With respect to Right to Know, the 
incident in Hackensack occurred at a facility that had been assigned an SIC 
code (standard industrial classification code) that is not regulated pursuant 
to the Worker and Comm.unity Right to Know Act (W&CRTK) statute. The chemical 
plant in Lodi was subject to Right to Know and had filed its 1994 Community 
Right to Know survey with the DEP. However, the filing of a RTK survey bears 
no relationship to the issue of how process safety was conducted at the 
facility. Labelling requirements under RTK are within the purview of the 
Department of Heal th (DOH) and we, therefore, defer to DOH for response on 
that issue. 

2. Were the chemicals that caused the Lodi explosion, sodium hydrosulfi te, 
benzaldehyde and powdered aluminum covered? At what amounts? Is it true that 
the ·Department has deleted most of the chemicals that used to be on the Right 
to Know list? Is it true that the deleted chemicals include some of the 
chemicals that caused the Lodi explosion? If so, why were they deleted? Why 

-1-
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is the DEP 's list of hazardous chemicals so much shorter that tb.e Health 
Department's list? It has been reported that a proposal was made within DEP 
but not adopted, that would have resulted in the Lodi plant being covered 
lDl.der the Toxic Catastrophe Prevention Program. Is that true? If so, why 
wasn't the proposal adopted? 

At the time of the explosion and fire, sodium hydrosulfi te and 
benzaldehyde were not reportable under the DEP W&CRTK rules. They were, 
however, reportable at a 10 ,'000 lb threshold under federal EPCRA regulatfons. 
Aluminum dust was repor·table at a 500 lb threshold under DEP W&CRTK rules. 
None of these substances were ·reported on Napp's 1994 survey, received by DEP 
prior t·o March 1, 1995, as required by· reguiations. Based · on what we know 

·now, but absent the benefit of the forthcoming OSHA report on the Napp 
exp~osion and fire, there is no evidence to suggest that having sodium 
hydrosulfi te and benzaldehyde on the W&CRTK list would have pi:-evented or 
mitigated the Lodi tragedy .. - . . . 

The DEP 's 'RTK list was revised last year to focus 011 the most hazardous 
substances present in New Jersey facilities. The list was reduced from 
approximately 3000 substances reportable at zero threshold to approximately 

·. 850 substances reportable at a threshold of 500 lbs. Sodium hydrosulfi te and 
benzaldehyde were removed from the list while aluminum dust was ,retained. _ It 
is important to understand this revision in the context of existing state and 
federal community safety programs. 

Right to Know chemical inventory reporting in New Jersey is achieved 
through the implementation of both the W&CRTK Act and the federal Emergency 
Planning and Community Right to· Know Act · (EPCRA) administered by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The DEP collects, stores and 
disseminat:es the information required to be submitted under both statutes. 
Under the federal statute, all three chemicals in question are reportable 
substances at a lo, 000 pound threshold. In fact, under the federal statute, 
any substance for which a material safety data sh-eet is required to be 
prepared under the OSHA Hazard Communication Standard is reportable. Thus, it 
is estimated that as many as 500,000 substances are reportable under the 
federal statute. The federal program also requires the reporting of some 361 
extremely hazardous substances at thresholds ranging _from one pound to 500 
pounds. The three materials at Lodi are not lis,ted_ as extremely hazardous 
substances. 

During July 1994, the DEP. adopted its administrative rules defining the 
list of chemicals to be reported for the 1994 survey year. A subsequent rule 
adoption in October 1994 established its 500 pound threshold. These adoptions 
were the first substantial changes to the rules since their initial adoption 

· in 1984 and the creation of the federal program in 1986. These adoptions also 
implemented changes to the definfrion of an environmental hazardous substance 
that occurred when the legislature amended the statute in 1991. The RTK rules 
adopted·in 1984.listed 156 "environmental hazardous substances" to be reported 
on the environmental survey and the 2, 700 substances contained in the United 
States Department of Transportation (USDOT) 49 CFR 172.101-102 Hazardous 
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Material Tables to be reported on an Emergency Services Information Survey. 
In. 1988 these surveys were administratively combined with the federal 
requirements into one survey. The list of substances to be reported each year 
at zero thresh.old.was published as part of the survey booklet. The 1994 rule 
adoptions established a new list that· consisted of lists recognizing what had 
occurred on both state and federal levels. The current list includes those 
chemicals on the Industrial Survey Project· List (chemical and chemical 
compound categories determined by the DEP to pose a threat to the 
environment), the federal EPCRA section 302 list (EPA' s extremely hazardous 
substances list for which community emergency response planning is required), 
the federal EPCRA section 313 list (Toxic Release Inventory list of 
substances), and chemicals listed pursuant to the Pollution Prevention Act 
rules not contained in the EPCRA 313 list, the Unusually Hazardous Substances 
List created pursuant to N.J.S.A. 52:27D-223 and the list of regulated 
substances adopted by EPA for the Accidental Release Prevention Program 
mandated under section 112(r) of the federal Clean Air Act Amendments. The 
section 112 ( r) list includes those toxics, National Fire Protection 
Association (NFPA) category 4 flammables and USDOT Div. 1.1 mass explosives 
for which facilities will. be required to prepare risk management programs. 

Thus, the DEP rules in combination with the federal rules require that the 
most toxic, flammable, and explosive chemical substances . be re.ported at a 
threshold quantity of'500 pounds or less. 

All of the other 500,000 OSHA defined hazardous substances become 
reportable at 10,000 pounds. Of the three chemicals involved at Lodi, 
benzaldhyde and sodium hydrosulfite were not listed on any of the lists DEP 
used to create the new .environmental hazardous substance list, thus they are 
reportable at 10,000 pounds rather than 500. Aluminum (fume or dust) is 
listed on the new DEP environmental hazardous substance list and is reportable 
at 500 pounds. The issue is not whether or not these substances are 
reportable, but rather at what threshold they are reportable. Also, in the 
Lodi incident, if the materials in questio:n were not brought on site until 
1995, they would not have to be reported until March 1, 1996 .. 

By statute, the DEP RTK list is a subset of the DOH RTK list. This is 
because of the fundamental difference in the two programs. The DOH program is 
a workplace safety program applicable to public sector workers while the DEP 
program is a community safety program. DOH surveys the public sector 
workplace for approximately 3,000 chemicals at a zero threshold. The DEP 
collects information relevant to community safety via the Community Right to 
Know survey for 850 chemicals at a 500 pound threshold or · lower and for 
500,000 chemicals at a 10,000 pound threshold. In. actaulity then, the 
combined EPA-DEP list of reportable substances is far greater than the DOH 
list. The difference is one of the thresholds at which substances become 
reportable. DOH is dealing with the workplace whe.re the .worker has daily 
intimate contact with the substances in question. DEP-EPA is dealing with the 
potential impact on the community, thus the reportable thresholds need to be 
different. · 
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The Toxic Catastrophe Prevention Act requires that the DEP establish a 
list of "extraordinarily hazardous substances". These extraord'inarily 
hazardous substances are those substances whose release into the environment 
would likely result in death or permanent disability. The legislature listed 
11 highly toxic substances, the DEP in its initial rule making procedures 
added 93 . chemicals to the list. All of the chemicals added ·were highly 
volatile, highly. toxic materials. In its rule proposal, the DEP stated it 
would subsequently revisit the list and look at other toxics, flammables and 
explosives. Since the adoption of the TCPA rules, .the federal Clean Air Act 
of 1990 became law and its section ll2(r) requires EPA to create a TCPA type 
program at the federal level. EPA was to prepare its list and rules by 
November of 1993 and require facilities to have risk management programs in 
place by November of 1996. EPA adopted its list of regulated substances on 
January 14, 1994. · It proposed the risk management program rules on October 
20, 1993 and did a supplemental rule proposal on February 28, 1995. It is 
anticipated that the final rule will be adopted during the first quarter of 
1996 with, facility compliance during the first quarter of 1999. The draft 
TCPA rule proposal of July 1994 was written to reconcile the state and federal 
lists by adding additional toxics, flammables and explosives to the TCPA 
list. It would have also- lowered the concentration thresholds for some' of the 
substances currently regulated by TCPA, e.g., hydrochloric acid would become a 
TCPA chemical at 30% cone. instead of 36%. The EPA chose NFPA category 4 

· flammables for the list, along with USDOT Div. 1.1 mass explosives. Just 
prior to transmitting the proposal to Commissioner Shinn for his review, the 
TCPA program was alerted by its counterparts in Delaware that the definition 
of a.regulated flammable mixture would cause every gas station in New Jersey 
to become a TCPA facility.· As this clearly was not the intent of TCPA, the 
program immediately withdrew the proposal. .The flammable mixture language has 
bee~ re-written to .clearly state that only those substances and mixtures that 
meet the·requirements of hazard class·4 set by the N.F.P.A. are to be 
covered. Action on the proposal was subsequently delayed while. the program 
reviewed and . extensively commented on EPA' s supplemental rule proposal of 
February 1995. As a result of that review, other mino·r changes have been made 
to the proposal. The list expansion will potentially add 550 facilities. 
Approximately 120 of those facilities use hydrochloric acid in concentrations 
between 30% and 36%, as did Napp. The initial rule proposal in 1988 caused 
the creation of a New Jersey TCPA grade of hydrochloric acid, 35%. Based on 
the New Jersey experience, EPA redefined the concentration limit to 30%. 
Napp, prior to the incident would have been in . or out of the program, 
depending · on how critical the.· use of 32% hydrochloric acid is to its 
operations. Even if the rule proposal had moved forward in its original form, 
Napp would _not have been required to be in full compliance prior to the April 
incident. 

3. What was the Rapp Chemical plant's history -of complianee with State laws 
and regulations? 

The DEP 's records on Napp dated back to 1970. There is no record of a 
. predecessor company at that _location. It should· be noted that Napp 
·Technologies, Inc. did change its name., formerly· Napp Chemical, but their was 
no change in ownership. 
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The following is the enforcement history of this facility. 

A) RCRA Enforcement: 

A Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) inspection conducted 
on September 29, 1988,, revealed· several paperwork documentation 
violations (i.e. N.J.A.C. 7:26-9.6(f)S),9.7(h),9.7(I)2, and 9.4(g)8. 
These violations were issued because (1) Napp failed to perform their 
semi-annual drill requirements, (2) did not notify local hospitals 
about the types of hazardous waste that they handled, (3) failed to 
conduct semi-annual fire inspections with local .fire department, (4) 
failed to list emergency coordinators in the contingency plan, and 
( 5) failed to submit a contingency plan to local authorities. The 
facility came into compliance after this inspection. 

On April ·23, 1994, another RCRA inspection was performed. Following 
this inspection, Napp was issued Notices of Violation (NOVs) for 
violating N.J.A.C. 7:27-7.4(a)4ii,7.4(a)Siii, and 7.4(a)4viii. 

Violations included having the •incorrect USEPA number on a manifest, failure 
to forward a copy of the manifest to the DEP, and failure to include all 
pertinent information on a manifest. The facility came into compliance after 
this inspection. 

B) Water Enforcement: 

Napp did have a fully operational, wastewater treatment operation on 
site. This operation treated all wastewaters generated onsite. The 
treated wastewater was then discharged to the Passaic Valley Sewerage 
Commission (PVSC) in Newark, New Jersey, under permit #17401142 . 

. There is no apparent history of water,.;..related enforcement actions 
against Napp. 

C) Air and Environmental Qual_ity: 

Below is detailed· description and status report of each past 
violation. 

(a) Administrative Order and Notice of Givil Administrative Penalty 
Assessment (AONOCAPA) with Log fl A940887, dated October 14, 
1994. The company changed business name without first filing 
for an Amendment of the Permit(s) and Certificate(s), within 120 
days of the occurrence of the change, in violation of N .J .A. C. 
7:27-8.3(c)l. The company was ordered by the department to 
submit an Amendment to Permit(s) and Certificate(s) on or before 
November 13, 1994. Company made timely request for an 
adjudicatory hearing. 

(b) AONOCAPA with Log #A940886 dated October 14, 1994. The company 
operated the following e_quipment without fulfilling all 
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conditions and prov1s1ons of the Permit(s) and Certificate(s) in 
violation of N.J.A.C. 7:27-8.3(e)l as follows: 

(1) Permit/Certificate. 1185793 - Hydroxyzin pommoate was being 
processed in dryers #4 and 115, and bismuth tribrompheat was 
being processed in dryer #3. These products were not 
listed on the above Permit/Certificate . 

. (2) Permit/Certificate #87225 - A Tori t Dust Collector was 
installed to control emissions from a hopper and drumming 

·Operation~ The Torit dust collector vents to the main dust 
·collector which is covered by the above Permit/Certificate. 

The company was ordered to cease operation of the equipment 
listed · above or operate the · equipment in accordance with the 
above Permit(s) and Certificate(s) or submit the required Permit 
and Certificate application(s) on or before November 13, 1994. 
The company made ·timely request for an adjudicatory hearing. 
The company has not · achieved compliance with the above 

,Administrative Order. 

(c) AONOCAPA with Log I/A940885 dated October 14, 1994. The company 
installed the following equipment without obtaining the required 
Permit(s) in violation of N.J.A.C. 7:27....:8.3(a): 

( 1) Tori t dust collector controlling emissions from a Fi tamill 
and a drumming operation. 

(2) Ames 200 hp gas-fired boiler. 
(3) Cleaver Brooks model CB 700-100 gas-fired boiler. 

The company was ordered .to submit the required Permit and 
Certificate applications on or before November· 13, 1994. The 
company made timely request for an adju'dicatory hearing. The 
company has received a permit for the Cleaver Brooks boiler 
only. Compliance with the remainder of the Administrative Order 
has not been achieved. 

(d) AONOCAPA with Log f/D940087, dated December 21, 1994. The 
company failed to conduct initial integrity testing by August 1, 
1993, on three above-ground storage tanks with a capacity 
greater than 2,000 gallons and on all appurtenant piping to the 
first valve in violati.on of N~J.A.C. 7:1E-2.2(a)4. The company 
made timely request for an adjudicatory hearing. However, the 
matter was settled on January 18, 1995. 

(e) AONOCAPA with. Log I/A921072 dated September 28, 1992. Company 
did not fulfill all conditions and prov1s1ons of the 
Perm:i. t/Certificate 1/48799 by installing an ammonia tank and a 
receiver (R-4) and venting them to the scrubber covered by the 
above Permit/Certificate in violation of N.J.A.C. 7:27-8.3(e)l. 
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The company was .. ordered to cease operation of the equipment . or 
operate the equipment in accordance with the above 
Permit/Certificate or submit the· required Permit/Certificate 
applications on or before October 28, 1992. The company 
achieved compliance with the above AONOCAPA on March 30, 1993. 

(f) AONOCAPA with Log #A921071 dated September 28, 1992. The 
Company installed a caustic scrubber and a precoat tank on a 
system covered by Permit/Certificate #71468 in violation of 
N.J.A.C. '7:27-8.3(a). The company was ordered to submit the 
required Permit/Certificate application(s) on or before October 
28, 1992. The company achieved compliance with the above 
Administrative Order on February 26, 1993. 

(g) AONOCAPA with Log #A880836 dated June 24, 1988. The company did 
not· fulfill all conditions and provisions of the 
Permit/Certificate by installing a bagging machine and 
connecting it to the dust collector covered by the above 
Permit/Certificate 1137530 in violation of N.J.A.C. 
7: 27-8. 3 ( e) 1. The company achieved compliance with the above 
AONOCAPA on October 27, 1988. 

4. Did your agency have staff on site during either. incident? What role did 
they play? Is there a report of staff actions and an analysis ·of the 
incident? If so, please provide it to the conmittee. What criteria were used 
to decide when it was safe for people to return to their homes, businesses and 
schools? Why did DEP assure people that things were safe when your 
information was incomplete? 

The DEP 's Bureau of Emergency Response (BER) deployed responders during 
both the Hackensack and ·Lodi incidents and acted as the State On Scene 
C_oordinator (SOSC). The· SOSC is responsible for coordinating the federal, 
Stat:e, County and local response to a chemical emergency. The SOSC at Lodi 
was a key· advisor to the Incident Commander within the Unified Command 
Structure. He provided interpretation of BER responder data collection on: 
extensive air monitoring (EPA air sampling) hazard assessment (comprehensive 
list of chemicals involved, products of combustion and hydrolization) personal 
pro tee ti ve equipment requirements for first responders,- general oversight of 
the chemical side of the response, and requirements for public sheltering or 
evacuation. 

Case reports were prepared for both emergency incidents and are attached. 

Air monitoring and preliminary results of the air sampling conducted 
during the fire did not detect any significant contaminants in the vicinity of 
the facility during the fire. That information was provi.ded the Incident 
Commander and local officials. It served as the basis for terminating the 
precautionary .evacuation of nearby residents. 
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5. Have the types and amounts of chemical exposures potentially 
during the fires been measured or modeled? What is still unknown? 
the exposures ever be known? 

received 
Will all 

Currently, that effort is underway. An inventory of chemical$ involved in 
the fire . at Napp has been provided by the company. From this list, an 
inventory of the by-products of combustion and decomposition was ready by May 
4, 1995. · This information has been _ correlated to data generated from the 
on-site monitoring of air and water during the fire, and the known physical 
properties of the materials. From this data, a computer generated model of 
the fire will ·attempt to provide · an average release rate of chemicals. 
Individual dose (the measured quantity of exposure) will vary depending upon 
concentration and time of exposure. Due to the dynamics of the t'ire and the 
varying time of exposure for_ each individual, the individual dos.e. cannot be 
st~ted definitively, but will be estimated. 

6. Bas a registry of injured and chemically ex.posed individuals (plant 
workers, emergency responders and resident(s)) been compiled to facilitate 
follow-up on injuries, acute and chronic · health effects, and post-traumatic 
stress? 

•An initial list of individuals injured and/or exposed to chemicals at the 
Napp fire was compiled the Incident Commander during the time of .the 
incident. The list indicates the names and dispositions .of patients treated 
at the scene and/or transported to area hospitals. Their records, although 
confidential, could be made available for study and statistical purposes. 
Likewise,. the records of patients seen at the hospital or by ref erred 
physicians may be sought by the DOH for further study of the effects of 
exposure. 

7. Have exposed individuals been told of the types and amounts of chemicals 
they were potentially exposed to during the fires and that some exposures .are 
not known? Have all of them been provided with Hazardous Substance Fact 
Sheets on known chemicals? 

A list of the types and quantities- · of chemicals stored at NAPP 
Technologies at the time of the fire/explosion has been compiled by utilizing 
Right-To-Know informatio~ and through direct interviews with NAPP Technologies 
personnel and managers. A list of chemicals actually involved in the fire, 
accompanied by their potential combustion products has been developed. 
Hazardous substances sheets have been .made available by the . Department of 
Health (DOH), to individuals and to doctors of exposed individuals upon 
request. 

8. How are you coordinating your efforts regarding workplace safety and 
health with the efforts of other State departments and· the affected 
businesses, workers, unions, local government agencies and community members? 

.Have you shared all relevant report~, inspections, complaints and coordinated 
your efforts to characterize chemical exposures and risks from the incidents 
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with the efforts of the Health Department? 
toxicologists been involved? 

Have DEP physicians or 

The DEP is cooperating and supporting all agencies, including OSHA which 
has primacy, and EPA regarding the workplace safety and health issues 
resulting from the Napp accident. The DEP has responded to all requests for 
information from government agencies, businesses, the public, and unions as 
well as the media. One TCPA staff chemical engineer is working with OSHA and 
EPA staff to review the process safety aspects of the incident. DEP will 
continue to cooperate with the DOH as that agency continues its efforts to 
characterize chemical exposures and risks from these incidents. DEP 
toxicologists as a general rule, · are not directly involved in responses to 
eme:r.:gencies. The DEP physician, who is responsible for DEP' s Occupational 
Health and Safety program would be involved only with DEP emergency response 
personnel ·who were on scene during these incidents. 

9. What is your assessment of the short term and ~ong term impacts of the 
Lodi and Hackensack incidents on the environment, public health, and worker 
displacement? How much soot and chemical residues settled in local homes, 
yards, businesses and schools? Is clean-up and decont~ination of these 
buildings needed? If so, how will it be done? Do residents use wells? If 
so, have they been contaminated? Has soil been contaminated? Is it safe for 
residents to drink well wate~ or eat vegetables from gardens? Are tests of 
these things planned? With respect to the Causeway Warehouse chemical fire 
that occurred in March of this year in Hackensack, it has been reported much 
of the residue is still on site and that it reignited two weeks ago. What 
action have you taken on that? Have any fines been levied? When will that 
clean-up be complete? 

(A) The short term environmental impacts of the Napp fire included a 
significant non-game fish kill in the Saddle Riv~r, elevated levels of 
contaminants during the fire which produced anticipated acute effects on those 
exposed of eye and throat irritation, and apparently very slight deposition of 
particulate matter. The long term environmental impacts of . the Napp fire 
should be minimal. The Saddle River is rapidly recov·ering to include the 
return of fish. So far, no soil contamination has been discovered and daily 
air monitoring indicates no current impact on air quality. 

(B) Initially, over 40 people were given emergency medial treatment, and 
since then, over 80 additional patients have been treated. A special 
procedure was arranged to handle some of the impacted first responders, and a 
meeting of state and local officials on May 24, 1995 at Hackensack Medical 
Center generated a working group to assess the community health risk and 
communicate the assessment to the public. 

(C) Initial indications are that there is. no significant deposition of 
soot or . chemicals; rain events following the fire assisted in that regard. 
Nevertheless, ~app has been directed to conduct a sophisticated modelling 
exercise which may indicate structures in the vicinity where wipe ·samples 
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should.be taken. Eaves, garrets and similar sheltered structural areas could 
possibly have depositions of soot/ chemicals which the rain did not eliminate. 
If needed, decontamination (washing) would be done by the.responsible party's 
cleanup contractor. 

(D) There are no public or private wells in the area; there appears not to 
have been.any contamination of drinking water. 

(E) While there does not appear to be any reason why residents should not 
be able to plant gardens and safely harvest them, there is a specific area of 
concern for the health assessment working group. 

(F) Initially, the responsible · party at the Causeway Warehouse incident 
was conducting _ an appropriate cleanup under the sup.ervision · of the DEP and 
Bergen County Heal th Department. Subsequently, it ·became necessary to issue 
the responsible party a directive to complete the work under more - intense 
superv1s1on. The re-ignition took place in a pile of solid waste (garbage 
debris), was strictly a structural fire and did not impact chemicals on site. 
The responsibl~ ~arty has been instructed to get all chemicals off site; the 
work is progressing, but slowly. It is not clear how long the responsible 
party will require to finish the task of cleaning up the site. The solid 
waste was removed on May 30, _1995. Similarly, final overpacking was completed 
on May 30, 1995. Removal of the hazardous waste and Schaffer salts awaits 
analysis (2-4 weeks) but should be completed by June 30, 1995. 

10. ·Please describe workplace and coDlllUD.i ty safety and health programs in your 
Department which may be of use in preventing tragedies like those in 
Hackensack and ·Lodi, including: the Right to Know program; the Toxic 
Catastrophe Prevention Program; and the Bureau of Emergency Response. Are the 
resources for these and other relevant p~ograms sufficient to meet. the need? 
What changes _ have their been in the manpower and funding for any -of the 
programs over the last five years? What is the impact of. any proposed Fiscal 
Year 1996 budget cuts and layoffs on each program. What can the legislature 
do to help in this area? What do you think of the proposal to increase the 
annual fees charged to employers to support the.Right to Know program by $1.00 
per worker? 

The DEP 's W&CRTK collects and disseminates chemical inventory and release 
information reported by . private-sector businesses. The Community Right · to 
Know survey is mailed to those 32,000 businesses that have Standard Industrial 
Classification (SIC) codes identified_ in the statute. The ·survey information 
is collected and sent by the regulated facility directly to local emergency 
response agencies: the police department, fire department and local emergency 
planning committee. This information is transmitted to these agencies for 
local emergency planning proposes. It is ~lso transmitted to DEP where it. is 
computerized and disseminated to any · interested party requesting the 
information. Anyone may request the information from DEP or dial in to the 
com12uterized database and obtain the information directly. The reporting of 
chemical inventories present at a facility cannot prevent all accidents; 
rather the primary purpose of such reporting is to alert the local emergency 



response agencies about specific hazardous substances in their community for 
which they should pre-plan their response to incidents at such facilities. 

The DEP 's W&CRTK program surveys chemical inventories for approximately 
850 chemicals with a threshold for reporting of· 500 pounds unless a lower 
federal thr.eshold . exists. The DEP also collects the chemical inventory data 
required by the federal RTK program. The federal program requires reporting 
of some 360 chemicals at a 500 pound or lower threshold and the reporting of 
all OSHA designated hazardous substances at 10,000 pounds. It is estimated 
that some 500,000 substances are reportable under the federal program. Thus, 
all chemicals are reportable, at varying thresholds, by New Jersey businesses. 

The TCPA program is designed to regulate facilities that handle or store 
substances which, if released, could cause immediate death or permanent 

. disabling injury to persons at the boundary of the facility. Facilities 
hanqling these extraordinarily hazardous substances (EHS) are required to 
identify the hazards and risks associated with the use of · these EHSs and 
prepare a risk management program that details how those risks can be 
effectively managed and reduced. The risk management program includes 
standard operating procedures, operator training, accident investigation 
procedures, emergency· response training, safety reviews of the facility, 
hazard analysis and risk assessment for EHS equipment and procedures and self 
audit procedures. 

The TCPA program currently regulates some 115 facilities in New Jersey -
chemical plants, potable and waste water treatment plants, and cold storage 
warehouses that store or use any of the 104 extraordinarily hazardous 
substances in quantities and concentrations established pursuant to the Act. 
Initially, some 650 New Jersey ·facilities were regulated, however, most of 
them decided to reduce their inventory of hazardous substances · ·to below the 
threshold quantity, or reduce the concentration of the hazardous substance or 
switch to a less .. hazardous substance or process. 

Consistent with the implementation of the federal Clean Air Act, the DEP 
will propose to expand the list of regulated substances to include all of the 
chemicals listed in· EPA' s Accident Release Prevention program rules. 
Additional toxics will be added, along with flammables and explosives. Thus, 
the. most highly toxic, flammable and explosive chemicals that could pose a 
threat to a community will be included. The future list may add as many as 
550 facilities to the program. · However, we anticipate that many facilities 
will take risk reduction measures such as reducing quantities, concentrations 
or substituting less hazardous materials to avoid the regulatory process. 

The issue of additional facilities and additional reporting requirements 
becomes critical when assessing the resources required to implement these 
programs versus the predicted result of list expansion. For the ·past five 
years the budgets of these two programs have remained fairly constant. 
Inflationary costs have been offset by reduction of operating costs through 

·extensive computerization in RTK, and through staff reductions in TCPA as the 
number of regulated facilities declined. Beginning in FY-96, the· two bureaus 
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that separately implement the RTK and TCPA programs will be consolidated to 
further achieve efficiency. Any additional requirements placed on the RTK 
program will require a reallocation of existing resources. The RTK programs 
in DEP, DOL and DOH are funded via the RTK trust fund, payments to which are 
made by covered New Jersey businesses. Additional requirements imposed on the 
RTK programs cannot be funded through existing Trust Fund revenues. 

Increasing the Right . to Know fee paid by covered employers to $3 per 
employee with a $75 minimum would generate approxtmately $4 milllon in 
revenues. This would offset the increases in program costs and support 
program implementation. Currently, · RTK funds are distributed to the 
departments based on specific percentages cited in the act. This distribution 
should be left to the budget process. 

The DEP's Bureau of Emergency Response's mission is to respond and protect 
human heal th and the environment during the term of the· emergency. Ancillary 
to that mission, under the County Environmental Health Act (CERA), the. BER 
helps county HazMat teams in training and support functions. While it do.es 
not directly prevent industrial accidents, it does assist in limiting their 
impact. The proposed fiscal year 1996 budget will not have an adverse impact 
as BER continues to evaluate and streamline its functions. 
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DEPARTMENT or ENVIRONMENTAL .PROTECTION 
·EME~GENCY RESPONSE 

Pollution Report 

------· . -----

( 

1. HEADING 

Date:·. 

From: 

3 ;May, 1995 

sosc 

.. -··_ .. 
-_,_,-

-:::ject: ::::1::~::::a::m::::::o:~R ._ ~•· ;.: {??:ft~tit>~ .i.,~[( 

_· :~lr:::e z:::rmation - · -_ . -: . __ -;_ :-:r:/-:_ -~-c:tJ/:~:1i!iitt~tji:f :i! 
rhis site -is the dem~li tion and removaT ·:~·r~;-~~~. ~~br1'$.{gen~~~tlgtL,(~~:--:_·. ?:--~t-:'::f:;_(··f 
from· the removal of the structure ... that was::1ormerly:_;._~}le -.:NappSffJ·~'rA:J/::_ . .- ----- · .. >>·:·_: 
Technologies· Inc. production fa~ility. ::'The:i·facility~ is::~Toca:ted:~~at:·.·.·: ·.· ·:~<.< 
99 Main· Street; Lodi Bergen County. rhe ··:site is< bq+der.ed~,.:..1?,.Y:?~':/~~<-,·-\O/- :: ., · ·. -> 

. residential dwe+liligs to .the east at. a- di-stance::·o~ 50::-.-feet<:an~·t.Q.Y,'c'::. -· .,, .. ,.. 
the Saddle· River to the West at a· di_st.ance.·:· of~: approximate"ly~;;-:60~i'} .. J( ,<:.: >! 
feet. The facility is ·listed. as. a -DPCC _Facility: based·::uporh1:t_he.i·r:- ~ -<·: · 

storage capacity. The.facility is engacj'ed .. In. the business{'}:,f:~t~~:~:,,.:. _ _ ._ .. 
manufacturing. pharmaceuticals and. _other. -.~ipe_cific i comp~un~ij\Pk.b..11/21·~ ... 
April;_.1995, ·and. explosion· and firedestroye:d:the .. fa_ci:lity<,a~~?j/.' .. :.;--··· --~_-·_:/ _ _;-~ 
released an·,'. as yet, .undetermin_ed _quanti~y"<of .. chemicals .. ·into·.:;·;the: · .. _,:, ·.1,··.: .. :_. . ·, ·C. 

environment.- Following a massive ·re·sponse··. ·c1nd·_ e.ffort _:·from:·::PrJvafe, . 
~Federal, state, Cou~ty and Local Agenci~s the:jmergency decl~ration 
was- rescinded· on Friday 28 ·April,· 1995 at 1200 hours.;-_ ._The--:- .:., ·;;_-_' 
remediation phase of the clean-up is:currently underway.· 

3. Situation 
Date of Notification·: 
Date of Action Started: 
Material Involved: 
(initial Explosion) 

· Quantity Di~charged: · 
Substantial Threat: 
Resource Effected: 
source Identification: 

21 April, 1-995. 
21 April, 1995 
Sodium· Hydrosulfite· 
Benz aldehyde · 
Aluminum · 
Sodium BiSulfite 

. . 

. .:.. ... __ ; ·. 

:,··r, , .•. ' 

·chemi_cal. inventory· of facility. ava-i,labie 
Undetermined, 
Yes.- Further potential exists. 
Lodi Creek,· .Saddl·e River, Passaic ·River.­
Napp Technologies. Inc. 
99 Main Street 
Lodi, NJ 

. . 

A. The Napp Technologies facility located on Main Street. Lodi~, 
Bergen County New Jersey is manufactured specialty pharmaceuticals···· 
and precursors. Chemical inventory is available as a separate. 



I 

! 

:I ·c 
i • 

i 
·I 

; 

1· 

I ~ 

( 

document due to the length of the list. 

B .. On 21 April, 1995 a. mixing vessel_ containing Sodium .. .. . 
Hyposulfite, Bezaldehyde, Powdered Aluminum and Sodium·BiSulfite 
underwent_. rapid decomposition manifesting a powerful! shock wave 
(explosion)· that resulted_ in extensive damage and fire~- Four. ('4) -
employees of Napp,· in the. vlc::inity of the vessel, were ·.killed· in 
the blast and 1 was critically:· injured~ The resulting fire_. :·-· · .. 
generated a plume that extended· for· approximately ... 10 miles .and ,­
generated hazardous gases beyond thos~ normally associated with a. 
structur.e fire ·as -the -chemicals in the facility became .involved· 'in · .-·,. 
the fire.· Run off ·from the fire seen~ contaminateq.·the·-Sa~dle· .... · :,·. 
River. and resulted in· a significant· fish .. kill..::> · .. · · ·:·:· .. -.-.:.:~·.>· · ·.>.·-

c •. rhe facili.tf is ~'?w damaged and re~h·es dec<;>nt~Jn~jj~~ii6~}~ri~¥\. 7:·_:i{_ff.·_f~-
debr1s clean. up· and :,dismantlement. ·Process· chemicai$/-and: .. :i:-aw/r·/:F:i>~. :} _ .... -~., 
materials that .. were not -damaged. in the incident will· .:})~fYreturried'<to -:.<~:-·.•\}lk 

. vendo~s· ... The rest of. the' fa9ility. will-1:>e,:·~1e·~n_ed//de_p-9.11~-~~~i)i~f~cici~:{J:rJ4tl 
- and· dismantled-~ The. Responsible· Party w.111 .engage:_:•>th_e·:···.$.erv:1.~e'~Bof.-.c::··:f·~ ::'.h(~;:t~ 

---:~:~:::::::~!a:e :::::::: v:;:::::::::?::::' ::~:::~:ttQ }~~~1!?':t{,(}tlf 
detailed in the Case Description and Investigation r~p_orts ~ • _,<-·· .... .- .- ..... 

4. Actions Taken 

26 April, ·1995 

1. Continue demolition of structur.e on main St. · Side ·of :bu~ld'ing ~: 
·_:< .~_.: .. · .. 

2. erect f·encing on Main St. and open· Main Str~~t. 

3. Construct Decon Area at rear of.building : 

4. Remove·materials from storage area at .rear of faciiity. 

27 April, 1995 

1. Site Safety Plan 

2. Establish en~ry corridor and conia~inatibn reducti6n··~orrid6r~ 

3 •. Wash and, open Main Street 

4. Continue Air surveillance 

5. E$tablish monitoring points at schools 
I 

! 28 April, 1995 
\ 

1. Site Safety Plan 

C 
2. Decontamination bf Main $treet 



3. Site discharges from ra·in· event. 

4.Removal of ·knowns • 

. Analysis of fire water run off: · PCB 9 ·ppb Arochlor··1·2-42,··. ·.•_.-_.-<;:.) 
EP~- Samples from 4/21/95- · ~hlorobenzen~ _5 •. 9 ppb · 

·Cnloroform 

Materials removed: · · 

: · ._... · --~ ·- ·. over-.: the: weekend·;. Apall9.:}Construction~):~.e~·c;o~e.¢;te ..... ;, _ _.·J,;~ 
· ... ·. ·. : s"uppr~ss_ic>n. -apparatus _it_q_;~tj}~.)re.~a:i-riin:gf~tr.µ~t.iit'~:t~·- . ~ .. .. ·--""··" 

. . . :s~::.::~::r:::~::::;·:::;jtL:;x:L·!J!!f!;l;l~~~z~~,\~1;li!ilt!I 
· 2 •. - Evaiuate ·the· facil"it.ies· .'.displac·ed by .. ·the>dbntam'iricj~:foti~p~~ad\~;~.f/;_'.:~fi~t~f 

( 

(
~- . 
. .. 

into their structures:7 . ·, : : ·. - ) • : Jtf~,-f~\('i5t~~}}fl'f{f{fif)i1/':\?Jl 
3 •. Meet with displaced ~usfnesses regarding· _·.the.: .. ~t~:t~~(tpfft.t~l":i.~l:·t~: ~F;/-:.~~:-~ .:~;::J/ft· 

:~c:::::::~al·· repor~. fro~ .Bo_Swe_~l·· Engin~ef,i~(\~i'i~~~i~:f~Jilii~¥ jJ;{?~A~i 
5. Establish with _ PVSC, -·the ·.parameters·: for--··whiqh :~:they~;,wii:1-=/acc:ep~ :·-'.·-:t:-:'.~---~>~):1~% 

6 •. Continue. establishmen"t -_of· .. so.•-
zone •. .. ; ... 

7. Continue pumping; out pit.:at. 'Fine ··organ£cs\>.);··.·<',_· . 

8. DPW. equi"pme'nt. d_ec:o~~~a~}riatio~-.-. .. . . .. ): ·--,:·: / . 
~ . . . . ~ .. ·; . ; 

9. Continue air monitor(n_g ./and-· check with. sch:~ol:s ·,feg~~~-ing::--~lt~i~t:;,:··. ·-~-':\:·i-~;fj 
openings.. . ·. . . . ·;. . . . ·'·_"; \,_-~-, , ..... -- ~~>\.~f 

Sampling results availab1ei 
Fire. Water .PCB . 

Fine Organics. 

Black Tar 

Phenol -. 
Phenol··-

PCB -
~henol 

Phenor ... 

. . . . ~- .• . . 

.. - ·. ·._ .. ·:· .. ·::· ... _·;. 

ND . :_':~.---: · · 
8.4· _ppm 
2.2 ppin .(sampled· near J:ra-'iler)' 

2.6 ppb 
29·. 2 . ppm._ 

4-., ooo. ppm 
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Materials removed-to date: 
.30;000 gall6ns of~water from Fine·organics pit. 
2,000 · gallons ~of water agglomerated from puddl_es_ on site 

- 45. containers of solid waste· (ID.27) 
155 drums of product 
-.19 cylinder ·. . 
12 propane cylinders 

5/2/95. _ . 
·1-. Continue ·moving out materials in ·rear of faci __ ~_ity ... .- . 

·2. P~p ·out -NJ Bell manhole -at Church and Main.·&. d~_cori.: · . -

7 .- pe·r.form. air monitoring at residence, -12 Church· st~;- ~<report--; of"<· ... >':_;,_~::···<;:J, 

:~r:::t::::5 ~ite .monitoring ·. · ... · ... < . •.·"J/}i·) \;;, . '.f·:•c'..Jfi{ff 
9. Perm1.t -access to Mugs_ plus to remove p~~d~ction: .-~terns':-~-;'_::·_.._,:, :·r ; ~-- -::·_-·.:::).ff 

. ~~;;~~a!!1[~~~v~~ ;~t~:t~;om Fine organics· pit;.~_- .) ·• \· . \ :·/ . . )}I! 
· 2,000 _· ·_gall_ons of _water agglomerated- from Pl:lddles on. site · ··:_\(}_!_; 
50 colitaine.rs. :of solid .waste (ID 27) ·· .: --:':JYf;-
198 .drums of product· 
25 cy.linder · · · 

,12 propane riylinders 
90 .wood pal.ates 
10,000 gallons of ~ater. removed from NJ Bell man· -hole. 

··s • . - .·Futur·e Plans and Reconmiendations 
, Continuance-.of removal and demolition .efforts. 
Complete ·work at· fine ·organics. -
-Establish. evaluation -p~ocedure for 1027 wastes.': 
Finalize -Site safet:y plan. - _ . 
Evalu~te -and establish ·a. procec;lure for draining ·w1-p reactors. 
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.. 
New Jersey -Depa~tment of Eilviromnental Protec:tion · · 

Division of .Responsible PartySit.e R~mediation· 
Bureau of Emerge.ncy . Response ·. . -,>.v•_. · 

Reg~on I. · 
. . 

INVESTIGATION , 

·Location Phone t: None 

Health Dept_. Rep: J.am~s Taradash, :acDOff· :' 
. . 

. Origin ot Complaint·:· llackensa9k. Fire. Dept' •. 
... 

.. 
. .. 

·.,· .. :··· 
.... ··.:.•:·· .. --:·.· .. 

~:!:I~af ! .· ~~:Pl:t:~~c~~ru~~~:. !!r:o~~~~bove •. ·.1?:at~~.~;~~ :~2j1!~~tli~;;,t:;::jl,. 
Fi~dings a BER I· Duty Officer,. Janicek .· was advl~e~,- l?'Y)Jho.-~JiJi.~9.k~p-~~-q!,c:~/{\l}/{:t· 
Fi-re Dept. of a·. fire at_ the cau~~way' Ware_house,.\and::.<;Ii:.st-~-i,buti:ort\~tl~ti;}/ffi):\i·< 
facllity -located at 55 ,Devoe Place, .. Ha·ckensack·/~··NJ i<:\,~(;DQff(wa~/r·.:~::=:~~\%ti-~_\::~/ 
enroute, but NJDEP assistance was not· .;request;:ed,~-:: '.--_.Duty~;,::Qffle·er::·Jai,i;c:.~~~-:~-'-.-~ 

-· established· contact with the BCDOH; ·but: no additional'><irif.orination/(f/~X: .,_:,'<·.-: 
. ·.could. be obtc;lined. aboQt ·· materials ~r _quantities>·of:\Cbemi'i:a:l~f;fY~~\ariy\'/_:.;·V~/:­

inside the facility. . BCl>OH .. contacted-·outy_-0._ft,icer- ··Ja·nic~~-rand::ia(tvi:5-ed\:_(:: 
.h!m of _product contents anc:t initial alr .·mo·nit07:ing·.-=-resui~S:-~}-'.:.\A.t::.~~h~~-f\.:· / 
time, 1 t was, only pel ~eved to be a structure· fire,:• and:._~·_that~r~he, i :'_:,· .. ,·;:::-\:-:/~ .. · .· 
chemicals were not lnvol v~d. R~gion · Chief Alleri: was. updated/and .. :.}.\ -~:;r:_.:- - :,: 
advised·_to. deploy a·Reglon I responder as a·pr~caution:~.·.:\··~----.·:::/~ <···<" · .. : __ ·_ 

. . ... . . . . ... :..... ·.,. ~ ;-,::. .. _.· . ~ . . . 

I·nSJ?ector Gibb<;>!1s was conta-cted .-and .. immedfately-- responded'~_-to/_-,the\:.-'.:·.·< . · ;--
incident. location. on scene·,· BER I met: with Hackensa-ck·.•.F-1re:i::Dep~~-;-... _ ~ _ 
Police .Dept-~ and BCDOH. and ·a unified' command<was_,-,e~tabl1sh~4.~~)_..-·~~Jr;;:·/~2-_<:: 
was. advised at this time that· the chemicals. were :':-_·suspe·ct·edtt:t.o-:-:~be}f?.::t:·)-05:=•,:.~~-,::~ 
involved in the .fire.· Due to the construction ,of the warehouse,~>:~.~ 
Hackensack Fire Dept. was only performing ·exterior ·fire fight_ing.:·~;. 
BER I was advised that inside the warehoµse was. a large·.quantity· of·· 
textiles as well as 120,000 lbs·~ of amrnon·i~ persulfate, sodi\lm 



persulfat,e· (powder~d) '.N-butyl alc9:hol, .(stored ~n drum~, :quan_tity .. _-. 
unknown)· and assorted other materials -such as oils, · kerosene, engine· ._- -
cleaners and possible ~rinking alcohols (as the warehouse distribut~d- ·_..­
the later).· Also identified were numerous propane cylinders- used .. to · · 
power·fork lift •. Hackensack Avenue was -closed due to the ~xtensive . _ 
amount .of fire fighting equipment an~. ¥ater suppl¥ hoses. --.-·Hackerisack· · · 
Fire Dept. was repor,ting a 7 block radius evacuation, number 'Of · -_ 
persons were ·unknown·. · Prio.r to inspecting ·the· fire scene, BER I was · ... _ . __ ; 
advised that the fire began around 1900 hours on the:·incident ·date, -:-. 
b':1t only thought _to be a. structure fire .• -· ._ BER I arr iv~~- -a~-- 2_~1s :J;lo_ur·~-~-'/);.~­
M 1d--Bergen H~ z~a t l'_lad been . deployed ~n~ ._were·· stat 1 on~~ .. on: ~ack~nsa_9k.,: \.\\: .. 
Avenu~, ·obtaining .. informat~on from Chem 'rre.9~ ·o~_,th~ .·'._s,u.~pe9t.~_d..":.<.. ·. ·,}\.,~\\t 
mate.rials •_in the w~~eh_ouse. Upon .·DEP! s arr1vc:l,<the _·s~oke_,,pl-~~e~wa~_-,_?·~:.):-;:_ 
hanging low due to ·th~ current weather :conditio~s-~and_ ~as_~~ra~~~~ng._~--~·;,:~F-f;, 
across. Hackensack Avenue towards the Hackensack: -R1 ver .· :. __ ·,-.,-.j/\:~)_._-· ,.-, . ) :·:,· -~ .·. _.·._;;Jf!-.t·£ 

.• · ·-... · --· . ~C~H ··was. ~e·r~o~~ing--a-~~ mo~ito;~rig~-,~·10·~:~/i~~~l(J~~~~J~£i~tJ~:~l~;{~~\~{~I 
· --- . _· . :the J?lU:~e .· utilJ.zi~~·Dra_ger. ~ubes and- .:a·}'.iJ~~p~_qt;iQri_~_:~.;"~I?:~(~~0~~1if.~~~,i e -~{f ~-- =, 

. i .P~~): ~ng. Dra9er- ·- ;ube~: _for n_umero_us _.pro~~~:t._s~:·,Q~_rp_9~bu~-~~~:9nr~~~!t~~.R~~~;g.~_I}.\ . 
: ; ~.azMat --~?~al.~e~-- '.~~DS :;.s~e,;~S ._f~~\ ~he:-~.•~~!~Pn~~~._;~,~~~~q;J:;_~J..,ei1ns~S?4.~~f~J?~~. 

· ·. ·:-_. ~-·:;- · .:· . :. -:- sulfate. · Both.·. materials were · 1denti f_1edr)as .J~t:~o:pg·-~·ox:1~l.:z.e~~HJ:.ch~~r}11L' .. ~f 
~-: _.. -·- - -_~n~ei;-. -heat pr~dU:c.e '. -nitrous . fumes a1:1~-:-~~j;~:\g~-~;~:~1'iC:~_pe_p-~~~1:~~~~1,ii,~!~tjr~·g· 

·("'"· 
. =· 

C, 

.·acid)-~--. Wb~·n· e~po~cd. to wa~er' bot~~·)!lat~rf~l-~'<:pro~~-9~-~;~r~~~~~:iP~~ox~~~f'#· 
. .. and. ozone.- While·. ·sco.oH ·was performing-_· a1.r-:·mon:1tor1,ngH1l.ort,gf.rR-acketisack~~f.lt: 
.>. Avenue.· . eve~ :lS ·.minutes. · .. BER perfo~nfea :···afr.: ·m·onlfcfririg·~:;aJqri.gtirthe~-i- ·.<:f-:)t!t~fr 

. facility· µt1lizing·_ a:11· .HNu and Drager· ~~es .fo_~:-Nltrtj~s\ifµi;l~~}tA¢i-d ; __ :_,::>ht~~ 
.~ases, cyanid~, co, ·co2 and phosgene •. ····i· __ ··_:'.- ,_·. / '.j'-tl\/ : .};:~~; 

. . Directly. adj a cent to the building' ~---:sl igpt.:·posi ti ye <C:1,~:2-Jppm) : of'·.t:_,_::_,'? 
<acid ga_~es was· detec_ted, bu_t. no o~h.ei:\·pr.oduct_~ :·w_e~~:'.<i_et:~~t~-~~i~ ·::;Air:_ t.· :,=r~·\1~;: 

, monitoring along·the -·fence ·line· y1elde~. no· res_ults ~po_y~:\,~_a_~~gr:our:i~~·-~::._.~r~i\L . . . . · . ; . _-· · . . . _ • . .. . ~--:, _·: :· -> ;-· >:··.~_.:/ •·, __ ;:·:.·: :-.<> :·.- __ · ~/:'.-'..~·/\/.;__ ... ,.-t; ·. & :.<)':){\' 
, . . Water . SaJ!1ples ·.,~.rom _the fire water run-of,_f;.·::'.wei;-_~ :\pp~ait:i¢P,}:'..·:~~~l:: :tfle.,.::~·'/?:J}> 
pH -was determined .to_ be o to i-: pH •. : BER r:_ secu~_ed~.the;··1nc1d~11t:.:·< .··, .. -· -~.;:::.c::::;~_ 
location and· drove .. to the Fairleigh· Dickerson·· .. c_ol:leg·e. !Camput(:,,.a1·ong ... the<?\ 
Hackensac·k River and performed air . monitoring with _·n_e>thi~g·:. de~ected. -·. · · ·:\?-

• •• • • •• • - ; ~. : • . • • i j,- ; ·.• • • • • . • 

. BER I disc\lssed ::the, water run~off probi'~in_. with :t_i,e• .~CDOH; but.· _ 
they felt that due to the amount of f.ire:run-.off:._water;:·neutraliz-ing -_ .. ·. · 
w~>U1~ be itnpossible ... -- ~s this· was una_cceptabl_e ,· ~ BER>~J ~bega·i:· ·a se_arch i,= _. _, 
with.- the. assistance. of.·the Mid-Bergen··HazMat: team. to: .. l:dentify-·the · - _ ... .- :.,;,. 
·aisch~rg_e ·point-~. of.·th~. ~ire· run-:-of~-.wa~e·r ~n·t.o:--.the-.-:sewer:sy_~t.ein,:" t_hon,::·,;·_:: 
identify the suspected. discharge po1.-nt ·: into the . Hackensack R1 ver. _ · · 

~- / . . . . . . . . . 

BER.I tequested that the Hackensa9k Sewer Dept. -respond;to the_ ! 

scene to assist with sewe;- tracing but BER _I ~~s advised.·that: the ·. 
· sewer :department ¢ould. not respond. _an·~· that no se-wer_ maps.,.were 
available. · Entering.-Hackerisaek. Wate·r c·o. property,·. wn-ich.::js: .. ·.to~ated .. · 
along the rear of the causeway Warehouse facility, a sewer_I;i.ne was­
identified and pH testing identified the ·route of. _the _fire·. water. ·. 
Tracing the line back to ·the· rear of· the. causeway facility, .-B:ER I 

... identified the stor~ draln which wa·s. -~raining al:1 · o-f tho !ire w~ter .. : 

"Returning. to the Command. Post, ,BE.R I. requested ~he V!C?e· ·.President~ ~- . 
· of. Causeway warehouse, Mr. Rosenthal. to discuss the _i-mmed1ate .conc_ern ...... :: 
of. t:he pH run-off. · . · · . 

. Apparently during the early.hours of the fire, the fire-~ -· 
department allowed Mr. Rosenthal to return home. · Inspector Gibbons 
immediately contacted Mr. Rosenthal and advised him of the pH of the 
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discharge and that a contractor was immediat~ly needed to begin . >- :-> 
neutralizing the water nm-off. Mr. Rosenthal was ·supplied ·3 names j,f:=~­
contractors and Clean Harbors from Edison was hired to respond:· to t-he · .. : 
SQene with l~rge amounts of neutralizing agents to begin.the· _ • 
neutrali2atio_n of the fire run-off water. .. 

Inspector.Gibbons contatted Region Chief Allen arid advJsed him ·o~. 
the statu~ up to this point; · Inspector Gibbons · requested a_. second > · .. · ::·'.: 
responder due to the amount of activity on site and.· the ·required· ~ewer·. 
tracing of the ruri-off water~ · 

. As approval occurred, ··BER I contact~d ,-tay~er Camargo,,. Emergency·· 
Response Specialist, who agreed to immediately respond to the- scene . 
and provide assistance. · · ... · · · · 

\ . .... . .· ··.· 

. .Inspector Gibbons also contact~~ the. tis ·_EpA- -~\Jg;on'>I~ ·. 1iot'1ine·_ -a~_d}r' 
requested a rose and TAT .Team to ass·1st w1th air -monitoring·.}~md.--:thEf ::··-~:'.?·';::,: 
water· run~c:>ff. problem.· The ,USEPA immediately ~gr~ed·-·:_t.~,-:_,tQ~P9.!.1.'t'a~d }i~\~f(L 
provide assistance.~ _ · · _ _ -___ · < 0 

•• ~'(' ;•:\ •• _';/{1~{1~[{;":\::":'~tl~ji 
. . .: . Around O l 00_·. hoµr~, · . Ha_ckel)sack,, ~-i;-e· · Fi:ghte~~ '-:~-~e5~~~;~~!~fJ.~:r~~~~-~i)~~l~~t 
the war.eh~use ~nd _begin ·int~r-!-or · fir~~t:~911~~~9·:,-:-·~~\lt·$.~,;~o.~·l~-~~~~qoy.~.~~~-~,~7~ 
very .intense f1.;re· and_ a dec1.s1..on. oqc";lrred· ·-tp<_e\l~~~at~\i.~~~-t~~,t~:~·~-P9/~¥.~:\~:ff-f 
establish a <?Ollapse __ zone. ai:td. O?JlY,:>f·~g;ht :-th~_-:;_:tf.l"_~t·{:r~tn_<:~~~~_s::~~.s.t~_e·~(ti:z,~~fi: 

. Hackensack r1re Dept. ,a.t th~s _t1me::._e'!,,al~ate~:<t~_~,::;-:~;~!:'.e/~~:(\~-<?~P±:~t:~ly.t~U~iB. 
out· ·of control. and expected to loose_~-the ,build1ng_;r:.-,>J3CDOm::~~~t:~~1.lrt:\\=_:.'1t~'";:: 
perfot?ning air monitoring along Hackensack- Averiu:~:>ana_·.'(BERI:~J·\wa:s:·,_/?;.-'.:::--:/);?/{f: 
sa]'.tlpl ing at. t~e fire scene and di~ectly'_. down_·,P,i,um,{.-~t}th~;:(~o~J~g~_:; _: :)t??~."i 
'I'.he only readings detected were. d1rec.tly at :thO'··fa_c1l.1,ty/and·-=~J.lO .. :_.~_~her(J{f\ 
loca_ti_ons •.. BER r 9ontacted the ·:US- .;PA .·Re9ion .II, .. : and}~dyt~e~ .. }•~h~m :-of··::::::t\~ 
the above information .. · Due to the intensity ·of ·the·_f1-re--once:;.1t:·was-·=:·:/•,·· 
declared out. of contro.l; the· plume -ros·e ,st'r_alght -up-.--~n~~J;.::·:t!,:_e•tfire·,:_w~_~f>":: 
knocked down a few hours later. · · ·· · - · · ·· ·. · ... , ·. · ·-·: -~•i\t~~;.:. · · :·-: -~-~----~. 

-•. . :- ·: ..... ~ . i'. ; , ... ">. 

' Arri V ing' on scene, _Hayder ·, ·camargo .. ·was ···adv'ised·· :oi:f:~h-e::iih·aLd~nt' -.. -:::::;:._: :/ ·/ ·. 
from BER' s arrival---until. the curren.t· time. -Since: the>.:plum-e·-?J~s,~onc·~,.:,-,-_:: . 
again settling down, BER I· traveled to. ·-the Hacken.sack :River-:-near.·the > ·_· 
Rothman center to perform air monitoring with nothing/detect~d. : '·While'. ... 
at the river, numerous samples were_obtained·from the:riyer- and 
checked for pH with. only neutral readings recorded·~ - oue to a· hign ·. .. , 
ti.de condition, BER I:determined that only-at.low tid~·=could·:the_· 
discharge point be discovered. -. · · · · · · · · ·· ·· 

. \ ~. 

: W~lking· the river,. BER identif.ied0 the :only potential· discha~ge· · ..... · 
• ·point from:the storm line int;o ~he-_Hackensack- River, v1hich·was behind .. 

the Burger King,off of·Hackensack River~ BER:I.thart:~rove,into· .·· . 
Teaneck at ·the opposite· side of the river- to pe·rform· air.-mc>"nitoring·~in.: .- . 
a residE!ntial section of town off ·River· Road, with nothihg -~etected •. ·· _·:. 

. Returning to the incident;:· location,. BER I met w1.th ,· ,. . . 
representatives from Mid Bergen Hazat. _and request~d all of:. their 
neutral+zini agents be_appl~ed to the run-_of! ~ater :to· initiate· .. · 
neutralization. It was decided that neutral1z1ng would occur ·at the 
first= manhole in Hackensack water's property and that·pH monitoring 
would occur at the second manhole ~pproximatel~{ 50- feet away. .Th1s · 
<way the pH would not be shocked the opposite -direction and cause :. .. 
additional problems to the river. · · 

After a few hundred po~nds of sodium bicarb were added, Cl~~n 
Harbors arrived and took over the neutralizing duties . 

.Jox' 
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At 0600 hours, Dwarne Harringtont USEPA·and_theTAT arrived and 
were briefed ·on the incident up to this point on water run-of_f . and- air 
monitoring results. Under direction of BER I, TAT _obtained samples of -
the water run-off for lab· analysis to determine contaminates entering 
the sewer system. · · 

Throughout the morning, BER I a~d BCDOH performed air monitoring 
at numerous locations around the fire scene, with nothing of· -concern 
detected. Additionally, . BER I placed sewer dye into the· second · 
manhole along_ Hackensack River. BER I pulled nearly every manhole to .. · ... 
trace the dye, which eventually apl?eared behind the ·Burger King on :· 
Hackensack Avenue. ·At no time during tnis incident were any .. ·. · 

.distressed wildlife· identified- or, any fish- kills observed •. · :· ... · 

. ,.. . BER I updated Region..__~hief. Allen ·and_-~due. to ;be ~_xtent 6°i~.:~he· - ··.:~ 
lncident .requested a back-::.up -team for mon1tot1n·g 1n t~e after~~~n •. _ ·. .._ ... _ .. {:~-:~i' 
Inspectors Wiarda and Doyle were. contacted and agreed :to· reSpOnd.C, . · · \/:{J] 

. ' At 0900 hciurs on April. 26; . B~R ~ coiitacted Mr~:-~Jfarithcif~~~;fs: }}({); 
requested. that he respond to. the._ incident ·location . SO~· BER·J· .. ·~~uld: ':~<:._ ·-_::_:;·~_<-'7:~)r 
discuss his requirements_ under State·. law to provido.·:·: for :_:"a)J::l;e~h~up:.·ot.->/./{;f· 
the property. . Mr. _Rosenthal complained that he: :·was .. busy;··:a,nd::;p_robablY:<'.~}t_~i~'i: 
would. not -respond to _the scene· today. BER stressed that-: both ··.tho-··._.•-.; -: /_-:·· 
NJDE:P and USEPA required him on scene immediately. to· 'discuss_:~·.tur~her·_ 
remediation/ chemical clean-up·. on scene. · Numerous · ph~no·_·· ca 11 s ·. we·re . _ 
placed to Mr. Rosenthal· but_ still no response was obtained~';:'._·:_·.Firially.,. 
BER·I met with the Bergen county Arson Unit and- advised-·the.m·'..qf.-·'the 
above- problem. The arson squad contacted'Mr. Rosenthal.and-advised 
hini that· i-f he didn't ·show up he might be arrested- fo};" ·:obstruc:;:ting 
justice. Mr. Rosenthal -guaranteed his arrival •in.about:ori~-~~~r~ .. 

. rn·spectors Gibbons and Camargo met -with. Inspcctpr· Wiarda:· ... and· · · 
Doyle once they arrived on-~cene, and bought them ar9und the incident· 
location and introduced them to the fire command and,bought them up to 
speed on the status of the incid~nt. · · · · • 

While touring t~e neut~alizin~ location at Hack~risac~:Water•s ·. 
pro~erty ! Clean .H~rbors ady1sed BER I that -th~y were running ·1ow._ of 
sodium Bicarb. BCDOH a:dv~sed all .present that they had- over.l,000 
lbs. located in storage and if Clean HB:rbors replaced· the·tnaterial.in 
storage. BCDOH ·would provide as mucl} ~s was needed.· Clean Harbors . 
sent a truck with· BCDOH to retrieve the sodium bi carb .. 

Ret.ui;-ning to the fire scene, BER I,. BCOOH, DC. Arso~ Squad and . 
owayne Harrin<1to~, _USEP~ met._w!tl)-,~~•:, Ro~enthal and his .-coun·cil._ -~ER 
I and USEPA discussed his requirements to ~:remove all hazardous 
substances/waste from the site· and provide for a proper. clean-up. Mr. 
Rosenthal_ was advised th~t should he not meet the financial obligati.o~­
to l?ay for the clean-up; the NJDEP would request a USEPA removal, · 
a9t1on. As this was agreed to, .it would .. be the Arson Squad decision 
on when the building could be safely entered. and the che~icals could 
be removed. ·. .. · 

At this time, Inspectors Gibbons and Camargo secured. the· E;cen:e_·! 
while Inspectors Wiarda and· Doyle took over state involvement. During 
~he afternoon, BER I provided additional -air monitorin9 throu9h out 
the entire area, as well as water pH monitoring. No air readings for 

· products 6f concern or combustion were obtained. PH of the river was 
monitdred with no substantial results~ 
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( Later in the afternoon, Inspectors Wiarda a·nd. Dorle had -to secure 
the in.cident location and ·respond· to a substantial acid spill in 
Hoboken,· leaving BCooH· in charge on scene.- .· ·. 

J . 

On 3/28/95 Inspectors 'Gibbons· and .Wiarda performed a.·follow-up 
inspection of the fire scene and performed air moni~oring for the 
arson squad, with no readi!)gs of concern_. • . · _ . ,. · 

Located in. the rear .of_ the b·uilding· we;re ·4, _85 ._gallon over ·pa~ks. · 
· containing drums .-or· unknown flammables.--:·· This was. bought·.:.to. t~a·. ,-· .·· . · 
. attention- of· the. s. &:· D environmental ·supervisor.··. Apparel)tly-.. ;_on ·:: . ,:-~ .': ,,\ 

- · 3/27/95 causeway. Warehouse--/ triple R•._.T-ruckiog_ :fired-':Clean::·.Y~n~ure:•:and_; .. :,.· .,,---; 
' council and ·hired Mr. Spadoro. (~oa~63f-0202) -Attorney. At ·.Law-:·and :, -'· · · ,_-.·.:~ ·::·· 
, s & D. Environmental services ... s & D. Enviroruiiental·: Services.<began -.· ~:.:·· ,_. . .-. 
cleaning up· piles. of ~he ·Persulfates ·and·: _drununing .a·s-?r,c;tu!_~e-~t~·~·:>./.:·_: .. , >:". ·,:-/(\ 

,:':., · · •. · sh~~i~ntg:0 }t~a~f;~~~br!*i~~~d n~~~iif f.m~tf~~~~i~,i~~i~~rt~~="M1~i 
~~ -~ .:::l~rio~: BER I.respo~:d~t~\a. 

~- ,· .. · · :ca·useway· ·Warehouse and. Distribution:· facillty>located{'_at::~-·s-s;'{Dovo1!'s~.~~-f/:· ·:Cst~:---.~~~~~-

.. . Du_7i'ing the fi;-e 1_3ER i: alopg. with: ~C~1:{ pr<;>viaei:~~f~•ns{,ie a:ir -· : .· 
monitoring- at.the inc1dent··1·ocat10n. and·9own wind ·to-_detect::anY·. . _,._. 
associated off site impact-. caused: by- th~ -·tire .. _ .. -.Air_·: monft~ririg;:was_ .. _ ·. ·. · __ .... •, 
performed· with an Jmu.. and Drager· TUbes··. ;.for\Nitrous .,~·Fumes;? ·Ad~d ~.Gas~s-, 
co, CO2 ; PhosgeJ_1e and cya_nide. ·01:)1¥" _slight .eleyated_: r~a~Hngs·· 9f ·acid· 
gases w~re obtained along., the fac1.l1.ty-. but nothi_ng -was: _qctcc;ted·:· .- ,- . . 
off•site. • ·Extensive pH monitorlr .. g.of,;-the··watez:·:.ru·n·~orf/occurr~d-·•.wlth·, 
results in the pH 0-1 rang~.-- The responsible. was .... c·ontactcd\~and·:·cl~an,- .. · 
Harbors .was hired to -perfo,rm -neutral'ization of the !'.Un-o_ff:::_.wate~:~:.< · 
This ·occurred on __ p,;operty · ovme<:1· .hY: Hapkensa¢k. water: ComJ?~u:-y\_';:.·:.~o···._: __ , __ _ 
manholes. were ut1.·lized. . The.· f 1.r~t was· were; a·ll neutra-lizing-:.agents. · · -··-·· ,_ 
were :added· to the ~ystem an~ pH m~ni,tor.~ng··occur~ed> in· __ thf:" s~c_o.nd/~~o<.>:, ,-.. _._-.-_ 
prevent over shocking the river. - At. no time during this _-1.nc~dent. w~re -· • ... · · 
a·ny distressed fish or tsildlife obse_n'~d. · ·. · · · · · _-: . ·. · . · ·. . · << · ·-

BER -I. reque_sted assistance . f rotn · the·· US EPA _ who responded -to·· ~ssist:. :: 
with obtaini.ng water samples. ~~f ·t}l°~:flln.~.9.-~t·ffQ~. lab· a,:ialy.s_is •.. ·: -~.·· 

, ,.. .. .. ,, ,.,...... •r~ • •~•. . I ': !·•\. . . . . .. 
. Inspectors Wiard .. a · and• ·oo·yle :'reSJ(onded. ~nd -relieved .Ins.pectors .: · 

I 
I • 

• I 

Gibbons and Camargo on scene and additional! ai-r moni~oring ·:occurred · 
throughout the afternoon of March Z6 with assistance. -from BCDOH •. ·. 
BER I secured the scen·e to respond to a· 10,600 gallon acid ·sp~ll in 

.·•I 

Hoboken, Hudson County.· • , . · · · . . 

Due to this incident, ,there. ·were -26 fire fighters injured r_:~~-'?. in_9' --~·-
from chem"ical burns on hands- and· fe.et to _respiratory·· problems --··· ·· · 
associated with -the smoke-. - All of the ipjured were transported ·to · · 
area hospitals for treat.ment. i 
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Recommendations: Case wiil remain openwith BER I pending ·removal·of 
all hazardous materials located at the warehouse. Should rcsporislble­
party re·fuse elean-up, then the cas·e will be referred to the USEPA·= for 
removal act ion. · · · · · - . -· ,_ ~-

Cate referred to, NJDEP, Divi~ion of .fish, Game & Wildlife'for 
~enforcement, New J~rsey Division of tiiminal Justice Environmental 

unit. · 

. - ... : .. : .. 
. : .. _. 

.. · ·.- ~-

chrlst~pher Gibbons 

._Hayder c_uargo 

wade w. wiarda 

Bruce Doyle 
.•I 

Gary Allen, Region. Chl.ef 

... 
· .. ·•.,•-.· .... •~- . 

Date--

Date_: 
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CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN 
GOVERNOR 

Honorable Patrick J. Roma 
Assemblyman District 3 8 
40 East Midland Avenue 
Paramus, NJ 07652-2915 

Dear Assemblyman Roma: 

~tat£ nf ~tfu mtrst~ 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

CN360 
TRENTON, N.J. 08625-0360 

July 3, 1995 
LEN FISHMAN 

COMMISSIONER OF HEALTH 

Sincere apologies for the delay in responding to the questions posed at the May 23, 1995 
hearing regarding the Napp Industries chemical explosion. The responses are attached for your 
review. The Department of Health would be pleased to respond to any additional questions you 
and-the Assembly Labor, Business and Industry Committee might have. 

Enclosed also for your review is a health "Q&A" compiled from the questions most 
frequently asked by residents in the Lodi area. Copies of these are being distributed to elected 
officials in Bergen County and to libraries and the Bergen County Department of Health Services. 

The Department of Health shares your concern regarding the Napp incident and is 
working in concert with the Departments of Environmental Protection and Labor to investigate 
and identify measures which may prevent similar occurrences in the future. 

Enc. 

·:a"lt.ii}lJ1 ti~~ *f;'l;;;:n'.'.it ;4;:il 
. ~efy, 

Len Fishman 
Commissioner 

New Jersey Is An Equal Opportun.ity Employer 
Printed on Recycled Paper 



ASSEMBLY LABOR, BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY COMMITTEE 
PUBLIC HEARJNG ON LODI AND HACKENSACK INDUSTRIAL ACCIDENTS 

:, , ,j:,,\,t~::;:1'~ 7 23·-"'19· 9. '5 . 
. . ~ 1.l'~tI . ' . .. ,J ;,._: • 

·COMMITTEE QUESTIONS FOR STA, TE DEPARTMENTS 

• ·ouestions for Departmen(of Health. 

Question 

1. What jurisdiction did your department have: over the Lodi and Hackensack situations with 
respect to safety.and hea1th·ofthe employees of the facilities. emergency personnel such as 
firefighters, and the surrounding community? Were those two situations covered by: Right 
to Know labeling requirements? PEOSH standards on respiratory protection and emergency 
response? · · 

Answer 

la. Employees 

Napp Technologies in Lodi and Causeway \Yare~ouse and Distribution Transport Company 
in Hackensack are private sector workplace·s. The DOH has no jurisdiction regarding the 

· occupational health and safety of,the .employees in the private sector. The State of New 
Jersey is specifically pre-empted by the federal OSH Act from enforcing occupational safety 
and health standards in the private sector workplaces. 

lb. Emergency Personnel 

All public employees, including firefighters, polic1e· officers, DEP emergencypersonne4 and 
· local health department staff are covered by the Public Employees Occupational Safety and 
. Health Act. Under this Act, all federal OSHA safety and health standards were adopted and 
are enforced by the PEOSH programs in the Department of Health (health standards) and 
the Department of Labor (safety standards). 

The PEOSH Act covers both paid and volunteer·fire.fighters and first-aid squads. The 
Departments of Labor and Health enforce safet)'1'and health standards which directly affect 
emergency responders .. For example, the Firefighter Standard contains provisions for 
protective clothing; respiratory protection requirements; personal alert safety systems; 
hearing protection, life-safety rope, harnesses and hardware; and fire apparatus operation. 

The Bloodbome Pathogens Standard protects all public emergency responders who may 
have contact with blood or other potentially infectious material. The Hazardous Waste 
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Operntions· an:d Emergency Response Standard helps to reduce the injuries and illnesses 
which can occur among eme~i~ency responders from exposure to hazardous materials. 

The DOH has published Guidelines for the Emergency Management of Firefighters. The 
Guidelines were developed to a_ssist health~cate providers in hospital emergency 
departments in the diagnosis_ and treatment of :firefighters injllred while performing 
lifesaving work. 

1 c. Right to Know Labeling 

Under the New Jersey Worker and Right to Know (RTK) Act~ Napp Technologies was 
required to label containers of hazardous substances.· The Causeway Warehouse and 
Distribution Transport Company is not covere,d.bythe Right to Know Act because the 
Standard Industrial Classification for warehouses is not an employer group ~overed by the 
law. 

Question 

2. Were the chemicals that caused the Lodi explosion, sodium hydrosulfite, benzaldehyde~ and 
powered aluminum, covered by Right to Know requirements to produce Hazardous 
Substance Fact Sheets in English and Spanish? If so,.weie the sheets produced? Was there 
any change in their status in the most recent list of hazardous chemical proposed by your . 
department in February 1994?. Why wasn•~ that list adopted by the February 1995 deadline? 

Answer 

2a. Fact Sheets 

The chemicals (sodium hydrosulfite, benzaldehyde, and powdered aluminum) are on the · 
. Right to Know Hazardous Substance List. The Department of Health does have completed 
Hazardous Substance Fact Sheets in English for sodium hydrosulfite and .benzaldehyde and 
in English and Spanish for powdered aluminum. 

2b. Status 

There was no change in status of these chemicals in the most recent list of hazardous 
c;hemicals proposed by DOH in February 1994 .. 

2c. Adoption 

The DOH needed more time to review the changes made on the proposed List. 
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Question' 

3. What was the Napp Chemical plant's history of compliance with State laws and regulations? 
Is it true that your department found that Napp was out of compliance with chemical 
labeling requirements? If so, what action did.you take? 

Answer 

The RTKProgram in the DOH conducted an inspection for labeling at the Napp 
Technologies facility in March 1992. Some violations of the labeling requirements were 
identified during the inspection. These violations were corrected in April 1992, and the case 
investigation was closed in May 1992. No administrative orders were issued nor penalties 
collected from Napp Technologies because the violations were corrected by the company. 

Question 

4. Did your agency have staff on site.during either incident? What role did they play? Is it true 
that the emergency response capability of the Health Department has been severely curtailed? 
Why? Is ther·e a repo1t of staff actions and an analysis ofthe incident? -If so, please provide it 
to the· committee: 

Answer 

4a. Staff on Site 

The DOH did not have staff on site during either incident. 

4b. Role of DOH 

In response to request, the DOH faxed highlights from the 1993 Community Right to Kno\\. 
Survey submitted by Napp Technologies to the Bergen County Prosecutor's Office'. In 
addition, the DOH requested the Bergen County RTK lead agency to hand deliver a copy of 
the entire survey to the Prosecutor's office. A copy of the survey was also forwarded to the 
OSHA Area Office in HasbrnuckHeights. ' 

Information from a DOH publication, Guidelines for the Emerg·ency Management of 
Firefighters , was faxed to the Hac~ensack Medical Center. A copy of the entire 
publication was also provided to the Hackensack Medical Center. 

The Department o{Health is currently. engaged in several public health investigations 
regarding the Napp explosion, These include J s111vey of the scope and ex1:ent ofhealth 
effects on residents ofthe Lodi and SUJ.1ounding communities, a PEOSH investigation 

J1)( 
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regarding adherence to health and safety standards by the emergency-response 
personnei and a study of the health sequelae of these personnel as associated 
with the degree and type of exposure to their activities during this event. 

Question 

5. Have the types and amounts of chemical exposures potentially received during the fires been 
measured or modeled? What is still unknown? Will all the exposures ever be known? 

Answer 
. . 

The DEP is responsible for the collection of air, water and soil samples from these 
two sites. The DOH is participating in reviewing the results of their analysis. To 
date, no health recommendations have been deemed necessary. 

Question 

6. . Has a registry of injured and chemically exposed individuals (plant workers, emergency 
responders, and residents) been compiled to facilitate follow-up on injuries, acute and 
chronic health effects, and post-traumatic stress? 

Answer 
Please see the answer to 4b (above). 

Question 

7. Have exposed individuals_ been told of the types and amounts of chemicals they were 
potentially exposed to during the fires and that some exposures are not knovvn. Have all of 
them been provided with Hazardous Substance Fact ~heets on known chemicals? 

Answer 
The DEP collected ambient air samples during the Lodi fire incident. The DEP provided 
this information to the medical staff at the Hackensack Medical Center and to the local 
and state agencies responding to this incident. 

Hazardous Substance Fact Sheets have not been distributed to exposed individuals. 
Because only trace or low levels of decomposition products or air contaminants were 
found in these samples, the jnfonnation contained in the Hazardous Substance Fact 
Sheets would not. apply. 

31X 
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Question. 

8. Has the PEOSH program investigated the safety and health of police and firefighting 
personnel during the Hackensack and Lodi incidents? Ifso; what are the findings of 

-\ the investigation? Were proper measures taken to insure decontamination of the 
personnel and their equipment? 

Answer. 
Please see answer 4b (above)· 

Question 

9. How are you coordinating your efforts regarding workplace safety and health with the 
efforts of other State departments and the affected businesses, workers, unions, local 
governmental agencies and community members? Have you shared all relevant reports, 
inspections, complaints, and other information with OSHA to assist their investigation, in 
particular,' your department's report that Napp was out of compliance with our chemical 
labeling law? Have you·coordinated your efforts to characterize chemical exposures and 
risks from the incidents with.the efforts ofthe D.E.P.? Is it true that the Health Department 
has no physician with expertise in occupatiqnal and environnientalhealth? If so, why? 

Answer 

9a. Coordinating Effort 

Public Employees Occupational Safety and Health (PEOSH) Program 

The DOH PEOSH Program, coordinates its inspection activities with the DOL and DCA. 
All relevant information is exchanged between the departments; and·the necessary 
information is then conveyed to the employer and employees. The DOH PEOSH Program 
informs all public employees and public employee··unions when changes are made to existing 
standards or new requirements are issued; ; To· accomplish this, the Program does mass 
mailings of new regulations, develops educational bulletins, and conducts educational 
and training seminars on new regulations for employers and employees. 

The PEOSH Advisory Board was created to assist the DOL in establishing standards for the 
occupational safety_ and health :of public employees. The PEOSH Advisory Board meets 
quarterly and is· available to receive information regarding matters of concern to public 
employees in the area of occupational health and safety. 

Right to Know Interagencv Task Force 

To coordinate the activities of the Departments ofHeahh, Environmental Protection, and 
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Labor, a RTK Interagency Task Force was formed; Representatives from each department 
meet regularly. They discuss and plan for coordinated efforts among the departments to 
implement the law, minimize inconsistent policies,. eliminate duplication of effort~ share 
resources and reduce the burden on employers/employees who must relate to three 
departments with respect to their legal obligations and rights under this law. 

Right to Know Advisory Council 

Members of the R TK Advisory Council are appointed by the Governor to represent various 
interest groups to oversee the activities of agencies implementing the RTK law. The council 
meets once a month and is made up of representatives from labor unions, environmental 
organizations, public interest groups, chemical industries, petroleum industries, fire 
departments, trade organizations, small business organizations, coUeges and universities, and 
municipalities. 

County Lead Agencies 

A major emphasis of the law is to make the information generated by the RTK law 
available to the public. The RTK County Lead Agencies are responsible for 'increasing 
public awareness, educating employers and employees, and educating emergency 
responders in their own county about the New Jersey RTK law. Their duties include 
maintaining and providing copies of the Hazardous Substance Fact Sheets and the RTK 
and Community RTK Surveys, offering employer assistance, sp~aking at public 
engagements, and facilitating other forms of educational outreach. 

Federal OSHA 

The DOH has a cooperative working relationship with the federal OSHA Regional Office 
in New York City and the Area Offices in New Jersey. · The two agencies have cooperated 
on a number of different efforts including 1) investigations of fatal injuries; 2) referrals 
from OHS to OSHA regarding workplaces where.employers are e>q)Osed to lead and 
cadmium; 3) surveillance data of occupational diseases generated by the OHS has been 
shared with OSHA; and 4) technical consultation has been provided by OSHA to the 
PEOSH Program 

9b. OSHA 

A copy of the report ofthe~spection conducted by the RTK Program at Napp 
Technologies has-been forwarded to the OSHA area office-in Hasbrouck Heights. 

9c. Coordhzation 

The DOH is participating on a scientific panel that will be thoroughly reviewing the air, 
water, and soil environmental monitoring data and the medical reports of the fire~ police. 
and EMTs that responded to the incident in order to properly address that very question. 
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This group held its first meeting on May 23_ and included ex-perts from DEP, the DOH, 
USEP~ the Bergen County Health Department, and the Pulmonary Services, Department 
of the Hackensack Medical Center. 

9d. Physician 

Iri order to en~e a sufficiently broad-based physician_ staff complement, the DOH 
access·es medical .consultation from many sources·. One such· source is the Division 
of Occupational Health at UMDNJ-Robert Wood Johnson Medical School; 
Additionally, the DOH can and does receive medical consultation from occupational 
medicine physicians at the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health. 

Question 

10. What is your assessment of the short term. and long term impacts of the Lodi and 
Hackensack incidents on the environment,. public ~ealth, and work~r displacement? Did 
exposed individua~s get sick? As they currently experiencing any incr~ase in health problems 
or symptoms? Are thereJikely to be any long-term health effects among those exposed such 
as birth defects, cancer, or other health effects? Are health studies planned? 

Answer 

The DOH is participatirig on a scientific panel that will be thoroughly reviewing the aiL 
water, and soil environmental monitoring data and the medical reports of the fire, police~ 
and EMTs ·\\1ho responded fr> the 'incident in order to properly address that very qw~stion .. 
This ~oup held its first meeting on M~y 23 and inchideq _experts from DEP, the DOH, 
USEP~ _the BergenCountyHealth Department, _and the Pulmonary· Services, Department 
of the Hackensack Medical Center. . . . 

Please also see 4b (above) 

Question 

11. Please describe workplace and community safety:and health programs in your depart~~nt 
which may be of use in preventing tragedies like those in Hackensack and Lodi, including: 
the Environmental Health Program; the Right to Know Program; and the PEOSHProgra~ 
as it applies ~o fire, police, and other emergency workers. Are the resources for these and 
other relevant programs sufficient to meet the need? What changes have there b'een in the 
manpower and funding for any of the programs over the last five years? What is the impact 
of any propo:;c!d F~scal Year 1996 _budget.cuts and layoffs on each program? What cac the 
Legislature do to help in this area? What doyou.think of the proposal to increase the annual 
fees charged to employ~rs to support the Ri~lJ.t to Know Program by $ LOO per worker? 
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Ans,ver 

' . ' ' 

I la. Public Employees Occupational Safety and Health (PEOSH) Program 

The Public Employees Occupational Safety and Health (PEOSH) Program has the 
responsibility to implement the DOHs mandate under the 19~4 Ne\.v Jersey PEOSH AcL 
(N.J.S.A. 34:6A-25 et seq.). This mandate is to develop and enforce occupational health 
standards for public employees throughout the State and to encourage employer·s and 
employees in their efforts to improve the working environment. The DOL is the lead 
agency for this legislation and is res1Jonsible for enforcing'the safety provisions of the.law. 

The PEOSH Program in the New Jersey DOH conducts industrial hygiene inspections in 
response to public employee complaints, referrals from other agencies, high hazard 
workplaces, and emergencies. Educational seminars and training programs are conducted 
for public employees. In addition, educational materials are developed and distributed 
across the State:. The seminars and materials discuss methods for reducing occupationai 
l1ealth hazards and review the requirements ofhealth standards. !echn.ical consultations are 
provided to employers and employees who are engaged in resolving health concerns at their 
work--place. 

Approximately six years ago, the NJDOH, PEOSH Prngra~ had 29 State positions to fill. 
As a result of continued budget shortfalls, the NJDOH, PEOSH Program, cunently has a 
total of 19 personnel positions~ 15 state funded positions; and 4 f~deral funded positions ... _ 

. . 

In FY-95, the ·PEOSH Program received $885,000 in State app.ropriations. _The Program. 
anticipated receiving the same level of State funding in FY-96. As a tesulL no personnel· 
reductions are anticipated. Ifthe State submits ·a State Plan for PEOSH to OSHA this year, 
there is a potential for the PEdSH Program in the Departments of Labor and He~lth to 
receive up to a million dollars in federal funds. 

11 b. Right to Know Program 

The New Jersey Worker and Community RTK (N.J.S.A. 34:5A-l et seq.) was designed to 
protect workers, community residents, and emergency response personnel from exposure to · 
hazardous substances produced, used~ and stored in private and public facilities. 

Responsibilities for the implementation of the Act are divided among the DOH (\.vorkplace and 
emergency services provisions,ofthe Act), the DEP (community and emergency services 
provisions of the Act)~ and theDOL (\.vor~~er discriminatioll and collection of_RTK 
assessments). 

TI1e f(;deral Hazard Communication Standard has modified the scope and implei.c.ientation of the 
N e\v Jersey Worker and Commwiity RTK Act. The Hazard Comrrnmicatio11· Sta11d_ard provides 
for the training of private \.\1orkers about hazardous· chemicals and for the labeling of containers 
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with hazard warnings. The implementation of the. Hazard Communication Standard in private 
wqrkplaces preempted New Jersey's requirement for private employers to file a survey ,:v-itb the 
State DOH and provide their workers with trainmg: However, the labeling of containers 
pursuant to the New Jersey RTK law, for the benefit of emergency responders, must· be 
completed in the priv•ate sector workplaces covered by the law. 

Under. the RTK Act, all public employees, including emergency responders, who are exposed 
or potentially exposed to hazardous chemical substances, must receive initial and annual 
training, which covers a ~ariety of topics. 

The RTK funds, available for distribution to the DOH, DEP, and DO,L, \,\,i.11.be reduced in FY-
96. The exact amount of the reduction is not known at this time. The DOH has submitted a 
request to Ol\1B for a resolution to increase the RTK funds, subject to availability, for the 
Program in FY'96. 

Even though the RTK Program will experience a reduction in budget funds and personnel the­
DOH plans to maintain a viable and responsive RTK Program in,the DOH. , 

To decrease the impact art.the RTK Program and staff, some personnel reassignments have 
already been completed or are in process. Seven staff have been reassigned~ one staff person 
has resigned, and two staff are actively pursuing reassignments with assistance from the DOH. 

The RTK Program will prio:rjtize its mandated activities .and implement its activities more 
efficiently. For example, the annual RTK Sµiv~y-will be.an "update" ra~her than a 
comprehensive suivey. This will reduce the sta:ff)ime required to process the survey while 
ensuring that employees nd emergency responders will have access to the chemical inventory 
data collected through the suivey. 

The RTK Program will prioritize the number of Hazardous Substance Fact Sheets (HSFS) that 
will routinely be revised from 1,050 to 500 but will be able to provide updated infom1ation on 
all the HSFS, if so requested. 

Ifa proposed State Plan for PEOSH is approved and funded by federal OSHA, some of the 
federal funds anticipated by the DOH will be used.to supp01t some of the RTK staff positions 
and reduce the impact of the RTK budget reductions. 

11 c. Legislation 

If the legislation is introduced to increase the annual tax charged to employers to support the 
Right to Know Program the DOH v.ill review the legislation~ as it does on every health bill. 
and prepare comments it. 



~tatr of Slrh1 J{rrsrp 

CHRISTINE TODD \,\'HITMAN 
Cor1,-rnor 

Honorable Patrick J. Roma 
Assemblyman-District 38 
40 East Midland Avenue 
Paramus, NJ 07652 

Dear Assemblyman Roma: 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
CN 110 

TRENTON NJ 08625-0110 

June 6, 1995_ 

PETER J. CALDERONE 
Commissio11cr 

I have conveyed your appreciation to Assistant Commissioner Leonard · 
Kq.tz and Assistant Director Tom Drabik for their participation in the public 
hearing that the Assembly Labor, Business and Industry Committee held to 
review State workplace safety and health programs relative to the recent accidents 
in Lodi and Hackensack. 

In response to your request, we have prepa:ed the attached responses to 
the full set of Committee questions you provided Mr. Katz. We have answered 
the questions in the order posed by the Committee. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if we can be of any further assistance. 

Sincer~ly, 

COMMISSIONER 

Neu· fer:,cy Is An Eq11al Opportw1it1.1 Emplo11, r • Printed 011 Rcc11clcd and Rcc11clal,lc Pa1Jcr 
- . - • . - r 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 
(fi(l9) 292-2}2~ • FAX (609) 63J-92il 

t.µf) 
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR RESPONSES TO ASSEMBLY LABOR, 
BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY COMMITTEE QUESTIONS 

(1) SAFETY Al\1D HEALTH JURISDICTION OVER LODI AND HACKENSACK 
ACCIDENTS 

Public Employees Occupational Safety and Health 

N.J.S.A. 34:6A-25 et seq., New Jersey Public Employees Occupational Safety and Health Act 
(PEOSH), mandates that every public employer provide each of his employees with employment 
and a place of employment which are free from recognized hazards. The Commissioner of 
Labor is charged with. making inspections in all regulated areas, except in areas specified under 
N.J.S.A. 34:6A-37a, which fall under the jurisdiction of the New Jersey Department of Health. 
The Commissioner of Labor is also charged with issuing all Orders to Comply when violations 
of the PEOSH standards are observed. In this capacity, the Department of Labor is responsible 
for overseeing the occupational health and safety of all non-private emergency responders to the 
Lodi and Hackensack incidents. 

(2) WORKPLACE SAFETY AND HEALTH-PROGRAMS 

Occupational Safety and Health On-Site Consultation Program 

The Occupational Safety and Health On-Site Consultation Program is a 90% federal, 10% State 
funded program specifically designed to provide occupational safety and health expertise for 
private employers who voluntarily want to comply with federal OSHA standards. Through this 
program, private employers,' in concert with employees, are involved in hazard identification, 
hazard correction and safety and health training to reduce the possibility of old· hazards 
reoccurring and new hazards appearing. 

The On-Site Consultation Program receives in excess of $ L2 million annually from the U.S. 
Department of Labor to provide in excess of 620 visits annually. Last year, the program 
conducted 628 initial visits, observed and caused to be corrected 6,300 occupational safety and 
health hazards and conducted occupational safety and health training at a rate exceeding four 
times the national average for consultation projects. In addition, 67 assistance visits and 89 
return visits to verify hazard correction were conducted. For the record, a list of our training 
capabilities is attached. 
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As more and more private employers learn of this free service, the demand increases. 
Currently, there are 12 occupational safety and health consultants providing this valuable 
preventative service to New Jersey employers. Neither the Lodi site nor the Hackensack facility 
requested the services of the Department of Labor's Consultation Program prior to the incidents. 

We do not envision any change from the State's standpoint on resources. A 3.5% recession in 
federal funding has been proposed -for FY 1995. 

Worker and Community .Right-to-Know 

The_ Department of Labor is assigned the responsibility of investigating public employee 
complaints regarding employee rights. Specifically, employees may request, in writing, a copy 
of a w_orkplace survey, hazardous substances fact sheet, and, where applicable, an environmental. 
survey. If the request· is not honored, the employee has the right to refuse -to work with the 
hazardous substance for which a request was made without loss of pay or -forfeit of any other 
privilege until the request is honored. If the Commissioner of Labor finds that the employer 
discharged or penalized the employee for exercising his/her rights, he may initiate a civil action 
against the employer. · 

The Department of Labor also assesses and collects fees from employers for the purpose of 
maintaining the "Right-to-Know Fund. II 

Public Employees Occupational Safety and Health Act 

The Office of Public -Employees Safety, in concert with the Public Employees Occupational 
Safety and Health program in the Department of Health,- conduct inspections _at fire and first:-aid 
facilities. The inspections are conducted either on the basis of receiving complaints, information 
received that gives reason to believe a safety and health violation may exist, and _through special 
emphasis inspections at fire stations. The inspections, for the most part, are conducted prior to 
injuries with the intent of providing employees with the notice that hazards exist. The employer 
is given a reasonable time to correct the hazards before ·follow-up is conducted. The proactive 
approach is, in effect, a preventive maintenance program. 

The annual budget is approximately $800,000. Current staffing includes eight full time field 
investigators. 
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Since 1987, the Office of Public Employees Safety (DOL) conducted 1,255 fire department 
inspections both_ for personal protective equipment (turn-out gear) and fire house safety. 

As you of course are.aware, legislation is pending which, if passed, will enable us to change our 
PEOSH Act to make it more reflective of the federal Occupational Safety and Health Act. If 
this becomes law, New Jersey will be able to apply for federal funding to operate a public sector 
Occupational Safety and Health State Plan which would provide enforcement, consultation and 
safety and health training. If the plan is accepted by the U.S. Department of Labor, New Jersey 
will be eligible to receive: up to 50% funding of all approved positions. 

New Jersey State Industrial Safety Committee 

In a cooperative effort with the New Jersey State Industrial Safety Committee, we have relied, 
in good part, on the voluntary offerings of the Committee's private sector experts _to offer free 
safety and health training courses. Training courses include: confined space, lockout/tagout, 
excavations and back injury prevention. In addition, courses in personal protective equipment, 
fall protection, electrical hazards, bloodborne pathogens and workplace violence are in 
developmental stages. We will also ask the Committee to develop and give priority to a course 
on working with hazardous chemicals. These courses are available on a first come, first serve 
basis to both public and private employers and employees. 

W_orkforce Development Partnership Program 

The Workforce Development Partnership Act, effective with the law's passage in 1992, 
established that 3 % of the Workforce Development Trust Fund would be dedicated to Safety and 
Health training. The legislation stated that "Occupational Safety and Health training means 
training or education which _is designed to assist in tbe recognition and -prevention of health and 
safety hazards related to an occupation which is the_ subject of vocational training." 

The 3 % allocation is equivalent to approximately $ 1.5 million annually, and thus far has been 
used to support training within the parameters of the Workforce Development Partnership 
tWDP) legislation (which is that the training be an adjunct to vocational training)., The Safety 
and Health training program has allocated funds for broad-based training programs for workers 
and more commonly to individual employers or organizations for health and safety training 
specifically related to that employer (or organization). 

In the broad-based training categories, a total of $1,069,943 has been allocated over FYs 1994, 
1995 and 1996 to the Rutgers/Industrial Union Council to develop a "train-the-trainer" approach 
to safety and health training. The "train-the-trainer" concept will enable the program to have 
a multiplier effect, thereby increasing the number of individuals exposed to safety and health 
training. The Rutgers/Industria} Union Council is involved in the following: curriculum 
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development, materials development for use in tratning,, training sessions on key safety and 
health topics, and in sponsoring an occupational safety and health conference. The 
Rutgers/Industrial Union Council has pointed outthat a better trained workforce should lead to 
reduced accidents such as fires, explosions, major spills, toxic releases, or other events that 
could· lead to business interruption or a shutdown and permanent job loss. 

· Another broad-based training program is being developed by the AFL-CIO. A total of $983,402 
has been allocated from WDP 3 % funds for FY 1995 for the AFL-CIO to develop a general 
worker safety training program for its constituent affiliates. 

A Request-for-Proposal (RFP) was also recently issued for applicants interested in obtaining 
health and safety training grant dollars. A total of 24 applications were received, of which 14 
were approved. Approximately $ 1.5 million will be awarded. Recipients include employers, 
community based organizations and labor organizations. 

(3) INCIDENT INVESTIGATION 

The New Jersey Department of Labor's Public Employees Occupational Safety and .Health 
program is complaint driven. To date, we have not received a safety complaint from emergency 
personnel deployed. at either the Lodi or Hackensack sites. 

The iss'ues of employee decontamination and follow-up are under the jurisdiction of the New 
Jersey Department of Health. We have not received any notification from the Department of 
Health· citing an occupational health problem during or after the incidents. 



(4). \VORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PARTNERSHIP - CUSTOMIZED TRAINING 

The Customized Training program provides training grants to employers to upgrade the skills 
of workers to retain jobs and/or create new jobs. If jobs are permanently lost because facilities 
will not reopen due to the Lodi disaster, the displaced workers. would fall under the purview of 
the Workforce Development Partnership individual grant program or the Job Training 
Partnership Act Title III Dislocated Worker program. If, however, the Lodi facility plans to 
reopen and training is needed to assist in that endeavor, Customized Training grants can be made 
available. 

The resources available under the Customized Training program would be sufficient to meet the 
training needs of those involved in the disaster, but as to the overall available resources in 
Customized Training, the demand for training grants far exceeds the available supply of dollars 
allocated. Even with the prioritization of applicants that has resulted in increased. denials, the 
FY 1995 training grant allocation has been expended and approximately $5 million of the FY 
1996 allocation has already been obligated in response to employer needs and in interests of 
program continuity. 

The Customized Training program has been in existence since 1978, albeit with a S2 million 
training budget. The Workforce Development Partnership Act increased available funding v;ith 
the following annual allocation: 1993: $8.3 million; 1994: $13.9 million; and 1995: $20 million. 
In response to the increased workload generated by the expanding budget, six additional 
Customized Training Representatives were added to· the staff in 1995. 

It is anticipated that the FY· 1996 budget will retain the .Customized Training allocation at 
approximately $20 million. While, as stated previously, the demand will far exceed the $20 
million budget, it is essential that the $20 million be made available to enable Customized 
Training to effectively maintain its important role. 

(5) SERVICES TO DISPLACED WORKERS 

The Hackensack warehouse fire did not result in any request for services from the Employment 
Service or Response Team, and it does not appear to · have resulted .. in the loss of any 
employment. There. were multiple tenants at the l~cation, bur it was primarily a warehouse 
operation. 

The Lodi chemical plant explosion did cause some workers to become unemployed. The 
Department's Response Team provided services to company employees. Forty-six 
unemployment insurance claims were taken and company and union members were provided 
information on training and reemployment services available through the State Department of 
Labor. Employment Service records indicate that all 46 employees have been registered for 
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services which are ongoing. The Bergen County Private Industry Council is presently assessing 
workers who have expressed an interest in training. Employees are receiving continuation pay 

. through July with management staff temporarily operating out of a Saddle Brook location. 

(6) COORDINATING EFFORTS REGARDING SAFETY AND HEALTH Al\1) SA VIN GS 
JOBS 

The Department's Business Resource Network is currently fully involved in working v.:ith t:1e 
. Department of Commerce and Economic Development, union leaders, NAPP Technologies 
representatives and various utilities to relocate the company and its workforce to a new location 
in New Jersey. · 

As indicated above, we will, of course, work with the New Jersey State Industrial Safety 
Committee to provide free training in working with hazardous chemicals and we wiU, of course, 
work with the Department of Health on any related PEOSH matters concerning firefighters and 
emergency responders. 

(7) IMPAGT ON \VORKER DISPLACEMENT · 

From an employment and economic impact perspective, the loss of jobs resulting frnm the Lodi 
and Hackensack disasters will not severely impact those areas. -
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
CN 820 

TRENTON NJ 08625-0820 
CHRlSTINE TODD WHITMAN 

Governor 
GUALBERTO MEDINA, ESQUIRE, C.P.A. 

August 17, 1995 

Asse□blyman Patrick Roma 
40 East :Midland Ave. 
Paramus, NJ 07652 

Dear Assemblyman Roma: 

Commissioner 

(609) 984-2333 

Attached is a list of answers to questions raised during your Assembly Labor Committee 
Hearing in Hackensack. If any additional information is needed, please contact my office 
at 609-984-2326 . 

. The Department of Commerce and Economic Development i_s eager to assist businesses 
affected by recent tragedies in your district. 

Sincerely, 
~ //JI I /,1 

fl✓t.tl~{/~,.__ 
Michael Hollan 

Director of Intergovernmental Relations 

J)_X-
New Jersey Is An Equal Opportunity Employ1?r • Printed on Recycled and Recyclable Paper 



1) The Department of Commerce and Economic Development and the EDA have 

a wide range ,of loan and loa~ g_uarantee programs a~,ailable to assist 

businesses affected by the recent events in Lodi and Hackensack. These 

include: 

LONG TERM LOANS FOR FIXED ASSETS - Single, taxable financing for small, individual 

. projects. No limit upon the amount of loan, subject to local letter of credit. 

The Economic Growth Bond Program - A publidprivate partnership, were EDA sets 

aside its own funds as security for loans. This offers a way for smaller, unrated 

companies to access capital by way of Wall Street. 

STATEWIDE LOAN POOL FOR SMALL BUSINESS - A publidprivate loan pool for small 

businesses. Loans of up to $1 million are made. 

NEW JERSEY WORLDWIDE is patterned after the Statewide Loan Pool. A line of credit 

up to $1 million is available. 

DIRECT LOANS - Loans are made for up to $500,000 for fixed assets and up to 

$250,000 for working capital. 

EXPORT WORKING CAPITAL LOANS -_A one-year revolving loan of credit to finance 

export opportunities. 

Many services, such as business plan preparation, cost estimating and site location 

are also available through the Department of Commerce and Economic 

Development. 



2) We have been in contact with local organizations and government to assist 

affected businesses. Our Division of Economic Development is currently working 

with several businesses. 

3) Undetermined at this time. 


