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ASSEMBLYMAN RAYMOWD LESNIAK (CHAIRMAN): I would like to call this
public hearing of the Assembly Agriculture and Environment Committee to order.
Assemblyman Bennett is here, and the notices have gone out in accordance with the
law. The purpose of this hearing is to determine why so little has been done con-
cerning the expenditure of funds for the cleanup of chemical dumps in the State of
New Jersey.

In November, 1981, the voters overwhelmingly approved legislation
which I sponsored authorizing the State to issue bonds for $100,000,000 for the
cleanup of hazardous sites. Pursuant to the people's mandate, I sponsored A-3699,
which was signed into law on January 6, 1982, appropriating $30,000,000 toward the
cleanup of thirty-six sites throughout New Jersey. To date, over fourteen months
later, not one dime has been spent toward this cleanup program.

In addition to the failure toc expend money for the cleanups mandated
by the public and the Legislature by the Hazardous Discharge Bond Act, I am gravely
concerned about the lack of an aggressive cleanup program pursuant to the Spill Fund
Compensation and Control Act, which through my legislation signed into law in
January of 1980, taxed the petrochemical industry to clean up hazardous waste dump
sites. While the Fund has been allowed to accumulate over $13.5 million, less than
$6,000,000 from this Fund has been spent over the past fifteen months toward the
cleanup of health threats caused by abandoned dump sites. This failure to pursue
an aggressive cleanup program by the State has been compounded by the abject failure
of EPA to utilize Federal Superfund monies in this regard, which brings me to my
third concern, and that is what I believe to be the ill~conceived reliance on EPA
by this State to provide cleanup funds for sixty-five sites in New Jersey, while
just about everyone else believes that optimistically only ten sites will be at-
tended to by EPA. 1In effect, what the Kean announced program, which was last month,
to concentrate on some 150 non-Superfund sites will do, is place in limbo at least
fifty-five of the most s2rious health threats affecting New Jersey residents.

I am concerned that Governor Kean had continued to praise EPA Admin-
istrator Ann Burford until a few minutes prior to her resignation. Last year, prior
to the Congressional electicns in November, Governor Kean again praised EPA Admin-
istrator Gorsuch for her commitment to cleaning up chemical dump sites in New Jersey.
Any policies based on EPA's efforts in New Jersey are doomed to failure based on
their record to date. On July 26, 1982, this Committee held a hearing in Marlboro
Township to, and I quote from the transcript of that hearing: "determine the pro-
gress of cleanup efforts at the thirty-six hazardous waste dump sites designated
under the $33,000,000 Appropriations Act, and the status of other anticipated
cleanup monies on both the Federal and State levels." At that time I further
stated, "Last November 23," and that is in reference to November 23, 1981, "when
I introduced the appropriation measure," and that is from the bond issue, I stated,
"It is imperative and urgent that funds be made available promptly so that we can
make substantial headway in our struggle to eliminate the legacy of poison affect-
ing our environment due to the irresponsible dumping practices of the past. Time
is literally running out, when you consider that many of the dump sites targeted
for funding are posing an immediate threat and danger to the precious Jdrinking water
supplies of dozens of communities throughout New Jersey." And, I added at that time,
and this was July of 1982, "Those words are even more appropriate today, seven months
later." It is no longer seven months later, but sixteen months later, and still no
money has been spent on this critical cleanup effort. I am referring to the bond

issue.
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At that hearing, EPA Region 2 Administrator, Jacqueline E. Schafer,
stated that the target date for the completion of the feasibility study for Burnt
Fly Bog was December of 1982. It was my understanding that we were still waiting for
that feasibility study, but John Bennett has told me that that feasibility study is

completed. I haven't seen it, and I don't believe the county health officer has

seen it.

Also at that hearing, George Tyler, DEP Assistant Commissioner, in-
vited this Committee to, and I quote: "Come back and revisit this in December and
see what we have done." Well, we gave you three additional months, and the money

is still piling up and is not being spent. The Committee was informed at that hear-
ing that George Tyler would deliver an extensive written status report on site
cleanups under the Appropriations Act. We are still waiting for that report.

I am concerned here today, Commissioner, that the program that was
announced by Governor Kean, without consulting, quite frankly, with this Committee,
has an undue reliance, number one, on EPA's ability to clean up the sixty-five
Superfund sites, and number two, that DEP to date has not aggressively spent the
money that this Legislature has appropriated toward that end. My position today
is that with EPA's failure, and again I reiterate EPA's failure that we have all
been talking about for quite a long time now, -- not just recently as you know --
the State has to be even more aggressive toward these cleanup programs. I am
extremely concerned; I reiterate that we have not received all of the status
reports that we were promised last July. I am concerned that the reason why we
haven't received them is because nothing has been done. I would like very much
to know whether the policies enunciated in February of 1983 by Governor Kean are
written in stone, whether this Committee is going to have an opportunity to give
our input into those policies, and whether those monies that have been appropriated
back in January of 1981 and are available to be spent for cleanups are going to be
utilized.

The Legislature has spoken; the people have spoken, and we're ready
and need some action. That is the purpose of calling you here today.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Mr. Chairman?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Yes, sir.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: If I could, I would like to make an opening
statement.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Of course you can.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Commissioner, colleagues
and ladies and gentlemen of the public: I serve as the ranking Republican on this
Committee and have served for nearly a year and a half in that capacity. I have
been a member of this Committee during my entire legislative career. This Committee
is one where we have taken great pride, that when we see something that we feel is
wrong, we have attempted in a bipartisan erfort to set forward and go ahead to do
corrections in that manner. About a month ago, the Chairman and I stood in this
chamber and jointly called for the resignation of Rita Lavelle because of the way
we felt the Superfund was being handled at the Federal level and, in fact, three
days later after our announcement of a nationwide movement to have her resignation
sought, she did resign.

We are all aware of what has been occurring at the Federal level,
and the delays and the lack of decisions that have resulted in a slowness, in my

personal opinion, of funds being released from Superfund. However, in dealing with




this matter on the State level, I feel that there has been a continuous bipartisan
effort by both this Administration, as well as the previous Administration, in
making New Jersey a forerunner and one that is ahead of many other states. The
official notification for this meeting which I received in my office on March 15,
however, which I did not get to see until I returned from vacation yesterday, said
that we would be conducting a public hearing on the status of the cleanup operations
of the State of New Jersey, and that we would also be looking into the status of the
Bond Act, as well as the status of the Spill Compensation and Control Act. Certainly,
there were questions that were raised in Marlboro Township that continued to result
in additional questions to be asked, and this Committee is not only entitled, but
has an absolute right to have these questions answered, I believe.

We have had the opportunity to receive written documentation to many
of those questions that were answered, and copies of any questions that were raised by
the public that Assistant Commissioner Tyler was not able to answer at that point,
and copies of all that correspondence were received by the individual Committee
members. However, also on March 21, an additional notification was received in my
legislative office, which I again saw yesterday, which was specifically from the
Chairman of this Committee and was directed to legislators representing districts
included on the U.S. EPA Superfund priority list of hazardous waste sites. This
statement, which included three paragraphs, was specifically written on Committee
stationery which contained not only the Chairman's name, but also the Vice Chairman's,
Assemblyman Pankok's, as well as Assemblyman Smith's and my own. I spoke to Assem-
blyman Smith, who returned from vacation this morning, and who will be present later
this afternoon. The statements contained in that letter are those specifically of
the Chairman as an individual, and do not reflect the philosophy nor the feeling of
at least two members of this Committee. No discussion nor comments were solicited
from any other members of the Committee with respect to this notification.

The definitions as to Governor Kean's program, as to whether it is
shortsighted as contained in the letter, are the determinations and the editorial-
izing of the Chairman specifically, and not the Committee. While Committee sta-
tionery was used, I would like to bring to the attention of the public that that,
in fact, is from the Chairman and reflects his personal feelings, which of course --
and I certainly believe that every member of the Committee and every legislator is
entitled to his personal feelings and his personal position. However, it would be
a misstatement to say that this Committee meeting is held today with the philosophy
that all of the statements contained by the Chairman are the philosophy of this Com-
mittee as a whole, and that, while there are questions to be asked, I for one am
anxious to hear from the Department with respect to their position before drawing
conclusions. I feel that it is imperative that the position and the work that has
been done by the Department in the fourteen months of this Administration, as well
as the carry-over work from the previous Administration, be brought forward to the
public and that the legislators, as well as the entire public are aware of what is
being done on the State level, as well as in cooperation with the Federal. If there
is then criticism to be made, that should be the time to make the criticism, and I
for one would again stand with the Chairman if I felt it was appropriate to give
criticism in any direction at that point. However, to prejudge and to make criti-
cisms prior to the fact is something that I as an individual am not going to do,
nor is Assemblyman Smith and, although the Chairman is entitled to make any state-

ments, they do not necessarily reflect the entire position of this Committee.



ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Assemblyman Bennett, you are not indicating
that I implied that you signed that letter, are you?

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Absolutely not. It was sent on stationery
that contains all the names of the Committee, but it is specifically from the
Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Thank you very much. And, have you had an
opportunity to discuss Governor Kean's announced cleanup program prior to his
announcement with him, or with the Commissioner?

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: I spoke with the Commissioner and members
of the Department prior to the announcement of the four-year plan personally on
my own incentive of picking up the phone and calling them. We did not have a
briefing beforehand, but I called and became aware that there was going to be an

announcement and what it would contain. But, I did that as an individual legis-

lator.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: How did you find out about it?

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: By making the phone calls. I do a continual
status report of those -- I, unfortunately, happen to have more sites listed on

the hazardous waste list than any other legislator or any other district in the
State of New Jersey. That is not something to be proud of. I feel that it is my
duty as an elected official to continuously attempt to maintain a status as to
what is the direction of those individual sites in my district, so that I am
informed as to the direction they are going, and I have kept in communication with
Dr. Sadat's office, as well as with Assistant Commissioner Tyler and Commissioner
Hughey and became aware that there would be an announcement of the four-year plan,
but it was not briefed specifically as to the specifics of it prior to the announce-
ment by the Governor.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Are you at all concerned that monies appropriated
by this Legislature back in January of 1982, monies approved by the public in a
public referendum, have not been spent?

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: I am concerned, not so much as to whether or
not money is spent, but I am concerned as to whether work is being performed. Burnt
Fly Bog specifically called for an appropriation in January of 1981 of $2,000,000.
It was estimated at that time, under the Department headed by Jerry English, then
Commissioner, that the cleanup of Burnt Fly Bog would be between $20,000,000 and
$40,000,000. I believe our feasibility study that has been completed by the private
contractor Dames and Moore will show that, in fact, the figure is substantially less
than half of what the lower estimate was. I for one believe that it is necessary to
move ahead and clean up the hazardous waste sites in the State of New Jersey. I
believe, however, that we should clean them up with the proper management and by
expending the proper amount of monies. I do not believe that the only answer is
to expend monies and not expend them properly, resulting in lesser dollars avail-
able to clean up the sites we have in the State. I feel that it is necessary that
we move forward as rapidly as possible, but in an organized manner, and direct that
these cleanups be done in the most cost efficient manner to ensure the safety of
not only the people in my district, but the people cof the entire State of New Jersey.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK:  You cosponsored that appropriations bill, did
you not?

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Yes, I did, with the information that was avail-

able from the Department at that time, where the estimate was that it would be




$20,000,000 to $40,000,000. I believe we will hear today the status as to what

has been ongoing at many of the different sites. I believe there are legitimate
concerns and questions that should be answered. I agree with you that, in fact,
the four-year plan, or any plan, should be made in conjunction, and that the various
branches of government should work together to ensure that there is going to be the
proper cleanups done throughout the State. I totally agree with you that, in fact,
it is necessary for this Committee to work and to have the legislation drafted to
make the proper appropriations in order to effectuate that plan. I am happy that
we are having the opportunity today to hear from the Department. I would agree
with you that we should continue to have the input from the Department, so that
this Committee can take the appropriate steps and make those monies available as

we have historically.

. ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: One further question. You were not implying
that I was being political in criticizing the Kean Administration and the Com-
missioner, were you? Was I political, for instance, when I called for Beatrice
Tylutki's resignation under the Byrne Administration, and criticized the Byrne
Administration under their cleanup program?

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Well, whether or not --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Does it make a difference whether it is a
Democrat or a Republican if you think that there is something wrong?

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: If you think that something is wrong, it makes
no difference who is sitting in the office that is doing something wrong.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Okay. If I am a Democrat, and he is a Republican,
and I criticize that person -- then I am being political? If that person is a Demo-
crat, is that okay with you?

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: No. I think that what is important, Mr. Chairman,
is that before criticism is directed, the answers or the entire story should be made
available. If the answers are not satisfactory, and you feel that an individual is
doing something wrong, such as I felt in the case of Rita Lavelle with you in a non-
partisan, bipartisan effort -- I Jid not feel that that was a political act on your
part. I joined with you. And, in fact, I feel that there are many things that I
disagree with, and I do not feel that the cleanup of hazardous waste should be
political. It is the wrong form to have political arguments, and I am proud that
you and I have been able to work together closely in sponsoring and cosponsoring
various pieces of legislation to ensure that this Committee would not be used in a
political manner. I feel that we have perpetuated that to date, and if we feel that
something is wrong, we will go ahead, no matter who is sitting in the Governor's
chair, to get that corrected. I personally would like to have the complete story
before I make a valuation judgment. But, you are certainly entitled to make your
decision and you may, in fact, have your information beforehand, and that is per-
fectly all right too, as an individual. I just want to make it clear that there
may be at this point in time a difference of opinion until the entire story is
brought forward. At that time, we may both agree that things are right, or we may
both agree that things are wrong, and that will not be a decision based on any parti-
san politics, but because it is the right or the wrong thing to do.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Thank you very much. I appreciate that.
Commissioner Hughey.

COMMISSIONER ROBERT E. HUGHEY: Mr. Chairman, with your
indulgence, what I would like to do -- we have a long and a short version of testi-

mony. I would like to make a presentation that will last about thirty minutes, in



terms of summary of the plan, which I think directs itself to the guestions at
least that you asked in your letter to me asking us to appear. The letter that
Assemblyman Bennett and you have been discussing, of course, is not a letter that
I received.

What I would like to do is make that presentation and then, of course,
we are open to questions. We have -- (Assemblyman Lesniak interrupts to ask Com-
missioner Hughey to adjust microphones) So, with your permission, we will do about
thirty minutes and then take questions on any subject.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: You can take an hour.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: We have enough information to last five hours,
so we leave it up to your discretion. We have been before this Committee before
and I have obviously had a long working relationship -- fourteen months is as long
as it has been with anybody -- with you and other members of this Committee. I
have specifically not made anything that we do in terms of cleanup partisan in any
way and, at least until today, I have seen no indication that anybody else has.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I would in no way accuse you of doing that,
and do not see it as being possible that you would be involved in a political way
with the cleanup program.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think the problem of remedying past uncon-
trolled and flagrant discharges of hazardous and toxic substances is one of the
most important health and environmental issues confronting New Jersey today. The
answer to the problem is basic enough -- clean it up. However, perhaps the most
significant lesson I have learned in my first year as Commissioner of DEP is that
developing and implementing a successful cleanup program is extremely difficult
and sometimes frustrating.

From its inception to the present time, the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection has done more to develop viable solutions to the problem
than any other environmental agency in the nation. The State of New Jersey has
made substantial progress since last May when the Department reorganized its
Division of Waste Management to better manage hazardous waste problems. We have
brought with us today as an exhibit,which we will turn over to the Committee, an
Administrative Order which reorganized the Department,and the Organizational Chart
which now constitutes the Department.

We have restructured our program to develop a multi-disciplinary
team to handle highly complex problems associated with hazardous waste cleanup.
Never before have these issues been addressed on a scale of this magnitude. Through
this program, we intend to deal with high priority hazardous waste sites in a timely
fashion while maintaining the stringent fiscal and managerial controls necessary
for the proper expenditure of public monies. Those managerial controls have taken
us a good deal of time to develop. We have, as our second exhibit today, the
Administration of Hazardous Waste Cleanups package, which has been put together by
the Department in the last year. Our goal is tu eliminate or lessen potential
public health and environmental impacts from these sites in the most effective and
efficient manner possible. Among the wide variety of factors which have made rapid
progress difficult, there appear to me to be three basic needs which perhaps only
New Jersey has addressed:

The first is the need for a comprehensive and predictable long-range
cleanup strategy. This is a need, by the way, which has also been recognized by

this Committee.
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The second is the need for a sophisticated priority and contract
system, and the third is the need to provide the public with a clear understanding
of program objectives and complexities.

In the first instance, the Federal government clearly has had diffi-
culty in coming to grips with the need for a long-term commitment. There are many
ways to look at this Federal indecision, but virtually all of them lead to the
conclusion that environmental agencies are not the proper place for budgeting
decisions. EPA's assumption that the current Superfund program of $1.6 billion
is adequate to effect a national cleanup, has made an overall strategy impossible.
Realistically, the present $1.6 billion Federal commitment is nothing more than a
start-up fund, and I think Congress recognized that when it marked up the first bill.
EPA's past contention that this funding is adequate has made an already difficult
situation more difficult. This limited perspective leads to inevitable delays in
Superfund site selection, needlessly complicates already complex contract and
cooperative agreement negotiations, and seriously flaws the national contingency
planning process. The Department has not settled for a watered down Superfund as
some in EPA envisioned, but rather we have insisted through the courts that EPA
fulfill its legislative responsibilities.

During the Congressional hearings in 1979 and before, we supported =--
and, again, I think members of this Committee supported -- a more comprehensive
Superfund than that which became law in 1981. We have repeatedly testified about
the problems the current law presents, and, as you know, the State of New Jersey
was the first to challenge EPA's failure to publish the mandated National Contin-
gency Plan. Furthermore, when the court-ordered plan was finally released, it was
New Jersey which challenged, and today we continue this appeal.

Finally, last week, members of my staff assisted New Jersey Senators
Bradley and Lautenberg in their work in developing new Superfund legislation to
more adequately address the hazardous waste problems faced by New Jersey and other
states in this country.

We have pursued the optimum solution, i.e., an extensive and effective
Federally-financed national cleanup effort.

The second issue, the need to prioritize, presents difficulty for all
levels of government and has certainly been complicated by the unpredictability out-
lined above. If anything, the nature of this hearing today is a graphic exposition
of the difficulty in developing priorities and the consequences of a legitimate
priority system. In the realm of hazardous and toxic waste cleanup, every site
deserves to be first, every project should start today and caution is viewed as
inexcusable delay until, of course, the contract is found to be inadequate, until
the solution doesn't work because there was no feasibility study done, and until
everyone being first makes it impossible for anyone to really be first. I would
submit to you that while it may be popular to attack from both directions, =-- and
I am not suggesting that you are -- it is neither intellectually honest nor realistic.
In this field, you can't have it both ways.

We are, in fact, the only State to have a comprehensive four-year
cleanup strategy. That is Exhibit III, which we would offer to the Committee today,
and I apologize for not having that to you sooner. We have a new response contract
with excellent controls which took eight months to put together -- just coincidentally,
that eight months is the same as it took to put together the original legislation at
the State level. That is Exhibit IV; it's called the X-213 Emergency Contract, and

it went on the street last week.



There are other supporting documents to that contract which are
still under development with the Department of the Treasury, and T would give
you as an example of what is going to come out of that, Exhibit V, which is the
North Bergen RFP for cleanup, and Exhibit VI, the Friedman Property RFP for
feasibility study -- just to give the Committee some idea of the extent of the
impacts of the contract. We have a multi-disciplined project management approach
which incorporates outside ongoing auditing. 'The auditors that we have selected
for the program are those who completed the first review of the hazardous waste
program in the State. All of these ingredients took time to develop and all of
them are necessary for a successful long-range program.

The last broad issue is fundamental, namely the need for a clear
public understanding of where we are going and what the complications are that we
face. The easiest position to take with regard to hazardous and toxic cleanup is
to fail to list objectives, and I think EPA did that, which in turn rules out a
priority list, which EPA was hesitant to do, and finally makes it unnecessary to
establish true time frames. EPA has and will continue to pay for this non-strategy
but it is, in a way, understandable. Having a set of objectives and a plan, obvi-
ously leaves one open to criticism. Unlike EPA, however, we believe it is an
acceptable price to pay for direction and predictability.

Real programs don't survive long in a world of could haves, should
haves, and would haves. But, no matter how convenient a target, we do have a
program and it is a doable program. It is a real-world undertaking. Exhibit VII
is the Hazardous Waste Management Strategy in New Jersey, and Exhibit VIII is the
Hazardous Waste Regulations, which led to the development of that strategy.
Finally, one of the most complicating factors is that all the money everyone so
freely discusses is not so freely spent. There are, and probably should be, re-
strictions, and there are legislative conflicts which should be fully understood
by those who stand and watch.

At this point, let me say that we are all aware that the Hazardous
Waste Cleanup Program was not, and is not now a perfect program, but it has come
a long way in the last fourteen months, and indeed a long way since its inception.
Today, we intend to outline for you the changes made, the new directions taken,
and the adjustments still needed.

To begin that process, I would like to call Assistant Commissioner
George Tyler, who will outline a few of the steps we have taken to improve our
cleanup program, and then introduce you to our Division of Waste Management senior
staff. Thank you.

ASST. COMMISSIONER GEGERKGSGE J. TYLER: Thank you, Com-
missioner; Mr. Chairman, Assemblymen, thank you. I would like to just begin as

I guess I ended last time, and invite again your continual revisiting of this issue.
We will be glad to come before ycu ot iay _ixe to answer questions and provide docu-
mentation. I think that the documentaticn we will provide to you today will answer
the final question from the Marlbcro Iowncillp acdeing. I did try to respond to all
of the site-specific questions, and I alsc wizn that we could have been a little
earlier with this presentation.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: George, where is --

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: It's coming.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: George, there are some people who can't hear
you. Could you talk a little louder?




ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I think we agree that New Jersey has
been on the cutting edge of technology in the hazardous waste cleanup area. Our
pioneering work at sites throughout the State has been used as an example for other
states. We have developed techniques for personal safety, environmental risk
assessment, land-use control in the environs of a hazardous waste site, and the
like. These standards and procedures have been used by private industry and by
government agencies throughout the nation.

The Commissioner has asked, as a backdrop to the plan we will be
discussing in depth today, that I explain our reorganization in the Division of
Waste Management, how it is shaped up today, and how we hope it will work to serve
our mutual interests.

First, we have integrated all of our hazardous and solid waste pro-
grams together into one operating division. That has resulted, of course, in the
integration of our planning programs because, quite frankly, it is difficult to
deal with one waste disposal problem without reference to another. Thus, a
coherent long-~range strategy for hazardous waste management must include, and
will include, the proper management of garbage, the promotion of resource recovery,
recycling to minimize our waste streams, and control of those waste streams, as
well as effective regulation and enforcement in the industrial and hazardous waste
generation areas.

Secondly, we have merged three enforcement units which were previously
utilized to deal with landfill type facilities, hazardous waste generator type
facilities and Spill Fund and emergency response type actions, under one head in
that division.

Thirdly, we have merged our permit and licensing programs, so that
we have pulled together again under one chief engineer, several statutorily man-
dated programs so that all the new waste management facilities developed in New
Jersey are permitted properly in a manner which reflects a total program integra-
tion approach.

Finally, and most importantly for today, this new organization estab-
lished the Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration as an element of the Division
of Waste Management. This Administration includes four bureaus and a Fiscal
Integrity Unit. The Bureau of Environmental Evaluation handles the technical
complexities of site assessment, the development of feasibility studies, and the-
selection of the most cost effective and environmentally sound alternatives. The
Bureau of Site Management takes the alternative of choice and shepherds it into
the design and construct stage. The Bureau of Site Operations manages the cleanups
in the field. The Bureau of Contract Management is responsible for the development
of a wide range of contractual support, some of which we have submitted to the Com-
mittee today, to support our cleanup program. In addition, this unit will be
responsible for the final development of site-specific requests for proposals for
all major and minor cleanup operations. Finally, we have established a Fiscal
Integrity Unit, which monitors the cash flow situation and, as Director Stanton
will show, a constant monitoring of the funding sources and the availability
of dollars in those various funding sources available to us, is a necessary ingre-
dient to make the cleanup program work.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: You're getting further away from the mike,
George.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I'm sorry. The last area I would like to

just touch on briefly before turning this over to the division staff, is to note



that one of the reasons we are sometimes faced with apparent delays in the cleanup
program, is that both the Superfund and the Spill Fund were designed to be used
interchangeably with other regulatory statutes, such as the New Jersey Solid Waste
Management Act or the State Water Pollution Control Act. Thus, we often begin to
deal with a hazardous discharge site in an administrative enforcement mode, only

to shift to a cleanup mode to ensure that proper cleanup occurs whether or not our
enforcement action is immediately successful. However, once faced with the possi-
bility of treble damages as provided for in both the State and Federal laws, many
defendants "see the light" and begin their own cleanup efforts. One of the numbers
that will be in our report today is a documentation of the independent private
cleanups that are being undertaken by operating companies where spills or discharges
have occurred, and the actions are being taken, not with public monies, but at
private expense pursuant to enforcement actions. We will provide that information
to you.

At this point, I would like to introduce Mr. Jack Stanton, Director
of the Division of Waste Management, and Dr. Marwan Sadat, Administrator of our
Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration. These gentlemen work directly in the
front line and will provide you with an in-depth look at our current program.

Thank you.

J OHN J. S TANT O N: Thank you George. Mr. Chairman, Assemblymen: As
George stated, my name is Jack Stanton and I ami Director of the fairly newly-formed
Division of Waste Management. I will keep my remarks brief. Basically, I would
like to just discuss four areas of the program with you.

First is the interaction of the funding sources that are available
to do cleanups; secondly, some of the contracting procedures that we go through,
just so that you are aware of what is involved in even starting a cleanup; and, thirdly
I would like to give you a very brief overview of what the four-year plan looks
like, which Dr. Sadat will then go into further detail on. I will give you the
status, as of today, of where we are on the four-year plan, and then I would just
like to close by stating what we have done in the area of spill responses, as well
as cleanup. Although everybody is talking about the Superfund, we tend to forget
that the Spill Act was to address spills also.

The first area I would like to talk about is the interaction of the

funding sources that are available to do cleanups of hazardous sites. Basically,

there are three funding sources =-- three major funding sources available within the
State -- or to the State, that can be utilized. The first funding source is the
Federal Superfund. The sites that qualify fcr Federal Superfund funding -- what

that means is that they are on the national priority list. Superfund preempts us
from using State funding for those particular sites.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Excuse me, can you be more specific? That is
not accurate.

MR. STANTON: I'll ge. ¢o tuac in the testinony, if you will just let
me go through it.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: ¢, let's ctarify that point right now. That
is not accurate.

MR. STANTON: We have an opinion from the Attorney General's Office.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And it precludes any State funding?

MR. STANTON: No. As I said, if you will let me explain -- I'll
continue and explain. It says that we have to go to Superfund first, to ask if it

guaiifies for Superfund funding, and if it is on the Superfund list. If it is, then
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the funding is 90/10 and we get the 10% funding out of the Spill Fund to make up
the match. If a site does not qualify for Superfund, we can fund it totally 100%
out of the Spill Fund or out of any other source.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: We are not preempted from using another source
of revenue on any Superfund site, are we?

MR. STANTON: That is what the opinion from the Attorney General's
Office to the Treasurer has said. The administrator of the Spill Fund, which is
in Treasury, requires that if we have a site, before we spend Spill Fund money on
it, we go to EPA --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Spill Fund money -- Spill Fund money, not any
other source. If we have a source that comes out of general revenues, we are not
precluded from spending it. Is that not correct? We are preempted from using
Spill Fund because Spill Fund is a tax on the petrochemical industry.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: We are required to access to Spill Fund
by applying to EPA first, getting a readout, and then using the Spill Fund dollars,
yes.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think the question raised is going to be
covered by Jack, because there is also an interrelationship between the Spill Fund
and the Bond Fund, so it's --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Right. I just want to make it clear. We are
preempted by Federal law from using any other source other than the Spill Fund on
Superfund sites.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Except, as Jack will go into, there is an inter-
relationship between all three funds, each one of which complicates the issue.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Sure, I know it's complicated, but let's not
further complicate it by not making it clear. We can use any other source other
than the Spill Fund, as long as it is not an industry-generated source for Super-
fund sites.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Actually, I think we are going to try to make
it very uncomplex and very simple, and Jack is going to do that in about three
minutes, if I remember his notes.

MR. STANTON: Basically, starting again, the first funding source
that we look to is the Federal Superfund. Considering the fact that some of these
sites, particularly sites that are buried, sites that are landfilled or abandoned
sites, that we don't even know what is in there or how long it is going to take to
clean up, the cleanups could literally end up costing millions of dollars, well into
$20 million, $30 million, $40 million -- $50 million in some cases when you consider
the long-range impact of trying to clean up the ground water or pumping and treating
ground water, so it was decided that we would make an effort to bring as much Federal
money into these big sites as we possibly could. So, the first funding source that
was looked to was the Federal Superfund source. For sites that were on the Superfund
list, the funding level is 90% Federal, 10% State. We, to date, have used Spill
money in every case for the 10% max that we have gotten on the sites we have on the
Superfund.

New Jersey has sixty-five sites on the Superfund list. We worked very
hard getting data, collecting data to get those sites on the list so that we would
qualify for this level of funding.

The second level of funding that we look at is the State Spill Fund.

Once again, I would just cite the legal opinion from the Attorney General's Office
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to the Treasurer,which states that we must look to the Spill Fund first -- excuse
me, we must look to Superfund first before we can use Spill Fund money for sites
that are on the Superfund list and that qualify for Superfund funding and, once
again, in all cases the 10% match -- we go to the Spill Fund for that.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That's better. I mean, you said State funding
first. That is accurate and I would agree with that in terms of the Spill Fund.

MR. STANTON: I would like to point out that we do use the Spill Fund,
and are currently using the Spill Fund. Our four-year plan calls for using the
Spill Fund for sites, number one, that are not on the national priority list, that
are State sites. We will look to using the Spill Fund 100% for those sites. Also,
we use the Spill Fund for the 10% match. We use the Spill Fund for the drum dumps
that we are cleaning up. We are just in the final stages of the last of thirty-
three small drum dump sites being cleaned up, and that was 100% State Spill Fund
money .

We have what we call a "larger drum dump cleanup." These are sites
that have 1,000 or less drums pretty much on the surface -- possibly some buried,
we're not sure, and possibly with limited ground water contamination -- not real
major problems. Those will all be cleaned up with State Spill Fund money. They
are in the plan. Dr. Sadat will discuss how that is going to be done.

So, we are looking at sites and using only Spill Fund money for them.
Also, we still, on a daily basis, respond to spill emergencies and clean up spill
emergencies. These are spills where a truck turns over, where an oil company has
a leak out of a tank or in some cases that we are involved in today, where we have
gasoline stations with leaking underground tanks that are causing pollution problems
in people's wells. We involve ourselves in those emergency type cleanups, totally
using Spill Fund money.

The third source of money that is available to the State for cleanups
is the Hazardous Discharge Bond Act. Once again, this same AG's opinion -- and,
once again, I just want to point out that the opinion is from the Attorney General
to the Treasurer, because the Spill Fund is administered in Treasurey and we have
to go to them first whenever we try to authorize or obligate money out of the Fund.
The opinion tells the Treasurer, and in turn the Spill Fund administrator, that in
order to tap the Hazardous Discharge Bond Act, we must first of all go to Superfund
for consideration.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: The Spill Fund.

MR. STANTON: First, we have to go to Su@erfund, because Superfund
and Spill Fund relate, and it relates to the Hazardous Discharge Bond Act. If we
are rejected from Superfund --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: The Superfund sites.

MR. STANTON: Right. If we are rejected from Superfund, then we next
have to go to the Spill Fund, and we have to show that the Spill Fund is depleted,
that the money in the Spill Fund is gone, before the Hazardous Waste Discharge Bond Act
can be activated. The legal opinion also shows a complicated fiscal dynamics, if
you will allow, that because of arbitrage laws and, once again, I am not a lawyer;
we will have to have lawyers explain to us. When we go to the Spill Fund, in order
to get to the Bond Act, not only do we have to show that the Spill Fund has no money
in it right now, but that we will have obligated that money for over a three-year
period, that we have enough going on that the Spill Fund, even at the rate that it

generates, will not regenerate, because the interpretation of the law is that we
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would then have to go back and use the Spill Fund money, rather than the bond
money. It deals with this arbitrage certificate that requires that bonds be used
within three years of the date of issuance.

Once those things are done, we can go to the Hazardous Waste Discharge
Bond Act. I would like to point out one area where we see this happening possibly
as early as 1984 -- you gentlemen on this Committee I know understand the Bond Act
is the "pre-act/post-act" area. As you know, there is a $3 million "Cap" on pre-act

discharges.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That are not imminent hazards. We went through
this three years ago -- that are not imminentbhazards. If they are imminent
hazards, there is no "Cap." 1Is that correct?

MR. STANTON: If we can show that it is not an imminent hazard and
not an emergency. I am basically just trying to show you the way that we could
get to it for the sites we have on the list.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Let's be very clear on that. There is only a

"Cap" when it is not an imminent hazard.
COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think, Ray, what Jack is leading to is to

tell you how we think how quickly that Bond Act would be dissipated because of the
complicated set of regulations that we deal with and, more specifically, because of
the ratio between expenditures on capital costs as opposed to maintenance. Both
Jack and Marwan are going to be giving you some site-specific examples of the
spread after the feasibility study is done of what the obligation of the State is

where there is obviously no other source of money but the Bond Act to get concerned

with.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Do you have current plans to use the Bond Act
at allz

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And they are going to be --

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: And we are going to explain it on a site-specific
basis.

MR. STANTON: Gentlemen, my intent here was just to show the com-
plexity of the three different funding levels and the interaction between them.
And, as you can see --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: As the sponsor of two of them, I am well aware
of the complexitiesys

MR. STANTON: Fine. As I was going to say, as you can see, even a
simple piece of legislation as the Bond Act is -- it was a one-page piece of legis-
lation -- well intended by the Legislature, and meant to do well for the people of
New Jersey, the legal complications in getting to it are really kind of giving us
problems.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I have to admit that I was not the proponent
of the clause in there that we had to utilize the entire Spill Fund. That was put
in by the Senate -- a Senator who is no longer here, so you can't answer that. But,
in any event, there are certainly ways to get around that, as I hope you are aware
of, and as you have indicated you probably are.

MR. STANTON: The second area that I would like to just briefly dis-
cuss with you are the methods that we use for contracting for cleaning up these
abandoned sites -- hazardous sites. Basically, for the Superfund sites, there are

two methods of contracting. One is what's called the "Federal contract," and that's
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a case where EPA takes the lead in cleaning up the site. They award all the con-
tracts. The State has a role of overview -- oversight, and approving at decision
points along the road. So, while EPA takes the lead on certain sites and they award
the contracts to their contractors who are what they call "zone contractors," who are
preselected and prequalified, -- they are able to, as soon as they make an award,
start the work almost right away -- although they take the lead, the State still has
a say and the State still approves decision points along the line, and still approves
final actions.

The second way Superfund cleanups are done is where the State takes
the lead. We take the lead and we award all the contracts. In this case, EPA
provides oversight and EPA has a concurrent approval on actions and decision points
along the path.

As the Commissioner and George alluded to, we have established new
contracting procedures, which are detailed in part of the blue book that was handed
to you on our Policy and Procedure Section 3.11. Basically, what this does is, it
changes the emergency contracting mode, putting better managerial controls on how
emergency funding is authorized and how it is monitored in the field and, also, sets
a very clear policy that all nonemergency contracts must be competitively bid, fixed-
price contracts. So, in other words, all of the cleanups that are not done as
emergencies or spill emergencies have to go through the State bidding process. It
doesn't mean that we have to take the lowest bidder; we have to take the lowest quali-
fied bidder. However, it is a very involved process; it takes a fair amount of time.
But, this is a result of the audits of the Chemical Control cleanup, of the audits
called for by the Attorney General's Office, in recommending better fiscal controls,
and that the State go to a competitive bidding process.

So, we have changed our mode of doing nonemergency cleanups to an
operation that gives us better managerial control and tighter fiscal control, but
at the cost of it taking a little longer for contracts to wind through.

ASSEMBLYMAN MARSELLA: May I ask you a question? You said the State
goes through a bidding process. Are there many contractors available to do cleanups
in this State?

MR. STANTON: Yes, and what we are starting to find out is that, because
of the economic times -- difficult economic times, a lot of companies come in to bid --
sometimes we get thirty, forty, fifty bidders on a job. The first step we have to go
through -- we have to go through and weed out the nonqualified contractors, particu-
larly in this feasibility area, because the feasibility area is quite a complex area
where you do a lot of underground work, hydrogeology, ground water modeling. Just
because you are a construction company and you have a bulldozer, doesn't qualify you
to do this type of work. So, yes, there is a fair amount of qualified contractors
within the State of New Jersey, and the number of people bidding on the jobs that
we're moving forward on now has slowed down the process to some degree, because we
have to, under State law, evaluate every bid that comes in.

The third area of contracting for cleanups is when we use the Spill
Fund ourselves to do cleanups. In that case, there is no Federal involvement at all.
We do the cleanups. We move forward. We do the contracting. We don't have to bring
them in at all. We use the Spill Fund, as I said before, on hazardous waste sites
that do not qualify for Superfund funding and in those cases where they are not
emergencies, we have to follow the 3.11 procedure and bid the contracts out. As
one of the exhibits Commissioner Hughey gave you this morning indicates, we also

have a new emergency contract which we will now be using, called the X-213 Contract,
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which provides better fiscal control than we had in the past contract. That
money comes totally out of the Spill Fund and, once again, that is for emergency
spills or emergency cleanups.

I would just like to point out, so you are aware of them, several
problems we have right now with the way EPA is doing contracting. Thesc problems
will continue in the future, and we are working toward resolving them. A major
issue we have with EPA in the contracting mechanism is the long-range maintenance
issue. This is an issue that will surface more and more as we get from the feasi-
bility, which is another reason why you are not seeing money flow as quickly as
you would like to. The feasibility studies are probably, let's say, the cheapest
part of the overall phase of the contracting approach. Once a feasibility study
is finished, we then move into a design/construct mode and that is where there will
be a lot of money committed. The feasibility studies cost, depending upon the com-
plexily ol the site, anywhere Lrom $30,000 to maybe $300,000 or $400,000, and then
the related construction afterward can be anywhere from $3 million, to $5 million,
to $10 million, to $12 million. So, once we get out of the feasibility phase and
start. to move torward on the hard construction, you will sce that the money that is
building up in the State fund will be used quite quickly.

The long-range maintenance issue is one that the Superfund says --
The Superfund says that the funding level for most sites is 90% Federal, 10% State.
Sites that are publicly owned, and by publicly they mean owned hy a state or any
political subdivision of it, which could be a county, a municipality or a city --
if it is State owned or operated, the funding level is 50/50 -- at least 50% State,
maybe more depending upon how involved they think the State, or county, or city was
in letting this occur. So, basically what EPA says is the 90/10 or the 50/50 fund-
ing level is for capital expenditure only. It is for the building of the slurry
wall, the building of the treatment plant, the building of the pumping, whatever
is necessary to abate th= situation. Their basic position is that the State then
takes any other action that is necessary, for as long as is necessary, at 100%
State cost. We strongly object to this. We objected to it in the National Con-
Lingency I'lan. We are on recotd as objecling to it all along, and other states
are now starting to come on board on this issue.

In one of the feasibility studies that is now being finished, that
will be muade public probably in a week or two -- as a matter of fact, we are meeting
with EPA on Friday to finalize the final options -- in this one particular feasi-
bility study, thirteen different options were evaluated as to the best way to clean
it up. The cost could range anywhere from $9 million to $11 million in capital
expenditure for the actual beginning of the solution and the construction of a
treatment plant, and there is a possibility -- possibility once again, because you
don't know until you start doing it and you keep monitoring -- of having to pump
ground water and treat it for thirty to forty years at a cost of a million dollars
a year.

This is the area that EPA is saying that the State has to assume.

We are differing from that position, and we are working toward having it resolved.

Another contracting difference we have with EPA is, as I mentioned,
on the cost sharing‘of 50/50 or greater. We feel that they have not been very clear
on how they are going to determine what is greater than 50% and why, and we would
like to see that cleared up. The third area that we are involved in is the "no

reimbursement for work performed before a Superfund site receives an award." 1In
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other words, if the State were to go ir and 4o work on a site that is either on
the Superfund list or is later qualified and gets on the Superfund list with State
money, presently we would not get any reimbursement for that money at a later date
if Superfund money became available. We are objecting to that. We are trying to
make it possible to go in and do some of the sites that are on there with State
money, and then get reimbursed as Superfund money becomes available.

Basically, those are the tlirec Superfund areas that we have concerns
about, and presently we are working with Senat-r Bradley's staff and Senator
Lautenberg's staff in developing amendment packages that they will attach to the
bill they have introduced to double the money and double the time. We will be
working very closely with them in the next week or two to have the lawyers really
hammer out the legal language of those amendments.

Now, I would like to give you a very quick overview of the four-year
plan and the status of where it stands. As was pointed out, we consider the
four-year plan a three-pronged attack on the hazardous waste problem of New Jersey.
The first prong was the small drum dump cleanup, which involved thirty-three indi-
vidual sites throughout the State, which in total had approximately 400 drums, a
couple of catch basins, some tanks. Basically, this is about 95% completed. There
are three to five more sites that have to be cleaned up. This cleanup was done
totally with State Spill Fund money at a cost of approximately $250,000 for the
package. Once again, when Dr. Sadat gives his talk, he will explain a little bit
about each one of these types of cleanups just to show you what is involved and
the technical complexity and the time-consuming actions that have to be taken before
cleanup can even begin.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: All of these programs are very involved and
technically complex, and require a lot of staff to complete. 1Is that correct?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Do they -- of course.

MR. STANTON: The second prong of the cleanup is the major drum
dump cleanup, and this involves eleven major drum dump sites around the State.
These all have fifty to sixty or more drums, some up to close to a thousand.

They will involve surface cleanup, possibly excavation of limited amounts of
contaminated soil, and a look to see whether or not ground water is contaminated.
The four-year plan allows for more drum dump sites to be integrated into it, if
we find others as we go along. I would like to point out again that the major
drum dump cleanup program is being carried out totally with Spill Fund money; no
Federal money is involved at all. )

The third prong of the State's hazardous waste program is the long-
range Hazardous Site Cleanup Program, tarting -with the sixty-five sites that are
on the national priority list. It contains twenty-three more sites that did not

make the Superfund priority list, but which the State had miterized, as they call

it, using the National Hazard Ranking Torm +n access the severity of the pollution.
We have these twenty-three sites on the Z70¢ o be cleaned up with State Spill

Fund money, not with Federal mency. 7.5: 7.+ T would like to point out, includes
sixteen sites from the original H: «.x? .. Tfrsvioe Bond Act. Three other sites

from the Bond Act are part of the major drum dump cleanup. Four sites that were
on the Bond Act have been cleaned up, and two, upon detailed inspection, were
found to contain no hazardous waste. So, I could point out that the plan covers
totally all of the sites that were on the original Hazardous Bond Act. The status
of the plan to date is as follows.




Presently, we have seventeen sites within the State that have some
form of Federal/State funding commitment, either for feasibility studies or feasi-
bility studies and related work. For example, at the Bridgeport 0il and Rental
site, which I am sure a lot of you are familiar with, we have approximately $1.4
million, a million of which is to be used to immediately drain down that lagoon,
drain down and empty the lagoon. So, action is taking place immediately, with
roughly $400,000 being set aside for a feasibility study to see the best way to
clean the whole site up totally. ‘

Another site where we have some combined funding is the Syncon
Resin site, for which we received a $2.2 million Superfund award. Two million
dollars of that is to clean up drums on the surface, while $200,000 is being used
to do a feasibility study to assess, once again, the severity of the entire site
and the best method of cleaning it up.

I would like to point out that, while most of our activity, true,
is in the feasibility area right now, there are other things going on. We expect
to finish twelve to eighteen new feasibility studies by the end of this year,
phased over approximately one or two a month for the rest of the year. What this
will do is get us into the Federal system to have design/construct money committed
by, we hope, early in 1984 to go into the next phase of these programs.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: How many feasibility studies?

MR. STANTON: Well, we hope to have twelve to eighteen more through
EPA by the end of the calendar year. We expect, of the seventeen sites that are
presently ongoing, that six to eight of these, which are feasibility studies now,
will be moving into the design/construct phase by either sometime in July or August,
or early September, with Federal funding. We hope to have them to EPA by July and
have them move through Washington and have Federal funds committed for the design/
construct phase. Once again, this is where the big dollars start to come in, by
the end of their fiscal year, which is September 30. So, we hope to move ahead
with more feasibility studies and, also, move ahead with the feasibility studies
that are presently ongoing to bring them into the design/construct phase.

Once again, I know that a lot of the questions concern the need for
feasibility studies. I could just say that these sites are very complex, and at
almost all sites there are questions of ground water contamination, questions of
where are the pollutants going, how are they traveling and what is the best way
to clean them up if they have moved off site or if they are still moving off site.
These major sites, particularly I say again, the landfills which New Jersey has a
fair amount of, are very complex. The movement of the material out is virtually
impossible. You cannot just go in and excavate sixty feet down, twenty acres
across, and expect to take it someplace else. So, these solutions are going to
have to involve some kind of intrinsic treatment, which is either improvement in the
pumping of the water -- research in that area is looking into new ways of washing
chemicals through.

Basically, I would just ask you to understand that there is a need
for feasibility studies. Large sums of money will be expended, and it is really
necessary to see that they are expended properly before going forward in some of
these areas.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I don't believe that there is any question by
anyone on this Committee that there isn't a need for feasibility studies. I think

we may have some questions concerning how these feasibility studies are obtained
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and the time in getting them. Now, I wish you could be more specific in terms
of --

MR. STANTON: Dr. Sadat will be specific.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: In terms of feasibility studies, Dr. Sadat is
going to cover them?

MR. STANTON: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Okay, then I will hold my questions until then.

MR. STANTON: I just have about one or two minutes more. Once again,
I would like to point out that we are spending most of our time here today discuss-
ing Superfund and abandoned site cleanup, but we all know that the Spill Fund also
is used for cleaning up spills and emergency incidents. 1In 1982, DEP responded to
774 spills with Spill money and resources from the Spill Fund. Thus far in 1983,
we responded to 210 emergency spill calls. From January, 1982 until the present,
we cleaned up six major spills, not including the 1982 or 1983 drum dump cleanups,
which totaled approximately $200,000. These are the type of cleanups where you have
the leaking underground tanks that threaten people's individual wells.

In closing, I would just like to point out, as Commissioner Tyler
alluded to in his statement, that the four-year plan, in addition to the Superfund
and State-funded sites, includes sixteen to eighteen sites where either DEP or EPA,
or both, are negotiating on consent orders and enforcement actions with companies
to do voluntary cleanups and pay for them tnemseives. Also, the Division of Water
Resources --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Who is going to answer questions on that, because
I have some questions on those matters too?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: We'll all try.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Okay, I'll wait until you finish.

MR. STANTON: The Division of Water Resources has thirty-nine cases
that are voluntarily being cleaned up and, just for the record, thirty-six sites
had either been cleaned up by Spill Fund or other State funds before Superfund was
started. Now, I would to just turn the last part of the discussion over to Dr.
Sadat who, as the Commissioner and George have stated, is the new Administrator
of the Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration, which was created specifically to
address the hazardous waste abandoned sites as part of the new Division. Dr. Sadat
is totally in charge of that operation, and will try to give you a little more detail
on the type of things you are asking for. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Mr. Chairman, may I ask him a question?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Sure.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Director Stanton, will we be able to get a copy
of the Attorney General's opinion that was given to Treasury reference the source
of funding?

MR. STANTON: Yes, [ have a copy with me.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: It's not your contention, Commissioner, that
the statutory scheme is insurmountabl2 1n terms orf spending the money, is it?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No, but what we are going to show, I think
pretty clearly, Ray, is that the plan which we came forward with has always been
fundamental to being able to get through the funds. You had to be able to schedule
that three years, on the Spill Fund particularly, so that you could show how you
were going to get through in that time frame. We are now able to do that for the

first time. Marwan?
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DR. SADAT: With your permission, Commissioner --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I'm sorry; I have one other question right
now for Director Stanton. How long have you been with the Department?

MR. STANTON: I have been with the Department now for about three
and a half years.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Would you say that the Department is being
asked to do more and more in terms of cleaning up chemical dump sites than it
ever was asked to do before?

MR. STANTON: Yes, I would say that the problem is finally getting
the recognition that it deserves. As both Commissioner Hughey and Assistant
Commissioner Tyler pointed out, New Jersey has been a leader in this area for
several years. One of the reasons we have as many sites on the list, is because
we moved out aggressively to identify them. What's happening is that people are
now realizing that these sites are out there and, as the Commissioner pointed out,
everyone wants to be first and everyone wants to be number one. I would say "yes,"
that the demands being put on the Department for cleanups of these sites is cer-
tainly an increasing demand.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Doctor?

D R. MARWAN M. S ADAT: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner, with your per-
mission, I am going to take more than ten minutes. As we mentioned before, the
Division of Waste Management was reorganized, and this has helped us to improve
our fiscal, as well as our technical management of hazardous waste sites. One

of the first tasks tackled by the new reorganization was providing a systematic
approach to cleanup, which combined Superfund sites with non-Superfund sites or
State-funded sites. We developed a four-year plan which listed approximately 100
sites, and we developed a schedule at the time indicating which sites would be --
when the sites would be dealt with.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Where is that schedule?

DR. SADAT: If you will bear with me for a minute.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Will we have that schedule?

DR. SADAT: If you will bear with me for a minute. That plan, which
was a proposed plan, was submitted to EPA. We were requested by EPA at the time to
hold off until the National Priority List was finalized. It is my understanding
that EPA will release the National Priority List sometime toward the end of this
week, and will give approval to our schedule. Now, --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: My question hasn't been answered yet. Can we
have a copy of that schedule that you submitted to the EPA?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: The answer to that is "yes," but until the end
of this week when they incorporate it, it is a draft schedule.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Fine. 1Is it available right now?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I'm sure we have it in one of the packages
we brought over today.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I looked for it, but I haven't seen it.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: You haven't gotten half of our information yet.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Can somebody dig it up? I'm anxious to see it.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Go ahead, Marwan.

DR. SADAT: The plan that we developed is a three-pronged attack on
New Jersey's hazardous waste problems. It is the result of a review process which

started with an original list of sites ranked by DEP and EPA according to the
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Federal Hazardous Ranking System (HRS) or the mitre system. The mitre system is a
numerical system which is based on potential danger to public health and the environ-
ment, and considers surface and ground water pollution, as well as releases of
hazardous chemicals into the atmosphere.

From the list, EPA identified a total of sixty-five New Jersey sites
as eligible for Superfund monies through the issuance of its National Priorities
List (NPL). New Jersey was allocated the largest number of sites on the list. We
must note, however, that the number of sites per state does not accurately reflect
the actual number of hazardous sites in that state. That is to say, there are
roughly 14,000 sites nationwide, and if one makes a quick calculation, this number
is about 500 sites per state. Therefore, the National Priority List does not
reflect the actual number of hazardous sites in this State. Rather, it is a reflec-
tion of the State's environmental agency's effort in early identification and
prioritization of hazardous sites.

Presently, we have feasibility studies on seventeen sites throughout
the State, and I will give you a rundown on these sites:

Lipari Landfill - Plans and specifications for a containment slurry
wall have been completed, and are being reviewed by DEP. Construction will begin
in July, 1983.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: We're going to have to go slowly now. Are you
going over each site where you have a feasibility study completed?

DR. SADAT: Or, where we expect to have a feasibility study completed
this year.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Okay. The first one is the Lipari Landfill?

DR. SADAT: Lipari Landfill, Price's Landfill --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: No, no -- could you repeat what you said about
Lipari Landfill?

DR. SADAT: Lipari Landfill - Plans and specifications for a contain-
ment system (slurry wall) have been completed. These plans are being --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: What about a feasibility study?

DR. SADAT: The feasibility study is concurrently going on at the
same time. We are going to contain the leachate prior to completion of the feasi-
bility study. '

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: When do you expect the feasibility study to be
completed?

DR. SADAT: Prior to the end of 1983.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Who is doing the feasibility study?

DR. SADAT: - CDM, Camp, Dresser and McKee.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: So, Lipari is on Superfund?

DR. SADAT: That is correct.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Okay.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: It's his own contract, Ray.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: ~hat means that we can contract out for the
feasibility studies?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No, it means that EPA does through their zone
contraétor.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: EPA does?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: So, EPA selected the contractor?
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COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: They selected their contractors on a regional
basis throughout the country before they began the whole process, so if they have
one in our region, they direct it to their zone contractor. One of the reasons,
which Marwan will get into, why we have put EPA in the lead in a number of cases,
is because of the arrangement they went through on zone contracting. We can
actually start a job through EPA quicker than we can start it at the State, in
many cases.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Why is that?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Because they have a zone contractor lined up
and, unlike that contract that you saw from the State today, they don't have to
go through that process. Under certain terms and conditions, they can go right
through to their contractor once they take the lead, and begin work on the site.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: How many contractors are available to do this
work for the region?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: For EPA Region 2? They have one contractor.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And one contractor is going to have to do all
this work?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: 1It's not a bad contract, is it?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: No, it's not bad for the contractor, but do
you expect that this one contractor is going to be able to conclude all of the
feasibility studies?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think, as Marwan will take you through today,
they have been keeping pace with our ability to sign the contracts. They have been
doing the feasibility studies.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: We were told that the Burnt Fly Bog feasibility
study was to be completed in December of 1982. Has it been completed?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Marwan is going to cover that one too.

DR. SADAT: If you let me run through them, I will give you a status
report.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I know this is time-consuming, but I think you
probably --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I don't mind the time-consuming aspect of it,
but when questions arise I would like to ask them as they come up.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Feel free.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Okay.

DR. SADAT: On Burnt Fly Bog, the original date of completion was
the end of December. The sampling program which was conducted by the consultant
was found to contain some cross contamination. We then requested the consultant
to go back and resample, at their own cost, all of the areas which were originally
included in the feasibility study. In addition to that, EPA imposed on all Super-
fund's feasibility studies what they call a "cost effectiveness matrix," which
added about a month and a half of work on the consultant. The feasibility study
was sent out to a limited number of local officials two weeks ago. The final
report, which we understand will be approved by EPA, will be released Monday.

Price's Landfill - Finalization of the feasibility study is pending.
It has been completed. We have asked that further selected alternatives be evalu-
ated, and the reason for that was the extremely high maintenance cost -- operation
and maintenance cost.

Burnt Fly Bog - The feasibility study is completed and was submitted
to EPA on March 18 for approval.
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Goose, Spence and Pijak Farms (Plumsted Sites) - EPA is currently
developing a Remedial Action Master PTan (RAMP) feasibility study to start early
Summer, 1983.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: What is the average time for a feasibility
study?

DR. SADAT: Six to nine months for a medium site; twelve to fifteen
months for a complex site.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Gr ~hazAd

DR. SADAT: Friedman Property - RAMP was recently completed by EPA;
the feasibility study will start in mid-3oril. 1983. The RFP was mailed to the
consulting engineering firm by the Department of the Treasury last week -- this
week. We submitted that as one of the ovhihits.

Lone Pine Landfill - The feasibility study is completed in draft,
and was submitted by the consultant to NFP for our review on March 8, 1983.

Bridgeport Rental and 0il Services --

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Could vou slow down a little bit, please?

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: These dates are all in the material we
have provided, Assemblyman.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: T haven't bheen able to read everything that
you gave me yet.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I'm sorry.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Okay, thank you.

DR. SADAT: Bridgeport Rental and 0Oil Services - We anticipate
initial remedial action which deals with lowering the lagoon by June, 1983, that
is, construction will begin in June, 1983. The feasibility study is ongoing and
should be completed prior to the end of 1983.

D'Imperio Property - The feasibility study is completed -- I'm sorry.
The feasibility study is ongoing, and we expect to have it completed before the end
of 1983.

Kin Buc --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Excuse me, I'm sorry. Does that also apply to
Bridgeport Rental? Do you expect it to be completed by the end of 1983.

DR. SADAT: Yes, by the end of the Federal fiscal year.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: By Octnher?

DR. SADAT: Yes.

MR. STANTON: October lst.

DR. SADAT: October lst.

Kin Buc - A laboratorv ~nanspl+a-~t ic performing a "treatability"
study. This is to evaluate the impact of discharging pretreated leachate into
the Middlesex County Municipal Utilities Antbority's sewage treatment plant at

Sayreville. EPA is negotiating with Kin Run~ Tne at this point to take over the

operation of the leachate discharin branstmant “acilicy which is presently at the
site. There is no ongoing feasihilit. <ty 2+ Xin By,
ASSEMBLYMAN TESNTZW.  Wiar Te kloat D

DR. SADAT: That is an EPA lead, Mr. Chairman, and it is my under-
standing that EPA feels that they can negotiate a settlement with -- an acceptable
settlement to both DEP and EPA with the owners/operators.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Are these the same owners/operators who have

owned and operated the site over the last ten years?
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ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: As far as we know, yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: So, the same people who violated rules and
regulations for that period of time are going to be the ones that we are going
to negotiate with, and who we are going to expect to comply with any agreement?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Wherever you negotiate a settlement, Ray, you
are negotiating typically with the people who created the problems.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That is a serious problem, because that is
what happened with the Department with Chemical Control. What happened was, we
wound up wasting over a year, and I know you weren't here at the time, but the
problem remains. I do not hold up very much prospect for people complying with an
agreement when they didn't comply with the law in the past.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, we don't wait long anymore either, as
you are going to see today with a map, for example, just from the Water Resources
Section of our Department. You are going to see how many compliances there have
been this year.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That is what I am concerned with. I want to
reiterate that any further extensions, if any voluntary agreement is entered into,
ought to be very seriously not allowed.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: We have taken two positions this year for the
first time with EPA. One is that all the things we have problems with, in terms
of maintenance or shared costs, whether it's for the State or for one of our muni-
cipalities -- and I think you know that municipalities, particularly if they have
ownership, have a particularly heavy burden in some instances. As we negotiated
the contracts, and we are going to go over a summary of those contracts with you
today, we have never given away the language that we thought was necessary for the
State or the municipality. We have never given away our right to negotiate within
the settlement conference.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Excuse me. What about your right to force the
settlement?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: We always have. Even though they are in the
lead, if they come for naught, we can ask them for removal of this, and we have
done this.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: How many are in existence now?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: What, in terms of settlements? We have an
extensive list we are going to go through with you on all the negotiated settlements.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: It's in the package --

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: 1It's in the package.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: In the package, there is a list of sites
that are undergoing cleanup as a result of enforcement action. I also should point
out, Assemblyman, on Kin Buc, there was a consent agreement reached with the present
owner/operator -- former operator -- by the U.S. Attorney and EPA some years ago,
which resulted in a partial cleanup, one that is being reevaluated at this point,
as Marwan pointed out.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: What is the current situation at Kin Buc in
terms of its environmental threat?

DR. SADAT: Mr. Chairman, presently at Kin Buc, the leachate is =--
the oily leachate is collected by Kin Buc, Inc. That operation previously was
being done by EPA. The leachate then goes through a treatment process -- a some-

what primitive treatment process -- which separates the oily part from the aqueous
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part. The oily part is PCB contaminated in some cases; that depends from day to

day. That is drummed and being disposed of at the proper disposal facility . The aqueous part

receives some pretreatment and is then sent to the Middlesex County Sewerage Authority

treatment plant.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Are you satisfied that that containment process
is not doing any further environmental damage?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No, I think what Marwan is telling you is that

a part of —- Kin Buc is one where we tried a dual track, where we took some immediate

steps, which he has outlined, and we are also reevaluating the entire feasibility of
the site. As an interim step, we are satisfied with what we have, but I think this
is one where we dual tracked and we did it for a reason. Would you agree with that,
Marwan?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: How soon can we have a completed reevaluation
of this?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, I think he has already outlined it.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: No, I don't think so.

DR. SADAT: I haven't, Commissioner; I'm sorry. The Kin Buc feasi-
bility study was not started as I outlined before. The containment system which
we have right now is somewhat primitive. It is a containment system which was
installed by EPA. It does prevent any further damage to the environment; however,
it does not deal with the problem at Kin Buc itself. That would have to come out
of a feasibility study.

I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that Kin Buc is a perfect
case where we really need a feasibility study, --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Kin Buc is a pretty large site.

DR. SADAT: -~ because if we were to attempt to remove all of the
chemicals which were dumped at Kin Buc, we would probably bankrupt Superfund. 1In
terms of magnitude of the cleanup job --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: It's a large site.

DR. SADAT: -- it's a large site, and it is a complex site.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And a feasibility study is going to take from
twelve to fifteen months to complete?

DR. SADAT: Twelve to fifteen months, that is correct.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: So, we're looking way down the road for any
remedial work on Kin Buc then.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: For long-term remedial work.

DR. SADAT: That's right. What we have is a containment system right
now, and I can give you the actual financial figures on Kin Buc. I think we have
over $3 million allocated to that. On Kin Buc, we have $3.1 million, and out of
that $700,000 would be spent roughly on the feasibility study. The additional
monies would be used to continue the containment system and the treatment system
at what we call "Pool C," which is a leachate, while we are completing the feasi-
bility study. We do this at a number or sites. At Lipari, this is why we are
putting in a slurry wall this summer. At Bridyeport 0il, we are spending roughly
$2 million. At Bridgeport 0il, we have a total amount of $3.2 million. That
contract was signed the end of November, and out of this $3.2 million we expect to
spend roughly two and a half million dollars in lowering the lagoon so as to pre-
vent a discharge from the lagoon. That will involve pumping roughly 25,000,000

gallons out of the lagoon at Bridgeport, treating this material, the agueous phase,
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to a high level of treatment, and then disposing of the oily part at an appropriate
incinerator.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: When do you expect that work to begin?

DR. SADAT: Actually, construction will begin in June of this year.

Chemical Control - We have a contract under development for removal
action. That will be an EPA lead.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: What does that mean?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: He is going to explain it.

DR. SADAT: This would involve the construction of the sewers and
the catch basins which were contaminated during the fire and which were plugged
up. There are, additionally, some gas cylinders which need to be removed. We
expect to have a contract signed with EPA in April of 1983.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: For the construction and the removal?

DR. SADAT: That is correct.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And when would you expect that work to be done?

DR. SADAT: I don't have a schedule.

MR. STANTON: Once again, I would like to point out that EPA has its
own contractors, and one thing that should have been pointed out before is that
they have one, but they subcontract out a lot of the work. They'll go to local
qualified firms. They are viewed more as contract managers -- the zone contractors.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: For the feasibility studies?

MR. STANTON: For the feasibility studies, as well as for -- this
would be a cleanup. The scope of work that we worked out with EPA on Chemical
Control should be the final -- it calls for even putting in curbing, so that rain
water can't run off at the site anymore -- for landscaping. It should be the final --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Are they going to build a park there?

MR. STANTON: Who knows. It should be the final piece of action to
maybe having Chemical Control being one of the first sites removed from the Super-
fund list.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: How many subcontractors are involved in doing
feasibility studies? Do you know?

DR. SADAT: There are a large number of subcontractors who are work-
ing for NUS. NUS is a zone contractor for this year for EPA. They have the whole
East Coast. However, there are a number of Jersey firms and New York firms which
are subcontractors to NUS. NUS really acts as a clearing house for these feasi-
bility studies.

Swope 0Oil - We have a cooperative agreement to perform a feasibility
study, which we expect to sign toward the end of this month.

Syncon Resin - We have a cooperative agreement which was signed on
December 20, 1982. We had a Request for Proposal for initial drum removal. This
will be 10,000 drums. The removal itself should begin June, 1983 or late May, 1983.
The feasibility study will be initiated after we complete the drum removal. We have
to remove the drums in order to know the extent of contamination.

Krysowaty Farm - A contract was signed with EPA on December 20, 1982.
It is expected that Krysowaty will be completed -- the feasibility study -- prior
to the end of the Federal fiscal year.

GEMS Landfill - We requested from EPA an emergency action on GEMS in
September, 1982. The emergency contract was finally signed in late February, 1983.
We have begun some construction, mainly a fence at GEMS. 1In addition, there will

be a slurry wall which is being proposed as well -- a combination slurry wall and
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drainage system to prevent the leachate from moving off the site. We expect a
feasibility study to also be initiated sometime in late spring of this year.

Kramer Landfill - A Remedial Action Management Plan, or RAMP, is
currently under development by EPA, and we have a contract scheduled for completion
in March, 1983. 1In addition to that, --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Wait, I'm sorry. Scheduled for contract
signed -- What does that mean, I can't understand it -- "scheduled for contract
signed in March, 19832"

DR. SADAT: I'm sorry. That should be "scheduled for contract to be
signed in March, 1983." I don't think that that is going to quite happen. It
will probably be April.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And what will that contract entail?

DR. SADAT: The contract will entail a feasibility study to be per-
formed by the zone contractor for EPA. In addition to that, we have scheduled the
following action -- and I am not going to take you through all of the material we
have put together, Mr. Chairman. We have an additional twelve sites which I will
list for you, on feasibility studies, -- We expect to have agreements with EPA on
the following sites: GEMS, Kramer, which I mentioned to you, Chemical Control,
Swope, Combe-Fill South, Combe-Fill North, Rockaway Township Wellfield, Rockaway
Borough Wellfield, Reich Farms, Fairlawn Borough Wells, Sharkey Landfill and
Chemsol.

We expect to go into design and construction of the remedial action
prior to October -- prior to the end of the Federal fiscal year at Burnt Fly Bog,
Price's Landfill, D'Imperio, Krysowaty Farm, Lone Pine Landfill and Lipari Landfill,
and probably also the Friedman Property, if we can get the feasibility study com-
pleted in time.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: That RFP was given to you this morning to
retain a consultant for that feasibility study.

DR. SADAT: As Director Stanton mentioned before, we have a small
drum dump cleanup action which we expect to complete in very early Spring, 1983.

We have already cleaned up thirty-three of these sites.

Major Drum Dump Cleanups: One of these sites is actually a Superfund
site; the others will be performed over the next two years at the rate of one every
other month, approximately. These are: Cooper Road in Voorhees Township, Frontage
Road in Newark City, Kearny Drum Dumps Nos. 1 through 5 in Kearny, Minsei Kogyo
Shoji in Woodland Township, Myers Property, which is a Superfund site, in Franklin
Township, North Bergen/Keystone in North Bergen Township -- we are about to award
the contract on this, Storer Dump in Marlboro Township and the Tabernacle Site in
Tabernacle Township.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I am starting to get a little bit bogged down.
Let me try to clarify some important issues, because I want to call -- Is Assembly-
woman Kalik still here, because she wants to testify? The Assemblywoman is at the
Appropriations Committee Meeting; she w.ll ke nerc shortly.

Commissioner, I have ocuc Jueszticn right now. On Table 2 in Dr. Sadat's
testimony, it clearly implies that you only intend to expend $3 million per year from
the Spill Act for abandoned dump sites. Are you saying that that these sites are not
classified as imminent hazards and, therefore, you cannot spend additional money?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No, that is not what we're saying, not neces-

sarily. First of all, we have -- what we are showing you in the plan is what we
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have called to date "a minimum plan." We are incorporating new things into that
plan every day as our system, the mitre system which we employ, can be evolved for
different sites. In addition to that, I don't think Dr. Sadat got to it yet, we
wanted to give you some example of how much pressure is going to be on the Bond
Act, just from the maintenance issues that we have addressed. Marwan, I don't
know whether you gave the example yet or not, but let me give it. If I may use

a specific example, Price's Pit is very near to being completed with the feasi-
bility stage. I think it was suggested before that there were like fifteen alterna-
tives at one point discussed for that site. The capital construction cost, the
Superfund money, is approximately in the neighborhood of $30 million from the
alternative that looks like the selected alternative at this point.

The maintenance requirements on that site alone could be a $40 million
commitment on the State side. So, what you are seeing is the very minor part of the
Bond Act that we are committing at this point to abandoned dump sites. We expect
that there will be considerable pressure on the Bond Fund in addition to that kind
of an area. I mean, we don't expect, we know. We have now gone through feasibility
studies to the extent that we realize what the maintenance implications are. It
is one of the reasons, Mr. Chairman, and I know you follow this -- it's one of the
reasons why we challenge the National Contingency Plan. It's one of the reasons
why we have negotiated around the concept of maintenance. We feel at this point
that there will be so much pressure on the State's ability to pay just on the Bond
Act, that the whole idea of Superfund may be negated if we can't successfully talk
about maintenance as a long-range dual responsibility ~- minimal dual responsibility.

So, what you are seeing now is a minimum draw down. Would you agree
with that, Marwan?

DR. SADAT: I think, Mr. Chairman -- I would like to point out that
at the end of 1982, when we were preparing to sign agreements on a number of sites
with EPA for Superfund money, we actually had to change our usual contract form
from sixty days, where we would have to actually give the Federal government a check
within sixty days, to seventy-five days, because I would have never made it with
respect to the $3 million "Cap" which is imposed, and which most Superfund sites
fall under.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Why is that?

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I just offer that any site that we would
make a case as an imminent hazard site, is at the top of our priority list and,
therefore, we are forced into the EPA system by State law. So, we have to apply to
Superfund, so in effect --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: But, we don't have a "Cap." We can --

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: That's right. We can breech the "Cap,"
but only for the 10% match, unless we have so many imminent hazard sites that we
go beyond the 10% match status and beyond the Superfund list. We don't have that
many imminent hazard sites, so any site that we can make a case, like the GEMS case,
for example, that we believe constitutes at least in part an imminent hazard, we
have pursued. The other complication I have to point out, is that Superfund has
an emergency step too, so if we can make a case that it is an emergency and an
imminent hazard, then we have to, again, try to make the case that it is 100%
Federal response, and that is the case we were pursuing on the GEMS case. We
recently, I think Marwan said in February, 1982, reached an agreement on an interim

step. Typically, that interim step will abate the interim hazard, not the immediate
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hazard. One of the recommendations that we have received to structure the program
better and to operate at a site, for example, the Chemical Control site, is to

switch from an emergency mode, then to go to a nonemergency mode in terms of respond-
ing. So, the imminent hazard option is there for us, but it does drive us to the
Superfund application.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: There are now some $13.5 million available in
the Spill Fund. Do you expect to allocate that money, or commit that money, in the
near future?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Yes. The four-year plan was constructed, Ray,
specifically for that point, to get us off the dime in terms of showing commitment.
Marwan has a chart which he can show you today, which shows the commitments spread
out over four years, and the expected draw down over four years.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That conflicts with the written testimony sub-
mitted -- Table 2, which says, under the Total Estimated Costs for Projects Scheduled:
"The Spill Compensation and Control Act stipulates that funds provided for cleanup
actions taken at sites abandoned prior to the effective date of the Act, be limited
to $3 million per calendar year."

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, it is not a conflict at all. If you look
further in the schedules you will see that that $3 million is allocated for the four
years.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That's all you're -- I'm not talking about the
$3 million; I'm talking about the $12 million to $14 million that we are getting in
a year. You don't expect to spend that?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No, no. The minimum commitment -- we want to
show the draw down against the Spill Fund, which was your original question. To
show the draw down, you have to show $3 million a year. We have done that. That
is a minimal commitment. What I said to you was, "That is the conservative side
estimate based on the need to clarify the language in the Spill Fund." We have
done that.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Do you expect to spend over $10 million a year
from the Spill Fund on cleanup work?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: And more.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: We have a cash flow analysis that lays
that out. I think it is in the testimony; if it is not, it's what the Commissioner
said we would get to you.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: It's not, and the problem is that this indicates
that it might be otherwise.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: That chart is on its way.

DR. SADAT: Let me just clarify one aspect which is, to me at least --
I find somewhat frustrating when I have tc deal with "pre-act" and "post-act." When
we applied for a Superfund site, except on the GEMS site, and possibly on Bridgeport,
we have not been able to demonstrate imminent hazard, which means that the Spill Fund
administrator in most cases makes the determination that we had a "pPre-act" discharge.
This means that the discharge occurred prior to the passage of the Spill Fund. Now,
what happens when I go in front of EPA and I say, "I have an imminent hazard?" They
say, "Demonstrate that you have bodies in the street;" in most cases we cannot do
that. The only case where we were able to do that was in GEMS.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That is not what I recall the definition of an

imminent hazard to be under the statute -- bodies in the street.
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ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: We agree with your definition, but we

have to convince EPA that we are right.
ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Are we having a problem with Mr. Hunt in defin-

ing these as imminent hazards?

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: 1In the GEMS case, our problem was with
the Federal Environmental Protection Agency, where we made, we thought, an adequate
case that we had an emergency -- an imminent hazard if you will -- for at least
part of that situation. They did not agree with that.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, let's go beyond that, because I think
every case is different, Ray. We have had cooperation from Mr. Hunt; he lives
with the constrictions of the language and the legal opinion. 1In the case of GEMS,
not only did we make the imminent health hazard recommendation, but initially
Region 2 bought that classification. Washington, which is working on the National
Contingency Plan, and at that point was trying to stretch the money as far as they
could, came up with a new concept called "Planned Removal," which delayed us for
about two and a half months.

At that point, we resubmitted it on an emergency, with increased
data, which happens on each one of the sites as you collect the data, and it has
now been approved in the first phase as an imminent hazard. I think by design at
the State side, it is not an easy classification to make. I don't think it was
intended to be Jjust another priority list, and I think you would agree with that.
So, Hunt has his own problems with that. EPA has had problems because they can't
decide what they want to categorize various sites as, whether it is planned removal
or imminent hazard, or long-term remedial, or whatever, and it is one of the reasons
why New Jersey filed a challenge to the National Contingency Plan, and we have been
joined on that challenge. We are the lead state in the country on the challenge;
we have been joined by the Environmental Defense Fund and every other group that
looks at the Contingency Plan list.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I think one of the things ~-- If this is the
only thing that comes out of this hearing today, I think it will be profitable, and
a lot is coming out as you can see, and after we stimulate this, I'm sure a lot more
will. I think one of the things we can do, and should do, is remove that "Cap"
immediately. If this is causing that many constraints on the Department in terms
of getting approval from whomever, I think that this Committee can take an action
on that as soon as possible.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think what that would do for us is, we're
going to spend the money anyway.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: At least you wouldn't have to develop that many
fictions.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: You don't have to develop as sophisticated a strategy
to spend the money. We have the strategy, we can spend the money, but it would help.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: The other major legislative change at the
Federal level which we recommended to our United States Senators, was to remove the
preemption provision, thus eliminating all of the financial contortions that we have
to go through.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Do you want us to stop for a minute so you can
take other testimony?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I want to call Assemblywoman Kalik at this time,

who has graced us with her presence.
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MR. STANTON: Assemblyman, may I just point out one more thing,
and I think it is very important. The removal of the "Cap" becomes even more
and more important as we move into the design/construct phase, because right now
the 10% match is $40,000 on $400,000, but once we go into projects that are $10
million, $12 million or $15 million, it will be $1.5 million as a 10% match.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Maybe we can get a bill in with eighty co-
sponsors the next time we meet. Assemblywoman Kalik?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: (from audience) -- I think I can be heard just
as well back here.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: We won't pick you up on the tape for the tran-
script, and that is important. Why don't you come down here?

Let me first state, Assemblywoman, -- thank you very much for taking
the time out from the busy Appropriations meeting to testify on this very important
subject today.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN BARBARA F. KALTIK: Thankyou’,Mr.Chairman.
Many of the questions, in fact, that you have asked the Commissioner, the Joint
Appropriations Committee will be asking the Commissioner when he appears before the
Joint Appropriations Committee, and they are, how much money has been spent? How
come it hasn't been spent? Where is it going to be spent? And, what, in fact, is
going to be done with it? So, I did take note of the answers, and we hope that we
will be able to compare our notes. I would certainly urge you to have one of your
staff aides come to that hearing when the Commissioner does appear.

I have a prepared statement, specifically about the Swope Company,
because, of course, that one is in my district. But, I would like to speak
generally about this problem, if I may, for just a moment.

This is the second instance, I would say, within a month where a list
of priorities has been prepared at great expense, because nobody gets a list of
priorities without expense. You have to go out and examine all of the sites, or
all of the things that are on a list, and then decide which one is more important --
on a list, one, two, whatever. And, a list has been established, and it has been
determined that this particular company is Number 58 on a priority list, which
means there are fifty-seven more dangerous, more hazardous, more needinc locations.
I am going to zero in though on Number 58, just for the sake of argument.

The Superfund monies have not been delivered, and the Spill Compensa-
tion Fund cannot be used for this site. So, even though it is Number 58 on the
list, we are going to ignore it and go to a site that has not been identified within
the first fifty-eight most hazardous sites and, in fact, clean up, maybe, Number 472.
That doesn't seem to make much sense and, although I know that that is what the law
says today, and that is that the Spill Compensation Fund cannot be used for this, and
this particular money cannot be used, I, as 2 legislator, make laws, and it seems to
me that those laws have to be made, and changed, so that those things identified as
most dangerous to the public, in terms of potable water in particular, will be taken
care of.

Several years ago we, in tfact, passed the Pinelands Preservation Act.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: (interrupting) That is one of my problems, quite
frankly. We appropriated money, and you voted for money back in January of 1982,
for this particular site, and that is one of the reasons for calling this meeting.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: Ana that is why I thought it was important

enough for me to come and speak on the probiem.




ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And that money can be used?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: And should be used for those sites that have
been identified on a priority basis and, in fact, if Swope is Number 58, certainly
the fifty-seven sites that are preceding it ought to be taken care of first. That
is not a parochial point of view, because if it was I would say, "Do Number 58
first." We have to take care of those things that are the most dangerous and the
most damaging to our society.

Just let me say, several years ago we passed the Pinelands Preservation
Act at great cost to the State, at great cost to people who live in the Pinelands
area, and why did we do it? We did it because we wanted to preserve a potable water
supply to the people of this State. Now, we are dealing with a water supply that
is in danger of being contaminated. I think that is a situation that we cannot, in
fact, tolerate, a situation which we must do something about. This particular one
is contaminated or potentially contaminated by lead. We cannot have people within
100 yards of a well that can be contaminated by lead and not, in fact, be doing
something about it. That is my appeal to you, to the Committee, to the Commissioner,
and to anyone else who has anything to do with this particular project, to make some
progress on the fifty-seven hazardous sites preceding Swope, and then you can take
care of Swope.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Assemblywoman, one of the problems stated by
the Department, I believe, is that they are being asked to do more and more because
of the serious nature of the problem. Do you know at this time, or do you recall
what the budget request for the Department is for the upcoming fiscal year?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, I do not have my
budget materials with me; I left them in the other room. I do not know what their --
I would say that they are budgeted for exactly the same figure, if I am not mistaken,
as they were last year. That is notwithstanding the special funds, and the Superfund
and other monies that come in.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Well, Spill Fund money can be used for adminis-
tration purposes, and that is part of the appropriations process. I would ask that
you look to that, and seriously question the Commissioner as to whether additional
appropriations, which are available, can be made available, so that we will not have
any further excuses. In many cases, they are legitimate, but they are not legitimate
if we are willing and able to appropriate the money to beef up the staff to do the
work.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: By the way, Mr. Chairman, I understand the Com-
missioner's problem. We're dealing with something in figures so astronomical, that
I don't think any of us can truly comprehend the dollars that we're talking about to
do this as a total job. But, of course, it is a result of 200 years of neglect, and
we are not going to make up 200 years of neglect in two years. There also may come
a time when a project becomes prioritized over and above that list that is presently
pending, because of an immediate or threatening danger, and I think that we have to
be flexible enough to deal with that. But, I think that once having identified a
list and put the sites in a priority ranking, to ignore that list and go to some
other list seems to me foolhardy, and a waste of time, effort and capital.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Assemblywoman, are you aware that there is an
agreement to be signed this month for a feasibility study to be performed at Swope?



ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: Yes, I am.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: And, do you feel that we should expend monies
to go in and do work prior to the feasibility study being done?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: It is my understanding that the drums are going
to be removed. There are 100 to 150 drums that will be removed prior to the feasi-
bility study being done. I would have to say to you, "Is that an attempt to appease
me, to appease the Legislature, to show that there is some progress being made,"
when we know that that work is not going to be done until we get some money? If
that be true, then it is not being very effective, because if that work isn't done,
in five years you are going to have to come back and do another feasibility study.
So, what is the point to it?

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Well, the question, I think really, is whether
or not we should just go ahead and spend money for spending money's sake, or try
to clean up and do something in an econcmically and environmentally sound manner.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: Absolutely, take care of Number one first.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Where there is an immediate concern as to
an immediate threat, wherever there are barrels on some of the different sites,
they should be moved expeditiously, but for an overall cleanup task we should have
our studies in place and have them done. 1If we are now in March of 1983 getting to
a feasibility study on Number 58, if you will, the whole process, as far as I am
concerned, is too slow, no matter who is responsible for doing it. I see that we
apparently have at least a manner of dealing -- When we did the appropriation in
January, 1981, according to the testimony that we received today, two sites that
we appropriated money for to do cleanups, don't even have anything to clean up.

I don't know if there was a lack of data available at that time, or exactly why
those sites were included, but at least we see, particularly with yours, that our
notes do not reflect the removal of the barrels. Now, Dr. Sadat is here and could
possibly, while you are still here, be able to --

Dr. Sadat, dealing with the Swope 0il, which is located in Assembly-
woman Kalik's district, on your listing in your testimony you have that "there will
be a cooperative agreement to perform a feasibility study and it is scheduled to be
signed in March, 1983." It is Assemblywoman Kalik's understanding that there is
also going to be some immediate remedial cleanup or removal of approximately 100
drums that are an immediate threat. Is that what you said?

DR. SADAT: I must apologize. The information that we gave the Com-
mittee 1is incorrect. We do have in a proposal to EPA, and I will be glad to provide
the Committee with the scope of work, which we put together which will -- I just
sent for it -- remove 120 drums. That will be done before the end of this year.

It will be done concurrently with the feasibility study to remove the imminent
hazard.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Dr. Sadat, you are a director of a division?

DR. SADAT: No, I am not.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: A bureau chief?

DR. SADAT: No, I am a little bit more than that. I am an Assistant
Director or an Administrator.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: More than a director of a division?

DR. SADAT: No, I am less than a director of a division. I report
to Jack Stanton.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Bigger than a bread box? (laughter) Were you

involved in the budget request making vrocess for your Department?




DR. SADAT: Mr. Chairman, when the budget request was made, I was
not in my present position, so I was not. I was involved, however, in preparing
the administrative budget which was submitted to the Spill Fund.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Are you satisfied that the Department, in terms
of its budget that it submitted to the Appropriations Committee, is sufficient in
that it is exactly what was budgeted in the prior fiscal year?

DR. SADAT: Mr. Chairman, I can only deal with the area I'm working
in, which is the administration of the Spill Fund and the Superfund. That is the
only area that I deal with. The budget that --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Are you aware that the Spill Fund can be used
for administrative purposes?

DR. SADAT: And it is being used.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Are you satisfied with the amount of money that
is being used for administrative purposes?

DR. SADAT: I am.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I just note that we made a presentation,
as we have to, to draw down the Spill Fund for administrative purposes, to the
Treasurer --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: You're not speaking loud enough; I'm sorry.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I'm sorry. We made a presentation, as we
have to, to the Treasurer and the Spill Fund administrator, on the draw down from
the Fund for our administrative budget for this year. I believe we requested fund-
ing for 110 positions, roughly budgeted at about $3.5 million and, with two or
three position exceptions, I believe that budget was approved.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And how much of that was an increase from your
prior fiscal year request?

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: In terms of spending -- approximately a
33% increase. I think we spent about $2.5 million for administrative expenses.

In terms of the request, it would be a $2.5 million increase. The year before the
request had been $1 million, with any overrun coming out of the Spill Fund on a
voucher kind of basis.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Assemblywoman Kalik?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Since this is your area of expertise, I would
probe, as I am sure you will, into the Department's capability of doing these clean-
ups administratively in the type of manner that the public and the Legislature has
mandated by instituting these programs, because, quite frankly, I know there are problems
and I know there are complications. But, one does get somewhat weary with excuses,
some of them very legitimate, but I don't want to hear that we can only do so much
in a certain period of time, or we're being asked to do more and more, and yet the
request to the Legislature for appropriations is only the same as was requested for
the prior fiscal year. You can't have it both ways.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I agree, and I think our budget request
reflects our management judgment as to what we can manage and, as the need and the
ability to manage a bigger program is apparent and upon us, you can count on the
Department to submit those kinds of requests.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That will be up to you.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Dr. Sadat, when do you anticipate the work on

the 120 barrels to commence at this particular site?
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DR. SADAT: Assemblyman, I couldn't give you an exact date, but
certainly before the end of the calendar year 1983, these drums should be removed.
That, we have absolute certainty of.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: And that would almost be simultaneous with the
feasibility study?

DR. SADAT: It will be simultaneous, yes.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KALIK: Again, let me say I appreciate that effort
for the district and for Pennsauken, and for the people involved. I must reiterate,
though, that there are fifty-seven others that come before, and it worries me that
they may be, in fact, in more danger, and what are we doing about them? That is
why a priority list was developed and, although I am here speaking on behalf of
Pennsauken, I am also here speaking on behalf of a priority list that is developed
for some specific reason and, if we have a limited number of funds, it seems to me,
as I do in my office everyday -- I go from priority one to priority ten, and if I
can't get beyond priority two, well, that is the way the day goes, and then we start
all over again on the next day.

I would urge the Committee, and in particular the Chairman, to come
before the Joint Appropriations Committee and state the case for this particular
fund and the need for additional monies for administrative purposes. That is, in
fact, what we do, and why we have hearings,as you have in fact come across something
that can be very helpful, and that is the removal of the "Cap," which you can bring
to us. Are there any further questions? (no response) Thank you very much for
hearing me.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Is the Commissioner gone? I thought he was
staying with us. (The Commissioner is with the press.) Dr. Sadat, I guess I could

ask you this question. There are sixty-five Superfund sites, right? Give me a

ball park figure -- I'm sure you can give me a ball park figure, or at least a
minimum figure as to what the total -- a minimum figure, I won't even ask for a
ball park figure -- give me a minimum ball park figure, or a ball park minimum

figure as to the total amount of money it will cost to clean up, I'm talking about
operation and maintenance, the remedial work as approved by Superfund under the
current law -- we have to deal with the current law and not rely on it being changed,
for those sixty-five sites.

DR. SADAT: Completion of forty-three sites, which we have in our four-
year plan, will require $197 million. Completion of all sixty-five sites, between
private and public monies, we estimate will require roughly $500 million.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Forty-three sites?

DR. SADAT: One hundred and ninety-seven million dollars.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Okay. What was the second figure?

DR. SADAT: For all sixty-five Superfund sites, and that includes
private and public monies, because we have some private cleanups also, will be roughly
$500 million. We really cannot have a very good estimate --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I understand. Forty-three is one to forty-three,
or is that, you know, Numbers 53 --

DR. SADAT: No, it is not one through forty-three. It is a number of
Superfund sites, in addition to non-Superfund sites, twenty-three non-Superfund sites.
We expect to almost be completed on twenty-three non-Superfund sites within the four-
year period.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Major sites, Marwan.




DR. SADAT: Major sites.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: How can you determine what the cost is before
the feasibility studies are done?

DR. SADAT: We are doing estimates on what we think based on our
experience with other cleanups, and based on the extent of the site, how large
the site is, and based on whether we have ground water contamination, drum removals,
contaminated soil removal -- we can only give you an estimate. We will not know the
exact figures until we have the feasibility studies completed. So, if you want, I
can give you rough estimates; I cannot give you exact figures.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: In the chart that we show you later, John, we
will have rough estimates of ball parking through four years, but I think that
directly flows to Ray's question originally, "How do you get through to the various
accounts?" We now can do that. If you can chart it out for four years, even in
approximates, you can do it.

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: But, it could be one-fifth the amount or five
times the amount?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Depending on the alternatige chosen, and if you
get one site and it has fifteen alternatives, then you have to decide which piece of
it you want to pay for. The capital construction, as we know, could be exceeded by
the maintenance, or the reverse could happen. We could select an alternative which --
where we're forcing, and this has resulted in some of the delays of the feasibility
studies. As we push for alternatives that are not in the terms of the Federal
statute, or the guidelines developed by EPA cost effective, we may be pushing for
a very much higher capital construction cost -- the up-front cost.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I still have that question. 1In terms of the
Superfund sites, just the Superfund sites, an estimated ball park minimum figure
for just the Superfund sites -- you don't have that?

DR. SADAT: I would have to split them up.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: We can get it for you. We would have to
split the twenty Superfund and the twenty-three non-Superfund from the $197 million
total, to come up with that.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Do you have an idea?

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I don't know.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Well, can we have that shortly?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Yes, you can have that shortly.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: How soon is shortly?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, shortly would be by the end of this week.
I mean, shortly wouldn't be -- Everything else you've asked for, I promised you would
get within the next two hours.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: 1Isn't it just a question of adding them up and

subtracting?
COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No, because we have to go through our analysis

of sites too.
ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: All right, that I would like to have. Okay?

And you'll have that by the end of the week. Let me ask you, Commissioner, how much
money do you think, under the current law, we can realistically expect to get from
Superfund?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Ray, we may be the only state, and I know this

has been a concern to you -- we may be the only state that could ever say anything
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nice about EPA, and the way that Superfund has worked. The aggregate totals for
last year --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: You are not including me in on that, I'm sure.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No, of course, you haven't said anything nice,
but let me tell you why you may have a reason to say something nice. The aggregate
totals for last year in this country for District 2, which is New York, including
New York and New Jersey, -- District 2 received over 50% of the total contracts
signed in the country. Of that number, 80% went to New Jersey. To give you an
example of what that means in numbers, the number of cooperative contracts signed
in District 2 last year was seventeen. The next closest district in the country,
out of ten, was six. Fourteen of those were signed for New Jersey sites.

Now, one of the things that we have always acknowledged, beginning
in April of last year when we developed a very concentrated strategy, and we have
shared this with the Committee before -- we developed a strategy which consisted of
putting together two task forces in the Department. One task force had one job
from April until November, and that was to do the mitre forms, or to help Region 2
do the mitre forms for submittal to Superfund. We developed forms on ninety sites,
all of which are in the now four-year program, sixty-five of which made it to Super-
fund. We had a second task force which did nothing but line up and negotiate around
the contracts that we wanted to sign in New Jersey. Those contracts are very impor-
tant, and they relate directly to your gquestion. We signed contracts with EPA. We
made a decision as a state that in many instances we would put them in first place,
which a lot of states were hesitant to do. We made a second decision that we would
incorporate the Army Corp whenever we could.

We know that those contracts lead to design/construction phases and,
if you look at Superfund today -- and we have made this point repeatedly. Let's
assume that what we are talking about is considerably more than $200 million over
four years. We think that we can easily pull that from Superfund. Again, you may
be skeptical, but let me put this in --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Do you seriously think that this trend is going
to continue in the same percentage?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: What I am saying to you is, that no matter what
state begins to sign into contractings, at this stage we are clearly a year ahead of
them in terms of the funding. Now, the current Superfund is designed to go to 1985.
It is going to be extended. 1Is it 19852

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Yes.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: There is no other state that is going to be in
a position, just as there was no other state sitting there with contracts. I mean,
there has been a lot of discussion about why New Jersey got contracts, and why they
didn't -- favoritism or nonfavoritism. I would submit to you that you can't have
favoritism unless you have contracts ready to sign.

We are going to get a major significant portion of Superfund. We
have to. We have already started the process. I really believe that. I believe
that when every other state, and we were having meetings with other states early
last spring, and for all the reasons that I pointed out to this Committee -- the
question of 50/50 allocations, the question of 90/10, the long-term maintenance
questions, states which are without Legislatures such as ours and which are not pro-
viding the match money, and which were not entering the negotiations because they

didn't see any way around the hard issucs -- We made a decision to go in and negotiate
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contracts around the hard issues, neither side giving up those issues, and in

March of last year -- I think the only thing I can give you in this regard is a his-
torical perspective. When we talked to other states, they did not want to enter
this part of the process, the cooperative agreement part, and they did not think

we would be successful in cooperative agreements. They did not think we would be
successful in design/construct. We're there now. I have every reason to believe
that because we have such an early lead we are going to attract the major portion

of superfund, but part of our negotiations with our Congressional delegation has
been, and we have maintained this all along, if we can build in New Jersey a four-
year plan, which we know is going to be added on to, and we have provided for that
within the four-year plan, a program that could draw down $400 million or $2 million
easily, not going to the maintenance issue which we think ultimately will win, we knew
that $1.6 would never do it for the country. And that is one of the reasons why we

so strongly support a continuation of the program.
So, why are we optimistic? I think we have the background data, the

contracts signed to be optimistic. Now, you know, I can give you ~-- Marwan can
address it from the professional side, but we are not aware of anybody that is in
this position as a state to enter design/construct.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: You, of course, are aware of the fact that
Superfund has to provide cleanup of at least one site in every state?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I am aware of that. If you will look at the
regional list, which I will give to you, there are regions that have -- the region
closest to New Jersey is six. There are regions that have no sites listed. I don't
doubt for a minute that they will comply with Superfund and clean up one site in each
state, but I would tell you that nobody has been as aggressive in jumping into the
Superfund contracting business as this State.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: There is no doubt about that. I am not ques-
tioning =--

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I only mentioned that twice because once there
was a question about aggression.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I'll get to the aggression -- I will get to the
aggression. The $200 million is going to be sufficient to cover all sixty-five
Superfund sites? )

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: We do not maintain that. We have a four-year
plan and we are going to go through the charts for you. They will show you the draw
down for four years. That is not the end of the program. While it is called a four-
year plan because we will be at various stages on all those sites -- all the Superfund
sites, we will not have completed the cleanups or the maintenance that is required.
I think Marwan suggested to you before that there are instances that we already know
of, where we may have a ground water responsibility for thirty years. The four-year
cleanup program that you've seen, or will see today, is at minimum a seven-year
cleanup program. The $200 million is all we project for drawing in the first four
years, but we can exceed that as we push to have higher capital costs. We think
that we will get our share, but more than that, we think more money is needed.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: 1In terms of the sixty-five sites, I am going
to reiterate the question I asked before. How much money is needed?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: We have estimated that as much as $500 million
may be required during the seven years it will take to really play out the entire

four-year program that is now constructed.
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ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Do you have any idea how we are going to get
that $500 million?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, we know what our target is for that $500
million, and that is Superfund. You have asked us a question on the Bond Act, and
I think it is an appropriate question. We know, and have negotiated very hard on
long-term maintenance, because we have already submitted to the Committee one site
where we think the long-range commitment may have to be $40 million. So, if you
estimate that in seven years we may draw down on Superfund for $500 million, we
know we are going to go through the $100 million at the State side of the bond
issue. We are committed. I mean, I think what is going to have to happen is =--
we're entering a field of really sort of creative legislation, which I am sure you
appreciate. We have never had a construction program where one Legislature commits
another, but, when you think about long-term maintenance responsibilities and the
Bond Act, in fact, that is what we are going to be seeing, I think. I draw the
analogy, Ray --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I will resist the temptation to speak about
legislation which should be committed now.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think everybody will probably be committed.
Let me say that one of the things I think that both I have learned, and you have
learned, is that we are talking here about major construction projects. I mean,
we do have a three-year old program. In this State we are familiar with sewer con-
struction programs and highway programs, which take anywhere from eight to ten years
from inception to construction. We have a program that is three years old, and we
are going to enter design/construct on some of the major sites in this State this
year, in the third year. This program is a construction program, and I think it
relates directly to your dollar question. We do not know. The answer is, in the
end, we do not know. I don't think the country knows. But, we are talking about
a construction program here which will dwarf sewage construction and will dwarf
highway construction in the country in the next decade.

MR. STANTON: Commissioner, I think there is one clarifying point.
Superfund legislation -- I just checked with our lawyer to be sure -- says that in
the top hundred sites on the list, there will be one site from each state that
requests sites be listed. It doesn't say that one site per state has to be cleaned
up. So, there are some states that did not request, for example, Louisiana did not
submit any submittals --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: They will.

MR. STANTON: They will, but I just wanted to point out that it didn't
say they had to clean them up, only that they had to list them.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Louisiana will; I will guarantee that.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Ray, let me have Marwan finish up his part of
this and, again, it is just the first part. We also have for you today, should you
care in a continuation this afternoon to go through the master plan, the four-year
funding we see, which we can predict, but for our purposes at this point, Marwan can
summarize in about two minutes, and then I would like to summarize for about three
minutes, and then go back to questions if you like.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Just one question first, and I'm sure you will
he asked to speak to this more completely before the Appropriations Committee. Your

wiget request ror tne Department is the same as it was for the last fiscal year,
i g2ty are asked to do so much more. How do you do that? I know you're good,

at are you that good?
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COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: First of all, last year and the year before,
we took a program, I think, in hazardous management where three years ago it was
a $200,000 program. All right? We were just going over this last night. We now
have a program that is two and a half million dollars. That program draws on a
number of funds, as you know. The Bond Act would not disappoint me about being able
to draw some monies from it. The Spill Fund would not disappoint me about drawing
some monies from it. We have been able to build a program fairly quickly. We have
a priority package this year, in this area, for $1.6 million that we would very much
like to have. We will make up parts of -- as every department head enters the budget
process, you know, I think, going in where you can make some trades or what your
other funding sources may be.

We are going to cover parts of that priority package within the
Department budget, but we would welcome any amount of that money being placed back
on, and I don't think it was for any other reason except the budget crisis we are
in that it wasn't part of the priority package submitted to the Legislature.

MR. STANTON: Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that in the
Spill budget, particularly, when Marwan and I came in in May of last year, there
were approximately forty-eight or forty-nine filled positions. Although more had
been requested, there hadn't been that much movement. Our budget for this year
going up until July 1, 1983 for the Spill program -- the cleanups in the Spill pro-
gram -- we have gone up to 105 positions, mainly the increases are in Marwan's area
in the Hazardous Site Mitigation Group. There are some limited increases in the
Spill response, three to five positions. We have virtually doubled, or will have
doubled by June, 1983, the number of people working in the site cleanup area.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Let me also say, Mr. Chairman, that we have
taken a totally different kind of look at this area. We realize it is a contract-
ing field; we have gone to Civil Service for professional titles. We have alsoc gone
to Civil Service for something totally unique in the State, which would be three-year
contracts as opposed to permanent status. We want to build a program as we need it,
and be able to phase out of it as we have to. I think you will see as we go through
the budget that we really have beefed up this section; we've done it in a different
way. Now, we haven't had everything that we need yet, but we do have a strategy.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I am sure you will articulate to the Appropria-
tions Committee what you do not have that you do need.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Yes.

DR. SADAT: I think finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out
that prior to the end of the Federal fiscal year, we have six design/construct con-
tracts, and I repeat myself again, Burnt Fly Bog, Price's Landfill, D'Imperio,
Krysowaty, Lone Pine and Lipari. The sum total of the construction and design is
roughly $40 million. This would be additional Superfund monies and Spill Fund
monies, which we expect to have agreements with EPA on between now and October 1,
1983.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: What was that figure again, I'm sorry?

DR. SADAT: Roughly $40 million ~- approximately $40 million.

MR. STANTON: Ten percent of that will be out of the Spill Fund. It
will be $4,000,000 if we get the 10% now.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Mr. Chairman, by way of summary, let me just
restate what Marwan did. First of all, I think what is clear today -- I'm glad I
got your first letter instead of your second letter --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I would have sent you the second one, too.

39



COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: We've had a good relationship with this Com-
mittee, and we are addressing a difficult area. I think it has taken us a while to
get all the ingredients in place, but only a while in the relative sense of the word,
particularly with the help of the Legislature.

To sum up right now, New Jersey has seventeen sites in the Superfund
program with Federal funding committed for feasibility and/or cleanup. I think that
is what I was trying to get across before. Once you sign that first document, you
have made a commitment, and we intend to see that everybody sticks to that com-
mitment. We intend to have twelve new feasibility studies under way by the end of
this year, and sixty-eight studies going into design/construct by September 30,
which is the end of the fiscal year for the Federal government. There will be three
to four more going to design/construction by the end of the year, our year. 1In other
words, we will have nine to fourteen sites in the State of New Jersey in design/
construction by the end of this year.

As I said before, EPA Region 2 has 51% of the Superfund money com-
mitted in the nation; New Jersey has 70% to 80%, or 40% of the national total has
been committed to this State under Superfund. At this point, after fourteen months,
that is a record that I can stand by, and feel comfortable with.

Finally, we have made available to the Committee today, documents which
I think show that we really have begun to construct long-term strategies. In addi-
tion to that, if time permits later this afternoon, we have a slide show prepared
for the Committee which shows what the complications are in terms of going from
finding a site through feasibility. I guess it all depends on how long we want to
sit, but we would like to offer that to you. We think it is important that you
understand how you get through from feasibility to design/construct.

We hope the testimony and supporting documents given to you today
prove helpful. Again, let me state that there is always room for improvement, and
we very much appreciate constructive criticism. This State has moved forward
aggressively in the field of hazardous and toxic waste, and every time that I have
talked about this program, I talk about it as a State program. It is a legislative
program and an administrative program. Being out in front, we have learned in the
toughest possible school, which is the school of experience. We are the ones who
have cut the ground with EPA. We are the ones who have negotiated the sophisticated
contracts, and I think sometimes to our detriment. We have learned well. We have
the firmest foundation in this State of any that we know of in terms of dealing with
this program. We are pretty happy with the progress we have been able to make in
fourteen months. I think you saw today, and I think you will again -- and you and
I will repeatedly in the next year -- one of the reasons why EPA was so hesitant to
see a priority list, and I don't criticize them necessarily. The problem with the
priority list is that somebody is number one and somebody is number fifty. But,
what is important to this program is something that I think we have all appreciated
in the past. If you have confidence in a program, if it is a nonpartisan program
and if it is kept that way, then the person who is fifty has the confidence of the
person who is one. That is what we are working for.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Commissioner, before you leave, just to clarify
any misunderstandings that we may have had, certainly I have some criticisms of
statements that were made, and not by vou, quite frankly. But, it is very difficult
for we who have been dealing with this problem for over five years, and who have been

intimately involved in the legislative process in appropriating money to tackle this
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problem, and to have had in the past promises made that have gone unfulfilled --
and I have heard every single excuse in the book, as I said many legitimate, but
at some point in time you start just being cynical about everything. My major
concern was the Kean cleanup program -- the statement that the main focus of it
would be the 150 sites not on the Superfund priority list. I presume that that is
not accurate.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: It's not.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: My other concern was that statement in the
paper that State sources were being used to compensate for the fact that Federal
Superfund money wasn't coming down as quickly as possible. That bothered me.

But, in any event, I think your planning is find, but the proof has got to be in
the performance. We had a hearing in July, and we were told to wait until December.
December came and went and we are now in March. It is going to be up to you, it's
in your hands, and if there are any problems in terms of cost expenditures legisla-
tion, it is going to be up to you to come to us to change that. If you don't come
to us, then there will be no reason for any excuses. I think you know that, you
are well aware of that.

I disagree with you in terms of whether we are going to get $200
million from Superfund. You're gambling on that, and I hope you're right. I would
be pleasantly surprised and pleased if we do. I would hope that we would have some
contingency plans set in the works if that isn't forthcoming.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, the contingency plan is -- the only gamble
in this process is a legal gamble. We have a responsibility to go to Superfund for
those sites on the list, and I know you appreciate that. Our backup and the backup
of this State will be that we have to change the Federal guidelines on preemption,
which I think we can do through the extension bill, and that is one of the reasons,
in addition to the money, that I think the extension bill is required, and on reim-
bursement. Having done those two things, then we are covered pretty well. That
has to happen at the Federal level.

Let me say one thing to you which I know I don't have to say to you.
Last year we made some promises and in July we made some promises, and now it is
March. We are not sitting here with an empty bag. We have made a tremendous amount
of progress in that time. Everything that we said we were going to try to do, we
have tried to do, and we do not come here with any excuses. I think this year, and
I have said it repeatedly, this is the year we move to design/construct. It took
us some time to get there, but it was intelligent time. Every feasibility study
that we have looked at, Ray, has been one where if you walk onto a site you have
an easy answer, and if you look at the feasibility study you learn something. And
that is not just me, that is the scientists in the Department, where it may appear
that the first and best alternative is to drain the lagoon, when it comes back and
you realize that there are fifteen alternatives and the worst one would have been
that immediate draining, I think you learn to appreciate the feasibility studies.
You never appreciate the time it takes to do it, but I would submit to you that it
has taken us a hell of a long time to get into this position and it is going to
take us a little bit of time to get out. When I get out, I want to get out with a
legacy, and the legacy is that we haven't taken a short-term alternative when a long-
term alternative is what we needed. I know that the Committee shares that concern
and is willing to make the long-term commitments that it takes to really have an

effective cleanup program. I appreciate your time today.
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ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: What I am most concerned about in terms of
your chart is the expenditure flow.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: 1Is that here yet?

MR. STANTON: 1It's right behind you, the expenditure flow anyway.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Can't you carry this in your briefcase? Can
we get it reduced fast?

DR. SADAT: Yes, we will get it reduced.

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: We can talk through the charts now.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Do you want to talk through the charts now?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I would like to do that now.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: All right. Marwan?

DR. SADAT: We will have these reduced for you. Starting with feasi-
bility studies -- Over the next four years, 1983, and that goes to the end of calendar
year 1983, we expect to have feasibility studies initiated on twenty-six sites. That
includes Superfund and non-Superfund sites for approximately $8.3 million. In 1984,
eighteen sites, $5.3 million; 1985, thirteen sites, $3.9 million; and, finally, in
1986, sixteen sites, $4.6 million.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: What is the total of sites?

DR. SADAT: Well, this will include Superfund and non-Superfund sites,
so we are talking basically about ninety-nine sites, roughly.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That adds up to ninety-nine sites?

DR. SADAT: No, it doesn't -- I'm not even sure that it does. There
may be some cleanups, in fact, there are some cleanups. There are eleven major drum
dumps where we are not going to do feasibility studies. We are just going to go in
there and clean them up. So, there are ninety-nine altogether, all right?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Those sites that you have expenditure totals for,
are these just for feasibility studies?

DR. SADAT: Feasibility studies, that is correct.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: In 1983, $8.3 million for feasibility studies
on twenty-eight sites?

DR. SADAT: That is correct.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I see, so that is pretty good.

MR. STANTON: Twenty-six sites.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Can we have a breakdown on that -- twenty-six
or twenty-eight?

MR. STANTON: Twenty-six.

DR. SADAT: Yes, we will be glad to provide the Committee --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: -- as far as -~

DR. SADAT: -- with twenty-six sites -- we will be glad to provide
the Committee with these figures.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: In 1984, it's $5.3 million for eighteen sites.

DR. SADAT: --eighteen sites. Thirteen sites in 1985, $3.9 million,
and sixteen sites in 1986 for $4.6 million.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Do you have the sites identified?

DR. SADAT: Yes.

COMMLISSLONER NHUGHEY :  Thosce are Ltotals, Asseomblyman.,

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: On what basis were the sites selected?

DR. SADAT: The sites are selected strictly on the basis of the HRS.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: The what?
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COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: The mitre form.

DR. SADAT: The mitre form.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And there may be some non-Superfund sites that
have a higher priority than Superfund sites?

DR. SADAT: No, there are -- The non-Superfund sites that we have
selected are sites where we applied to EPA for Superfund and where they were re-
jected because they were not a high enough priority. Now, the way we introduce these
sites is, in our plan where we have sites where EPA has the lead, at that point we
bring the non-Superfund site -- let's say that Number 66, if you rank all ninety-nine
sites, or ninety-two sites that we have, we bring Number 66 into the schedule and put
it at the point where we know EPA has a tead on a site. We have a list of sixty-five,
some of them are EPA leads and some of them are State lead. Where we know EPA has a
lead and is going to do the contracting, is going to do the construction, we intro-
duced Number 66, and then Number 67, and so on and so forth. We use a mitre form.
Mitre scoring is the sole basis for establishing priority. The mitre system is the
national system for ranking any sites.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: So, you have the non-Superfund sites ranked?

DR. GADAT: All of the sites that are in the four-year plan are sites
which were ranked for EPA submittal for National Priority List submission. Out of
the ninety-two we submitted, we got sixty-five.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: In 1983, you have twenty-six sites there, but
not all of them are Superfund sites?

DR. SADAT: That is correct.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: So, therefore, not all of them are -- so there
are some sites --

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: That are 100% State money? Are you looking at
it in terms of dollars?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: No, I am looking at it in terms of priorities.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: What we have tried to do, Ray, and this is what
Marwan meant about EPA, we have taken EPA and put them on a schedule, which we have
been doing all year. They are on a schedule for four years; we are on a schedule
for four years. It could be that a non-Superfund site, and I think this is the
question, Marwan, would actually precede, because it was at our direction a Super-
fund site.

ASBENRLYMAN LESHTAR: I presume, hower ey, Thal the non Super Tund siles
are listed on that chart in accordance with your ranking?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: The mitre form is used for all sites. There was
no subjectivity built into the rankings.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Therefore, all of the non-Superfund sites under
that chart will flow in accordance with your rankings?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Correct. And all sites to be built on in the
future -- for example, I think Marwan told you in his testimony that we are now
applying for a $400,000 grant to look at sites that came along at later stages, to
do the ranking. Every site that ever flows into our cleanup program, and, again,
this is a minimal number -- as we get more sites ranked, all sites are going to be
ranked on a mitre form. In other words, where it is or who may or may not be involved
has nothing to do with the ranking.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Do you have your draw down of those sources --

of that money separafed by source?

New Jersey State Library
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COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No, that is what we are going to do for you
by the end of the week, if we can.

DR. SADAT: We don't have it drawn down by source, but we have it
by site.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That is critical, in my viewpoint, to my concern,
to ensure that the money that is available is going to be spent.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: But, the thing that you won't even see from
the draw down, and what we will have to repeatedly come to the Committee with as
the year progresses, is the feasibility and the maintenance pass-through, so that
we may look at an aggregate total before all the design/constructs begin, which
just diminishes very quickly this year in terms of all of our commitments.

DR. SADAT: As you can see, Mr. Chairman, we have twenty-three non-
Superfund sites over the next four years. We are going to take care of over sixty-
five sites, so, I don't know what statements were made with respect to taking care
of the 150 non-Superfund sites. Basically, over the next four years, we are going
to be dealing with the ninety or so sites that were submitted to EPA for Superfund.
With respect to design, again, in 1983, these are design costs: $7.6 million for six
sites, -- as I have indicated to you, these will be design costs (Dr. Sadat illus-
trates by using DEP chart) -- twenty-two sites, $3.7 million; twenty sites, $4.6
million; and, fourteen sites, $2.2 million.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think the significance here, Ray, is that
you can see how the long-term program starts to tie together, in terms of design/
construct as opposed to design money, you know, the start-up and the flow-through
is beginning to make some sense now.

DR. SADAT: 1In 1983, in terms of actual expenditure on construction --
by the end of 1983, $7.1 million on approximately ten sites. 1In 1984, $77.9 million,
and, as the Commissioner indicated in his testimony, this is when we begin to need
the bond money. That is, we had to do this to come to the conclusion at what point
do we actually draw down the Spill Fund so that we are going to need to request
appropriations from the Bond Fund -- not appropriations, but some scheduling to
sell the bonds from the Bond Fund.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Let me just clarify that, Ray.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And when was this decided?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, it couldn't be decided until we had a plan,
what the Attorney General and the Treasurer asked us to do. What I think they have
to do before they can sell bonds, is show the need for the bonds which, of course,
as we were negotiating one site at a time, was very difficult to do. That was one
of the complicating factors. This one, as opposed to the "Cap," this one we take
care of with a plan. What we can now do, is create the energy to sell the bonds,
because we can actually show a draw down on those bonds within the four-year plan.

MR. STANTON: One other important point to realize is that the latest
EPA position is that they are going to run this program from now on like a construc-
tion ground program. In other words, they never wanted to have interceptors in the
ground and then run out of money before they could build a sewerage treatment plant.
So, their latest guidance to us is that once we leave feasibility and go to design/
construct, they will earmark the total sum of money for that project and pull it
out of Superfund.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That is going to be the day.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: That is why I have more confidence than you do.
I mean, I really think they are sucked into this position.
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MR. STANTON: They don't want to end up with feasibility studies
finished and then nothing being done on the sites.

DR. SADAT: And as you can see, Mr. Chairman, after this initial hike
we stabilized roughly about $35 million, probably over the next seven years. We have
not extended the plan over seven years, but we will do that. We actually have agreed
that we are not very sure of our figures at that point because you're dealing with
seven years, which is a very long time.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Within a few days, you will have those figures
broken down by source?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Yes, and a schedule for you, which we hope EPA
will be certifying by the end of the week. That will appear to you in draft form,
but that is what we submitted, and as soon as they accept it -- let me tell you
what the complication -- there is no complication in terms of their acceptance,
but once they published the Superfund list there was a public comment period, where
other people could try to qualify other sites. So, they were not in a position
where they could certify our list until now. Thank you.

Are there any other questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Not at this time.

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I'm sure we'll see each other again. Thank you
very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Thank you, Commissioner. Thank you, gentlemen.
Is Lester still here? (affirmative response) Commissioner, can you leave someone
behind?

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Jack, would you and Marwan both stay?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Lester, I'm sorry everybody is leaving, but
we're here.

LESTER JARGOWSZKY: I am Lester Jargowsky, County Health Officer for
Monmouth County. I would like to make my comments brief, especially in light of

the documents submitted today, so I will have an opportunity to review them. It
does appear that some of the questions that I would have liked to raise have been
addressed today. However, I do have a deep concern that the sites be addressed

with some degree of expediency, especially our Monmouth County sites. We happen

to have several very, very dangerous sites. I am not totally confident with the
economic pictures that are projected, in terms of cleanup of these various sites.

For example, we have encountered problems with heavy metal contamination deep into
aquifers, and where private firms have entered into consent agreements for cleanups on
relatively minor problems, minor being a six-acre tract with chromium contamination down
deep into the aquifer, 120 feet or so. The costs to try to recover that ground water,
treat it and bring the situation under control are staggering, and this is just on

a small six-acre tract looking at half a million dollars to recover chromium from

120 feet down into the ground water.

I think that what we are going to find is a very severe economic
liability for the State in terms of maintenance in the future on the Superfund funded
sites, especially in terms of ground water, recovery, cleanup and regeneration.

I am particularly concerned with Lone Pine Landfill, because there is severe ground
water contamination at that site down into two aquifers, and I strongly believe that
the associated costs, long-term costs, are going to be very, very, very great.

There were comments made about taking the "Cap" off the Spill Fund.

I think that is a very appropriate move, to try to use our local resources in a more
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flexible way -- our State resources. I don't see where New Jersey is going to have --
well, this first year perhaps we will be able to tap into a good amount of money, but
as other states come on line and finally realize their problems, there are going to

be very difficult days ahead, and very difficult competition for those Federal Super-
fund dollars. We are going to have to develop ways and means with our own State
resources to address our problems.

I also believe that we are far from finding -- we have probably found
perhaps half of the hazardous waste sites in New Jersey. Right now, we are con-
tinuing investigations. We are finding the more subtle dumping problems, where the
trees look fine, the ground looks fine, but what has been injected underneath the
ground is causing major problems. I think that is going to be a trend throughout
the State, this more discreet dumping that is going to be found. We are rapidly
approaching a construction phase with the Manasquan Reservoir in Monmouth County.
This is a major water supply, which we definitely need to combat salt water intru-
sion and other problems with hazardous waste in our county. :

I did not hear mention of one particular site called the Bog Creek
Farm site, which sits alongside a tributary to the Manasquan River. This is a
critical site to that reservoir project, to the Manasquan Reservoir project. Lone
Pine is also critical to that reservoir project, and there has been testimony on
that particular case. But, the Bog Creek Farm site should be given a higher
priority, in that it is feeding contaminants into a stream which will lead to a
critical point for the intake of the Manasquan Reservoir. Perhaps through this
Committee, there could be an update as to the status of that site.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Lester, if you will call my office next week --
we were not given the priority ranking of the non-Superfund sites, I don't believe,
or, if we were, I have to look for it.

DR. SADAT: Mr. Chairman, if I may, Bog Creek Farm is scheduled for
signature between us -- an agreement between us and EPA prior to June 30, 1983 --
prior to this June. This would initiate the feasibility study.

MR. JARGOWSKY: Okay, that is a point I wasn't aware of, which leads
me to the next point --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Why weren't you aware of this?

MR. JARGOWSKY: The DEP is currently attempting to improve communica-
tions with local health officials. However, I think there is a long way to go.

I was not aware, for example, that the Burnt Fly Bog feasibility study was mailed
two weeks ago to local officials. I did not get a copy of it. We found that site
in September of 1978 and have been tracking it through the years. I was a little
dismayed that I wasn't on the mailing list, but I think we can work at that and
perhaps improve those communications as we go along.

In summary I would say that from what I have heard, the State DEP is
definitely on track and, with careful economic analysis of where we are going, we
have a rough row to hoe.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I would agree with you fully on that statement.
Thank you, Lester. Thank you for coming. Mary Ann Bancroft, Committeewoman from
Howell Township. Oh, mayor, I'm sorry. You're committeewoman and mayor.

COMMITTEEWOMAN BANCROFT: No, I am not mayor.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Oh, you're not mayor. I was just told you
were mayor.

COMMITTEEWOMAN BANCROFT: No, I ran against the mayor. Everybody
makes that mistake. I ran against the mayor, but he was only running for township

committeeperson.




MARY A NN BANCROTFT: I have all this to say today, but in view of

what you have been put through so far, I won't do it. I will make just some brief
comments based on what I have heard today, and you will have to realize that my
comments come from my past history, which is the fact that I started with an environ-
mental group. I live in the back yard of the WDI Landfill, which is a toxic waste
site in Howell Township, which I believe you are familiar with. We have about thirty-
seven priority pollutants, twenty-one of them carcinogens, and right now we are in

the very, very beginning stages of a cleanup plan. Now, I also speak as an elected
official in Howell Township.

The basic comments I make at first have to do with some of the state-
ments that were made today and some of my reactions and workings with the DEP prior
to being elected last November.

I heard a lot of talk today about feasibility studies, and what it all
boils down to is time. Everything is on a time schedule. We just went through in
Howell Township a seventeen-month negotiation with SCA to clean up this landfill
which is presently open. The initial contamination was discovered and documented
by the EPA in March of 1980, but already in DEP records, there is indication of it
as far back as 1975. But, a preliminary consent order was signed in May of 1981.
Then we negotiated -- this neat little one with the fancy cover on it (witness holds
up material she is speaking about) for seventeen months. Now, the difference between
this one and this one is really --

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Not worth seventeen months?

MS. BANCROFT: -- nothing. Not worth seventeen months; not worth
seventeen months of those toxics flowing into the ground water and further contaminat-
ing the streams that were already contaminated. So, my basic problem is the matter
of time.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: When was that agreement signed?

MS. BANCROFT: Do you mean the last one? Well, this one -- I have to
mention this because I noticed it was mentioned before that the DEP doesn't partake
of partisan cleanups. But, this final plan was signed, at a very special signing
ceremony, at which the mayor of Howell Township running for reelection at that time
participated, October 27, 1982. I really don't know what the people of Howell Town-
ship waited seventeen months for.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That is one of my serious concerns, and I'm
sorry the Commissioner isn't here because my concern isn't with him. But, my con-
cern has been with the Administration politically posturizing on this issue. As I
said, we had the wrong person here for that. But, we had a similar situation where
EPA came in to announce a contract in the middle of a campaign and brought in a Con-
gressman who wasn't even a Congressman from that district, but that was the new
district that he was running in. Quite frankly, he had no business being there at
all, except for purely political purposes. That is one of the reasons why, quite
frankly, I was inspired to have this hearing to ensure that commitments are made
on the record and that everything that has come down today will be followed up six
months from now. Are you aware of any noncompliance with the agreement at this time?

MS. BANCROFT: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Can you tell us about it?

MS. BANCROFT: All right. We have been meeting monthly with DEP and
SCA to go over the consent order as it proceeds. Our latest meeting was approximately

two weeks ago in Trenton, in which we outlined several -- one particular part of the
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consent order which forbids the operation of the landfill to exceed beyond their
sixty-six acres. We had a problem with the man from the DEP. He indicated that
we would have to go back and go over this paragraph, that this was open to inter-
pretation by SCA, DEP and Howell Township. We did not believe that there was that
much to be interpreted. When it says you can't extend your operations beyond the
sixty-six acres, it means that. They have been clearing land, trees, taking the
sand out to use for fill, and in doing so are creating another nice landfill area.

Our other problem which developed at this meeting was that we were
under the impression that as of December 6, 1982, a Certificate of Approval had
been given the WDI facility, as well as approval of their design plans. One of
the stipulations, Item 14 of the Certificate of Approval, stipulates that they must
have a leachate collection system in place prior to the depositing of solid waste
at each increment. Now, we were disturbed by this because we have seen indicated
in the papers that Mercer County is possibly coming to WDI. SCA has indicated that
they would welcome their business with open arms. And then, also, we had, as of
last week, the indication that we were to be included in the change of flow from
the Sussex County landfill that was to be closed. WDI was to be included in that
change of flow and we were to get Passaic County's solid waste. We were told at
that meeting in Trenton that, unfortunately, Item 14 didn't apply, because SCA had
appealed the Certificate of Approval. Now, this goes back to what Les mentioned
before, as far as communication is concerned. We thought it would have been nice
if we had been notified that the Certificate of Approval evidently does not hold.
None of the items in it hold because it has been appealed. Now, we are still in
another negotiation process. This 1is December 6; we are now at the end of March,
and we are in a further negotiation with SCA over their Certificate of Approval.

I don't understand why there seems to be a constant repetition with
the DEP, that when you deal with the big companies you negotiate, you negotiate,
and you use up time and you waste time.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: One point that you make, and which Lester made,
it appears quite evident that DEP needs a staff person, at least one staff person,
to deal exclusively with municipal and county officials to keep them informed on
progress and lack of progress, and changes, because in many instances we're hearing
your story over and over acgain, and Lester's story, and in many instances it is
the local officials that can tell DEP what really is going on. Oftentimes, they
are just hearing from the owner/operator of the site, without hearing from the people
who, on a daily basis, can observe with their own two eyes and who know an awful lox
more about the site than DEP does. So, I would recommend that, through the appro-
priations process, that we do something about that, because I figure we could go a
long way toward helping out in the cleanup effort and ensuring that these things
are not overlooked.

MS. BANCROFT: In fact, I know the other counties that were involved
with this redistricting of the flow from Sussex County, none of us received noti-
fication that our landfills were going to be receiving this additional solid waste.
I heard about it at eleven o'clock at night from a reporter, and yet when we went

to the BPU hearings on Monday, the Asbury Park Press reporter sitting next to me

had three press releases from DEP indicating an imminent change in flow. Our ques-
ticn is, why aren't we who are going to be, you know, directly affected by this,

1

one of the [first to be notified? And here we were in Trenton Just two days hefore
P invelved with our consent order evidently had

this happened, and yet the man who wag




no knowledge of what was going on. Why doesn't the man in the DEP who is involved

with our cleanup process know what Mr. DeBonis and his officials in the other sec-

tions are doing? There seems to be a lack of communication among their own depart-
ments.

The other thing which I will mention is what Les started to say. We
are a little disturbed because the DEP has announced that they recommend that the
Manasquan River Reservoir design plans be undertaken, and they anticipate completion
of the reservoir -- we have been given a time schedule of 1990, which doesn't give
us much time to get Lone Pine Landfill and Bog Creek Farm cleaned up. Now, I
didn't hear Bog Creek Farm even mentioned today. ©Now, I do hear that we will have
a feasibility study given out in June.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Which means completed sometime in the middle
of 1984.

MS. BANCROFT: Right, and then we have to go to contract. You know,
that still doesn't get us a cleanup. But, meanwhile, we have a five billion gallon
reservoir right in the center of Howell which is going to be taking water from the
Manasquan, which will be getting contamination directly from these sites, and this
is possibly one of the biggest changes that will happen to Howell Township for a
long time to come. There are many people who are looking forward to it with great
anticipation, but not if all we are going to have is a big contaminated pond in
the middle of the township. We are already talking about the fact that we will
have to have a treatment facility in the township to treat the water that is in
the reservoir.

So, what we are asking is that -- yes, Bog Creek is only thirty-five
on the Superfund list. Lone Pine is higher; it's fifteen, but we ask the DEP that
if they are pushing that the Manasquan River Reservoir go into effect, that they
also push the Bog Creek Farm cleanup, because this is very important to this reser-
voir project.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Thank you very much.

MR. STANTON: Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to introduce Miss
Grace Singer, who is sitting right over there -- Dr. Grace Singer who, for the
cleanup pfogram anyway, is taking over and will be running the public participation
program at the hazardous waste cleanup sites. She will have a public participation
program with a local committee for each site. So, Dr. Grace Singer is the one who,
working for Dr. Sadat, will be the contact for public participation on the hazardous
waste cleanups. Also, on Assistant Commissioner Tyler's staff, there is a new person
who is just coming on board from a different area, named Joe Maher, and he is going
to take over and build a small staff to try to address, more carefully than we have,
the County Environmental Health Act and the implementation of it. So, that is an-
other person Wwho should serve as a contact for you.

On WDI -- I don't know who the person was who was at your meeting.
Was it Lee Pereira?

MS. BANCROFT: George Schlosser.

MR. STANTON: George Schlosser, he's a lawyer. He might not --

MS. BANCROFT: You gave him to us.

MR. STANTON: The planning decision that you talked about, that was
Mike DeBonis. He is in charge of planning. The redistricting of Sussex County
waste, I don't really think impacts you.

MS. BANCROFT: It didn't, because they reevaluated the situation

after we complained.
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M. STANTON: Right. Any municipalities that were going to be
affected -- in . ther words, if it was going to go to landfills in othe: areas, we
sent out 450 no ices of that pending action to any counties that were ffected,
local official:s that were affected, and I don't think Howell was one o! them because
it wasn't intenicd to go there. But, if you want, I'll have --

M:. BANCROFT: But, WDI was one of the intended land¥ills, and that
is right in How::1l1 Township, so I don't know how you missed us.

MR, STANTON: But, it wasn't one of the ones that was finally decided
on. The ones !hiat were finally decided on --

MS. BANCROFT: But, two weeks before when the notices went out, when
the other notices evidently went out to the press, WDI was listed as onc of the in-
tended sites, and the other people who were on that list also had the same problem.

MR. STANTON: All right, I'll have someone contact you that has the
latest on that.

MS. BANCROFT: My other comment will be to the public participation.
Commissioner Hughrey indicated today that he wants clearer public understanding.

Along with the seventeen-month negotiations for a cleanup plan, the pcople, ~- the
public was denicd any participation, any knowledge of what was being negotiated. We
were not to sec that cleanup plan until after the signing on October 27. Now, if

you want a cleurcr understanding from the public and you want the public to be recep-
tive to the DEI', as far as I am concerned, the DEP has to be more open to the people.

Dir. SADAT: Mr. Chairman, I was one of the people who negotiated that
agreement in my former role in the Division of Water Resources. I handled the ground
water aspects of WDI, and I would like =-- I'm not really trying to makc excuses for
the Department, because I think in that case it was concern which was raised by the
township about the cleanup program which was being proposed, which was a series of
twelve points, that that would dry up the bog in the vicinity of the landfill. The
Department then insisted that SCA reevaluate the pumping program to ensure that there
was no drying up of the bog in the area. The consultant from the township was in-
volved at every single meeting we had with SCA and, in fact, the rcason it took so
long is because we wanted to make sure that the township's concern, and this is very
well documented, was taken care of. Initially, the cleanup program which was being
proposed, which was a series of twelve points to pump the water out and decontaminate
it and contain the flume within the landfill area, did not address environmental con-
cerns which were raised by the township, and this is why it took so long because we
were really pushing that company to come up with a plan which would not dry up the bog.

MS. BANCROFT: My reply is, I will be glad to lend you the documents 1
have. There is virtually no difference between the two documents that were originated.
They both call for relocating a stream which does dry up the wet lands. They both
call for the pumping of the water; in fact, the new plan calls for even more ~--
500,000 gallons cf water will be pumped a day. So, I don't know what was spent, but
if the township wanted more, I guess we lost.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Are you satisfied with the compliance under the
consent agreement?

DR. SADAT: Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry. I probably should know, but I am
no longer in the Division of Water Resources, so I don't know. What I can tell you
is that the consent agreement was signed only after we had consent, not only from the
company, but also from the township.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNTAK: Okay, thank you. You will have to pursue this

further with Dr. Singer.
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MS. BANCROFT: We are just asking for public participation; we have
a right to know, I believe.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: You certainly do, and thank you very much.

Paul Yurko?

PAUL Y UREKDO: Mr. Chairman, first I would like to say that you and Assembly-
man Bennett are the champions of the people in our fight against toxics. My name is
Paul Yurko. I belong to the Monmouth County Federation of Sportsmen Club; I am past
president of the Sunrise Rod and Gun Club; member of the Executive Board of Howell
Citizens Against Toxics; and, member of the Howell Township Environmental Commission.

I am not happy with DEP. What I have seen here today is the most
progress -- This report that was put on you, you didn't see this report before they
presented it to you, right?

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That is correct.

MR. YURKO: So, you were unaware of what was going on. It was another
ploy that they used, okay? -- to have you uninformed so you could not ask them ques-
tions, have more questions made up, to put them on the defensive. So, it did have
many constructive thihgs in it. I did see movement today, which I haven't seen in
a long time. Mary Ann Bancroft, as a member of Howell Citizens Against Toxics, is
perfectly right in saying that the citizens, the people who live on the dump, the
citizens who are in the downward flume of the pollution, did not have one word of
input into the consent agreement that was signed. DEP was talking for me, and they
didn't know my problems. Okay?

I am blessed to have property on a trout stream that is not polluted.
Two hundred feet north of that, the Muddy Ford Brook, where it joins up with a couple
other brooks, also knocked down the pollution because of the larger amounts of water.
Heavy metals have been detected, arsenic has been detected; and, zinc has been detected.
DEP knew this in 1980. No action was taken against SCA.

Another thing I found out with DEP, their follow-up stinks. One winter
we had again to go to a hot line for water pollution. We had a small silting problem
of the (inaudible) Brook. There was a man digging a hole, gravel had run off run-
ning into a trout stream, so that when the trout fishermen, during the season, stepped
into it, the water was all fogged up and they couldn't trout fish it. A small pol-
lution problem, but yet a pollution problem. It took fifteen calls and six weeks
later to get it settled. A little thing like this. The stream is only about five
miles long. You could walk it in a day in waders, right to the pollution source,
which was a red sort of mud. It was no big thrill, yet over fifteen calls and six
weeks. That, again, is not a decent result.

Now, we're talking about massive amounts of money they are going to
spend. I would suggest that you gentlemen up here watching them closely, check on
their efficiency, okay? They have given us, sort of, I call it "the carrot to the
donkey syndrome." They gave us today some examples of things they have done. How
much time, how much money has really been expended to get this done? Are our dollars
being spent wisely? The way it seems now -- I mentioned that previous to today's
report, we had been had. They are not spending our dollars wisely when it would
take -- again, I go back to the six weeks, fifteen telephone calls for a small
pollution problem.

So, I refer to that. I refer to it in dealings with WDI that we have
had. Myself, I'm a boiler man; I'm forced to come here because I do love nature and

I hate to see it killed. I can give you names of more qualified people, scientists
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who belong to H-CAT, who can give you all the data, all the things you seek. I
know people; I am sort of a gate keeper you might say. I am here because I have
a day off.

Now, if you, Assemblyman Lesniak, or anyone from the DEP would like
any of these gentlemen to have conferences where you could, again, have better
public input, which has been seriously lacking from DEP -- I would hope today's
report and the move in the direction that the report indicates, would help me, the
State of New Jersey, and the sportsmen of New Jersey out, to get these problems
taken care of with a minimum amount of politics involved and with a minimum amount
of unwise spending of money. Thank you very much for your time, sir.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Thank you very much. I think the ultimate
arbiter of that will be the public in terms of whether performance follows through
with the promise.

MR. YURKO: One more thing here too, that I happened to pass by.
Friends of mine in Burnt Fly Bog have a public participating commission. They were
kept in the dark over this feasibility study that was issued, I heard last week.
Again, here it is, public participation being denied, or not being passed on through
proper channels. I would hope they, you know, clean up their act.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I think with Grace Singer working in that area
it is going to show a marked improvement, I'm sure. Whether that is enough, I don't
know. The job is so monumental.

MR. YURKO: Well, sir, I followed you from Marlboro to here, and if
you happen to get to Washington, Lord willing, I'll be there too.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Well, we're going to stay here, but we will
keep on this problem. Thank you. Is there anyone else who wishes to testify?

(no response) All right, the hearing is closed. Thank you, Mr. Vice Chairman,

for staying for so long.

(HEARING CONCLUDED)
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ROBERT E, HUGHEY
Testimony Presented Before the Assembly
Cammittee on Agriculture and Environment By The
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection

March 23, 1983

I am pleased once again to be before this committee to discuss New Jersey's
hazardous waste problems and rapidly evolving solutions. The prablem of remedy-
ing paét uncontrolled and flagrant discharges of hazardous wastes and toxic
substances 1s one of the most important health and environmental issues con=-
fronting New Jersey today. The answer to the problem seems basic enough - clean
it up. Howewver, perr;aps the single most significant lesson I have learned in my
first year as Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Envircnmental Pro-
tection is that developing and implementing a successful cleanup program is
extremely difficult and sometimes frustrating. Fram its inception to the
present time, the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection has done
more to develop viable solutions to the problem than any other environmental
agency in the nation. The State of New Jersey has made substantial progress
since last May when the Department reorganized its Division'Sf Waste Management
to better manage hazardous waste problems (Exhibit I - Administrative Order,
Organizational Chart). We have restructured our program to establish
multi-disciplinary management teams to handle the highly camplex problems
associated with hazardous waste site cleanups. Never before have these issues
been addressed on a scale of this magnitude. Through this program, we intend to
deal with high priority hazardous waste sites in a timely fashion while
maintaining the stringent fiscal and managerial cantrols necessary for the

proper expenditure of public monies (Exhibit II - Administration of Hazardous

1x



-2~
Waste Cleanups). Our goal is to eliminate or lessen potential public health and
environmental impacts fram these sites in the most effective and efficient
manner possible. Among the wide variety of factors which have made rapid
progress difficult, there appear to me to be three basic needs which perhaps

only New Jersey has addressed:

A. The need for a cohesive and predictable long-range cleanup strategy.
B. The need for a sophisticated priority and contract system.
C. The need to provide the public with a clear understanding of program

objectives and camplexities.

In the first instance, the Federal govermment has clearly had difficulty in
caming to grips with the need for a long term comitment. There are many ways
to” look at this federal indecision, but virtually all of them lead to the
conclusion that environmental agencies are not the proper place for budgeting
decisions. EPA's assumption that the current Superfund program ($1.6 billion)
is adequate to effect a national cleanup, has made an overall strategy
impossible. Realistically, the present $1.6 billion federal commitment is
nothing more than a start-up fund. EPA's contention that this funding is
adequate has made an already difficult situation more difficult. This limited
perspective leads to inevitable delays in Superfund site selection, needlessly
camplicates already camplex contract and cooperative agreement negotiations, and
seriously flaws the national contingency planning process. The Department has
not settled for a watered down Superfund as some in EPA envisioned, but rather
we have insisted through the courts that EPA fulfill its legislative

responsibilities.,
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During the Congressional hearings in 1979 and before, we supported a more
extensive Superfund than that which became law in 1981. We have repeatedly
testified about the problems the current law presents, and, as you know, the
State of New Jersey was the first to challenge EPA's failure to publish the
mandated National Contingency Plan. Furthermore, when the Court Ordered Plan

was finally released, we challenged and even today continue to appeal its
adequacy.

Finally, last week, members of my staff assisted New Jersey Senators
Bradley and Lautenberg in their work developing new Superfund legislation to
more adequately address the hazardous waste problems faced by New Jersey and

every other state in the nation.

- Thus, we have pursued the optimum solution, i.e., an effective federally

financed national cleanup effort.

The second issue, i.e., the need to prioritize, presents difficulty for all
levels of government and has certainly been complicated by the unpredictability
outlined above. If anything, the nature of this hearing today is a graphic
exposition of the difficulty in developing priorities and the consequences of a
legitimate priority system. In the realm of hazardous and toxic waste cleanup,
every site deserves to be first, every project should start today and caution is
viewed as unexcusable delay. . . until, of course, the contract is found to be
inadequate, until the solution doesn't work because there was no feasibility
study, and until everyone being first makes it impossible for anyone to really
be first. I would submit to you that while it may be popular to attack from
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both directions, it is neither intellectually honest nor realistic. In this

field, you can't have it both ways.

We are in fact the only State to have a comprehensive 4-year cleanup
strategy (Exhibit III-Four Year Plan). We have a new response contract with
excellent controls which took 8 months to put together (Exhibit IV - X-213
Emergency Contract; its RFP, Addendum, Evaluation Committee Report). Other
support contracts are still under development with the Department of Treasury
(Exhibit V - North Bergen Drum Dump RFP for cleanup; Exhibit VI - Friedman
Property for feasibility study). We have a multi-disciplined project management
approach which incorporates ongoing outside auditing. All of these ingredients
took time to develop and all of them are necessary for a successful long-range

program,

The last broad issue is fundamental, namely the need for a clear public
understanding of where we are going and what the complications are that we face.
The easiast position o take with regard to hazardous rand toxic cleanup is to
fail to list objectives, which then in *urn rulaes ouvt a priority list, and
finally makes it unnecessary to establish true time frames, IFA hes and will
continue to pay for this non-strategy but it is, in a way, understandable.
Having a set of cbjectives and a plan cbviously leaves cne open to criticism.
Unlike EPA, however, we believe it's an acceptable price to pay for direction
and predictability. Real programs don't survive long in a world of could haves,
should haves, ané would haves. But, no matier how convenient a target, we do
have a program ané it is a do-able, real-world undertating (Exhubit VII -
Hazardous Waste Management in New Jersey; Ixhibit VIII - Hazardous Waste

Regqulations). Finzllv, one of the most comlicating factors is that all of the

money everyone frsely tazlks about s not frealv soent, re are, and probably
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should be, restrictions and legislative conflicts which should be fully

understood by those who stand and watch.

At this point, let me say that we are all aware that the Hazardous Waste
Cleanup Program was not and is not now a perfect program, but it has came a long
way in the last 14 months and indeed a laong way since its inception. Today we
intend to outline for you the changes made, the new directions taken, and the

adjustments still needed.
I would now like to call Assistant Cammissioner George Tyler, who will

outline a few of the steps we have taken to improve our cleanup program and to

introduce our Division of Waste Management senior staff.

5x



-6-

Conclusions

I thank you for the opportunity to be here today to address both our
accamplishments and prablems in cleaning up hazardous waste sites in New Jersey.
We have been frank in discussing with you the problems of the State and welcame
your suggestions and support. Although I do feel we have made tremendous

strides in the last year, our success rate can and will continue to improve.

To sum up, New Jersey presently has 17 sites in the Superfund program with
Federal funding committed for feasibility and/or cleanup; this is more than any
other state in the country. We intend to have 12 new feasibility studies under
way by the end of the year and 6 to 8 studies going into the design/construct
phase by September 30, with 3 to 6 more going to design/construct by the end of

the year (i.e., 9 to 14 by the end of the year).

As of today, EPA Region II has 51% of the Superfund money cammitted in the
nation; of this New Jersey has 70% to 80% or roughly 40% of the national total

camitted fram Superfund. I will stand by that record.

Finally, I have made available to the Committee a slide presentation which
presents a realistic picture of the camplexities entailed in the cleanup of a
hazardous waste site. I strongly urge the committee to view this presentation
for future insight into the problems confronting our agency, and the State of

New Jersey.

We hope this testimony and the supporting documents given tc you today

prove helpful. Again, let me state that there is always room for improvement
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and we very much appreciate constructive criticism. This Staﬁe has moved
forward aggressively in the field of hazardous and toxic waste cleanup. Being
out in front, we have learned in the toughest possible school . . . the school
of experience. I think we have learned well and have the firmest of foundations

to continue the nation's finest Hazardous Waste Management program.

At this point, we'd be happy to answer any questions you might have.
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Assistant Commissioner George J. Tyler
Testimony Presented Before the Assembly
Committee on Agriculture and Environment By The
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March 23, 1983

Since the New Jersey cleanup program began in 1980, less than 3 full years
ago, the Department and indeed the State of New Jersey have developed an out-
standing record. Much of the credit, in fact, goes to the State legislature
which, working in close parternship with the Department, has developed a compre-
hensive package of laws and funding support. Coupled with the Department's
regulatory and technical expertise, this legislation has helped produce the

nation's finest hazardous waste management program.

From 1980 to 1983, the DEP has campleted cleanups of 70 hazardous waste
sites, at a total cost of approximately $35 million dollars. The campleted

cleanups are as follows:

Alloway Township Site Glassboro Lab Pack Dump
Altman Street Drum Dump Gold leaf Trucking
Atlantic Development State II Gordon Services

Barone Barrel & Drum Campany 17 Horizon Boulevard
Bayonne Landfill Drums Jersey City DPW-Rt 440
Blue Spruce/Tifa Lab Reagents

Boro Garage Rt 47 Liberty State Park
Bubenick Property Madison Circle

Clinton Place Northern Fines

Thamas A. Cook North Hook Road
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314 East Fourth Street Newark Hook Road

El Cid Contracting Corp. New Jersey Turnpike MM 16.7
Fish Road Oldham Road

Franklin Mines Ringwood/West Milford
Fulton Street Route 195 Trailer
Sampson Tank 610 South 13th Street
Swoco Wilson Farm

A-7 Chemical Emerald Trail
Barnegat Light Boro DPW Harleigh Cemetary
Bayonne DPW Jackson DPW
Bjornlass Kennels Kurtz Residence
Black River Area Manchester DPW
Burlington Avenue Mikropul

Camden Fire Department Murray Hill Parkway
Carlstadt DPW Nash Property
Cohawkin Road Paterson DPW
Columbus Avenue Rahway River Park
Communipaw Avenue Rahway River Park
Creekturn Ceramics Reimer Street

DoT South Amboy Water Works
DOT Yard Union Twp, DPW
Doughty Road Venice Boulevard
Dover DPW Victoria Lane

Ellis Property

New Jersey has been on the cutting edge of technology in our hazardous

waste cleanup program. Our pioneering work at hazardous sites have served as an
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example to other states. We have developed techniques for personnel safety,
environmental risk assessment, and land use control in the environs of a hazard-
ous waste site. These standards and procedures have been used by private

industry and by government agencies, including EPA, throughout the nation.

As the full ramifications of the clean-up program New Jersey required
became apparent, we began to examine our organizational structure to seek ways

to improve it.

In the early months of 1982, the Department determined that our clean-up
program and our overall waste management efforts would be best served by the
integration of all of our waste management units into one operating division.
Cammissioner Hughey, therefore, May of 1982, signed Administrative Order #15
(Exhibit ) which formally created the Division of Waste Management. The
Division has been organized to address in a comprehensive vand coherent fashion
today's ever-nmore camplex waste management issues. I'd like to briefly outline
that new organizational structure. First, we have integrated our solid and
hazardous waste program plarming units because, quite frankly, it's very diffi-
cult and foolish to deal with only one aspect of the waste disposal problem.
Hazaraous waste cames in many shapes and forms, and is produced in every manner
of business and cammercial enterprise, and indeed in our own hames. Thus, a
coherent long-range strategy for hazardous waste management must include proper
management of garbage, the promotion of resource recovery, and recycling to
minimize and make more manageable our waste streams, effective regulation and
enforcement of the industrial and hazardous waste generators in the State, and
finally, a sound and effective hazardous waste cleanup program where remedial

action is necessary.
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In the permit and licensing area, we have again pulled together, under one
chief engineer, the various statutorily mandated programs that we carry out so
that all of the new waste management facilities developed in New Jersey are
permitted properly in a manner which reflects a total program integration
approach. Thus, what we learn in the hazardous waste business is readily

transferred and translated into solid waste facility permitting.

Finally, this new organization established the Hazardous Site Mitigation
Administration as an element of the Division of Waste Management. This Adminis-
tration includes 4 Bureaus and a Fiscal Integrity Unit. The Bureau of Environ-
mental Evaluation and Risk Assessment handles the technical complexities of site
assessment in its initial phases, the development of feasibility studies where
necessary, and the analysis and selection of cost effective and environmentally
sound alternatives. The Bureau of Site Management takes the alternative of
choice and shepherds the development of a désign/construct contract for the
remedial action selected. The Bureau of Site Operations manages the cleanups in
the field. Comprised of on-scene coordinators and support groups, this unit is
our field construction management group. The Bureau of Contract Management is
responsible for the development of a wide range of contractual support for the
cleanup program. In the past, much criticism had been directed at the program
for operating under one amibus contract which made rapid clean-up easy but
which had little of the auditing and financial safeguards that our present day
more elaborate contracts permit. In addition, this unit will be responsible for
the final development of site-specific requests for proposal for all major and
minor clean-up operations, and as such, represents a major engineering/legal

unit.
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No explanation of our cleanup program and no rendition of its camplexities
would be camplete without a discussion of the extensive environmental and public
health issues and analysis necessary to proceed on even the smallest of these
hazardous waste sites. First of all basic decisions are needed as to whether we
will treat a site primarily as an enforcement matter or as a candidate for our
remedial action program. And don't let me mislead you - this is not a one~time
decision, but is often made and remade as negotiations with potential defendants

continue.

Superfund at the federal level and the State Spill Fund were bcth designed
to be used interchangeably with other regulatory statues such as the New Jersey
Solid Waste Management Act or the State' Water Pollution Control Act. Thus, we
often begin to deal with a hazardous discharge site in an administrative en-
forcement mode only to shift to a cleanup mode to ensure that proper cleanup
occurs whether or not our enforcement action is immediately successful. More-
over, once faced with the possibility of treble damages as provided for in both
the State and Federal laws many potential defendants "See the Light" and begin
their own clean-up efforts. Where an extensive enforcement proceeding is
already underway, as 1s often the case either against génerators,
collector/haulers, or possibly former site owners or managers, or where a "deep
pocket" exists making a collection action a clear possibility to reimburse the
State's Spill Compensation and Control Fund or the Superfund, then initial
cleanup steps such as site assessment and feasibility studies must be taken with
extreme caution i order to preserve and protect what will became evidence in
bitterly contested and often legally significant lawsuits. The inter-active
process with the various enforcement and staff attorneys is never camplete and

is always complex.
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Even where no significant legal action is contemplated, numerous technical
reviews are necessary to develop a scope of work for a Feasibility Study, to
design a Remedial Action Plan and to carry out the clean-up action. This
typically involves consultation with our Office of Cancer and Toxic Substances
Research and our Division of Water Resources. At the Federal level, it is not a
typical for EPA to consult with NIOSH, OHSA, the Federal Department of Health
and Human Services, the National Center for Disease Control or other Federal

agencies.

In this fashion, the contracting process can be used to ensure that cleanup
actions are adequate to protect both air and water quality and the public health

during cleanup operations and thereafter.

To explain in more depth the overall hazardous waste management in the
State, we have for your information a technical bulletin entitled, "Hazardous

Waste Management if New Jersey".

I would now like to introduce Mr. Jack Stanton, Director of Division of
Waste Management, and Dr. Marwan Sadat, Administrator of the Hazardous Site
Mitigation Administration. These gentlemen work directly in the front line and

will provide you with an in-depth look at our current program.
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JACK STANTON

In my section it is my intention to explain to you four areas of the

State's Hazardous Waste Cleanup program:

I. Interaction of Funding Sources
II. Contracting Procedures
III. Overview of the Four-Year Plan

IV. State Spill Actions
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I. Interaction of Funding Sources

Federal Superfund

- For sites, that qualify, preempts State funding, except for match.

- Policy decision, in the best interest of the people of New Jersey to
seek large sums of Federal dollars for big projects that will cost
millions of dollars.

- State of New Jersey worked very hard having 65 sites qualify for

Superfund dollars; more than any other state.

State Spill Fund

A formal Attorney General's opinion requires the State to apply for Federal
Superfund dollars first (90% Federal, 10% State - in most cases). The State
share will came fram the State Spill Fund or the Hazardous Site Bond Issue

(scmetimes 50% or higher for publicly owned or operated sites).

- If a site is not approved and added to the Superfund List then the
State Spill Fund or bond monies are required for 100% of cleanup. -
The State Spill Fund will be used for all major and minor drum Qump
cleanups (with two exceptions).

- The State Spill Fund will be used for all emergency spill responses

and spill related cleanups.

Hazardous Discharge Bond Act

- The formal Attorney General's opinion to Treasurer Biederman

states:
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1) New Jersey must apply for Superfund first for consideration, if
rejected then;

2) New Jersey must go to its Spill Fund and only if it is determined
that there are insufficient funds in the Spill Fund now and for

next 3 years (arbitrage certificate requires that bonds be used

within 3 years of date of issuance) then;
3) New Jersey can utilize bond proceeds as our share of Superfund if
the Spill Act is insufficient (will be employed for "pre-act"

sites when the $3 million cap is reached).

Note: As you can see, the interactions of the various funding sources are
very camplex. Superfund first on major sites to bring large sums of federal
dollars into New Jersey; State Spill Fund for all other sites, for State
matching dollars and for emergency actions; and Bond Fund when those two are
depleted.

The Bond Act, a simple one page piece of legislation, very well intended by the

legislature, is difficult to reach because of legal technicalities.
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II. Contracting Procedures

Two Methods of Reaching Agreements Under Superfund

1) Federal Contracts

EPA takes the lead on the project and awards all contracts.
State provides oversight and concurrence on actions.
EPA has preselected zone contractors and is able to award (task

orders) contracts quickly after Superfund contract is approved.

2)  State Cooperative Agreements

State takes the lead on the project and awards all contracts.

EPA provides oversight and concurrence on actions.

New contracting procedures (Section 3.11) regquires that all
non-emergency cleanup contracts be coampetitively bid, on a fixed price
basis (i.e., no time and materials or cost plus contracts); this
requires significant lead time for contract awards.

New 3.11 procedures also provide for better managerial and fiscal
control, real-time field audits and establishment of a fiscal integ-
rity team to review and verify all payment vouchers and contract items

before they are actually paid

State Spill Fund Contracts

Spill Fund used for all sites not on Superfund for all drum dump
cleanups and emergency response to spills and emergency cleanups.
New X-213 emergency contract (9 - 12 months to develop and award)
provides better managerial and fiscal control on emergency contracts.

All non-emergency Spill Fund contracts are campetitively bid,
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monitored and audited in conformance with 3.11 procedures.

Present and Future Problems with Superfund Contracts

long range maintenance issue; EPA says maintenance is 100% State
responsibility, New Jersey view is that the 90%/10% cost sharing
formula applies.. One project now about to enter the design/construct
phase feasibility is $9 - 11M capital $30 to 40M long range O & M
(pumping and treating ground water). This is obviously a major issue
for the State, since acquiescence to the federal position could
deplete the entire bond fund and spill fund in 2 or years.

Cost sharing on publicly owned sites is 50/50 or greater.

A key impediment to unilateral state action is the Superfund provision
preventing reimbursement for work performed before a Superfund award;
in-kind services are permitted as part of the State's 10% share, but
not full reimbursement.

DEP is addressing all of these with proposed Superfund arendments to

be introduced by Senators Bradley and Lautenberg.
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III. Overview of the Four-Year Cleanup Plan

3) Pronged Attack On Hazardous Waste Sites

Drum Dump Cleanups

- 33 individual sites, approximately 400 drums, cost approximately
$250,000 will be completed by the end of the month (4 or 5 to go) and

paid by the Spill Fund.

Major Drum Dump Cleanup

- 11 major drum dump sites to be scheduled in the first two years of the
Plan.

- Contain less than 1,000 surface drums, possible buried drums and
minimal ground water contamination.

- More can be scheduled if discovered.

Long Range Major Hazardous Site Cleanup Program - This is DEP's major long range

cleanup effort.
- 65 sites on the Superfund National Priorities List.
- 23 sites not included on National Priorities List, but to be cleaned
up totally with State Spill Fund.
- The list includes 16 sites from the original Hazardous Discharge Bond
Act of 1981; 3 others are on the major drum dump list, 4 have been
cleaned up and 2 were found on inspection to have no hazardous waste

on site. This covers all of the sites from the bond list.

Status of Plan to Date

- Presently 17 sites have some form of joint federal/state funding
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camitment for feasibility studies and some form of cleanup; mostly

sites and just feasibility, but for example

A) Bridgeport Rental & Oil Services - Initial cleanup and lowering

of lagoon level and feasibility study (1.4M). (work underway)

B) Syncon Resins - 2.2M award to remove drums on surface (2M) and do

feasibility for long range cleanup ($210,000). (expect to start
field operations within the next 60 days)
Expect 12 to 18 new feasibility study awards by the end of the year;
to move to design construct in early 1984.
Expect 6 to 8 current feasibility studies to move to design construct
phase by mid-July and possibly 3 to 6 more by the end-of-the-year.
Feasibility studies are very necessary because of the camplexity of
the problems and difficulty in effecting solutions. In ocne of our
first feasibility studies, 13 to 15 options for solution were evalu-
ated and the cleanup will cost $9 to $12M capital expenditure and

possibly $30 to $40M in long range O & M for just one site. Dr. Sadat

will expand on why feasibility studies are necessary;
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IV. Emergency Spill Response

In all of this Superfund talk let us not forget that the Spill Fund
still responds to emergency spills:

1982 Total - 774 responses

1983 So far - 210 responses
January, 1982 to March, 1983 there were six major spill cleanups (not
including 1982 or 1983 drum roundups) totalling approximately

$200,000.

Additionally_

The sites on the Four-Year Plan include 16-18 site being cleaned up by
consent orders and voluntary cleanup by industry; these will be

monitored by DEP.

39 sites being cleaned up by the Division of Water Resources

Enforcement Unit cases against industry

36 sites cleaned up by Spill Fund before Superfund started (fram 1980

to 1982) at a cost of 35 million dollar fram the State Spill Fund.
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DR. MARWAN M, SADAT
Testimony presented before the Assembly
Cammittee on Agriculture and Environment by

the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection - March 23, 1983

I am pleased to be here today to describe to members of this ccmmittee the
technical aspects of the DEP's Four Year Plan to deal with hazardous sites

mitigation and remediation in New Jersey.

As mentioned earlier, DEP's Division of Waste Management was reorganized,
and I presently serve as the Administrator for the Hazardous Site Mitigation
Administration. One of the first tasks tackled by the new reorganization was
providing a systematic approach to the remediation of Superfurd and non
Superfund sites. DEP's Division of Waste Management developed the Four Year
Plan - a statewide hazardous waste site action program. The Plan is a three
pronged attack on New Jersey's hazardous waste problems. It represents the
results of a review process which started with an original list of sites ranked
by DEP and EPA according tc the Federal Hazardous Ranking System (HRS). The so
called "Mitre Ranking System" is based on ?otential danger to public health and
the environment, and considers surface and ground water pollution as well as
releases of hazardous chemicals into the atmosphere. Emerging fram this list
were 93 sites which, when further screened, were recuced to 72 high priority
sites for submittal to USEPA in Washington. On December 20, 1982, EPA
identified a total cof 65 New Jersey sites as eligible for Super:iund monies
through the issuance of its National Priorities List (NPL). New Jersey was
allocated the largest number of sites on the list, and became the nation's

leader in the tition for rfund money. New Jersey was successful in
Y Y
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obtaining this lead, only through the Department's efforts in early
identification and prioritization of waste sites. Presently preliminary cleanup

efforts are underway at 17 Superfund sites throughout the State:

Lipari Landfill - Plans and specifications for a containment system (slurry
wall) are campleted, and being reviewed by DEP, construction to begin July,
1983.

Price's Landfill - Finalization of the feasibility study is pending com-
pletion of an addendum to further evaluate selected alternatives.

*Burnt Fly Bog - Feasibility study campleted and submitted to EPA March 11,
1983 for approval.

*Goose, Spence and Pijak Farms (Plumsted Sites) - EPA currently developing
RAMP (Remedial Action Master Plan) feasibility study to start early summer,
1983.

*Friedman Property - RAMP recently campleted by EPA; feasibility study to
start mid-April, 1983. RP mailed to consulting engineering firms.

Ione Pine Landfill - Feasibility Study campleted and submitted by consul-
tants to DEP for review J.n iMarch 9, 1983.

Bridgeport Rental and 0Oil Services, Co. - Anticipating initial remedial
action which deals with lowering the lagoon by June, 1983, feasibility study
on-going.

D' Imperio Property - on—going feasibility study.

Kin Buc, Inc. - Laboratory consultant is performing a so called
"treatability" study. This is to evaluate the impact of discharging pretreated
leachate into the Middlesex County Municipal Utilities Authority's sewage

treatment plan at Sayreville. EPA negotiating with property owners to take over
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emergency contaimnment (at Pool C;) of the leachate discharge engineering
consultant formulating interim remedial action plan.

*Chemical Control - Contract under development for removal actions, and
recaonstruction of sewers and catch basins; signing is scheduled for April, 1983.

*Swope Oil - Cooperative agreement to perform feasibility study scheduled
for signing in March, 1983.

*Syncon Resins - Cooperative agreement signed December 20, 1982; DEP
currently developing Request for Proposal (RFP) for initial drum removal sched-
ulecd to start late May, 1983; feasibility study to be initiated after campletion
of drum removal.

Krysowaty Farm - Contract signed December 20, 1982; Scope of Work being
developed by EPA.

GEMS Landfill - Request to EPA for emergency action (Sept. 1982) Emergency
action contract signed in late February, 1983; construction of fence began March
14, 1983; contract signing to perform feasibility study scheduled for signing in
March, 1983,

Zramer Landfill - Remedial Action Management Plan currently being developed
by EPA; scheduled for contract signed In March, 1983,

*DEP lead sites

There are a total of 12?2 hazardous waste sites in *the Plan. These include:
the €5 gites on the National Pricrities List; 23 sites not included on the
Wetional Priorities List: and 44 sites containing less than 1,000 above-ground
Srums.  The Four Year Plan is preliminary. The Plan reculires EZPA Concurrence on
14 3

the scheduling of remedial actions receiving Superfimd monies, and the final

draft was transmitted to EPA for approval on February 10,

N
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the public will have the opportunity to camment on the proposed plan at a public

hearing which has tentatively been scheduled for late Spring.

The major components of the Plan are:

1) Small Drum Dump Cleanups: Expected for campletion in Spring 1983,

this action will eliminate the 33 drum dump sites in Table 1.
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TABLE 1

SITE NAME
A - Z Chemical
Barnegat Light Boro DPW
Bayonne DPW
Bjornlass Kennels
Burlington Avenue
Camden Fire Department
Carlstadt DPW
Cohawkin Road
Columbus Avenue
Communipaw Avenue

Creekturn Ceramics

Emerald Trail
Harleigh Cemetary
Jackson DPW

Kurtz Residence
Mikropul

Muarray Hill Parkway
Nash Property
Paterson DPW
Pleasant Grove Road
Rahway River Park
Reimer Street

South Amboy Water Works

Union Twp. DPW
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The list consists of 42 individual sites with a total of 384 fifty-five
(55) gallon drums, 7 one—gallon bottles, and 3 liquid vats of unknown volume.

The actual cleanups will be carried out as follows:

DEP samples each site and then has analysis performed per sample by a
qualified laboratory. A site description and related analysis per site is then
provided to 3 to 5 qualified disposal contractors for bid. The contract review
team created under the Department's 3.11 Fiscal Administrative Procedures then

reviews the quotes and selects a vendor for each job.

These drums and other wastes at these sites present a condition where there
exists a substantial risk of imminent danger to public safety or severe damage
to the environment. In most cases, the sites are not secured sites and are
accessible to the general public presenting the possibility of accident or
injury especially to children. Duril;xg the winter and in inclement weather, drum
conditions deteriorate presenting the possibility of chemical contamination to
the air, scil and ground water and further increasing the possibility of
explosion or injury from reactive chemicals which might mix together upon
leaking. The relative simplicity of cleanup procedures at sites with less than
40 drums, permits timely removal prior to the inevitable deterioration of these
drums. No feasibility study is required prior to drum removal, only field
investigation of each site to determine that site contamination is restricted to
existing drums, and not soil or ground water. To date 27 of the 33 drum dump

sites have been cleaned up., Only six sites remains to be cleaned up under the

drum dunp program,
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2) Major Drum Dump Cleanup: There are a total of eleven major

drum dump sites scheduled for cleanup within the first two years of
the implementation of the Four-Year Work Plan. These dump sites
contain less than approximately 1,000 surface drums and are suspected
to contain buried drums and/or are expected to have caused minimal
ground water and soil contamination. Also included in this category
is the initial removal and assessment action at the Myers Property, a

Superfund site. (See Table 2)

The sites included in this category are as follows:
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TABLE 2

Cooper Road Voorhees Twp. Camden
Frontage Road Newark City Essex
Kearny Drum Dumps No.l Kearny Town Hudson
Kearny Drum Dumps No.?2 Kearny Town Hudson
Kearny Drum Dumps No.3 Kearny Town Hudson
Kearny Drum Dumps No. 4 Kearny Town Hudson
Kearny Drum Dumps No.5 Kearny Town Hudson
Minsei Kogyo Shoji Woodland Twp. Burlington

kk America, Inc.
Myers Property *+ Franklin Twp. Hunterdon

(initial removal)

North Bergen/Keystone + North Bergen Twp. Hudson
Storer Dump Marlboro Twp. Monmouth
Tabernacle Site Tabernacle Twp. Burlington

*Sites included on the proposed National Priorities List

+Sites included on the Hazardous Discharge Bond Act
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These cleanups are more technically camplex than those for small drum dumps
because of the increased hazardous waste quantities on-site, potential for
ground water contamination, and potential exploratory digs requirecd to uncover

buried drums.

In general, major drum dump sites involve the following phases prior to

initiation of cleanup:

1) Site identification and initial assessment.

2) Sampling to verify the presence of hazardous waste.

3) Investigation of potentially liable parties.

4) Issuance of the directive letter(s).

5) Development of the Hazard Ranking Score (HRS) and submission to EPA to

determine eligibility for Superfund monies.

The initial site assessment and file search is needed to determine the
total surface waste quantity, to camplete the HRS Form, and any special actions
required for cleanup (e.g., construction of an access road). The initial site
assessment is also used to identify generators and determine property boundaries

for future enforcement actions.

Once sampling and analysis verifies the presence of hazardous wastes, the
HRS score is campleted and submitted to EPA for Superfund eligibility. Concur-
rently, the Department issues directive letters to potentially liable parties
ordering them to clean up the site and notifying them of possible terrible

damages.
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If the responsible parties cannot or will not effect cleanup within an
appropriate time frame, the State will begin cleanup. Funding for cleanup costs
incurred can be provided by Spill Fund monies, Hazardous Discharge Bond monies,

or Superfund monies.

The majority of these site cleanups are not expected to be funded through
Superfund, with the exception of the Myers Property site, due to their low
Hazard- Ranking System Scores. Therefore, cleanup actions initiated by the state

will be funded with Spill Fund and/or Hazardous Discharge Bond monies.

Cleanup actions include the following two major phases:
1) Staging, sampling, and assessment of ground water contamination, and

2) Removal and disposal of hazardous materials.

The State will issue a request for proposal for the staging and sampling
services for each site. These actions include the movement and overpacking of
leaking drums to a secured area (staging area) so that they can be sampled. The
drums and soil are sampled and analyzed to determine contents and compatibility
for ultimate disposal. Contaminated soil is excavated and moved to the staging
area and campatible wastes are bulked for disposal. The staging and sampling
contractor is required to submit a disposal plan for State approval based on the

results of this analysis.
The staging and sampling contractor is also utilized to install and sample

a sufficient number of ground water monitoring wells to determine the presence

and extent of ground water contamination.
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Disposal services for each site will be provided under a separate contract.
This is done because of the difficulties involved in obtaining campetitive bids

prior to the identification of the type and quantity of wastes on site.

The State intends to issue a request for qualifications for specific
disposal methods and waste type categories. Contractors will be asked to supply
"not to exceed unit prices" for each waste category and disposal method listed.
The State will review these technical proposals and develop a list of qualified

contractors for each disposal method.

Following the coampletion of staging and sampling and approval of the
site-specific disposal plan, the State will notify those contractors previously
qualifying for the required disposal methods and request bids. These bids must
be submitted within a limited period of time and cannot exceed the prices
previously submitted by the contractors in responding to the request for quali-
fications. Disposal services will then be awarded to the lowest qualified

bidder.

This contracting procedures is expected to expedite the removal of small
quantities of hazardous materials (less than 1,000 surface drums) throughout the
State by removing the time burden (at least sixty days for bid submission,
review, and award) associated with procuring disposal services following the
completion of staging and sampling. It should also provide a mechanism for

effecting timely cleanups at the lowest possible cost.

32x




AEA L e

Long-term remedial actions; i.e., ground water decontamination and explor-
atory digs to uncover buried drums, will be conducted following the removal of

surface contamination, if necessary.

The State intends to issue sampling and staging RFP's at a rate of one per
month. The North Bergen/Keystone bids were evaluated and an award is expected

March 30.

The Storer Dump RFP was scheduled for issuance in March, however, in
response to the directive letter issued on February 25, the property owner has
indicated a desire to clean up the site. Therefore, he has been requested to
submit a site cleanup plan for State approval prior to initiating cleanup. If
this plan is acceptable, the State will monitor the cleanup to ensure campliance
with appropriate regulations and health and safety standards. However, if this
submission is unacceptable, the State intends to issue an RFP for sampling and
staging in April. In accordance with this, cleanup actions will begin at the

site by July and be funded with Spill Fund monies.

The attached table indicates the current status of the remaining major drum
dump sites. In accordance with this, the next action initiated by the State
will be for the initial removal at the Myers Property site. The projected date

of issuance of the RFP is May 15.

3) Four-Year Cleanup Plan for Major Hazardous Waste Dump Sites: This

will be the Department of Environmental Protection's (DEP) major
long-range effort. It will concentrate on initiation of cleanups at
over 100 of New Jersey's most severe hazardous waste dump sites (refer

to Table 3). In some cases DEP will have responsibility for cleanup
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programs while in others, USEPA will take the lead. Included in the
Plan are sites on the National Priorities List or Superfund List, and

16 waste sites were listed on the Hazardous Discharge Bond Act of

1981:

Williams Property JIS Landfill

Bog Creek Farm Swope 0il

Sayreville Pesticide Dump Barrier Industries

GEMS Landfill Jackson Township Landfill
Lang Property T. Fiore Demolition
Buzby Brothers Landfill Delilah Road Landfill
Horseshoe Road Dump Renora, Inc.

Krysowaty Farm Roosevelt Drive-In

Three of the Bond Act sites, North Bergen Drum Dumps (same as Keystone
Steel), Myers Property, and Bayonne Trailer are sites included in the depart-
ment's drum dump cleanup program. Four of the original 26 Bond Act sites have
been cleaned up: Barczewski Street Dump, 610 South 13th Street, Newark Stamp
and Dye, and County Environmental Services. At the remaining two Bond Act
sites, no hazardous waste can be identified: 466 Wilson Avenue and MAC Land-

fill.
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Site Name

Cooper Road
Voorhees Twp.

Camden County

Frontage Road
Newark
Essex County

Kearny Dumps
(No.'s 1 - 5)
Kearny

Hudson County

Minsei Kogyo Shoji
k.k. America

Woodland Twp.

Burlington County

Myers Property
Franklin Twp.
Hunterdon County

Storer Dump
Marlboro Twp.

Monmouth County

Tabernacle Site
Tabernacle
Burlington County

Status of Major Drum Dump Cleanup Actions

Quantity of Waste Verification of Issuance of
Hazardous Waste Directive Letter

Submission of HRS to EPA

Unknown number of 1-2 oz. X X
buried vials 10/28/82
450 drums X
278 drums Sampling Conducted
2/25/83
20 drums and extensive X X
soil contamination 3/25/82
18 drums and suspected X X
buried drums 12/7/82
110 drums X X
2/25/83
168 drums _ X Active-Burlington
County Prosecutors
Office
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The scheduling and cost breakdown presented in the Plan
reflects the relative complexity and duration of cleanup
activities. The sites were categorized in terms of relative
hazard and funding sources. Sites included on the proposed
National Priorities List (NPL) were considered to represent the
greatest potential hazard to public and/or the environment. The
sites included on the NPL where remedial action had been
previously initiated were scheduled first (e.g., Burnt Fly Bog,
Bridgeport Rental and 0Oil Service, etc.). All other NPL sites
were scheduled in order of the Hazard Ranking System (HRS) score,
at a rate of one per month. Sites not included on the NPL such
as the Bond Act sites were introduced into the schedule
concurrently with those remedial actions proposed as an EPA lead
site and in order of their HRS score. The additional manpower
available at DEP when EPA has the lead for a remedial action will
provide for timely cleanup of those sites not eligible for
Superfund monies. This scheduling methodology resulted in the
initiation of remedial actions at the 65 Superfund sites, and 23
other sites not included on the National Priorities List (NPL).
In all, 17 Bond Act sites were included on the NPL. Sixteen (16)
of these sites are scheduled for cleanup in the Department's
major waste site cleanup program, while one site, Myers Property,

is scheduled for cleanup under the major drum dump program.

In order to estimate project duration and cost, the sites
included in the work plan were separated into size categories

based on the anticipated extent of soil and ground water
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contamination. Large sites were those exhibiting extensive soil
and groundwater contamination and require complex and lengthy
procedures to reflect complete. Medium sites were those
exhibiting less extensive contamination, but still expected to
encounter significant problems during cleanup and small sites
were those expected to have cause minimal soil and ground water
contamination and require relatively simple cleanup procedures of

short duration.

The costs associated with project cleanup were also assumed
to vary with project size; i.e., complex, lengthy cleanup
procedures are expected to be the most costly. Finally,
treatment/removal costs were estimated based on general knowledge
of the contamination at the site, and previous cleanup

experience. Actual costs were utilized where known.

The total projected costs for remedial actions taken at
sites scheduled in the Four-Year Plan are presented below in
Table 2. As shown, totél project costs of approximately $23
million, $87 million, $45 million, and $42 million are projected
for cleanup actions taken in 1983, 1984, 1985 and 1986,
respectively. Total projected cleanup costs for the Four-Year

Plan is $197 million.
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TABLE 2
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS FOR PROJECTS SCHEDULED
IN THE HSMA FOUR-YEAR PLAN BY
CALENDAR YEAR AND PROJECT STAGE
1983 . 1984 1985 1986
Feasibility Study $ 8,300,000 $ 5,300,000 $ 3,900,000 $ 4,600,000
Design* $ 7,600,000 $ 3,700,000 $ 4,600,000 $ 2,200,000

Treatment /Removal $ 7,100,000 $77,900,000 $36,800,000 $34,900,000

Total Costs $23,000,000 $86,900,000 $45,300,000 $41,700,000

* Actual design costs presented, if known. Estimated design costs equal 10 percent

of project treatment/removal costs,

The Spill Compensation and Control Act stipulates that funds
provided for cleanup actions taken at sites abandoned prior to
the effective date of the act (i.e., April, 1977), be limited to
$3 million per calendar year. Based on the estimate of total
incurred costs of $89 million in calendar year 1984 and the
assumption that the state will have to provide matching funds at
least 10 percent of these costs or $8.9 million, we estimate that
the state will require the use of Eond Monies in 1984. This is
assuming 75% of the sites are Pre-Act sites. It is important to
note that the total costs identified do not include costs which
may be required for operation and maintenance of selected
remedial action alternative. The total costs also do not take
into account that industries may finance the cleanup and,

therefore, federal and/or state funding.

The department intends to initiate all major hazardous waste

sites listed in the Plan. Completion, however, of all sites will
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be seven-to-eight year effort, with some sites requiring
maintenance for many years beyond that time. You may question
why it takes so long to cleanup a hazardous waste site. The
answer is not easy, because the process from initial site
identification to ultimate cleanup of a site is far ffom simple
with many access points along the course allowing for delays or
even road blocks. Let me explain the process step-by-step for a

Superfund cleanup:

1. A Remedial Action Master Plan (RAMP) is first developed
by EPA. The RAMP is a consolidation of all available
information on the site. Data gaps are identified, and
if possible, a scope of work to perform a feasibility
study is developed. In addition, any initial required
remedial actions, eg, fence construction are identified
following the completion of the RAMP. For a

non-superfund site a similar step would be necessary.

2. The RAMP is sent to the department for review and
approval and a cooperative agreement or contract is
then developed jointly by EPA and DEP to include any
initial remedial actions required and the development
of the feasibility study. The feasibility study is
intended to assess the extent of contamination and
develop remedial action alternatives. The assessment
may include drum sampling, groundwater modelling and
monitoring, and soil sampling. The alternatives
developed to contain or remove the source of
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contamination and decontaminate any existing problems
are extremely complex. These could include on-site
containment, off-site treatment, off-site lancfilling,
or construction of a decontamination facility on site.
The feasibility study must evaluate all available
alternatives and recommend that most cost-effective and
environmentally sound method for mitigating the hazards

to public health and the environment.

Following internal DEP and EPA Region II review and
revisions, the agreement/contract is sent to EPA
headguarters in Washington for further revisions and

upon finalization, scheduled for signing.

If the site is a DEP lead site, the state must follow
state procurement procedures in awarding a contract for
feasibility study development. From the scope of work
included in the cooperative agreement, a Request for
Proposal is developed. Proposals are solicited,
reviewed, and a contract is awarded to a consultant.
The entire process of procurement requires
approximately four months for completion. If the site
is an EPA lead site, involving a contract, EPA notifies
their zone contractor and a work plan is developed.

The initiation of the feasibility study for EPA lead
sites is estimated to be two months following

headquarters sign-off,
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5. The feasibility study is initiated by the consultant.
Meetings are held with EPA, DEP, and the consultant
during the course of the study to assess the extent of
the problem, and to develop and evaluate cleanup
alternatives. Ultimately, the most cost-effective,
environmentally sound alternative is selected, and a

public meeting is held.

6. To implement the selected alternative, the cooperative
agreement/contract is amended to include design and
construction. A scope of work is developed and again a

contractor must be procured.

7. The design and construction phase is initiated. The
source of contamination is either removed, contained,
and/or treated. On-going monitoring may be required
following cleanup. Operation and maintenance of a

treatment facility may continue for many years.

As I am sure you will concur, the process required to
cleanup a major hazardous waste site is gquite burdensome. An
enormous amount of paperwork must be generated prior to
initiating any removal or treatment action at a site. As noted

earlier, the State of New Jersey must rely on 90% federal funding
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to accomplish its goal in remediating the hazardous waste
problems in New Jersey, creating an institutional dependence on

EPA.

Because of this funding mechanism, New Jersey needs the full
cooperation and assistance of the EPA, both in Region II in New
York City, and from headquarters in Washington. However, much of
our success with the cleanup of high priority sites included on
the National Priorities List (NPL) depends on the responsiveness
of the USEPA to sign contracts or cooperative agreements, as well
as the efficient and proper operation of the Superfund program at
every level of administration. To date, cleanup action has been
accomplished at only two high priority sites on the NPL; Chemical
Control and Goose Farm, (one of the Plumsted sites), and this was
accomplished with state, not federal funds. Shortly, we hope to
initiate actual cleanup action at the Bridgeport Rental and 0Oil
Service, Co. (BROS.) site and the North Bergen Drum Dumps. Of
the 17 highest priority Superfund sites, most are under study, 4
sites are pending USEPA/DEP cooperative agreement/contract
signings. Eight additional high priority sites are proposed for
signings between DEP and EPA by fall, 1983, to initiate a
feasibility study, while six of the 17 sites are targeted for
signing to initiate design and construction by the end of this
year. The projected cooperative agreement/contract signings for

federal fiscal year 1983 are as follows:
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Feasibility Studies

GEMS Landfill Rockaway Township Wells
Kramer Landfill Rockaway Borough Wellfield
Chemical Control Reich Farms

Swope 0Oil Fairlawn Borough Wells
Combe Fill South Landfill Sharkey Landfill

Combe Fill North Landfill Chemsol, Inc.

Design/Construction

Burnt Fly Bog Krysowaty Farm
Price Landfill Lone Pine Landfill
D'Imperio Property Lipari Landfill

The scheduling of sites targeted for feasibility study
initiation this fall was based on the following criteria

determined jointly by USEPA and DEP:

1. Action already initiated;
2. sites included on the interim priority list;

3. HRS score provided Enforcement clearance is timely.

In view of the past record, it seems unlikely that all these
agreements (or contracts) will be expeditiously signed by USEPA
headquarters in Washington by September 30, 1983. However, the

Department will continue preparations to expedite these signings

upon notice by USEPA.
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There are also programatic problems with Superfund. One
such problem is the lack of standards for Superfund financed
cleanups. Standards must be developed, either uniformly or on a
site-by-site basis to provide both consultants and state
officials with a reference point for evaluation of alternatives
in feasibility studies. Furthermore, establishing uniform
standards for the extent of cleanup would enable states to treat
similar cleanup problems alike and thus save time and money, as
well as assure the public of equitable treatment. In lieu of
standards, USEPA's approach to selection of a cleanup alternative
is based on cost benefit-analysis rather than cost-effectiveness.
With cost benefit-analysis, the cost for cleanup should not
outweigh the benefit derived from the dollars spent. This issue
has been a constant source of controversy between EPA and DEP and
consequently caused delays. DEP has in fact instituted suit

against EPA concerning this issue.

Another area of difficulty is in the calculation of the
State's share for remedial cleanups. One issue at stake is
whether the State is responsible for payment of 100% of all
operations and maintenance costs. Should operation and
maintenance costs become the sole responsibility of New Jersey,
the financial obligation to the State could be unlimited. Of
additional controversy is the State's cost share on sites which
were owned by the State or one of its political subdivisions at
the time of disposal of hazardous wastes. In one feasibility
study the selected cost-effective alternative would result in an

$8,000,000 capitol cost and a $1,000,000 O & M cost for an
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indefin.te period of time which may be as long as 25 years.
In an attempt to resolve these controversies, the Department
has "forced the hand of USEPA" by filing suit against the agency
for failure to address these issues adequately in the National

Contingency Plan (NCP).

The Department intends to continue forward with
implementation of the Four-Year Plan. In addition, the
Department will continue to evaluate newly identified sites, as
well as existing sites which are now eligible for Superfund
assistance. To this end, the DEP is currently applying for
financial assistance from the federal government for assessment
and inspection of hazardous waste sites under section 3012 of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. Funding of this grant to

DEP is imminent.

To resolve the issue of how clean is clean; the Department
intends to develop cleanup criteria. In addition, the Department
is currently developing the Hazardous Site Master List in
compliance with Assembly Bill No. 1255 creating a Hazardous

Substance Contingency Response Task Force.
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The Department has a solid foundation for solving the
hazardous waste problems of New Jersey. In addition, the cleanup
of many industrial sites is being undertaken cooperatively by New
Jersey's industries under the supervision of the NJDEP,
Approximately 18 sites listed on the NL are currently active
enforcement sites, i.e. CPS Madison, American Cyanamid. These
facilities were submitted to the Superfund list and included in
the Four-Year Plan to ensure that the cleanup efforts by the
industry is completed in a timely manner., Many additional sites
throughout the State which were not listed on the NPL or included
in the Four-Year Plan are also currently being cleaned up by the

owners, i.e. Witco, Quanta Resources.

In addition, from 1980 to 1982, the DEP has completed
surface cleanups of 34 hazardous waste sites, at a total cost of
almost $3 million dollars. The completed surface cleanups are as

follows:
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Alloway Twp Site Glassboro Lab Pack Dump
Altman Street Drum Dump Gold Leaf Trucking
Atlantic Development Stage II Gordon Services

Barone Barrel & Drum Company 17 Horizon Boulevard
Bayonne Landfill Drums Jersey City DPW-Rt 440
Blue Spruce/Tifa Lab Reagents

Boro Garage Rt 47 Liberty State Park
Bubenick Property Madison Circle

Clinton Place Norther Fines

Thomas A. Cook North Hook Road

314 East Fourth Street Newark Stamp & Dye

El Cid Contracting Corp. New Jersey Turnpike MM 16.7
Fish Road O0ldham Road

Franklin Mines Ringwood/West Milford
Fulton Street _ Route 195 Trailer

Sampson Tank
610 South 13th Street

Swoco

Wilson Farm

I thank you for the opportunity to be here today and address
both our accomplishments and problems in cleaning up hazardous
waste sites in New Jersey. I welcome your suggestions and

support.
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In addition to all of the lists of Superfund and Spill Fund
remedial action sites that you see before you today, no
discussion of our Department's cleanup efforts would be complete
without a discussion of our aggressive enforcement program,
especially in the water pollution control area through which many
other sites are being decontaminated. In fact, at this time,
there are 39 separate ground water decontamination projects
underway for which the private parties involved will expand more
than $30 million dollars over the next two years. There are 20
hydrocarbon spill cleanups that are also being policed by the
Division of Water Resources. The average cost of these 20
gasoline spill type cleanups is approximately $30,000 dollars per
site of which not a cent is public funds. While it is certain
that our aggressive publicly funded cleanup program with triple
damage options provided significant motivation for accomplishing
such cleanups, one must keep in mind that the ongoing water
polluton control efforts of the Division of Water Resources is a
vital component to our master plan for the cleanup of hazardous

waste in New Jersey. The list of sites is as follows:
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Nexiz Jersey Ground Water Decontamination Sites, (NON-HYDROCARBON), as January
1983

Company or Municipality

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)

12}

13)

14)

15)
16)
17)
18)
19)

20)
21)
22)

23)
1

IBM (Dayton)

Mideast Aluminum Industries
Saytech (Hexcell)
Allied Chemical
Stauffer Chemical
Dupont

Vineland Chemical Co.
American Cyanamid
Biocraft, Inc.
Rockaway Township
Reichold Chemical

Rollins (res. Inc.)
Environmental Services, Inc.

Marisol, Inc.

Mennon Well No. 1 &
Well No. 2 (Airtron)

Coastal Services
Rhone-Poulenc
Fairlawn, City of
Taylor Forge

West Anwell Elementary School,
Lehigh Fluid Power Co.

International Wire Products (IWP)
Inmmont
Rockaway Borough

Yates Industries

Includes programs both on-line and under construction.

Location

South Brunswick
South Brunswick
Sayreville
Morristown
Edison
Chamberworks
Vineland

Bound Brook
Waldwick
Rockaway
Carteret

Logan Township

Middlesex

Morris Plains

Paulsboro

New Brunswick
Fairlawn
Branchberg

West Amwell

Wycoff
Lodi
Morris County

Bordentown

for gasoline and fuel oil recovery systems currently in operation.
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Company or Municipality

24)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30)
31)
32)
33)
34)
35)
36)

37y

Shield Alloy

Fairfield Borough, Well #7
RCA Sarnoff Research Center
Penick Corp.
Hoffman-LaRoche

BFI Landfill

C. P. Chemical

Polyrez

IFF

Winnes Chemical

WDI Landfill

Plasti-Clad

Inland Chemical

Atlantic City Municipal

Utilities Authority, Well Field

50x

Location
Newfield
Essex Co.
West Windsor

Lyndhurst Bergen Co.

Belvidere, Warren Co.

Monroe Township
Sewaren
Woodbury

Union Beach
Paulsboro
Howell Township
Wall Township
Newark

Pleasantville
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1‘\3@\I7 Jersey Ground Water Decontamination Sites, (HYDROCARBONS), as of January

198

Campany /Facility

8}

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)
14)
15)
16)

17)
1

This

Harrison Baking
Curberland Farms
Johnscnburg Exxon
Mobil Oil Refinery

Exxon Storage Site
{and Bayonne Industries)

Burlington Co. Garage

Lake Telemark Gulf,
Spartan Oil Company

Borough of Leonia
(Fort Lee)

Rays Petroleum

Naval Air Engineering
Center (NAEC)

North Hunterdon
Regional High School

Exxon Refinery
(Bayway)
George's Shell
J & M Amoco
Power Test

NJ Bell

Hoesch Residence

listing included only hydrocarbon recovery programs.

Location

Harrison

Little Egg Harbor Twp.
Frelinghysen Twp.
Paulsboro

Constable Hook

Mt. Holly
Rockaway Township

Leonia (Fort Lee)

Whippany
Lakehurst

Clinton

Linden

Hackensack
Piscataway
New Brunswick
Atlantic City
Wareton

See "Non

Hydrocarbon" decontamination list for ground water recovery programs involving

industrial solvents.

It should be noted that major and independent oil

campanies have underway at least dozens of service station-type recovery and
cleanup efforts that are independent of NJDEP.
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Campany/Facility

18) Flagtown School Bus
Terminal

19) Chevron Service Station
River Styx Road

20) Conrail Hoboken

21) Shell Sewaren Plant

52x

Location

Flagtown

Hopatcong

Hoboken
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New Jersey has long recognized the need for a strong, integrat-
ed program to deal with the handling, treatment and disposal of
hazardous waste. Hazardous waste management is a top priority for
the N.J. Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). The DEP has
instituted a number of programs and initiatives aimed at correcting
past improper disposal practices as well as ensuring adequate
hazardous waste management practices in the future.

DEP's hazardous waste management activities are carried out
mainly through four major program areas. The following components
of the DEP are responsible for various aspects of the overall
hazardous waste program:

- The Division of Waste Management

- The Division of Water Resources

- The Division of Environmental Quality

- The Office of Cancer and Toxic Substances Research

The first three programs are under the supervision of the
. Assistant Commissioner for Environmental Management and Control; the
Office of Cancer and Toxic Substances Research is under the supervi-
sion of the Deputy Commissioner.

The purpose of this document is to provide the reader with a
clear understanding of how the New Jersey Department of Environ-
mental Protection manages hazardous waste in the state. The func-
tions of the major DEP program areas are described as well as the
functions of various satellite units. A directory, organizational
chart and synopsis of major laws and regulations which apply to
hazardous waste are appended.

Division of Waste Manacement

The Division of Waste Management assumes the lead respon-
sibility within the Department for the management of hazardous
waste. The major functions of the Division are:

- Regulation of all hazardous waste generators and trans-
porters.

- Regulation of all hazardous waste storage, treatment and
disposal facilities with the exception of those facilities
which generate wastewater and are regulated under the Water
Pollution Control Act and the Pretreatment Act administered
by the Division of Water Resources.

- Respond to hazardous material and toxic substances incidents
such as spills, fires and explosions.

- Cleanup of hazardous waste sites.
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- Tracking of hazardous waste from generators to points
of environmentally sound disposal.

The Division's Planning and Resource Recovery element covers
the regulation of the treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous
waste including the characterization of the waste, the tracking of
the waste from generator to disposal facility, and the permitting of
the treatment process utilized. In addition, the Division's En-
forcement element performs frequent (weekly in some cases) inspec-
tions of hazardous waste facilities in the state.

The New Jersey Solid Waste Management Act of 1970 (N.J.S.A.
13:1E et seg.) provides the DEP with broad authority to regulate all
types of waste. It is from this statute that the DEP derives its
power to control hazardous waste facility design and operation, and
to operate its manifest system to track hazardous waste shipments.
The DEP's manifest system, implemented in 1978, tracks hazardous
waste from the point of generation to ultimate disposal. The
manifest is a multipart form on which the wastes in each shipment
are described and categorized. <Copies of the manifest are regquired
to be sent to the DEP by the generator, by the transporter or
hauler, and by the treatment or ultimate disposal facility operator.
Each person in the chain is required to attest by signature that he
has received the wastes described on the manifest. The reports
are then filed with the DEP and computerized. Haulers must have a
copy of the manifest in their possession during the waste transport,
and under the Solid WwWaste Utility Control Act, must also be
registered with the Board of Public Utilities.

The manifest system has been strengthened by the recent esta-
blishment of nationwide manifest requirements. These regulations
were developed pursuant to Subtitle C of the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act of 1976. Under these regulations, hazardous
waste shipments must be tracked in all states. Fur thermore, a
regional program was initiated so that the Middle Atlantic states
(Delaware, Pennsylvania, New York and New Jersey) have set up a
consistent regional approach to hazardous waste tracking.

DEP adopted new regulations in 1982 which not only streamline
the former manifest system but also set state standards for haulers
of hazardous waste and for treatment, storage, and disposal facilit-
ies. As specified by these regulations and the recent federal
guidelines, the disposal facilities will be required to forward a
copy of the manifest form back to the generator and to the DEP. The
generator 1s required to make a reasonable investigation as to the
fate of the waste shipment if the form is not returned from the
designated disposal facility. The generator must also notify the
DEP of the discrepancy. Finally, a generator may only use a pro-
perly registered hauler.
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The Division's Engineering, Permits and Licensing element is
responsible for reviewing engineering designs and registration
applications for the construction and operation of hazardous waste
facilities. An environmental and public health impact statement,
engineering design, hydrogeology data, emergency contingency plan,
closure and post-closure plan, and financial information must be
included in the registration applications. Disclosure statements
must also be submitted to the DEP. These statements must detail the
background and liabilities of the principal company personnel.

, In conjunction with the Hazardous Waste Advisory Council and
Commission, the Department is currently developing criteria for the
siting of hazardous waste facilities. These criteria are reqguired
under the Hazardous Waste Facilities Siting Act (S-1300). The
construction of proper hazardous waste facilities in the state to
which generators can send their waste will prevent hazards associat-
ed with temporary on-site storage, illegal dumping, long-distance
transport and other short-term solutions.

The Department, through the Division's Hazardous Site Mitiga-
tion Administration, is working closely with the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) to allow for the commitment of a
large portion of Superfund money for the cleanup of New Jersey's
hazardous waste sites, Through recent Superfund allocations,
operations have already begun at several of the state's most haz-
ardous sites.

The Department is currently using the federal hazard ranking
system for the priorization of the over 350 hazardous waste sites
located throughout the state. This system will aid in the selection
of available state and federal funding sources for each specific
site.

The Division's Field Ope¢rations element, under the authority of
the New Jersey Spill Compensation and Control Act of 1977 (N.J.S.A.
58:10-23-11), provides for direction, coordination, technical exper-
tise and support in containment and removal activities for spills of
0il and hazardous substances. Over 2,000 such incidents occur
annually in New Jersey.

Funds for the cleanup and containment of spills are available
from the State Spill Fund. This fund, set up under the Spill
Compensation and Control Act, is supported by a tax on the transfer
of petroleum and petroleum products. Hazardous substances other
than petroleum are also taxed. The fund is designed to pay the
costs of cleaning up spills in addition to compensating persons for
damages when payment is not readily available from the responsible
discharger. The N.J. Department of Treasury handles the administra-
tion and collection of payments from the fund. Tax revenue 1is
estimated to be over $1.1 million per month.
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The Spill Act was originally intended to provide funds for the
cleanup of sites where discharges of hazardous wastes were occurr-
ing. In January, 1980, the Act was amended to provide funds for
abandoned chemical dump sites with the potential to cause public and
enviornmental harm.

Division of Water Resources

The Water Quality Management Element (WQME) within the Division
of Water Resources carries out four programs relating to hazardous
waste: Industrial Pretreatment, Industrial Wastewater Permits,
Industrial Sludge Management and, as a support function, Groundwater
Pollution Analysis.

A, Pretreatment

The WQME, Bureau of Industrial Waste Management, industrial
pretreatment program, is responsible for specifying the degree of
pretreatment reguired for industries that discharge waste into
municipal wastewater treatment plants. In the past, only those
industries discharging directly into surface waters, and owning and
operating a treatment works, were required to meet national effluent
standards. In many cases, industries could discharge into a public-
ly-owned sewer system, with little restriction on the type of
discharge allowed. The objective of industrial pretreatment is to
eliminate the discharge of toxic pollutants in toxic amounts into
surface waters via municipal treatment systems, In 1978, the
EPA published pretreatment regulations to define the requirements
for local enforcement of industrial pretreatment standards for 21
industrial categories. Standards are currently being promulgated,
and it is estimated that the standards will be completed for many of
the 21 categories during 1982; between 2,000 and 4,000 industries in
the state may ultimately be reguired to install treatment systems
under these standards.

A general strategy for statewide industrial pretreatment has
been prepared by WQME. Under this strategy, DEP will provide
auidance, coordination, and enforcement for industrial pretreatment.
The strategy is divided into four areas:

- Data gatherino and handling, including information on the
degree of industrial contamination of sludge (the residual
material resulting from treatment of wastewaters) and informa-
tion on industrial inputs into municipal systems;

- Planning for locel program development, including establish-
ment of priorities for funding to develop local pretreatment
programs and issuance of guidelines to assist municipalities
and sewerage authorities in establishing and executing local
pretreatment programs;
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- Program 1implementation, including the issuance of New
Jersey Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NJPDES)
Permits by the DEP to Significant Industrial Users of
Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW); and

- Development of a statewide residuals management plan for
those facilities affected under the program.

The pretreatment program is already being implemented and
more than $5 million in federal and state grants have been given to
local sewerage authorities to perform industrial waste surveys and
to sample for toxic chemicals.

A pretreatment EPA grant, under Section 201 of the Clean Water
Act, has been awarded to DEP and will deal with several aspects of
the pretreatment program and the disposal of pretreatment residuals
and other hazardous wastes in the state.

The overall objective of the grant is to develop a statewide
program which will be effective in identifying, classifying, con-
trolling, treating, handling and disposing of various wastes (liquid
and residual) generated within the state. Its main purpose is to
reduce, control, and, eventually, eliminate pollutants that are
deleterious to the environment and have been generated from indus-
trial and commercial activities within each POTW service area. The
program will recommend specific methods of monitoring and enforce-~
ment to regulate the discharges, and will also suggest ways of
treating the wastewater and the residual waste resulting from
pretreatment.

The industrial pretreatment program operates under the autho-
rity of the N.J. Water Pollution Control Act (N.J.S.A. 58:10A-1 et
seqg.) and the N.J. Pretreatment Act (N.J.S.A. 58:11-49 et seg.).

B. Industrial Waste Permitting
1. Surface Waters

The WQME, industrial waste permitting program is currently
responsible for reviewing applications for direct discharge of
industrial wastewaters to the surface waters, under NJPDES. The
Division of Water Resources has recently obtained complete delega-
tion of this surface water permit program from the EPA. The EPA was
previously responsible for the administration of this program. With
regard to the control of toxic pollutants to surface waters, the
federal Clean Water Act mandates the achievement of best available
technology for industrial sources by July 1, 1984 or no later than 3
years after limitations are established by EPA. Toxic and hazardous
criteria will be developed and used in the setting of effluent
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limits for specific parameters. Subsequent to this, water quality
based effluent limits and technology based effluent limits which are
economically achievable will be promulgated. -These standards will
then be incorporated into the state permitting process. It is the
ultimate intention of the EPA and the DEP to modify or re-issue
discharge permits to applicable industries to include toxic effluent
limitations.

2. Ground Waters

The WQME, Groundwater Permits Section reviews all applications
for permits to dispose of hazardous or toxic wastewater on the land
or into the ground water. This review is undertaken in order to
prevent toxic or hazardous contaminants from entering groundwaters
and is performed on all facilities currently discharging but not
permitted, as well as those facilities planning to discharge to the
groundwater in the near future. This also includes such activities
as landfill, spray irrigation, and surface impoundment discharges.
The regulations granting the authority to undertake this massive
program were promulgated in March, 1981, Within the next five
years, all ground water discharges will require a NJPDES permit from
the WQME.

C. Industrial Sludge Management

The WQME, Bureau of Groundwater Discharge Permits has been
involved in the development of a statewide sludge and septage
management strategy. Sludge is the residual material which results
from the treatment of wastewaters. Septage is the combination of
liguid and solid residues resulting from the treatment of domestic
waste in individual subsurface sewage disposal systems. If adeguate
treatment and Adisposal methods are not instituted to deal with
sludge and septage, significant impact on the environment can
occur. Disposal of sludge into improperly designed landfills is
being phased out based on legislative mandates and environmental
problems. Amendments to the Solid Waste Management Act called for
the closure of landfills which lack liners and leachate collection
systems to septage on March 15, 1981. That same edict applies to
liguid sludge on March 15, 1985, The objectives of the statewide
sludge management strategy are to: respond to the Federal Marine
Protection and Sanctuaries Act; reduce volumes of sludge in land-
fills; and upgrade cut-moded storage oOr treatment measures being
practiced by many sludge generators. The statewide septage manage-
ment plan seeks to ensure the environmentally acceptable treatment
of septage by disposinc of these wastes into existing treatment
plants with available capacity, at composting or co-composting
facilities or by land treatment methocs, The implementation of a
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pretreatment program will reduce the municipal sludge disposal
problem by generally improving sludge gquality and by making more
sludges safe for land application via composting or landfarming.

D. Groundwater Pollution Analysis

The WQME, Bureau of Groundwater Management, Groundwater Pollu-
tion Analysis Section, assists all DEP programs in cases where toxic
and/or hazardous substances have entered the groundwater. The
Bureau also responds to reguests from the other DEP agencies/groups
involved with hazardous waste management. The Bureau's services
regarding the release of toxic and hazardous substances to ground-
waters include:

- Evaluation of the fate of hazardous and/or toxic substances
after such substances have penetrated the soil or contaminat-
ed the groundwater.

- Evaluation of the geology of sites to estimate ground water
flow direction and seriousness of incidents.

- Location and supervision of the construction of monitor
wells in order to establish flow direction and extent of
contamination.

- Selection of nearby wells to be sampled based on geology,
hydrology, and well construction to define the zone of
impact.

- Geophysical 1logging of monitor and/or production wells to
determine suksurface conditions.

- So0il resistivity and electromagnetic conductivity surveys to
define polluted plumes of ground water without extensive
monitor well data and to determine water table depth.

- Seismic surveys which can rapidly define depth to bedrock or
clay.

- Recommendations for cleanup or mitigation of ground water
contamination.

- Expert testimony on the subjects of soils, geology and
ground water hydrology for the prosecution of ground water
pollution cases.

The Bureau has drilling capabilities which allow for the
installation of monitor wells in both unconsolidated and consolidat-
ed formations where it 1is suspected that hazardous and/or toxic
materials have been dumped.
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Division of Environmental Quality

The Division of Environmental Quality is the agency responsible
for requlating the emission of air contaminants into atmosphere. 1In
this regard, the DEP has adopted and implemented a stringent air
guality control program.

With certain exceptions for very small sources, if a facility
will be emitting air contaminants, it must obtain a permit to
construct, and a certificate to operate from the DEP. State permit
regquirements mandate that all new facilities be furnished with the
best available air pollution control eguipment, For existing
facilities of listed toxic volatile organic substances, retrofitting
of best available control technology 1is required. For existing
facilities emitting other volatile organic substances, reasonable
available control technology must be installed.

A treatment facility which incinerates hazardous waste must
obtain a hazardous waste incinerator permit. However, if a facility
meets the limited exemptions provided within the definition of a
hazardous waste incinerator (N,J.A.C. 7:26-1.4), the regulations are
not applicable.

Should a facility require an air pollution permit and a hazard-
ous waste permit, the DEP will coordinate the review process. In
this way, should both applications be approved, the permits will
be issued simultaneocusly.

The Division of Environmental Quality no longer regulates
the disposal of pesticides since those policies have been superceded
by the Hazardous Waste Regulations (N.J.A.C. 7:26-1.11).

Office of Cancer and Toxic Substances Research

The Office of Cancer and Toxic Substances Research (OCTSR) was
established in 1976, by a governor's executive order. The order was
issued following a report by the National Cancer Institute, showing
New Jersey and the region to have high mortality rate from many
forms of cancer, often exceeding the national average. OCTSR was
directed to find what possible correlations there might be between
environmental factors and the high cancer mortality.

The Office has expanded its research work beyond cancer mor-
tality rates to investigate the whole gamut of toxic substances,
chronic exposures, and the public health. OCTDR is working with
other bureaus and agencies, and contributing advice and assistance
whenever possible.
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OCTSR is structured into six working units, which have been
developed to give the most comprehensive coverage of any toxic
substances problems that might occur in New Jersey. The six units

are:

1)

3)

5)

Air - The air program is conducting sampling of three urban
sites to determine what pollutants residents are subjected
to, and by doing seasonal sampling, which times of the year
they are subjected to various combinations of pollutants.
A mobile monitoring laboratory is being developed to sample
and perform rapid analysis of volatile air pollutants. 1In
the future, with additional egquipment, the mobile labora-
tory will be able to perform analysis on other forms of air
contaminants and also, soil and water.

Water - In addition to conducting annual surveys of ground,
surface, and potable water to develop a comprehensive
picture of the state's water quality, the Water and Biota
Unit 1is using these surveys to pin-point and develop
specialized water studies, such as an arsenic study in
southern Jersey, characterization and behavioral study of
drinking water in a reservoir, and PCBs and chlordane
studies. The unit is also investigating sublethal effects
of pollutants on marine biota.

Biological Testing - The Ames bioassay for mutagenicity is
being used to test ambient air particulates, industrial/

municipal effluents, ground water and leachate at hazardous

waste landfills, and potable water.

Industrial Survey - An extensive survey of New Jersey's
industry is being conducted to determine the use, storage,
production, emission, discharge, and disposal practices for
approximately 160 known toxic chemicals. Businesses are
required to fill out guestionnaires regarding these prac-
tices and follow-up monitoring is then done by a field team

Geographic and Statistical Analysis ~ All the data that is
gathered in OCTSR's research work is computerized for
analysis, correlation, and comparison. Mapping and graphic
capabilities allow visual displays of the research data
that are used to make up the environmental profile of
New Jersey.

Information Resources - OCTSR generates reports from its

data analysis and disseminates this infoxmation in various
formats to different types of audiences. The Information
Resource Center (IRC) also has an extensive toxicology
collection and computerized literature data bases for
aiding in the research work of OCTSR staff and any other
potential users.
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Hazardous Waste Facilities Siting Commission

The Hazardous Waste Facilities Siting Commission was created as
part of a major legislative bill adopted on January 13, 1981 entitl-
ed the Major Hazardous Waste Facilities Siting Act (commonly known
as S$-1300). The nine members of the Commission, comprised of
representatives from industry, government and the general public,
were appointed by the Governor, with the advice and consent of
the Senate.

The principal duties of the Commission are to:

. Review the siting criteria for new major hazardous waste
facilities that will be proposed by the DEP in consultation
with the Hazardous Waste Adivsory Council.

. Prepare, in consultation with the Council, a comprehensive
Major Hazardous Waste Facilities Plan for New Jersey which
will be revised and updated once every three years.

. Propose and adopt in consultation with the Council, site
designations for the number and type of new major hazardous
waste facilities determined to be necessary in the plan.

. Prepare a public information program and hold public meet-
ings and hearings in the state on any matter related to the
siting, 1licensing, construction, operation or closure of
major hazardous waste facilities.

. Prepare a public information program which addresses the
nature and dimension of the hazardous waste problem, the
need for proper and expeditious siting for new major hazar-
dous waste facilities, and the respective responsibilities
of the Commission, the DEP, and the Council pursuant to the
Act.

. To ensure that a five percent gross receipts tax is paid
to the host municipalities by the major hazardous waste
facilities. The tax money is to be used for extra police
and fire costs which are necessitated by the operation of
the facility, local inspection program costs, road construc-
tion or repair costs necessitated by the transportation of
hazardous waste to the facility, and other expenses directly
related to the impact of the facility on the municipality.

Hazardous Waste Advisory Council

The Hazardous Waste Advisory Council was established to
provide public participation at the decision-making level of
the siting process. The Council consists of thirteen members
appointed by the Governor with the advice and consent of the Senate.
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The principal reponsibilities of the Council are as follows:

. Advise the DEP concerning the preparation and adoption of
the plan, the proposal and adoption by the Commission of all
sites for major hazardous waste facilities, and the imple-
mentation of the public information program.

. Advise the DEP concerning the preparation and adoption of
criteria for the siting of new major hazardous waste
facilities.

. Make recommendations for DEP action on applications for the
approval of registration statements and engineering designs
for new major hazardous waste facilities.

. Review all matters submitted to it by the Commission or the
DEP and state a position on the matter within sixty days.

$50,000 is appropriated to the Council, through the DEP, for
the performance of the above responsibilities. In addition, the
Council has the power to:

. Review any matter relating to the siting, licensing, con-
struction, operation or closure of major hazardous waste
facilities and make any recommendations to the Commission
and to the DEP.

. Hold public meetings and hearings on any matter related to
the siting, licensing, construction, operation or closure of
major hazardous waste facilities.

. Utilize the services of employees of any state, county,
or municipal department, board, commission or agency as may
be reguired and made available for such purposes.

The Council is involved with every decision regarding the
siting of major hazardous waste facilities, either directly or
indirectly.

Bazardous Waste Strike Force

The Hazardous Waste Strike Force oversees and coordinates the
investigation of illegal hazardous waste disposal and is involved
with the prosecution of illegal disposers. The strike force is
comprised of representatives of the DEP, the New Jersey Office of the
Attorney General, the EPA, and the U.S. Attorney's Office, and
receives input from other state agencies when appropriate. The N.J.
Office of the Attorney General, Division of Criminal Justice coor-
dinates the Strike Force activities.
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NEW JERSEY STATUTES AND REGULATIONS APPLICABLE
TO HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

- The New Jersey Solid Waste Management Act (N.J.S.A. 13:1E-1 et seg.)
authorizes the State to regulate and supervise all solid
and hazardous waste collection and disposal facilities and
operations and to register all persons engaged in the
collection and/or disposal of solid and hazardous waste
in the state.

Solid Waste Management Rules - N.J.A.C. 7:26-1 et segq.

- The New Jersey Spill Compensation and Control Act (N.J.S.A.
58:10-23.11 et seg.) requires that all spills or other
discharges of hazardous substances be reported to the
Department. The Act provides for a fund for prompt
containment and removal of a discharge and for swift
and adequate compensation to persons damaged by a
discharge.

N.J.A.C. 7:1E-1 et seq.

The New Jersey Hazardous Discharge Bond Act (L. 1981, C. 275)
authorizes the issuance of $100 million in State bonds
for the identification, cleanup and removal of hazardous
discharges.

- The New Jersey Pretreatment Standards for Sewerage, etc.
(Pretreatment Act) (N.J.S.A. 58:11-49 to 58)
authorizes the adoption and enforcement of rules and
regulations reguiring the treatment of certain wastes
prior to their discharge into sewerage systems.

The New Jersey Water Pollution Control Act (N.J.S.A. 58:10a-1 et seq.)
authorizes the Department to adopt and enforce rules and
regulations to prevent, control or abate water pollution.

New Jersey Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Regulations - N.J.A.C. 7:14A-1 et seq.

The New Jersey Pesticide Control Act (N.J.S.A. 13:1F-1 et seq.)
authorizes the Department to adopt and enforce regulations
governing the sale, use and application of all pesticides.

Pesticide Control Regulations - N.J.A.C. 7:30-1 et seq.

66X




- The New Jersey Air Pollution Control Act (N.J.S.A. 26-2C-1 et seg.)
provides for the control of air contaminants, installation
or alteration of control apparatus, enforcement of procedures,
and issuance of penalties for violations of the Act. The
State shall make determinations concerning emergency health
risks due to air pollution, declare an air pollution
emergency and take appropriate measures to remedy the
situation.

Air Pollution Control Regulations - N.J.A.C. 7:27-1 et seq.

- The New Jersey Sanitary Landfill Closure and Contingency
Fund Act (L. 1981, C. 306) guarantees that adequate funds
are reserved to ensure the proper closure of sanitary
landfills and to relieve problems associated with the
improper closure or operation of sanitary landfills.

- The New Jersey Major Hazardous Waste Facilities Siting Act
(L. 1981, C. 279) provides for the siting, construction,
operation and use of environmentally acceptable major
hazardous waste facilities.

67x



DIRECTORY

New Jersey's Hazardous Waste Program
Department of Environmental Protection

I. Division of Waste lManagement

Hazardcus waste treatment and disposal regulation; evaluation
of abandoned dump sites; cleanup of spills and abandoned
dump sites.

Division Director - Jack Stanton

Deputy Director - Lino Pereira

Address - Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Waste Management
32 East Hanover Street
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

609-292-9120

II. Division of Water Resources

Pretreatment of industrial waste; industrial waste permitting;
sludge managerment; groundwater management.

Division Director - John Gaston

Address - Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Water Resources
P.0O. Box CN 029
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

609-292-1637

III. Division of Environmental Quality

Air pollution control; pesticide use and storage; radiation
emergencies and transportation.

Division Director - Steven Kuhrtz

Address - Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Environmental Quality
CN 027
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

609-292-5383
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VI.
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Office of Cancer and Toxic Substances Research

Director - Thomas Burke

Address - Department of Environmental Protection

Office of Cancer and Toxic Substances Research
190 West State Street
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

609-984-6070

Hazardous Waste Facilities Siting Commission

Review siting criteria for new major hazardous waste facilities;
develop state siting plan for hazardous waste facilities.

Director - Richard Gimello

Address Hazardous Waste Facilities Siting Commission

National State Bank Building, 6th Floor
28 West State Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

609-984-3728

Hazardous Waste Strike Force

Conduct investigations of the illegal disposal of hazardous
waste; handle prosecutions of persons involved in illegal

disposal.

Lead State‘Aggncy - Department of Law and Public Safety,
Division of Criminal Justices

Acting Division Director - Thomas Greelish

Address - Department of Law and Public Safety
Division of Criminal Justice
Hughes Justice Complex
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

609-452-9500
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Commissioner
Robert E. Hughey

Deputy Commissioner
Paul Arbesman

Assistant Commissioner
Science & Research

Cancer & Toxic Substances

Assistant Commissioner
Environmental Management

George J. Tyler
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Waste

Water Environmental

Research Program Management Resources Quality
T. Burke J. Stanton J. Gaston S. Kuhrtz
Field Oper- Water Air Pollution
ations Quality
MAanagement ||H. Wortreich
J. Rogalski
A. Schiffman {Pesticide
Abandoned G. Fisher
Site Clean-
ups
M. Sadat
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Assistant Commissioner
Management & Budget

Sidney Ytkin

Assistant Commissioner
Governmental Affairs

Donald T. Graham

Assistant Commissioner
Natural Resources

Helen Fenske
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Sites

65 Superfund Sites

11 Major Drum Dumps

33 Small Drum Dumps

23 Non Superfund Sites

* 4 Sites Funded with RCRA monies

Hazardous Site étatus Sheet

DEP/EPA Action

14 Cooperative Agreement/Contracts
signed by 2/10/83*

12 Cooperative Agreements/Contracts
signed by 10/1/83
17 Active DWR Enforcement

23 Scheduled for initiation within
4 years

1 Contract Awarded 3/83

29 Copleted by 3/21/83

13 Feasibility Studies

1 Bwergency Action
6 Design/Construction
Amendment by 10/1/83

11 Feasibility Studies

1 Design/Construction/
Removal

11 to be cleaned up
within 2 years

4 to be completed by 4/83

Scheduled for initiation
within 4 years



XZL

Distribution of Hazardous Waste Sites
On Proposed Superfund Priorities List
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NATIONAL STATUS OF COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS/CONTRACTS

C/C signed
Region Number of Number of Cooperative Agreements Contracts In
Cooperative Contracts In Negotiation Negotiation
Agreements
I 5 1 2 2
II 17 (NJ 14 for 0 0 0
13 sites)
III No Response - - -
Iv 6 0 1 1
v 2 1 0 0]
\'28
VII
VIII 2 - 0 2 funds are obligated but
states have not signed
IX 0 0 0 0
X 0 1l of 2 0 o]
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Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Waste Management
Bureau of Compliance and Enforcement

In 1982, in an effort to consolidate agencies with similar functions and
overlapping jurisdiction, and improve efficiency, the Department combined
the Bureaus of Solid Waste Management and Hazardous Waste Management in the
Division of Envirormental Quality with the Division of Hazard Management,
forming the Division of Waste Management. This Division is responsible for,
and charged with enforcing, the "Solid Waste Management Act" (N.J.S.ZA.
13:1E-1 et seg.) and the rules and regulations pramlgated thereunder
(N.J.A.C. 7:26-1 et seq.), and the "Spill Campensation and Control Act"
(N.J.S.A. 58:10-23.11 et seg.) and the rules and regqulations promulgated
thereunder (N.J.A.C. 7:1E-1 et seg.).

During this reorganization, portions of the enforcement elements of the

Division of Environmental Quality and the Division of Hazard Management were
consolidated into the Bureau of Compliance and Enforcement. This Bureau

is primarily a service agency for other Bureaus in the Division; never initiating
an initial action against a party without first receiving an incident report

from another Bureau which indicates that a violation of a rule or reculation,
enforceable by the Division, has occurred. Upon receiving such a report,

the Bureau, after it has reviewed the report and is satisfied that the
cbservations and facts presented constitute a violation, will initiate what

it deems to be the appropriate enforcement action.

The appropriate action against a party depends an several factors including A
the type, nature and extent of the violation, the frequency of such violations
and the past history of other violations and actions taken by the Bureau,

or its predecessor, and the Department on those violations.

The most frequent actions initiated by the Bureau of Campliance and Enforcement
are as follows:

a) Notice of Violation:

This document is issued to parties for minor violations, such as
litter violations, that are readily remedied, or where remedial
action has been taken prior to the issuance of the document as in
the case of violations of the "Spill Campensation and Control Act"
where the discharge is cleaned up prior to the issuance of the
document. A penalty settlement offer may or may not be issued in
conjunction with this document, depending on the freguency of such
violations. With respect to violations of the "Spill Compensation
and Control Act," a penalty is always incorpcrated into the Notice
of Violation and the document signed by the Administrator of the
Spill Campensation and Control Fund.

b) Administrative Order:

This document is issued to parties for violations that are not
readily remedied or where the Notice of Violation has not been
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c)

d)

e)

f)

effective in remeding the violation. Such documents include
specific dates of compliance and possiblyv a schedule for compliance
which itemizes interim steps or actions which must be taken by

the party by specific dates in an effort to achieve final
compliance. A penalty settlement offer may or may not be issued
in conjunction with this document depending on the frequency and
nature of the violation. Such documents are only issued

pursuant to the "Solid Waste Management Act.”

Administrative Consent Order:

This document is a variation of the Administrative Order; the
difference being that with the Administrative Consent Order the
terms of the order are agreed to by both the Department and the
party in violation. It, too, may or may not include a penalty
settlement offer.

Directive letter:

This document, issued under the "Spill Compensation and Control
Act," directs a party to clean up, or initiate specific remedial
actions which will result in the ultimate clean up of hazardous
substances which were discharged into the waters of the State or
into lands from which it might flow or drain into such waters,
within a specific time period. Such time period is usually ten
days but may be less, even immediate, depending on the nature of
the substance, the quantity of the substance discharged, the geology
of the area, the hazard to the public, etc. The document also
advises the party that if the substance of the directive is not
enacted within the specified time period, the State may initiate
remedial actions, cleaning up the discharge, and then seek,
through litigation, treble damages, three times the cost of the
clean up, fram the responsible party.

Denial letter:

This document is issued to parties where documentary evidence exists
which indicates that the issuance of a permit, registration, or
authorization by the Department would not be in the best interest
of the public health, safety and welfare of the residents of the
State, or of the environment.

letter of Intent:

This document is similar to a denial letter and is issued for the
same reasons. The difference is that the party has previously been
issued, by the Department, a permit, registration or authorization
and documentary evidence has been brought to light that indicates
that the renewal of, or continued existence of, a valid permit,
registration, or authorization would not be in the best interests
of the public health, safety and welfare of the residents of the
State, or of the environment.
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g) Referral:

Should a violation be an imminent hazard to the public health, safety
and welfare to the residents of the State, or the environment, or
should a party fail to camply wi:h another action taken by the
Department, including failure to pay an administrative penalty,

or should a party be agrieved by an action taken by the Department,
the Bureau prepares a referral document. Such document is sent

by the Bureau to the Office of Regulatory Affairs with the
recommendation that the matter be referred to the Office of the
Attorney General for appropriate legal action, or, in the case of
hearing requests, to the Office of Administrative lLaw for action
on the request.

Prior to the reorganization and consolidation, the activities, with respect
to the "Solid Waste Management Act” and the“Spill Campensation and Control
Act," were accamplished by eight professionals, five attorneys and three
secretaries. After the reorganization and consolidation, these activities
were within the Bureau of Carpliance and Enforcement which has seven
professionals and cne secretary. This reorganization and transition
occurred between May and September of 1982. For comparative purposes,

the following charts are provided to indicate the number of documents
issued, the penalties assessed and the penalties collected:

Pre-Reorganization Period
January through September, 1982

- Solid Hazardous Spill Total
Waste Waste Act
Documents Issued 1,135 44 83 1,262
Penalties Assessed 414,975 218,500 103,965 737,440
Penalties Collected 39,200 80,500 56,895 176,595
Transition Period
October through December, 1982
Solid Hazardous Spill Total
Waste Waste Act
Documents Issued 121 309 31 461
Penalties Assessed 101,800 6,850 25,795 134,445
Penalties Collected 7,025 13,000 11,720 31,745
Post~Reorganization Period
January and February, 1983
Solid Hazardous Spill Total
Waste Waste Act
Documents Issued 70 285 16 371
Penalties Assessed 66,550 25,850 7,720 100,120

76x




Penalties Collected 52,600 13,250 2,080 67,930

(Attached is a detailed summary of the documents issued in January and February,
1982).

In 1983, while it is expected that the Bureau of Campliance and Enforcement
will issue fewer enforcement documents for minor violations of the "Solid
Waste Management Act" for landfill violation (such violations are being

sited and initial Notices of Violations are being issued by the enforcement
officer at the site), the overall workload will increase dramatically not only
in the number of documents issued, but also in the complexity of the
docurents issued. The reasons for this increased workload are as follows:

a} assunption of enforcement responsibilities for hazardous waste
violations currently processed by EPA under RCRA; in 1982, 780
hazardous waste reports were sent to EPA, by the Division, for
review and processing; these will now be reviewed and processed
by the Bureau of Campliance and Enforcement.

b) issuance of enforcement documents for cases referred by the Division's
Engineering Element for a party's failure to submit TSD annual
reports; it is estimated that 400 such violations will be processed.

c) issuance of enforcement documents for cases referred to the
Bureau by the Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration; in these
cases responsible parties must be determined and the appropriate
enforcement action must be taken; it is estimated that at least

- 100 enforcement documents will be issued to property owners and
generators.

d) issuance of enforcement documents for cases referred by the
Department's Office of Special Funds Administation for a party's
failure to submit annual audit reports; it is estimated that
400 such violations will have to be processed.

In addition to issuing enforcement documents and initiating referrals, the
Bureau assists in negotiating and settling with parties for the improper
disposal of hazardous wastes and substances in an effort to minimize
expenditures of State monies from the New Jersey Spill Campensation and
Control Fund and the Hazardous Discharge Bond Act, and the Appropriations

Bill adopted pursuant thereto.

Further, the Bureau coordinates the preparation and development of cases
involving other Bureaus within the Division; other divisions within the
Department, including the Division of Water Resources, Division of
Environmental Quality, the Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife, etc., other
Departments, including the Department of Treasury; and other federal,
county and local agencies.

te Library
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Bureau of Compliance and Enforcement

Solid Hazardous
Documents Issued Waste Waste
Notice of Violation No. 7 271
Notice of Violation No. 26 7
with Penalty Amt. $11,000 $1,100
Administrative No. 17 0
Orders
Administrative Orders No. 17 6
with Penalty Amt. $53,050 : $24,750
Administrative No. 1 0
Cansent Orders with Amt. $2,500 0
Penalty
Directive Letters No. 0 0
letters of Intent No. 1 0
Denial letters No. 1 1
Total Documents Issued 70 285
Total Penalties Assessed $66,550 $25,850
Penalties Collected
Notice of Violation No. 18 6
with Penalty Amt. $2,100 $4,650
Administrative Order No. 0 5
with Penalty Amt. 0 $8,600
Penalty Collected No. 2 0
by DAG Amt. $50,500 0
Total Penalties No. 20 11
Collected Amt. $52,600 $13,250

Sumary of Activities
January and February, 1983
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
§ILI2ST: DMMEDIATELY - CONTACT: JIM STAPLES
TRYRSSAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1983  609/292-2994

Governor Thomas H. Kean today announced a four-year statewide hazardous
waste cump site éction program which he said will make 1983 remembered as "the year
ot the cleanup" in New Jersey.

Terming it a "three-pronged attack on New Jersey's hazardous waste dump
sites,” the Governor listed its phases as:

1- SMALL DRUM DUMP CLEANUP: Already underway and to be finished by early

March, "this effort will clean up 33 small drum dump sites (of 40 drums
or less) around the state, and involves a total cleanup of approximately

400 drums of hazardous waste."

2- MEDIUM TO LARGE DRUM DUMP CLEANUP: This effort will address dump sites

of 40 or more drums of hazardous waste. It will be integrated with ’ .
the larger, more complex dump site cleanups addré;sed in the a;companying
four-year plan. Other drum duhp sites will be added if and wheg they are
discovered. Both of these cleanups will be funded by the State Spill Fund.

3- DRAFT FOUR-YEAR CLEANUP PLAN FOR MAJOR HAZARDOUS WASTE DUMP SITES:

This will be the Department of Environmental Protection's (DEP) draft major

long-range effort. It will concentrate on beginning the c1eagups of over

100 of New Jersey's most severe hazardous waste dump sites. Included will be

sites on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) federal "Superfund"

1ist, as well as other sites to be addressed through New Jersey's Spill

Fund and Hazardous Waste Site Bond Act. The plan indicates that the cleanup

projects will be started within the four years, but completion of all sites

on the list will be a seven to eight-year effort.

Covernor Kean described the latter strategy as a "systematic appédach for
initiating remedial action at hazardous waste sites which is expected to cost $197 million

A1l three strategies we}e developed by DEP's Division of Waste Management.

"This plan represents the culmination of a review process which started with
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cecartment," said DEP Commiissioner Robert E. Hughey.

Hughey said 93 of those top state priority sites were ranked by DEP and EPA
according to the federal Hazard Ranking System. This system is based on potential
danger to public health and the environment, and takes into account surface and
croundwater pollution as well as releases of hazardous chemicals into the atmosphere,
Hughey explained. .

The federal Superfund program provides up to 90 percent cleanup costs for a
hazardous waste site, with the state providing the remainder of the costs from either
fhe state Spill Fund or the Hazardous Waste Site bond fund.

| "The 93 sites were further screened and u]timate]& 72.New Jersey sites were
submitted to the EPA in Washington. Of them, 17 received high priority approval in
mid-1982. On Dec. 20, 1982 the EPA identified a total of 65 sites which are eligible
for Superfund monies," Hughey said.

Noting that the draft plan announced today will require the review and funding
approval of the_EPA, Governor Kean said, "If our efforts are to be successful, we will
need -the full cooperation qnd assistance of the EPA. We intend to work very closely

with its Region II office in New York City and with EPA's Washington headquarters to

achieve our common goal of cleaning up our environment."

The draft New Jersey four-year plan is being transmitted to EPA today for its

review and comment, Governor Kean said.

Because the national Superfund list of 418 sites cannot be declared official by
EPA until after the close of the public comment period, it is impossible at this time to
define action schedules for New Jersey's 65 Superfund sites, Hughey said.

New Jersey will also submit its four-year action plan to public scrutiny and
comment prior to its adoption by DEP, Hughey said. He noted that in some cases DEP will
have responsibility for cleanup programs, while in others EPA will take the lead.

DEP still intends to evaluate sites which are not eligible for Superfund
assistance at this time, and some of those sites have been included in the four-year

preliminary plan, Hughey explained, "In addition to the drum dump sites already
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Kricn ware net included on the rational Superfund Tist, and these sites are also
jrcluded in the four-year plan," Hughey said. |

"New Jersey was extremely successful in the national competition for federal
Suoerfund moniss for cleanup programs, due to the early documentation and priority
system developad by the DEP," Governor Kean said.

Hughey related that "last August DEP reorganized its Division of Waste
Menagemant to better deal with hazardous waste prob]ems in New Jersey. We have
restructured the program to establish multi-disciplinary management teams to handle
this highly complex problem. Nowhere has this problem ever been addressed on a scale
of such magnitude. We intend to deal with high priority hazardous waste sites in a
' timely fashion while insuring proper fiscal and managerial controls for the expenditure
of'public monies. Our goal is to eliminate or lessen potential public health and |

environmental impacts from these sites."
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SITE NAME

A-Z Chemical
Barnegat Light Boro DPW
Baycnne DPW
Bjornlass Rennels
Black River Area
Burlington Avenue
Camden Fire Department
Carlstadt DPW
Cchawkin Road
Columbus Avenue

' Cammnipaw Averme
Creskturn Ceramics
poT

DCT Yard

Doughty Road
Dover DPW

Ellis Prcgperty
Emerald Trail
Harleigh Cemetary
Jackson DEW

Xurtz Residence
Manchester DPW

Mikrcoul

Small Drum Dump Cleanup Sites

N. Brunswick
Barnegat
Bayonne
Montville
Chester
Delanco
Camden City
Carlstadt

E. Greernwich
Roselle
Jersey City
Hainesport
Wall Twp
Logan Twp
Egg Harbor Twp
Dover Twp

. Evesham

Bridgewater
Camden City
Jackson Twp
Woodstown
Manchester

Garwood
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Attachment A

Middlesex

Morris
Morris
Burlington
Camcen
Bergen
Gloucester
Unicn
Hudson
Burlington
Mormmouth
Gloucester

Atlantic

Burlington

Screrset
Camden

Ocean

Salem

Union




SITE N&ME

Mirray Hill Parkway
Nash Property

Paterson DPW

Pleasant Grove Road
Rahway River Park
Reimer Strest

South Artoy Water Works
Union Two. DPW

Venice Boulevard

Victoria lLare

TONNHSIP

E. Rutherford
Buena
Paterson
Iong Valley v
Rahway

Mount Holly
S. Amboy
Union Twp
Buena Twp

Hackettstown

83x

Bergen
Atlantic
Passaic
Morris
Union
Burlington
Middlesex
Union
Atlantic

Warren
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Medium to Large Drum Dump Cleanups

SITE N=

Cooper Road

Frontace Road

Rearny Drum Dumps (Nos 1-5)

Minsei Kogyo Shoji
kX America, Inc.

*
Myers Property
North Bergen/Keystone
Storer Dum

Tabernacle Site

*
Sites included on the proposed National Priorities List

MUNICIPALITY
Voorhees Twp
Newark City
Kearny Town

Woodland Twp
Franklin Twp

North Bergen Twp
Marlboro Twp

Tabernacle Twp

85x

Attachment B

Camden
Essex
Kudson

Burlington

Bunterdon
Hudson
Mormouth

Burlington
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Sites Included in Four Year Plan

SITE NAME
Albert Steel

kxerican Cyenamid *

A. O. Polymer

Arky Property

2sbestos Durp

Ashland Campany

Barrier Chemical Industry

Eeachwood/Berkeley Wells *

Bog Cresk Farm *
Borne Chemical

*
Brick Township Landfill

Bridgeport Rental & Oil
Service*

Burnt Fly Bog

Buzby Brothers Landfill
Caldwell Trucking Co.
Chemical Contxrol Cc:,rp.,'r
Chemsol, I.nc:.’ir

Chipman Chemical

*
Cambe~Fill North Landfill

*
Corbe-Fill South landfill

*
CPS/Macison Industries

- *
Denzer & Schafer X-Ray Co.

(Superfund and Non-Suverfund)

MUNICIPALITY
Newark

Bound Brook Boro
Sparta Twp
Marlboro Township

Passaic Twp

_ Woodbridge Twp

Verncn Twp
Berkeley Twp
Howell Twp
Elizabeth City
Brick Township

Iogan Twp

Marlboro Twp
Voorhees Twp
Fairfield Twp
Elizabeth City
Piscataway Twp
Micddlesex Boro
Mount Olive Twp

Chester Twp/
Washington Twp

0ld Bridge Twp

Berkeley Twp
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Attachment C,

Essex
Samerset
Sussex
Mormouth
Samerset
Middlesex
Sussex

Mormouth
Unicn

Gloucester

Monmouth
Camden
Essex ~
Union
Middlesex
Middlesex
Morris

Morris

Middlesex

Ocean
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SITE NAME

*
D'Irperioc Property

*
Dover Manicipal Well 24

Duane Marine

Duck Island Landfill
Ellis Property *
Ever-Phillips *
Fairlawn Wellfield ©
T. Fiore Demclition
Friedman Property
GRS Landfill
Goose Farm *
Hercules, Inc.*
Horseshoe Road Dump
Igeal Cooperage
Imperial Oil

Jackson Twp. Landfill *

JIS Landfill
Kin-Buc Landfill

Kit Enterprises

*
King of Prussia Landfill

Keopers Commany

*
Kramer Sanitary Landfill

*
Krysowaty Farm

*
lang Prcperty

MUNICIPALITY

Hamilton Twp
Dover Twp

Perth Amboy City
Hamilton Twp
Evesham Twp

0ld Bridge Twp
Fairlawn Boro
Newark City
Upper Freehold Twp
Glcucester Two
Plumsted Twp
Greenwich Twp
Sayreville Boro
Jersey City
Marlboro Twp
Jackson Twp
Monrce Twp
Edison Twp
Elizabeth City
Winslcw Twp
Kearny Town
Mantua Twp
Hillsborough Twp

Pemberton Twp

88x

Atlantic
Morris

Middlesex

Burlington
Monmouth
Bergen
Essex

Monmouth

Gloucester
Middlesex
Hudson

Mormouth

Middlesex
Middlesex
Cnion
Camden |
Hudson
Gloucester
Samerset

Burlington




STT=Z NAME
*
Lipari Ieandfill
*
Lone Pine lLandfill

Manchester Twp Mile
Marker 28

*
Marnheim Ave. Dump Site

Martell Property
Maywood Chemical *

*
Metaltec/Aerosystems
Mirex Duo
Mcbil Chemical

*
Monroe Twp Landfill

*
Montcomery Twp Housing

Develoment

N. L. Incustries =
Pepe Field '

Perth Amboy PCB Case

*
Pijak Famm

*
PJP landfill

Reich Farms
L
Renora, Inc.

Ringwocd 2oro lLandfill/
Mines *

%*
Rockaway Township Wells

*
Rockaway Borough Wellfield

Rocky Hill Municipal
well *

MUNICIPALITY

Mantua Twp
Freehold Twp
Manchester Twp

Galloway Twp
Deptford Twp

Maywood Twp/
Rochelle Park Boro

Franklin Boro
Sayreville Boro
Carteret Boro
Monrce Twp
Montgomery Twp

Oldmans Twp
Boonton Tb&n
Perth Amboy City
Plumsted Twp
Jersey City

Egg Harbor Twp/

Pleasantville City
Dover Twp
Edison Twp

Ringwood Boro

Rockaway Twp
Rockaway Boro

Rocky Hill Boro

89x

Gloucester

Monmouth

Atlantic
Gloucester

Bergen

Sussex

Middlesex
Middlesex
Middlesex

Samerset

Salem
Morris

Middlesex

Atlantic

Ocean
Middlesex

Passaic

Morris
Morris

Samerset



SITE NAME
Roebling Steel Company
Sayreville Landfill
Sayreville Pesticide Dump

*
Scientific Chemical
Processing

Seaview Square Mall/M & T
Delisa Landfil]l *

*
Sharkey's Farm Landfill

South Brunswick Landfill ~
Scence Farm *

Swope 0il

Syncon Resins *

Toms River Chemical Co.
U. S. Radium Site *
Universal Oil Products ~
Vineland State School
Wnite Chemical Campany
williams Property *
Woodland Twp Dump 41
Woodland Twp Durp £2

*
Sites included on the proposed National Priorities List

MUNICIPALITY
Florence Twp
Sayreville Boro
Sayreville Boro

Carlstadt Boro

Ocean Twp
Parsippany-Troy Hills
Twp

S. Brunswick Twp
Plumsted Twp
Pennsauken Twp
Kearny Town
Dover Twp

Orange City

E. Rutherford Boro
Vineland City
Baycnne City
Middle Twp
Wocdland Two
Woodland Twp

90x

Burlington

Middlesex

Middlesex

Bergen
Mernmouth
Morris

Camden

Camcen

Essex

.Bergen

Cumberland
Hudsen
Cape May
Burlington

Burlingtcn
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Site Name In Order of Priority

SITE NAME
Chemical Control

Price's lLandfill *

Burnt Fly Bog

Kin Buc Landfill ~

Lone Pine Landfill
Lipari Iandfill *
ridgeport Rental Oil
Service*

D'Imperio Property *

*

Syncon Resins

Kramer Landfill ~
GEMS lLandfill
Krysowaty Farm
Goose Famm
Spence Farm

Pijak Farm

93x
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SITE NAME

Swope Oil *

Friedman Property
CPS/Madison Industries ++
Caléwell Trucking +

Brick Township Landfill +

Scientific Chemical
Processing *

Duck Island Landfill
Universal Oil Products
Reich Farms *

Woodland Twp Dump No., 1
S. Brunswick Landfill *
Barrier Chemical Industry

Ringwood Boro Landfill/
Mines *

Manchester Twp Mile
Marker #28

Maywood Chemical *
Ideal Cocperage
American Cyanamid ++
N.L. Industries *++
Wnite Chemical Carpany

Metaltec/Aerosystems




SITE NAME
Lang Property *
Arky Property
. Sharkey's Farm Landfill *
Chipran Chemical ++
King of Prussia lLandfill *
Ashland Company
Toms River Chemical Co. ++
Cambe-Fill South Landfill ~
Buzby Brothers Landfill
JIS Landfill +
Rockaway Township Wells
Bog Creek Farm
Horseshce Road Dumps

- Horseshoe Road
- Sayreville Pesticide

Chemsol, Inc +

Imperial Oil +

Fairlawn Wellfield
Cambe-Fill North Iandfill

*

%*
Keppers Co.
Monroe Township landfill +
Rockaway Borough Wellfield

Beachwood/Berkeley Wells
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SITE NAME

Dover Township Municipal
Well #4

Roebling Steel Company
.Woodland Twp Dup #2
Vineland State School
Williams Property
Renora, Inc
Denzer & Schafer X-Ray Co *+
Albert Steel +
Bercules, Inc. *
Perth Amboy PCB Case
Asbestos Durp/Millington
Roosevelt Drive-In
Jackson Twp Landfill +
Rocky Hill Minicipal Well

Montgemery Twp Housing
Develomment

U.S. Radium Site
‘Mobil Chemical
Sayreville Landfill ~
T. Fiore Demolition
Evor-Phillips
Mannheim Ave Dump Site
Ellis Property

* Remedial Acticns propesed for EPA-lead

(Z2) Interim Action

Remedial Acticns expected to be conducted by private caroanies
.+ Sites for which Administrative Consent Orcders have been previcusly issued
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70 Mr, Earl Josephson, Deputy Director
Civision of Purchase and Property

THROUGH: Commissioner Robert E. Hughey
Department of Envirormental Protection

FROM: The Standing Evaluation Committee for the
Evaluation of Bids Related to the Cleamuip,
Removal & Disposal of Hazardous Substances

SUBJECT: Recammended Contract Awards for Services Related
to Emergency Cleanup and Removal of Hazardous
Substances-State of New Jersey-DEP.

Bic Identification Number X-213
Date: February 14, 1983

I. Backgr

The subject of Procurement Circular number 34 dated August 15, 1982 was
contract delegations to DEP for hazardous materials cleamups. This procurement
circular was approved by Kenneth R. Biederman, State Treasurer, and Robert E.
Rughey, Camnissioner, Department of Envirommental Protection. The general
purpose of the procurement circular as related to the subject recommendations
is, "to establish policies and procedures to be utilized when awarding contracts
for the removal of hazardous materials administered by the Department of
Environmental Protection for (a)° % cleanup projects that pose an
imminent endangerment to the public or welfare or the enviromment.
Examples may include actions such as but not limited to the spilling, leaking,
punping, pouring, emitting, emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping,
leaching, dumping or disposing of toxic substances into the enviromment."
Section II of PC-34 entitled policy, paragraph "b" states "all contracts that do
not exceed $250,000 for emergency cleanup operations will be issued by DEP using
the term contracts established by the Department of the Treasury through the
campetitive bidding process." PC-34 also establishes: procedures and
responsibilities for the establishment of current contracts for emergency
cleamups and in addition sets forth the method that is to be followed in
evaluating bid proposals submitted that are related to the hazardous materials
area. PC-34 establishes a standing Evaluation Cammittee to be utilized for this
purpose. Section III of this report identifies the members of this committee.

In accordance with PC-34 the Department of the Treasury, Purchase Bureau,
in conjunction with DEP has developed RFP X-213, "Services Related to Emergency
Cleanup and Removal of Hazardous Substances-State of New Jersey - DEP." This
RFP was formulated to encampass purchase policy, procedures and responsibilities
delineated in PC-34. The following report is the Standing Evaluation
Camittee's recammendation for contract award(s) in the various regions and
categories of work established by R.F.P. X-213,

II. General Overview of Procurement Process R.F.P. X-213

The following are the key dates during the bid process.
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1. Bid mailing date; Octaber 22, 1982, RFP X-213 was mailed to an
initial list of 630 potential bidders.

|38
.

Mandatoryv bidders conference: A mandatory bidders conference was held
on November 5, 1982. 110 firms attended the mandatory bid conference
and therefore qualified to bid on X-213.

3, Addendum #1: On November 16, 1982 addencum #1 was mailed to the 110
bidders who attended the mandatory bid conference. A copy of addendum
$#1 is attached to this report as Attachment #1.

4. Addendums #2: On December 8, 1982 addendum #2 was mailed to the 110
firms that attended the mandatory bidders conference.

Addenchmm #2 answered all questions raised by the bidders at the mandatory
bidders conference along with written questions that were submitted by the
attendees of the mandatory bidders conference. A copy of Addendum #2 is
attached to this report as Attachment #2.

5. Bid opening date: The Bid opening date was 1/3/83. On 1/3/83
twenty-three (23) proposals were received by the Purchase Eureau and
were publicly opened and read.

III. BEvaluation Methodology

Pursuant to PC-34 "The Purchase Bureau Supervisor has the responsibility to
formulate a five (5) member evaluation committee camposed of two representatives
from DEP (one of which will be £rom the Division of Fiscal and Support Services)
cne representative fram the Purchase Bureau, one representative from the Office
of the Spill Fund Administrator and one representative fram a disinterested
third party state agency. The Purchase Bureau member will chair this Evaluation
Cammittee."”

Pursuant to PC-34 the Purchase Bureau Supervisor has formulated the
Standing Evaluation Camittee as follows:

1. David F. Kinney, Purchase Bureau.

2. Howard Reading, Office of the Spill Fund Administrator.

3. Dr. Dhun Patel, Dept. of Health (disinterested third party).

4, Charles Strano, Bureau of Management Services, DEP.

5. Anthony Farro, Bureau of Site Management, DEP.

NOTE: For purposes of this evaluation Tom Allen, of the Bureau of Field
Operations, has been chosen by Anthony Farro to serve as his
designee on this camittee. Mr. Allen was chosen to serve on the
camittee since he is the D.E.P. program representative whose
unit would be utilizing the services provided by the contract.

The following is a listing of the dates on which the evaluation comittee
activities occurred:
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1.  December 30, 1982
2. January 18, 1983
3. January 25, 1983
4, January 26, 1983
5. Jamary 27, 1983
6. January 31, 1983

7. February 3, 1983
8. February 7, 1983

The above dates, along with individual efforts, represent approximately 80
hours of individual involvement for each Camittee member.

The following section is a discussion of the Committee's analysis of the
various mandatory bid submission items together with the associated evaluation
criteria where applicable.

During the evaluation process it became evident that various required bid
submission items were either not applicable to certain categories of work, or
were not considered by the Committee to be necessary in order for the Cammittee
to reach valid conclusions on contract award(s). The Committee's analysis was
broken down into the areas of technical proposal/organizational support and
experience and cost requirements. The analysis that follows will set the
groundwork for Committee recammendations on each individual bid proposal.

.The following discussion is organized according to the R.F.P. section and
is grouped with the associated evaluation criteria where applicable.

It should be noted by the reader that Section IV of this report will
consist of Comittee analysis of each fimm's proposal. The determination(s) by
the Camittee on the importance of various bid submission items and associated
criteria, along with any explanatory camments where applicable, will not be
reiterated later in the individual discussion of the proposals. During the
individual discussion of the proposals, major and minor deviations are noted but
will not be further discussed or explained. For ease of reference and use by
the reader the following is a lost of various categories of work contained in
R,F.P. X=-312. For the remainder of the report, only the letter of the
applicable category will usually be referenced.

A. Petroleum Spill Cleanup

B Hazardous Substance Removal and Cleanup
c Leak Detections X-Ray Inspection

D. Explosivity Detection Vapors and Gases
E Explosive Material Removal and Disposal
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F. Inspection of Pipes
G. Well Drilling
H. Disposal Services

See Attachment #3 Proposal Evaluation Sheet and Attachment #4 Committee
Analysis of Proposal Evaluation Sheet.

R.F.P. Section 6.1.1 Reads as Follows:

"The detailed procedures the bidder will follow to mobilize his personnel
and resources (or subcontractors if necessary) to insure arrival at job site
within the two (2) hours from notification. This shall include both operational
and management procedures." The associated evaluation criteria is RFP Section
7.1.3 that reads as follows: "The bidding organization's plan to mobilize their
resources to respond to emergency conditions within two hours to support this
activity on a statewide or regicnal depot basis.”

Camnittee Analysis

The Camittee has determined that this submission item is mandatoryv for the
following categories: A, B, C, D, E, & F.

The Committee has concluded that this bid submission item and correlated
evaluation criteria are not applicable to categories G and H. The Cammittee has
reached this decision based on the fact that Addencum #2 under the "attachment
section” 5.0 revised stated that the required response time for category G will
be twelve hours and the response time for category H will be mutually agreeable,
reascnable response time. Therefore, the Camittee has not evaluated this bid
submission requirement or utilized this evaluation criteria in meking a
determination of contract award recammendations in categories G and H,

R.F.P. Section 6.1.2

“A back up plan should any of the bidders normal procedures fail for any
reason (or subcontractors if necessary)." The associated evaluation criteria
for this section is the same as noted above i.e. Section 7.1.3 of the RFP,

Committee Analysis

The Camittee deemed that this bid submission item was a mandatory
requirement in the following categories of work: A, B, C, D, E and F. The
Camittee has found that this bid submission requirement is not applicable for
categories G and H due to the fact that the response time for category G is
twelve hours and is to be determined by mutual agreement between DEP and the
contractor for category H as discussed above.

R.F.P. Section 6.1.3

"Describe bidders method of quality control and assurance to guarantee
proper performance of work." There is no directly associated evaluation
criteria for this particular submission item.




Committee Analysis

The Committee has concluded that this bid submission item is mandatory for
all categories of work A through H.

R.F.P. Section 6.1.4

"Provide answer to 3.28 of this RFP with name(s) if applicable."™ Section
3.28 of the RFP concerns clean air and water certification.

Coammittee Analysis

RFP Section 6.1.4

Section 6.1.4 included and "answer to 3.28" as one of the items to be
submitted with the bidder's proposal.

Section 3.28 of the RFP, Clean Air and Water Certification, clearly
indicated that the intent of the RFP was not to require a bidder to certify his
campliance with this section at the time of bid submission, but rather at the
time of award.

Because of this contradiction within the RFP, the Committee decided that
neither response nor non-response to this section would be considered for

evaluation purposes.
R.F.P. Section 6.1.5

"Provide signed statement <that demonstrates the wvendor's camplete
campliance with Attachment I - Confidential Information." There is no
evaluation criteria that corresponds directly to this bid submission item.

Cormittee Analysis

The Cammittee has ascertained that this bid submission item is a mandatory
item in all categories A through H. A statement by the bidder that his fimm
would camply with Attachment I of the R.F.P. cambined with the bidder's
signature on the proposal was accepted as a satisfactory response.

R.F.P. Section 6.1.6

"Provide proof of compliance to Section 3.19 of this RFP". The associated
evaluation criteria is to be found in Section 7.1.6 of the RFP which reads as
follows: "History of compliance with all federal, state, and local regulations
and statutes of the contractor, subcontractors and their key personnel.

Section 3.19 of the RFP deals with licenses and permits.

The Cammittee concluded that the intent of Section 3.19, License and
Permits, was to ensure that contractors and subcontractors performing work for
the State would be in possession of all applicable licenses, permits and
authorizations from the various regulatory agencies., It was, however, unclear
as to when a bidder would have to provide proof of campliance with this

requirement.
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Section 6.1.6 of Proposal Preparation Instructions instructed hidders to
include with his proposal, proof of campliance with Section 3.19. However,
since Section 3.19 did not specifically indicate a timeframe for supplying
evidence of campliance, there may have been same confusion for potential
bidders. The Committee has agreed that this section was open to interpretation
and has given the benefit of the doubt to those bidders who did not include any
evidence of licenses and permits with this proposal.

The requirement that evidence of campliance with 3.19 be submitted with the
bid proposal has been deemed to be non-critical for evaluation purpcoses by the
Coammittee.

The Camnittee was confident that the spirit and intent of the RFP would be
met because of DEP's in-house capability to check potential awardee's campliance
with regulations and statutes prior to issuance of formal contracts.

R.F.P. Section 6.3.1

"Location of bidders headquarters."” The associated proposal evaluation
criteria is R.F.P. Section 7.3.7 which reads as follows: "The bidders
submission of all documentation reguired by Section 6.3 (Including Health and
Safety Plan)." The discussion of the bid submission requirements for R.F.P.
Sections 6.3.1 through 6.3.7 will therefore all have the associated evaluation
criteria of R.F.P., Section 7.3.7 quoted above, .

Committee Analysis

The Camittee decided that the submission by the bidders of the location of
the bidder's headquarters was a mandatory bid submission item for all categories
of work A through H. However, the Camittee used a broad interpertation of this
particular bid submission regquirement, The RFP did not specifically state
whether the intent was for the bidder to submit the location of their corporate
headguarters or the location cf the bidders facility from which service would be
provided. Therefore, either of these submissions was accepted by the Camittee.
Virtually any mention of the location of the bidders headguarters at any point
throughout the Bidder's Proposal was deemed by the Coammittee to constitute
satisfactory response to this requirement.

R.F.P. Section 6.3.2 & 6.3.3

6.3.2 "A chart of the bidders organization which shows for key project staff
members, their level of responsibility within the organization."

6.3.3 "A chart of the project organization with names,."

Camittee Analysis

For purposes of Committee analysis of this bid response recuirement,
we bound together Section 6.3.2 of the RFP with Section 6.3.3 referenced above.
The Committee has determined that the submission of Section 6.3.2 and/or 6.3.3
is a mandatory submission item for all categories A through H. However, the
Committee used a broad definition of the submission of the information required
by 6.3.2/6.3.3. For example, a listing of the personnel contained in the
bidders organization that was clearly intended to fulfill this requirement was

‘_. '
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accepted. In addition, either the chart of the bidders organization or a chart
of the project organization with names was deemed to be a satisfactory response
which woulé fulfill the requirements of both of these sections.

R.F.P. Section 6.3.4

*A list of key personnel to be assigned, their function on the project, an
indication of the labor category as described in Schedule A, and a resume for
each person assigned."

Coamittee Analvsis

The Camnittee found that the submission of the information required by
Section 6.3.4 was a mandatory submission item for the following categories: A,
B, C, D, and F. The Camittee concluded that the submission of this information
for categories E, G and H was not considered a critical factor. The raticnale
leading to this Cammittee determination is as follows. For categories E, G and
H, there exist various licensing requirements. The firm or personnel of the
firm that will be performing the work in these categories must fulfill certain
requirements in order to abtain the necessary license and or permits.

As long as the firm or the personnel of that firm have the required license
or permit, the Coamittee deemed it to be sufficient evidence to meet the
requirements of this section. Specifically, firms or personnel to be used in
performing work under category E would be licensed blasters. Persons or firms
to be used in category G would be licensed well drillers. Firms or personnel to
be used in category H would have the applicable licenses for the transportation,
hauling or disposal of hazardous materials.

R.F.P. Section 6.3.5

"Documentation which clearly shows the bidder's experience as a prime
cantractor in performing similar projects.” The associated evaluation criteria
can be found in Section 7.1.2 <f the RFP which reads as follows: "The
documented experience of the bidding organization and the subcontractor where
applicable in abating emergency conditions resulting from the discharge of
petroleum, petroleum products and hazardous substances, also other categories of
this RFP., In addition, the bidder shall be evaluated on his or her experience
in abating emergency's resulting from the improper operation or closure of
operating landfills."”

Committee Analysis

The Ccmmittee has found that documentation required by Section 6.3.5 is a
mandatory submission item in the following categories: A, B, C and D. The
Camittee has also found that the submission of the regquired documentation of
previous experience as a prime contractor is of little or no importance in the
determination of contract awards for categories E, F, G and H. A similar
rationale as explained above for Section 6.3.4 was utilized by the Committee in
determining the applicability of the documentation of previous experiences of
prime contractors. The Camnittee is of the opinion that the fact that contract
vendors in Section E, F, G and H would necessarily have had to obtain the
required licenses would serve as a strong indication of their ability to
satisfactorily perform the required tasks. The issue of the evaluation of the
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documented experience of subcontractors where applicable, will be discussed in
more detail during the discussion of Section 6.3.6 below. The Camittee
concluded that it was inappropriate, if not impossible, to evaluate the
capabilities of the various subcontractors to be used in the performance of this
contract. The intent of the RFP is clearly to establish that the prime
contractor is responsible for the quality and responsiveness of work performed by
his subcantractor (s).

R.F.P. Section 6.3.6

"If subcontracting is planned at the time of bid submission, and the
identity of the subcontractor (s} to be used is known, bidders should submit the
following information on said subcontractors with bidder's bid response
proposal.”

1. Name of proposed subcontractor.
2. Address of proposed subcontractor-include phone number.

3. Name(s) as and addresses of responsible operating officer9s) of
subcontracting firm,

4, Description of nature and extent of work or services to performed or
equipment to be supplied by subcontractor.

5. Evidence of similar experience in perfoming work described in No. 4
above (references-including name and phone muber of individuals to
contact for reference check).

Camittee Analysis

The reader should note that Addencum #2 (Attachment 2) contained a revised
3.10 section as follows: "Bidders shall supply in writing the following
information for all subcontractors used in performing any work performed under a
contract resulting fram this RFP.

[
-

Name of subcontractor.
2. Address if subcontractor-include phone number.

3. Name(s) and addresses of responsible operating officers of
subcontracting firm. '

4, Description of nature and extent of work, services or equipment
performed or supplied by subcontracting firm, ‘

NOTE: It remains the responsibility of the prime contractor to ensure
that the two hour response time is met (where applicable) by all
subcontractors. The prime contractor remains responsible for all
work performed by any subcontractor he employs.”

It should be noted that the RFP, on the reverse side of the
Golden Rod coversheet Form #PB-122, contained as Section 3.5 of
the standard terms and conditions a statement on subcontacting or
assigmment that reads as follows; "the contract mey not be
subcontracted or assigned by the contractor, in whole or in part,




without @ the prior written consent of +the Director of the Division
of Purchase and Property. Such consent, if granted, shall not
relieve the ocontractor of any of his responsibilities under the
contract. In the event that a bidder proposes to subcontract for
the services to be performed under the temms of the contract
award, he shall state so in bid and attach for approval a list of
said subcontractors and an itemization of the services in the
specifications shall be construed  as creating any  contractural
relationship between subcontractor and the State.”

Addencm #2 made it quite clear to prospective bidders that subcontracting
was allowed only for categories A, B, G and H. The Camittee made the decision
during the evaluation process that the failure of a bidder to address the
subcontracting issue, or the failure to submit all information required, by any
or all of the above referenced RFP sections would constitute, in all cases, a
minor deviation.,

R.F.P, Section 6.3.7

"Bidders must camplete and submit with their response proposal a Health and
Safety Plan (HASP) document structured for on-site perscnnel to minimize their
personal injury, illness, and potential envircnmental impairment associated with
the contracted remedial action. This plan mist cover at a minimum, the areas
listed below:

3A) listing of persommel protective equipment (including respiratory
protection) to be used, including make, model, and any required
certification documentation.

B) listing of safety equipment (including make and model) to be used,
such as: fire actmgulshe:rs, portable eye wash stations, air
monitoring equipment, etc.

C) Medical surveillance program.

D) Pefsonal hygiene requirements,

E) Training program including training protocol.

F) Special medical procedures to be available.

G) Contingency plans for emergency procedures, spill prevention response,
and evacuation plans.”

Committee Analysis

. The Camittee discussed the required HASP plan by (Section A through G} and
attempted to determine the applicability of each of these sections to the
various categories of work to be performed. 6.3.7a2 and 6.3.7b were considered
to be mandatory bid submission items for all categories of work A through H.
The Camittee took a broad definition of what constituted an adecuate response
to these sections. The Committee noted that the RFP was quite clear on the
issue that the contractors are responsible for providing all personnel
protective and safety equipment needed to adequately and safely perform the
required work. The Camittee did not take into consideration the level of
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detail, such as make and model of the equipment to be used. The Camittee felt
that such detail was not pertinent to the evaluation process. Categories 6.3.7c
and 6.3.7d were deemed by the Committee to be non-essential as far as the
evaluation process was concerned. This determination is applicable to all
categories of work A through H.

6.3.7e, was determined by the Committee to be an important and mandatory
bid submission item. This determination was applicable to all categories of
work A through H.

6.3.7f was determined by the Camittee to be a non-essential for both bid
submission and evaluation purposes across all categories of work A through H.

6.3.7g was determined by the Camittee to0 be a mandatory bid submission
item across all categories of work A through H,

Summary

The analysis and findings of the Evaluation Committee as discussed above
can be viewed in technical purchasing terms as follows:

1. All items discussed above that were determined to be mandatory
submission items had to be both submitted with the bid proposal and
have been deemed by the Committee to be adequate. Failure to submit
these mandatory items or an inadegquate response as determined by the
Committee are, in all cases, to be deemed major deviations and must be
considered cause for +the bidder's proposal to be considered
non-responsive.

2. Any bid submission item or evaluation criteria discussed above that
was found to be either not applicable to a particular category or
non-essential for bid evaluation and award by the Camnittee should, in
all cases, be viewed as a minor deviation. Therefore, any items so
deemed by the Cammittee were not considered by the Committee to be
grounds for a bidder's proposal to be considered non-responsive.

The "Cammittee Analysis of Proposal Evaluation Sheets" regarding various
proposal submissions has been summarized on Attachment #4. '

The following is a general discussion of the methodology employed by the
Camnittee in evaluating the cost proposals of the bidding fimms.

Addendum #2 Section 5.0 revised reads in part as follows: (See Attachment
$#2).

"Bidders responding to any and all categories 2 through H must bid on
all items listed in Schedule A (labor) and B (Equipment) for said
categories. Bidders are reminded that subcontracting is allowed in
categories A, B, G and E only."

The intent of the RFP was to insure that the bidders submit cost
proposals that were uniform and comparable. However, upon investigation
and review of the bids sutmitted, it was apparent that there were numerous
discrepancies.

l -
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Schedule A and B were modified by addendum #2. One apparent error in
Schedule B is that various items of equipment that must be purchased by the
State are listed with price blanks for "hourly operating rates and daily
standby and operating rates" (e.g. sorbents),

Another discrepancy was the fact that certain pieces of equipment
(e.g. portable sanitation unit) do not lend themselves to either an hourly
or standpy rate.

The Committee allowed for flexibility in this area as long as the
bidder submitted a price which could be logically interpreted. Thus, if
the bidder met the above criteria his proposal was considered to be
responsive.

A cost analysis of the bid proposals was very cumbersame because of volume
and extent of pricing information generated. The following methodology was
adopted by the Committee with respect to labor and equipment prices submitted
for categories A through G. Category H (Disposal) was dealt with in a different
manner and is discussed in a separate section that follows.

Cost analysis of Schedule A and Schedule B pricing was only performed for
those bidder's proposals which passed the Committee's initial technical
qualification screening. The first step in this analysis process was to
determine that the bidder had, in fact, submitted both required cost Schedules
and that each included a quoted price for the applicable labor classifications
and equipment items,

Once a positive determination was made, the following steps where taken to
arrive at a carbined average hourly rate for an individual firm,

2. Labor Rate Schedule (3)

All labor persomnel classifications for a particular category of work
were averaged across all three shifts for rate per hour Monday thru Friday,
rate per hour Saturday, and hourly rate per hour Sundays and Holidays. The
determination to average all listed labor persomnel classifications, for
all shifts and days of the week was made because it is impossible to
determine for any particular "emergency spill response" the type of
personnel classification or the shift and day reguired by DEP. The
applicable hourly rates were averaged using DEP's Apple II camputer. The
result of this averaging was a single average hourly rate across all labor
classifications. This average hourly rate for labor is one camponent of
the total cost analysis.

B. Equipment Rate Schedules (B)

Pricing for equipment schedules was vast. In an attempt to evaluate
this data the Committee together with DEP technical personnel determined
key pieces of equipment for each category of work to be performed. Once
this determination was made for a category, this criteria was applied
equally to all bidders submitting cost proposals in that category. For an
individual firm, the applicable rates bid for the key pieces of eguipment
were averaged using DEP's Apple II camputer. The result was an average
daily rate for equipment used considering "one (1) to seven (7) days," and
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"seven (7) days and over" for both operating and standby rates where
applicable.

The established daily rate described above is then divided by 24 hours
to develop an average hourly rate for key pieces of equipment. This
"average hourly rate" for key egquipment is the second component for cost
analysis.

The final stage in the cost analysis was to add together the average
hourly rate for labor and the average hourly rate for key equipment to
arrive at a sum total which will be considered the combined average hourly
rate (Labor and Equipment) used for ranking purposes in each region. (See
cost analysis sheets, Attachment 7).

NOTE: All Cost Anelysis Sheets reflect net terms.

The final area to be discussed in reference to cost analysis is Disposal,
Category H. Upon review of the cost proposals suomitted by the various bidders
it was determined that the breadth of information supplied was vast. Bidders
were allowed to submit prices on one or more disposal methods and one or more
subcategories within any particular disposal method. The bidders took advantage
of this latitude and apparently bid only those categories in which they were
particularily interested in performing work.

It was determined that a discrepancy existed in the RFP document. This
discrepancy concerned the fact that the RFP specifically instructed all bidders
submitting bids to bid both labor and egquipment schedules for each category A-H.
It is clearly evident to the Comithtee that +the intent of the RFP was not to
require bidders in the disposal category to bid on labor classifications. The
RFP was quite clear on the issue that all transportation and incidental costs
were to be included in the bidders lump sum price for a particular method of
disposal. With respect to the labor category as it related to disposal the
following should be noted: It was never the intent of DEP technical personnel
to have the disposal vendor provide any services other than the actual
transportation and disposal of hazardous waste materials. It is clear that the
contract vendors for categories A and B under this RFP will perform any and all
services that require a separate breakdown of labor cost. The result of this
analysis is that the Committee did not consider in any manner the labor sheets
submitted by some of the disposal wvendors. No equipment pricing is applicable
to the disposal category.

As discussed above, it became evident to the Committee that there were
simply too many variables imolved in the cost matrix to allow a determination
of which firm was the over-all low bidder. This lead the Committee to the
conclusion that no pre—established ranking of vendors as determined by cost
would be possible at the time of contract award. It is the recommendation of
the Camittee that all bidders who submitted responsive proposals to the RFP in
disposal category H be given contract awards. DEP technical personnel will make
the determination of who the low bidder is once the type of material to be
dispcsed of has been precisely determined. This low bidder will then be
utilized for the disposal of the hazardous materials in question. If the
identified low bidder for a particular waste disposal cannot accept the job, for
justifiable reason, the next lowest vendor for that disposal method and type of
waste will be engaged.




Iv. COMMITTEE AWARD RECOMMENDATIONS

The following section of the report deals with an individual discussion of
each particular firm's proposal. The bids submitted are discussed in
alphabetical order. The reader should use Attachment #5, Committee Summary -
Proposal Evaluation Sheets for each individual firm in conjunction with
Attachment #4 Evaluation Camnittee Analysis of the Proposal Evaluation Sheet.

By cross referencing Attachment #4 with Attachment #5 the reader will be
able to determine the responsiveness of any bid proposal.

Twenty-three (23) bidders submitted bid response proposals to RFP X-213, A
sunmary of the bids submitted and of the ocontact award recoammendations is
contained in Attachment #6 Bid Submission and Contract Award Summary. This
Attachment will serve to note that a bid was submitted for a particular category
of work within a certain region and will also inform the reader of the
Camittee's decision on whether or not a contract was awarded pursuant to that
bid,

Section 3.30 of the RFP stipulates that "The State will award a maximum of
10 contracts per category within each region." The intent of the RFP was
clearly to establish a multiple award concept by region and category. It is
important to note that in technical purchasing terms the contract award
recamendations of the Committee do not entail the bypass of any low bidders.
The award recamendations of the Comittee were made to all bidders who
submitted bid response proposals that were technically responsive to RFP
requa.renentsandmdldmttakeanymajoracceptlms or deviations to
critical areas of the RFP document. No responsive bid proposals submitted were
excluded fram contract awards due to pricing factors.

A.C. Schultes

The firm of A.C. Schultes submitted a proposal for category G (Well Drill-
ing) in the central and southern regions.

Technical /Organizational Support & Experience:

The Committee noted the following major deviations: Failure to submit
information required by section 6.1.2, 6.3.7e, and 6.3.7g of the RFP. The
camittee also made note of the following minor deviations in the bid of A.C.
Schultes. Failure to submit responses to Sections 6.1.4, 6.3.3, 6.3.6,
6.3.7(c), 6.3.7(b) and 6.3.7(f). The balance of the bid proposal was deemed to
be responsive and adequate by the Cammittee.

Cost:

A.C. Schultes failed to submit the required Schedule A (labor) for category
(G). The Comnittee deemed this to be a major deviation. The RFP was quite
clear that both labor and equipment e (AsB) must be submitted. Without
this information the Committee was unable to reach any conclusion concerning
this bidder's labor costs. The Comittee discussed this issue at length and was
in agreement that there seemed to be a strong possibility that the bidder
intended to include his labor rates on the egquipment schedule. However, no
. mention of this possibility was made by the bidder.
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In summary it is the recammendation of the Cammittee that due to the major
deviations noted above in both the technical proposal and cost proposal of
A.C.Schultes, that this firm not be awarded a contract.

CECOS International, Inc.

The firm of CBECOS International, Inc. submitted a bid for Category H
(Disposal) in the northern, central and southern regions.

Technical/Organizational Supoort & Experience:

The Comittee determined that the firm of CECOS International, Inc. has
submitted a proposal that is fully responsive to the RFP regquirements with the
single exception of one minor deviation with respect to Section 6.1.4.

Cost:

The Committee made note that CECOS qualified their cost proposal by a
series of footnotes. The Camittee determined that these footnotes are not to
be considered as exceptions or deviations fram the RFP requirements. An example
of these footnotes is "minimum shipment quantity is five (5) drums." Under the
format by which DEP will make use of the disposal contracts these qualifications
are not a praoblem. When DEP technical personnel have determined the exact type
of materials and quantity to be disposed, they will proceed to select the lowest
bidder for that particular item. At this point CECOS' footnotes which qualify
their bid will be considered for determining their relative cost ranking.

In summary, it is the recamendations of the Carmittee that this firm be
awarded contracts for Category H in the north, central and southern regions of
the state.

Clean Industry Inc.

The firm of Clean Industry Inc. has submitted a proposal for categories A
(Petroleum Cleanup) and B (Hazardous Cleamup) in the central region. In
addition this firm has submitted a bid for Category H (Disposal) in the
northern, central and southern regions.

Technical /Organization Support & Experience:

The firmm of Clean Industry Inc. has submitted a proposal that is fully
responsive to the RFP requirement.

Cost:

This firm submitted a cost proposal for categories A and B that was deemed
by the Camittee to be satisfactory. The cost proposal submitted by Clean
Industry Inc. for category E contains some minor problems. These problems were
evidenced by the fact that three (3) line item categories were rejected by the
Purchase Bureau due to uninitialed price changes. The Committee acreed that
these uninitialed price changes are insignificant when considering the total
nurber of line items bid for Category H.

Therefore, it is the recamendation of the Comnittee that this fiyrm be




awarded contracts for all line items bid in Category B with the exception of the
three items that were rejected for uninitialed price changes.

In summary, it is the recoamendation of the Committee that the firm of
Clean Industry, Inc., be awarded a contract in categories A and B for the central
region and Category H with the exceptions noted abowve for the northern, central
and southern regions.

Clean Venture, Inc.

The fiym of Clean Venture Inc. has submitted a proposal for Categories A
(Petroleum Clearup) and B (Hazardous Clearup) in the northern, central and
southern regions.

Technical /Organization Support & Experience:

Clean Venture Inc.'s proposal is fully responsive to all technical and
organizational requirements of the RFP with the exception of cne minor deviation
in Section 6.3.7(b).

The cost proposal is generally in accordance with the requirements of the
RFP. Bowever, ﬂufmtwkwc@tlmmala%gmmtmcemm
their bid for water borne equipment. a footnote on the cost sheet
associated with this egquipment, which reads as follows:

(1) "Bourly or daily ratestostartwl'mequlmtlemsstorage'or
berthing site. Fraction of a day will be charged at full rate."

It should be noted that Sectiom 3.21 of the RFP states that "contractors
will not be campensated for travel time or mileage to or from the site.”

iheCaunitwedetemdnedthatmeemeptimtakenbyﬂuisﬁmtoﬂeabwe
quoted provision of the RF? constitutes a major deviation. Therefore, it is the
recammendation of the Camittee that this mtbemrdedacmtractforthe
water borne equipment section.

However, the Committee feels that this firm should be awarded a contract
for the remainder of their equipment bid.

In summary, it is the recommendation of the Committee that the fimm of
Clean Venture Inc. be awarded contracts for Categories A and B in the north,
central and southern regions of the state with the exception of water borne
equipment as indicated above.

Continental Vanguard, Inc

The firm of Continental Vanguard, Inc. submitted a proposal to perform work
in Categories A (Petroleum Cleanup) and B (Hazardous Cleamup) in the southern
zone of the state. Continental Vanguaxrd also submitted a proposal for category
E in the southern region.

Technical/Organizational Support & Experience:
Continental Vanguard, Inc. submitted a proposal that was respansive to the

technical and organizational support and experience submission requirements of
the RFP.

111x



Cost:
The Camuittee has noted in the cost proposal a major deviation from the RFP
requirements for Categories A and B,

Addendum No. 2 (Attachment #2), Section 5.0 revised reads in a part as
follows "bidders responding to any and all categories A through H must bid on
all items listed on Schedule A (labor) and B (equipment) for said category.”

RFP Section 5.1.2.2 deals with the scope of work for petroleum and/or
hazardous materials cleamup operations. During the submission period for
written questions the following questions concerning the bidding requirements
for Section 5.1.2.2 was raised. The applicable quote from Addendum No. 2 is
quoted in full below:

"Question: It we do not submit a bid on all the equipment on the list in
5.1.2.2 does that eliminate us fram being a Category A contractor? Answer:
Yes, If a contractor does not have a piece of egquipment, subcontracting
has been allowed for this category.”

It is important for the reader to recognize the importance of the fact that
subcontracting was allowed in both Categories A and B, Subcontracting was
allowed to insure that a prime contractor, who did not own or have available a
particular piece of equipment, could subcontract and therefore have at its

disposal all equipment necessary to respcnd under Categories A and B.

The Camittee determined that the bid of Continental Vanguard Inc. did not
meet the stipulations of the RFP, Section 5.0 Revised as quoted above. This
vendor failed to indicate any type oI pricing for eignt (8) pieces of equipment
required by equipment rate Schedule B. One of these items, the oil water
separator (portable), was in fact, cne of the items that had been deemed a key
egquiprent item by the Committee for purposes of cost ranking. The other items
that were not bid by Continental Vanguard, Inc. included vacuum trucks-greater
than 6,000 gallon capacity, small boat greater than 19 foot with motor, dump
trucks greater than 30 cubic yards, power rcad sweeper, puTps—-scavenger type
recovery system, cgenerator-less than 2,000 watt and water bome
equipment-self-propelled skimming barges.

The Committee also noted a major deviation in the cost proposal of
Continental Vanguard Inc. for Category H.

Section 5.6 of the RFP entitled Disposal Services reads in part as follows
"The unit bid price will include all transportation and incidental costs
involved from receipt of the waste to final disposal." Continental Vanguard,
Inc. takes exception to the above referenced RFP requirement, On the cover
sheet to their pricing in the pricing schedule for disposal, they indicate that,
"transportation is not included in the disposal pricing. Transportation will be
based on ICC Tariff attached."” Note that all other recommended contract vendors
for disposal have included transportation in their unit cost. Therefore, the
Committee has determined that an equal root..ng problem exists, due to the nature
in which this vendor bid transportation pricing for disposal. The Comnittee has
deemed this to be a major deviation and is cause for this firm's bid to be
considered non-responsive in the area of disposal,
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In summary, it is the Committee's recommendation that the f£imm of
Continental Vanguard not be awarded contracts for all categories for which they
bid.

Eastern Envirommental Services

The firm of Eastern Envirormental Services submitted a proposal to provide
services in Categories B (Hazardous Cleamip), C (Leak Detection), E (Explosives
Removal & Disposal), F (Inspection of Pipes), G (Well Drilling) and H (Disposal)
in both the northern and central regions of the state.

Technical /Organizational Support & Experience

The firm of Eastern Envircmmental Services failed to submit both a
technical and organizational support and experience proposal. The bid of
Eastern Envirommental Services contained mumerocus major and minor deviations too
lenghty to list, in all categories bid. The only items submitted by the fimm
were the various pricing sheets for the categories bid.

Cost: _
The bid pricing sheet submitted by this firm contained four (4) uninitialed
price changes.

Becausethlsfmnfailedtosubmtanymdmlcalororganizatmtmlsupport
and experience bid submission as reguired by the RFP, the Cammittee did not
further evaluate this firm's proposal.

In summary, it is the recommendation of the Cammittee that this firm not be
awarded contracts for any of the categories bid.

ENSI Envirormental Services

The firm on ENSI Envircmmental Services submitted a proposal to perform
work in categories A (Petroleum Cleanup), B (Hazardous Clearup), D
(Explositivity Detection), E (Explosives Removal & Disposal) and H (Disposal) in
the northern, central and southern regions of the State.

Technical/Organizational Support & Experience:

The Cormittee noted that the technical and organizational support and
experience prcposal of ENSI contained major deviations fram the RFP. Section
6.1.3. was a major deviation for all categories bid. Also, a deviation
occurred because the firm failed to submit the information r 'ébySectmn
6.3.5 for categories A, B and D. The Camittee then determined that the Health
and Safety Plan of this firm was deficient. Section 6.3.7 subsections a, b, e
and g were all determined to be major deviations for all categories bid.

The Camnittee noted minor deviations in the proposal as follows: Section
6.1.6 for all categories. Also in the Health and Safety Plan under Section
6.3.7 subsections ¢, d and £ for all categories bid.

113x



Cost:

The labor rate schedules were generally responsive to the RFP requirements
except under category E for which this firm failed to indicate any personnel
available or rates for a licensed blaster. The egquipment rate schedules for all
categories contained numerous major exceptions to the RFP requirements, The
firm failed to bid mmerous items of equipment for all categories. The
applicable sectimoftheRFPconcemingmisrequimmentisdismssedmderthe
camittee's section Continental Vangua.rd found earlier in this report. The
Camittee has determined that this is a major exception to a critical RFP
requirement, and is reason for rejection of idder's proposal.

Section 3.2.1 reads in part that "contractors will not be compensated for
travel time nor mileage 0 or from the site.” ENSI took exception to RFP
requirements by stating that their rates were based cn portal to portal; that
mileage would be charged at 35¢ per mile; and that tolls for bridges, tumnels,
tuwrrnpikes and toll road would be reimburseable at cost. The Coamittee
determined these exceptions are clearly mejor deviations +¢o critical RFP
requirements and are grounds for rejection of the bidder's proposal.

The cost proposal for Category H appears to be responsive. However, due to
the major deviations in the technical and crganizational support submissions of
this proposal as related to disposal that firm is not eligible for award in this
category.

In summary, it is the recommendation of the Cammittee that the fimm of ENSI
not be awarded contracts for any categories bid.

Fairfield Maintenance Campany

Fairfield Maintenance Campany submitted a proposal to provide work under
Category C (Leak Detection) in the north, central and southern regions of this
state.

Technical/Organizational Support & Experience:

Fairfield Maintenance Campany failed to submit any technical or
organizational support and experience proposal. The bid contained numercus
major and minor deviations to RFP requirements. In the interest of space, these
deviations are not noted in the body of the report. The reader is referred to
the Camittee Summary-Proposal Evaluation Sheet for this firm (Attachment #5).

Cost:

Fairfield Maintenance Company submitted Labor and Equipment cost Schedules
for Category C that were incomplete. The Caomnittee has determined that the cost
proposal submitted by this firm is adequate and that the bidder's proposal
should be considered non-responsive,

In sumary, it is the recamendation of the Committee that the firm of
Fairfield Maintenance Company not be awarded a contract for the category bid.
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Freehold Cartace, Inc.

Freehold Cartage, Inc., submitted a proposal to provide service in
Categories A and B in the north, central and southern regions of the state.

Technical/Organizational Support & Experience

meCamﬁtteehascmcludedﬂtheetbldCartagelﬁssuhnittedaproposal
that was fully responsive to all technical and organizational support and

experience regquirements of the RFP.
Cost:

With regard to the price schedules submitted by this firm, the Coammittee
noted that the Purchase Bureau has rejected one line item for an uninitialed
price change. This particular item was the hourly rate - cperating rate for
double diaphragm air pump - 2 inch. The Cammittee has concluded that this
rejection is a minor item and should not affect the overall award of contracts.
The firm of Freehold Cartage has qualified their bid for water-borne equipment
by stating that "*not to be included for two hour response time." Because of
this exception, the Coammittee determined that the firm of Freehold Cartage is
not eligible for contract award for water borne equipment. However, the
Camittee feels that since the bidder has met the intent of bidding on every
item, and that all other pricing sheets are completely responsive, contracts
should be awarded for all other equipment bid.

In summary, it is the Camittee's recommendation that the fimm of Freehold
Cartage be awarded contracts for all categories of service bid in all regions of
the state with the exception of water borne equipment and double-diaphragm and
parp categories under Categories A and B.

Handex Corporation

The fimm of Handex Corporation has submitted a proposal to provide service
in Category G in the north, centralandsouﬂwemregimgofﬂ\estate.

Technical/Organizational Support & Experience:

The Committee has reached the conclusion that the firm of Handex
Corporation has submitted a bid proposal that is fully responsive to all
technical and organizational support and experience requirements of the RFP.

Cost:

The bidder chose not to provide unit price quotes for certain pieces of
equipment. For example, under the Category of "Cores" on Schedule B, a footnote
relating to "pump test" is provided in lieu of a price. This footnote instructs
the State to calculate the price fram other components of labor and equipment
previocusly bid. Since the bidder met the test of intent of the RFP by offering
same type of pricing, the Camuittee decided that this bidder's approach was only
a minor deviation.

In summary, it is the Committee's recammendation that the firm of Handex
Corporation be awarded contracts for all regions of the state in the G Category.
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1.P.8.1

The firm of I.P.S.I. submitted a proposal to provide services in categories
A and B for the central region of the state.

Technical/Organizational Support & Experience:

The Committee has determined that <+he proposal of I.P.S.I. was
non-responsive to certain major RFP requirements. These major deviations are
listed as follows: failure to submit Sections 6.1.1, G.I..i, 6.1.3, 6.1.5,
6.3.2, 6.3.4 and 6.3.5.

The Cammittee also made note that the proposal of I.P.S.I. contained minor
deviations as follows: Section 6.1.4, Section 6.3.3 and Section 6.3.6.

Cost:

The cost proposal submitted by I.P.S.I. contained numerous uninitialed
price changes which were deemed by the Purchase Bureau to be mandatory rejection
items.

In summary, it is the recammendation of the Comnittee that I.P.S.I. not be
awarded contracts in the categories and regiomns bid.
Marine Systems, Inc.

Marine Systems, Inc. submitted a proposal for categories A and B in the
central region of the state.

Technical /Organization Support & Experience:

The Committee deemed that the bid of Marine Systems Inc. contained mmerous
major and minor deviations to RFP requirements. The major deviations are listed
as follows: Section 6.1.1, Section 6.1.2, Section 6.T1.3, Section 6.1.5, Section
6.3.2, Section 6.3.4, and Section 6.3.5.

The minor deviations are as follows: Section 6.1.4, Section 6.3.3 and
Section 6.3.6.

Cost:

The cost proposal of Marine Systems Inc. contained numerous uninitialed
price changes. The Purchase Bureau rejected these items as required by Bureau
Regulations.

In summary, it is the recammendation of the Committee that Marine Systems,
Inc. not be awarded contracts for the categories and region bid.

Mid-Atlantic Refinery Service

Mid-Atlantic Refinery Service submitter a proposal to provide services in
Categories A and H in the southern region of the state.




Technical/Organizational Support & Experience:

The Cormittee deemed that the proposal of Mid-Atlantic Refinery Service is
fully respcnswe to all RFP requivements for technical and organizational

support and experience proposals.
Cost:

Mid-Atlantic's cost proposals for category A and H were fully responsive to |
RFP requirements,

In summary, it is the recoamendation of the Committee that Mid-Atlantic
Refinery Service be awarded a contract for categories A and H in the southern
regicn.

New England Pollution Control Campany
NEPCOD)

NEPCCO submitted a proposal for categories A, B, D and G in north, central
and southern zones of the state.

Technical/Crganizational Support & Experience:

The Comittee determined that NEPCCO has taken a major exception to the 2
hour response time regquired by categories A, B D. NEPCCO also took
exception to the twelve (12) hour response time required in category G for
equipment. These exceptions have been deemad by the Committee to constitute
major deviations and are reason for this proposal to be considered
non-respongive. The applicable RFP section, as previously discussed,:.sell.
It was also determined that the 6.1.2 was a major deviation for categories A, B
and D,

- A minor deviation was noted in Section 6.1.4. All other technical and
organizational support and expericnce submissions by NEPCCO were deemed to be
responsive.

Cost:

NEPOOO has taken certain exceptions to various RFP requirements. They have
takenexceptlmmﬂmecostsheetstoﬂlebmhmrrespmsetmeforcertam
major pieces of equipment. For example, NEPCCO has stated that dump trucks will
be available within 12 hours. In addition, water-borne equipment will be
available in 24 hours and cother heavy equipment will be available in 12 hours.
These notes on the pricing sheets are clearly major exceptions to the two hour
time requirement.

NEPCCO has taken exception to the RFP provision dealing with major
materials consumed in the abatement of an emergency. RFP Section 1.6 deals with
payment for materials and reads as follows: "The State will pay for major
materials consumed in the abatement of each emergency based on the vendor's cost
as substantiated by invoices. The State will allow as a mark-up a rate schedule
not to exceed the following percentages" (see Addendum #2, Attachment #2) under
references and questions t 1.6 for new mark-up percentages allowed). NEPCCO _
has taken specific exception to this critical RFP provision by stating that
"NEPCCO is an authorized distributor for a nurber of items of equipment and
materials required for this contract. Enclosed are suggested list prices for
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these items which we will utilize in billings under this contract.” This
exception is clearly a major deviation fram RFP requirements and is cause for
this proposal to be considered non-responsive for categories A, B, D and G.

Addendum #2 (Attachment 2) has a Question and Answer that deals
specifically with the question of decontamination of equipment:

"Question: Does decontamination of equipment and perscmnel on the job
site have to be figured into our regular hourly rate? 2Answer: Yes,"

NEPCCO takes specific exception to this RFP requirement by stating:
*decontamination of equipment is not included in our prices.” This is clearly a
major deviation and exception to a critical RFP requirement and is cause for

bidder's proposal to be deemed non-responsive for categories A, B, D and G.

NEPCCO takes exception to various RFP requirements concerning subcontractor
pricing. It is the intent of the RFP that the prime contractor guarantee that
rates charged by any subcontractors emploved will be incorporated into the prime
contractor's bid prices. The bid proposal states that "We cannot predict what
additional sub-contractors will be used, nor can we insure that their rates will
be camatible with those listed in the cost proposal Section 6.2." The
Coamittee has deemed this exception t0 be a major deviation for all categories
bid.

NEPOCO failed to bid certain pieces of equipment required under category G,
e.g. caliper, TV camera, packer testing, etc. In addition, NEPCCO states for
category G equipment that "all equipment listed above will be available for 12
hour response time when practical/possible." These are major deviations.

In summary, the Committee recommends that this f£irfm not be awarded
contracts in any categories bid.

0.H. Materials Company

0.H. Materials submitted a proposal for categories A, B, D, E and G in the

north, central and southern regions of the state.
Technical /Organizational Support & Experience:

The Committee determined that O.H. Materials submitted a proposal that is
fully responsive to all the RFP requirements for technical and organizational
support and experience for categories D, E and G. For categories A and B the
Camittee determined that O.H. Materials' proposal is responsive to all RFP
requivements for technical and organizational. support and experience with the
exception of the 2 hour response time., The Comnittee has found that this
deviation constitutes a major deviation under categories A and B, and is grounds
for their proposal to be considered non-responsive. This deviation is discussed
in detail in the section below.

Cost:

O.H. Materials generally submitted a cost proposal that was responsive,
However, in reference to the equipment rate schedules bid for categories A and
B, O.H. Materials takes numerous exceptions to the 2 hour response time. O.H,
Materials qualified various items of equipment by placing the £following
statement in their cost proposal, “=ius equinmmnt generally cannot be on scene
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within 2 hours of notification. It has been our experience that much of this
equipment is not needed during the initial response efforts. In addition, the
NIDOT's regulations prohibit the transportation of overheight, overwidth, or
overweight during periods of darkness or on weekends without special permits.
Special clearances, during emergency actions, are normally arranged on a
case-by-case basis.” The Camittee has deemed that this exception is clearly a
major deviation from a critical RFP requirement, It is the Committee's
determination that O.H. Materials is creating an open—ended qualification for
their response time., Therefore, it is the recomendation of the committee that
O.H. Materials not be awarded contracts for categories A and B in the north,
central and southern zones of the state.

The cost proposal of O.H. Materials for categories D and E was determined
by the Camittee to be fully responsive to RFP requirements.

The Comuittee has also concluded that the cost proposal of O.H. Materials
for category G is responsive. O.H. Materials took a footnote exception to
certain items of equipment. However, the Committee has determined that these
exceptions relate only to materisls and not to egquipment. Therefore, this
exception is within the confines of the RFP. In addition, category G (well
drilling) has a correlated response time of 12 hours. This extended response
time will allow DEP program perscmnel to procure needed materials through
alternate sources. This is additional justification for excepting the footnote
taken by O.H., with regard to certain special crder items of material.

In summary, it is the recammendation of the Cormmittee that O.H. Materials
be awarded contracts for categories D, E and G in the north, central and
southern regions of the State. Also, it is the recammendation of the Camnittee
that O.H. Materials not be awarded contracts under categories A and B in the
north, central and southern zcnes,

Resource Technology Services, Inc.

Resources Tecimology Services, Inc. submitted a bid proposal for Category H
in the north, central and southern regions of the state, This firm also
‘submitted a bid for Category E, in the southern region of the state. For
Category E region the Committee has determined that Resources Technology, Inc.
submitted a proposal that contains major deviations to certain RFP requirements.
These sections that are considered major deviations are Sections 6.1.1 and
6.1.2. The Camittee has noted minor tions for Sections 6.3.3 and 6.3.6.
The balance of the bid sutmission of Resource Technology, Inc. for Category E
was deemed tO be responsive.

For Category H the Camnittee has deemed that this firm submitted a bid that
is responsive to all major RFP requirements. Two minor deviations were noted in
Sectién 6.3.3 and 6.3.6.

Resources Technology, Inc. submitted a cost proposal fully responsive to
all RFP requirements for both Categories E and H,

In summary, it is the Comittee's recommendation that this firm be awarded
a contract for Category H in the north, central and southern zones of the State,
This Committee recommends that this firm not be awarded a contract for Category
E in the southern region of the State.
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Rollins Envirormental Services

Rollins Environmental Services submitted a bid for Category H in the north,
central and southern regioms of the State.

Technical/Organizational Support & Experience:

The Committee deemed that the proposal of Rollins Envirommental is fully
responsive to all RFP regquirements for technical organizational support and
experience.

Cost:

Rollins Envirommental submitted a cost proposal that is qualified by the
addition of a charge for demurrage. Webster's Dictionary defines demurrage as
follows: "1. the detention of a vessel, as in loading or unloading beyond the
time agreed upon. 2. The similar detention of a railroad car, truck, etc. 3.
A charge for such detentian.” No provision for demurrage was made by the RFP,
this exception clearly places the firmm on an un-equal footing fram that of the
other firms that have been recammended for contract award in Category H. The
Camittee concluded that this is an unacceptable deviation and should not be
allowed.

It is the recamendation of the Committee that Rollins Environmental
Services be awarded a contract for Category H in all three regitms with the
condition that demarrage be disallowed. In the event that Rollins Envirommental
chooses not to accept this conditional award by the State, it is recammended
that no contract be awarded to this firm,

In summary, it is the Committee's recommendation that Rollins be awarded a
contract for Category H with the conditions stipulated above.

SCA Chemical Services

SCA Chemical Services submitted a bid for Category H in the north, central
and southern regions of the State.

Technical/Organizational Support & Experience:
The Comittee determined that SCA Chemical Services submitted a proposal

that is fully respomsive to all technical organizational support and experience
requirements of the RFP.

Cost:

This firm has submitted a cost proposal that is fully responsive to all RFP
requirements,

In sumary, it is the recomendation of the Committee that SCA Chemical

Services be awarded contracts for the Category H, in the north, central and
southern regions of the State.
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S and W Waste, Inc.

S and W Waste, Inc. submitted a bid for Categories B and H in the north,
central and southern regions of the State. The Camuittee felt that it was the
intent of this firm to bid only Category H.

It was unclear to the Comittee whether a final determination could be made
that this bidder did in fact intend to bid on Category B. If this bidder did
intend to bid Category B, his bid was totally non-responsive to major RFP
requirements, Therefare, this Category was not firther evaluated by the
Camittee and was deemed toO be non-responsive.

The Camnittee determined that the proposal of S and W Waste, Inc. for
Category H is non-responsive to certain major RFP requirements including failure
to respond to the following Sections: 6.1.3, 6.1.5, 6.3.2, 6.3.7 subsections a,
b, e and g. The following minor deviations were also noted 6.1.1, 6.1.2, 6.1.4,
6.1.6, 6.3.3, 6.3.4, 6.3.5, 6.3.6, and 6.3.7 subsections c, d and f,

Cost:

This firm submitted a cost proposal for Category H that was responsive to
RFP requirements,

In summary, it is the recommendation of the Committee that no contracts be
awarded to this firm for all categories bid.

Stablex-Reutter Inc.

Stablex-Reutter Inc. submitted a bid for Category D, in the southern region
only.

Technical /Organizational Support & Experience:

The Comittee determined that the proposal of Stablex-Reutter Inc. is fully
responsive to all RFP requiremants for techmical and organizational support and
experience. .

Cost :

e ———

The cost proposal submitted by Stablex-Reutter Inc. was responsive to all
RFP requirements.

In summary, it is the recammendation of the Camnittee that Stablex-Reutter
Inc. be awarded a contract for Category D in the southern zone.

‘Triangle Resource Industry

Triangle Resource Industries submitted a proposal for Category H in the
north, central and southern regions of the state,

Technical/Organizational Support & Experience:

The Camittee deemed that Triangle Resources is fully responsive to all RFP
requirements for technical and organizational support and experience.
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Cost:

Triangle Resource Industries submitted a2 cost proposal that is responsive
to all RFP requirements,

In sumary, it is the recammendation of the Committee that Triangle
Resource Industries be awarded a contract for Category H in the north, central
and southern regions of the State,

Underwater Techniques, Inc.

Underwater Techniques, Inc. sn.thttedaprqaosalforCategonesAarﬁBm
both the central and socuthern regions of the State.

Technical /Organizational Support & Experience:

The Coamittee determined that this firm submitted a proposal that was fully
responsive to all RFP requirements for technical and organizational support and
experience.

Cost:

The cost proposal submitted by Underwater Techniques Inc. was deemed by the
Camnittee to be fully responsive to all RFP requirements., The Camnittee noted
that the Purchase Bureau has rejected one (1) single line item hourly rate bid
by this firmm for an uninitialed price change. The fact that this fimm will not
be awarded a contract for this one line item is not significant and will not
alter the Comuittee's recammendation to award contracts for service.

In summary, the Committee recommends that Underwater Techniques Inc. be
awarded contracts for Categories A and B in the central and southern regions of
the State.

Waste Conversion, Inc.

Waste Conversion, Inc. submitted a proposal for Category H in the north,
central and southern regions of the State.

Technical /Organizational Support & Experience ,

The Camiittee determined that the bid submitted by Waste Conversion Inc. is
fully responsive to all RFP requirements,

Cost:

The cost proposal submitted by this firm was Geemed by the Camittee to be
responsible to RFP requirements,

In sumary, it is the recommendation of the Cammittee that Waste Conversion

Inc. be awarded a contract for Category H, in the north, central and southern
regions of the State.
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V. Ranking of Recammended Contractors

Section 3.30 of the RFP entitled Selecta.m procedures concerns the
establishment of three (3) emergency regions. The counties contained in the
regions are detailed in this section.

Attachment #8 contains a cost ranking by region and category of the
recamended vendors. Attachment #8 contains for each region and each category a
listing of recammended contractor vendors and the initial rotation list to be
used by DEP when services under this contract are required. Attachment #8
contains a sumnary of the cambined costs analysis for each recammended vendor.
This analysis also contains both the average hourly rate for labor and the
average hourly rate for key egquipment items.

Cost was the only factor comsidered in establishing the initial ranking of
contract vendors. The RFP contained certain references under Section 7.0,
proposal evaluation, to various criteria that would be used in selecting
contract vendors. Those sections read as follows:

Section 7.1.1, "The total resources available to the bidding organization,
consisting of but not limited to, adequate manpower and equipment and vendor or
liability prior contract performance.”

Section 7.1.4, "The most advantageous rates for equipment considering
capacity and, availability."”

Section 7.1.5, “"The nost favorable labor rates including base rates for
various skill levels."”

It should be noted that with respect to the above criteria, the Cammittee
determined that it was difficult, if not impossible, to fairly evaluate a firm's
capability to adequately respand to an emergency based on the information
required to be submitted in the bidders proposals regarding number(s) of
manpower (labor) and equipment available. The above factors were not considered
criteria for contract awards, or in the ranking of recammended contractors.

VI. EBEvaluation Comittee Recammendation to Award Contracts

Notwithstanding Appeal

Purchase Bureau regulations Section 17:12-3,5(b) stipulates that “the
Director, Division of Purchase and Property may, in those instances where
failure to award contract will result in substantial costs to the State of New
Jersey, or in those instances where the public exigency so requires, award
contract notwithstanding the above provisions. The Director shall document all
cases where such action is required and shall notify all interested parties"”.

The "Standing Evaluation Comnittee" strongly recommends that the Director,
Division of Purchase and Property exercise the above option and award the
contracts pursuant to RFP X-213 notwithstanding appeal. Services related to
emergency cleamip and removal of hazardous substances for the State of New
Jersey DEP are presently being performed under a waiver of advertising. The
authority for these services to be performed under the existing waiver expires
on February 28, 1983. The DEP, Bureau of Management Services, encountered
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significant difficulty in obtaining concurrence of vendors to perform these
services under a waiver basis even for the three month period in effect. It is
doubtful that the DEP, Bureau of Management Services, will be able to obtain the
concurrence of the vendors in order to continue providing services on a waiver
basis beyond February 28, 1983. The Evaluation Coammittee is convinced that it
will be in the State's best interests to have contracts pursuant to RFP X-213
awarded, in place, and in effect on May 1, 1983 in order to provide this
critical service.

Your expeditious review and approval of the Comittee's award
recamendations is respectfully requested.
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STANDING EVALUATION COMMITTEE SIGNATURE SHEET

NAME DEPARTMENT SIGNATURE

David F. Kinney Treasury - Purchase ff — :Zi'
: Bureau r- L/)
Howard Reading Office of the Spill ;ag;nh“/7 R
Fund Administrator é}é&éiq
{
Dr. Dhun Patel Department of Health . /
Disinterested 3rd Part;===j§::éEiLAAA£ﬁé%ZZIZ/

Charles A. Strano DEP - Bureau of Managemen / AZ
Services »

Thomas Allen DEP - Bureau of Field
Operations
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 DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY -

STATE OF NEW JERSEY

During the performance of this contract the contractor agrees as follows:

L.

The contractor or subcontractor will not discriminate against any employee
or applicant for employment because of race, religion, color, sex or national
origin. The contractor, however, will take affirmative action to insure that

minority group members are employed and are not discriminated against -

* during employment. Such actions shall inciude, but not be limited to the

2

4.

following: employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer; recruitment or
recruitment advertising; layoff or termination; rates of pay or other forms of
compensation; and selection for training, including apprenticeship. The
contractor agrees to post in conspicuous places, availabie to employees and
applicants for employment, notices to be provided by the State Treasurer or
any political subdivision or agency delegated responsbilities by him pursuant
to P.L. 1975, c.127. :

The contractor or subcontractor will, in all solicitations or advertisements for

employees placed by or on behalf of the contractor, state that all qualified
applicants will receive consideration for employment without regard to race,
religion, color, sex or national origin.

The contractor or subcontractor will send to each labor union or representative

" of workers with which he has a collective bargaining agreement or other

contract or understanding a notice advising the labor union or workers’
representative of the contactors’ commitments under this specification and
under rules, regulations and orders promuigated by the State Treasurer
pursuant to his authority under P.L., 1975, c. 127. The contractor shall post
copies of this notice in conspicuous places available to all empiloyees and
applicants for employment.

The contractor or subcontractor will comply with all rules and regulations and
orders promulgated by the State Treasurer pursuantto P.L. 1975, ¢. 127 and
with all provisions of N.J.S.A. 10:2-1 through 10:24, as amended and
supplemented from time to time.

The contractor or subcontractor will furnish all information and reports
required by rules, regulations and orders promulgated by the State Treasurer
pursuantto P.L, 1975, C. 127 and/or pursuant to any authority delegated this
political subdivision or agency by the State Treasurer. The contractor will
permit access to his books, records, and accounts by a culy appointed
representative of the State Treasurer for purposes of investigation to ascertain
compliance with rules, regulations and orders adopted pursuant to P.L. 1975,

" ¢. 127 and pursuant to the provision of N.J.S.A.10:2-1 through 10:2 4and|11

rules and reguiations promulgated thereunder,

In the event of the contractor noncompliance with this specification or ofany .

rules, regulations, or orders promuligated by the State Treasurer pursuant to
P.L. 1975, c. 127 or with the provision of N.J.S.A. 10:2-1 through 10:2 4 or
rules or regulations promuigated thereunder, this contract may be cancelled,
terminated, or suspended in whole or in part, and the contractor :nay be
declared ineligible by the State Treasurer for further public works contracis.
Such other sanctions as may be adopted by the State Treasurer pursuant to
P.L. 1975, c. 127, may be imposed for the aforementioned violations.

The Contractor or subcontractor will include all of clauses 1 thorugh 6 above
in every subcontract or purchase order unless exempted by P.L. 1975, ¢. 127
or rules, regulations or orders promulgated thereunder by the State Treasurer,
so that all of the aformentioned clauses will be binding upon each subcontractor
or vendor. The contractor will take such action with respect to any subcontract
or purchase order as the State Treasurer may direct as a means of enforcing
such provisions, including sanctions for noncompliance.

For the purpose of this specification, the following terms shall have the
following meanings:

a. “Affirmative Action” means procedures which establish hiring and
employment goals, timetables,
faith efforts, for minority group members.

b. “Minority group members” means persons who are Black, Spanish
American, Asian, or American Indian.

ADDENDUM
The following provisions shall supplement and be part of all reference to
discrimination in employment contained herein as stated in P.L. 1978,
Chapter 127:
“During the performance of this contract, the contractor agrees as follows:
2. The contractor or subcontractor, where applicable, will not discriminate

against any empioyee or applicant for employment because of age, race,
creed, color, national origin, ancestry, maritai status or sex. The contractor

All Affirmative Action inquiries should be directed to:

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
SUPPLEMENT TO BID SPECIFICATIONS

Alliymative Action Office
Department of the Treasury
State House - CN 211
Trenton, New Jersey §8625
Telephone No. (60%) 292-5475

will take affirmative action to ensure that such applicants are recruited and
employed, and that employees are treated during employment, without regard
to their age, race, creed, color, national origin, ancestry, marital status or sex.
Such action shall include, but not be limited to the following employment,
upgrading, demotion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment advertising;
layoff or termination; rates of pay or other forms of compensation; and
selection for training, including apprenticeship. The contractor agrees to post
in conspicuous places, available to employees and applicants for employment,
notices to be provided by the contracting officer setting forth the provisions of
this nondiscrimination clause;

b. The contractor or subcontractor, where applicable will, in all solicitations
or advertisaments for employees placed by or on behalf of the contractor, state

_ that all qualified applicants will receive consideration for employment without

regard to age, race, creed, color, national origin ancestry, marital status or sex;
<. The contractor or subcontractor where applicable, will send to each

“labor union or representative -of workers with which he has a collective

bargaining agreement or other contract or understanding, a notice, to be:
provided by the agency contracting officer, advising the labor union or
workers’ representative of the contractor’s commitments under this act and
shall post copies of the notice in conspicous places available to employees and
applicants for employment.”

In addition, as stated in N.J.S.A. 10:5-4.1, any unlawful discrimination
against any person because of the physical handicap of such person, shall be
prohibited unless the nature and extent of the handicap reasonably precludes
the performance of the particuiar employment. .

No firm may be issued a purchase order or contract with the
State unless they comply with the Affirmative Action reguiations.

For firms of 50 or more employees: A vendor information report must be
completed and returned to the Bureau of Purchase prior to or at the time of an
award. An Affirmative action plan approved by the Federai Government or
the N.J. Affirmative Action Office is an acceptable aiternate.

In the space provided indicate whether your firm has met any of the
requirements listed above. Indicate the number of the N.J. Affirmative Action
Certificate of Approval in the space provided.

For firms of less than 50 employees: Vendors of less than 50 employses
are required to complete an affidavit of Affirmative Action.

INDICATE IN THE APPLICABLE BOXES BELOW WHETHER YOU HAVE MET ANY
CRITERIA FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE NEW JERSEY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
REGULATIONS. YOUR BID WILL BE ACCEPTED EVEN IF YOU ARE NOT IN
COMPLIANCE AT THIS TIME. IF, HOWEVER, YOU ARE THE LOWEST RESPONSIVE
BIDDER AND HAVE NOT YET COMPLIED WITH THE AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
REGULATIONS, WE WILL SEND YOU THE AFFIRMATIVE ACTION DOCUMENTS
FOR COMPLETION PRIOR TO AWARD. YOU MUST RETURN THE COMPLETED
DOCUMENT TO US WITHIN SEVEN DAYS AFTER YOU RECEIVED A NOTICE OF
INTENT TO AWARD.

FIRMS O 50 OR MORE EMPLOYEES

O A VENDOR AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYEE INFORMATION RE-
PORT WAS SUBMITTED TO PURCHASE BUREAU.

0O A FEDERAL CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL HAS BEEN RECEIVED
(PROOF OF THIS WILL BE REQUIRED AT TIME OF AWARD).

FIRMS OF LESS THAN 50 EMPLOYEES

0O AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AFFIDAVIT HAS BEEN SUBMITTED TO
THE PURCHASE BUREAU.

O NONE OF THE ABOVE.

and practices to be implemented with good

| Tile

O A N.J. AFFIRMATIVE ACTION CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL HAS
* BEEN RECEIVED, THE NUMBER I8

THE EXPIRATION DATE IS

LCERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE INFORMATION IS CORRECT TO THE BEST]
OF MY KNOWLEDGE.

Firm Name

Signature,

Date

Bid Identification No.

VENDOR: PLEASE COMPFETE AND SIGN THIS RETURN IT TO THE PURCHASE BUREAU WITH YOUR BID PROPOSAL.



State of Nem Jersey

DIVISION OF PURCHASE AND PROPERTY PURCHASE BUREAU

STQCK ER DISCLOSURE FORM

Name

Address

City & State

List che names and addresses of all individuals, partnerships, corporations or any other owner having 10% or greater in-
terest in the corporation or partnership named in Item 1. If a lisced owner is a corporacion or partnership, thea list che

names and addresses of holders of 10% or more intecest in chac corporatioa or partnership. If addirional space is aeces-
sary, lisc on an atcached sheec. If there are a0 owners wich 10% or more interest in your company, eater ''Noae'' below.

Complete affidavit at bottom of form. If this has already been submitted to the Purchase Bureau, use the form for any changes
and compiets the affidavit. :

NAME ADORESS Street City/ Twp. County State Zip
Prasident of the firm (Type or print name) Phone
| certity that: (] List of stockhoiders names and addresses has been submitted to the Purchase Sureau
and it is current and correct to the best of my knowledge, with the exceptions as list-
ed above.

(] The list of stockholders above is current and correct to the best of my knowledge.

(CJ There are no stockholders holding 10% or more interest in this corparation or firm to
the best of my knowledge. '

(] Firm is a sole ownership and not subject to corporation or partnership disclosure re-
quirsment.

Signature of Authorized Reprasentative

Type or Print Name Title

Witnessed by Date

VENCOR: PLEASE COMPLETE AND SIGN THIS P2RN AND RETURN iT TO THE PURCHASE BUREAU WITH YOUR 8ID
PRCPOSAL OR, TO PREFILE, RETURN TO THE FOL . DWING ASDREST: Purchase Buresu
THU30
Toldanoves 8.
nA8YS
PB.137 (Ray. 24/32) 128x
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
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135 WEST HANOVER STREET
TRENTQN, NEW JERSEY 08625

March 22, 1983
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1.0

2.0

FRIEDMAN PROPERTY

Upper Freehold Township, Monmouth County

Purpose and Intent

The purpose of this Request-for-Proposal (RFP) is to engage a contractor
to conduct 2 Feasibility Study to investigate the presence of hazardous
substances and develop and evaluate remedial alternatives to determine
the most cost-effective and environmentally sound remedial action to be
undertaken at the Friedman Property site.

It is the State's intent to award a fixed price contract with an
additional work clause to accomplish this Feasibility Study. This will
be satisfied by performing the seven (7) tasks specified in Section 7.0,
the Scope of Work (SOW) and by performing any additional items involving
expansion of tasks necessary to complete the study. The fixed price
quoted must be based on and supported by detailed cost schedules as
required in Section 8.4.

Background
2.1 General

2.1.1 Location - The Friedman Property is located in Upper
Freehold Township, Monmouth County, New Jersey. The site
is just across the boundary from Plumstead Township,Ocean
County, at the intersection of Routes 537 and 539. Several
homes and two trailer parks are located within one-quarter
mile of the site.

According to the Upper Freehold Township Tax Maps, the Site
is found on the property designated as lot 12, Block 35.
The Site is an open area, bounded by the roads mentioned
and stretches back to a wooded marsh area which receives
drainage from the Site. -

2.1.2 Site History - The Friedman Property was allegedly used for

e gumping of hazardous chemical wastes, as well as
domestic garbage, in the late fifties and early sixties.
The wastes were subsequently covered; there is no visible
evidence of them today. The site was identified as a
hazardous waste dump in February, 1980 by the NJDEP
Division of Hazard Management. This Agency arranged for
Upper Freehold Township to erect a snow fence around the
site. NJDEP installed four (4) monitoring wells in 1980.
In July, 1981 Fred C. Hart Associates, acting as a Field
Investigation Team for the USEPA, performed a2 Timited site
investigation at the Friedman Property.

A Remedial Action Master Plan (RAMP), dated August 6, 1982

has been developed by USEPA for this Site to outline a
course of action for pursuing 2 long term, permanent
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remedial response to the problem created by the presence of
hazardous substances. A Cooperative Agreement, between
NJDEP and USEPA, was executed September 23, 1982 to award
financial assistance to New Jersey to undertake the
Feasibility Study to be awarded as a result of this RFP.
The Agreement states that the Study, is to determine the
most environmentally sound, cost-effective remedial action
plan to mitigate the environmental hazards posed by
hazardous substances located at the Friedman Property and
to provide for implementation of a remedial action at the
Site.

2.1.3 Environmental Setting - The site covers a half-acre area
and consists primarily of field weed type vegetation, with
some small trees and shrubs. It is located adjacent to a
swampy area which drains into an unnamed tributary to
Lahaway Creek. A small feeder stream once crossed the
property and discharged into the swamp. This stream has
since been piped and covered by NJ Department of
Transportation., WKaste materials were apparently dumped
into ditches and pits which were then covered over.

The tributary adjacent to the Site flows northwestward into
Lahaway Creek, from there Lahaway Creek flows southwestward
into Crosswicks Creek, which flows northwestward until it
finally discharges into the Delaware River near Trenton.

As far as is known, surface water leaving the site is not
used as a direct source of potable water supply anywhere
along this route. However, it is used extensively for
irri?ation. The environmental habitat, floral and faunal
populations downstream from the site are unknown; however,
the USES quadrangle map does indicate that a number of
cranberry bogs are located along the tributary upstream
from the Friedman Property.

There is documentation of groundwater contamination at the
site. A NJDEP Regional Geology.Report for the nearby Goose
Farm site indicates that several important aquifers are
present in the area, the most important being the Mt.
Laurel-Wenonah.

2.1.4 Supplemental Information

Supplemental Information is provided in Attachment I. This
package consists of any information available to the public
that NJDEP has concerning the site. This information is
provided to assist prospective bidders in responding to
this RFP,

3.0 Definitions:

Bidder - Vendor submitting a bid response for the purpose of obtaining
a State Contract/Purchase Order.

Cash Discount - Discount allowed off invoice for prompt pasyment.




Close Consultation, Coordinatijon or Communicaztion - The contractor
will telepnone, write or meet with regulatory officials,
whichever means of contact is appropriate, to discuss specific
aspects of this Project.

Contract - For Purposes of this document & contract is composed of the
RFP, the bidder's response proposal and the resultant
agreement or purchase order.

Contractor - Consultant/Firm to which & bid is awarded to perform a
service or provide goods as specified in the RFP at the
price(s) quoted.

Date Prices are Firm to Issue Contract - The date after which the
bidder wili not accept the contract if awarded by the State.

Director - Director, Division of Purchase & Property, Department of
the Treasury; by statutory authority, contracting officer for
the State of New Jersey.

Existing Data - All non-confidential documents on file with NJDEP and
EDPE region #2 e.g. sampling and analysis reports, site
inspection forms, preliminary Site investigation reports (by
private consultants), Remedial Action Master Plans, and any
other file notes and memos.

Hourly Rate - An 211 inclusive rate which includes for the purpose of
‘ this document all direct and indirect costs including but not
limited to; travel, overhead, fee or profit, clerical
‘support, safety and other equipment (including
decontamination), materials, supplies, managerial and other
support above the levels mentioned in this RFP, and the cost
of all documents, forms, and reproduction thereof.

Bidders should be aware that hourly rate compensation also
inciudes portal to portal expenses. Professional or
technical time spent in traveling to and from the work site
or employee's normal work station should not be included in
any of the manpower estimates.

Note: Management at 2 level higher than project management
and clerical and support staff at a level lower than
technicians are not to be considered in the direct
man-hours level-of-effort required, but should be
considered as overhead.

Invoice ~ State billing form - AR50 or ARS50/54.

Issuing Office - Purchase Bureau, Division of Purchase & Property.

NJDEP - New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection.

Regional Project Coordinator - A Federal (USEPA Region 1I)
representative to oversee activities for the Project and
ensure coordination at the Federal level involving the State
and the contractor.
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Response Proposal - The bidders response to the (RFP)..

RFP - Request for proposal; invitation to bid.
SOW - Scope of Work.

State - Director of Purchase & Property or his designee acting under
statutory authority as contracting officer for the State of
New Jersey.

State/NJDEP On-Scene Coordinator - The DEP representative designated
to have on-site responsibility for field operations.

State/NJDEP Project Officer/(Project Manager) - State (NJDEP) :
representative designated to have primary responsibility for
the project.

State/NJDEP Site Manager - State (NJDEP) individual assigned the
management and coordination duties involving all aspects of
the Project.

Total Bid Price - Tota! firm, fixed price for the seven (7) tasks
covered in the RFP.

USEPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency

Using Agency - Instrumentality of government using service furnished
by Contractor. In this instance, the using agency is NJDEP.

Vendor - Any entity which sells goods and services.

40 CFR, Part 33 - United States Environmental Protection Agency -
"Procurement Under Assistance Agreements"
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION TO BIDDERS

A. ADVISORY INFORMATION

The information given in this section is advisory and is intended as a preface
to the other sections of this RFP. More detailed definitions of standard terms
and phrases, general bidder's instructions and contractor requirements are
given in subsequent RFP sections.

B. IMPORTANT REMINDERS FOR COMPLETING BID PROPOSALS

State bidding is governed by many rules. The rules protect you as bidder and
taxpayer. They assure that every bidder is treated the same way, and prevent
any chance for favoritism, or even the appearance of favoritism.

Some rules are flexible; others can't be broken. Here are some which are hard
and fast. (Refer to Section 4.12 for statutory citation and detail.) Please
review them carefully when you prepare your bid. If you don't comply, your bid
will be rejected.

1. BID DELIVERY

We must receive bids by the time and at the place designated for
opening. If you mail your bid, allow enough time for delivery. Even
if postal or carrier errors delay your bid, we can't accept it.

Bidders are urged to be sure that their package is clearly identified
as a8 bid. The exterior of all bid packages should be labeled with the
bid {dentification number (X or R #), final bid opening date and
procurement specialist's name. This will help insure that your bid
is properly directed once received by the Purchase Bureau. If you plan
toideliver the bid yourself (& good idea), allow enough time for your
trip.

If you experience an accident or other emergency while en route, you
can ask that the bid opening be delayed for you up to one hour by
calling the Purchase Bureau Supervisor at (609) 292-4751., If your bid
is late, it will be rejected. That's the law.

2. SIGNATURE '

An unsigned bid will NOT be accepted, as it has no binding effect.
MAKE SURE YOUR BID IS SIGNED.

3. PRICES AND ALTERATIONS

Don't submit prices in pencil. Type or write them in ink. If you
change your price, you must initial the revised price or that price
will be invalid, and the item disqualified (this includes "whiteouts").
This policy is meant to protect the State and you the bidder.

4, LITERATURE AND BID INFORMATION
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If the RFP requires you to submit price lists, product literature or
other information with the bid, make sure you supply it. You won't be
allowed to do this after bids are opened. WE CANNOT EVALUATE YOUR BID
WITHOUT IT. '

BIDDER'S CONFERENCE/SITE INSPECTION

1f mandatory attendance is required by the RFP, make sure you do or we
can't accept your bid. Conferences and site inspections are scheduled
to answer your questions, clarify an RFP requirement or see the job
site first-hand. If you experience 2 problem while en route, call
ahead to the Purchase Bureau Supervisor who may be able to arrange a
delay. See Sections 4.13 and 4.14 for key dates.
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4.0

BIDDERS' INFORMATION

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

Proposal Preparation

Bidders are to follow instructions contained in Section 8.0 of this
document in preparing and submitting their response proposal.
Bidders are advised to thoroughly read and understand the entire
RFP document prior to preparing and submitting their bid response
proposal,

Cash Discounts

Bidders are encouraged to offer cash discounts. Discounts for
periods of less than 20 days will not be taken into consideration
in determining the lowest responsive bid price.

Tax Exemptions

The State is exempt from State sales or use taxes and Federal
excise taxes and such taxes are not to be included in the bidder's
price quotation. The State's Federal excise tax exemption number
is 22-75-0050k.

Liability Copyriggg - Bid Response Proposal

Bidders are cautioned that the entire contents of every bid
response proposal publicly opened and read is a public record.

Cost Liability

The bidder shall bear all costs associated with bidding including
response proposal preparation, site visitation or any travel
connected with submission of the response proposal.

Ownership Disclosure

Contracts cannot be issued for any work, goods or services unless
the bidder, either prior to or with the bid submission has
disclosed the names and addresses of all its owners holding 10% or
more of the firms stock or interest. Refer to NJPL 1977

Chapter 33. A Disclosure Form is included as part of this RFP for
your convenience.

Anti-Collusion Clause

Bidder's signature on the response proposal certifies that the
bidder is in compliance with the provisions of Section 5.9 of this

RFP.
Obtaining Essential Information

4,8.1 The Director reserves the right to obtain any information
he sees fit to determine the ability of the bidder to
supply the level of service the State has the right to
expect from a Contractor. This includes factors needed to
evaluate the financial capability of the bidder to complete
the requirements of the RFP, -

7
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4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

4,8.2 State representatives may be assigned to visit locations
presently serviced or to inspect the bidder's establishment
prior to making an award.

4,8.3 The Director reserves the righi to request 2 bidder to
explain in detail how he arrived at his bid price.

4.8.4 In general, the Director, Division of Purchase & Property
reserves the right to obtain and evaluate any information
required to award a contract.

Director's Right of Final Bid Acceptance

The Director reserves the right to reject any and 211 bids, or to
award in whole or in part as deemed to be in the best interests of
the State. He shall have authority to award orders or contracts to
the bidder best meeting specifications and bid conditions who is
determined to have offered the most advantageous bid to the State,
price and other factors considered.

Contracts Resulting From This RFP

4.10.1 Bidders are cautfoned that all terms and conditions
contained within this RFP, and any addendum to this RFP,
will become part of the contract awarded as a result of the
RFP whether stated in whole, in part, or by reference (see
Section 5.0).

4.10.2 The contents of the bidder's response proposal as accepted
by the Director will become part of any contract awarded as
a result of this Request for Proposal. :

4.10.3 Additional Conditions

The bidder is hereby notified that, in addition to terms
and conditions specified elsewhere in this RFP, the State
intends that a1l aspects of the bidding procedure,
contract/award procedure, and subsequent actions carried
out under the contract awarded pursuant to this RFP, shall
also be governed by the provisions and requirements of
40CFR, Part 33. (Interim-final rule, dated May 12, 1982).
Copies will be available at the bidder's conference. The
bidders should pay special attention to the requirements of
this Part concerning subcontracting.

Informalities in Bidding

Pursuant to New Jersey Administrative Code Title 17, Chapter 12,
Subchapter 2.4 , the Director, Division of Purchase and Property
reserves the right to waive any minor informalities not in
compliance with the specifications, terms and conditions of the
invitation to bid (RFP),

Automatic Rejection of Bids
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4,13

Pursuant to New Jersey Administrative Code Title 17, Chapter 12,

Subchapter 2.5, bids shall be rejected automatically for the

following reasons:

° Faflure to sign the bid document.

° Bid not received on time.

° Bid submitted in pencil.

® Failure to provide bid security when required.

° Failure to attend mandatory bidders’' conference.

° Failure to attend mandatory site inspection.

° Fajlure to initial price alterations.

° Faflure to file Stockholders Disclosure.

° Failure to file Affirmative Action Form within seven (7) days
after receipt of notice.

Mandatory Site Inspection

Bidders are cautioned that attendance at the site inspection is
mandatory. Attendance is 2 prerequisite and requirement for bid
submission. Bidder(s) which fail to attend and register at the
site will be disqualified from submitting bid response proposals in
response to this RFP.

4.13.1 A DEP representative will be on-site on the following
scheduled dates: :

DAY DATE TIME
Wed March 30 10:00A. M.
Thurs March 31 . 10:00A.M.

4.13.2 A1l visitors to the site will be required to execute a
release holding the State harmiess for persenal or other
injuries and/or damages which may occur during the course
of the site visit. Bidders will not be granted access to
the site unliess the atorementioned release 1S executed.

Important note! The above referenced release form will
also serve as the Registration Form for attendance at the
mandatory site inspection. Failure to execute this form
may, therefore, lead to a disqualification of your firm!

4,13.3 The state of New Jersey advises all prospective bidders and
other persons that is without complete knowledge as to the
content and nature of the hazardous substances on the site,
and in the soil and air surrounding the site, and further
that it is without complete knowledge as to the nature or
the degree of the hazards which might arise therefrom. The
State of New Jersey further advises that the minimum level
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of protection recommended is level "D" indicating a low
hazard rating pursuant to applicable federal standards.
Any person or persons who enter upon the site, examine the
site, or conduct any activity on or in the vicinity of the
site do so at their own risk. The State of New Jersey
assumes no liability whatsoever for any damages, loss or
injury of any kind arising in anyway from such entry upon,
examination of or activity on or in the vicinity of the
site by any person or persons.

Prospective bidders, vendors and contractors agree that, if
given permission to enter upon and examine the site for the
purpose of this RFP, said prospective bidder, vendor or
contractor shall be solely responsible for and shall keep,
save, and hold harmiess the State of New Jersey and its
employees from and against any and all claims, demands,
suits, actions, recoveries, judgement and costs and
expenses in connection therewith on account of loss of
1ife, property, or injury or damage to the person, body or
property of any person, agency or corporation, which shall
arise from or result directly or indirectly from said entry
upon, inspection of, or activity upon or in the v1cin1ty of
the site, pursuant to this RFP.

4.14 Mandatory Bidder(s) Conference

4.14.1

4.14.2

Date: April 5, 1983
Time: 9:30 A.M.
Location: N.J. Division of Purchase and Property
Purchase Bureau, 135
West Hanover Street, Basement
Bid Reading Room.
Trenton, N.J. 08625

Attendance at the bidders' conference is a prerequisite and
2 requirement prior to bid submission. Firms which do not
attend will be disqualified from submitting proposals in
response to this RFP. The purpose of the bidders'
conference is to answer questions and comments regarding
the content of this RFP,

4.15 Questions and Inquiries

4.15.1

4.15.2

It is the policy of the Division of Purchase and Property
to accept questions and inquiries in writing from Bidders.
Bidders must submit written questfons in advance of or at
the time of the bidders' conference. Answers will be given
at the bidders' conference and/or in the form of a written
addendum to the RFP,

Oral explanations or instructions given over the phone
prior the bid submission date shall not be binding.

A1l written questions must be directed to the individual

designated below in advance of or at the bidders'
conference.

10
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5.0

Sheldon Boyarsky

Supervising Procurement Specialist
Purchase Bureau

135 West Hanover Street CN 230
Trenton, N.J. 08625 :

4.15.3 Carbon copies of all questions must also be sent to:

4,16 Response Date

Dr. Marwan M. Sadat, Administrator
Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration
Division of Waste Management

8 Hanover Street

CN-028

Trenton, N.J. 08625

and

Mr. Charles A, Strano, Chief
gg;eau of Management Services
88 East State Street
Trenton, N.J. 08625

4.16.1 In order to be considered, proposals must arrive at the
Purchase Bureau and be time stamped prior to the date and

time specitied as the 2:00PM bid due date.

4,16.2 Bidders mailing their bid responses are cautioned to allow
for normal mail delivery time to -ensure receipt of their
bid response proposals by the Purchase Bureau on time.

Contract/General Terms And Conditions -

“A11 terms and conditions within this section will be incorporated into

any contracts resulting from this Request for Proposal. See Section 4.10

for statement. -

5.1 Compliance - State Laws

It is agreed and understood that any contracts and/or orders placed
as a result of this RFP shall be governed and construed, and the
rights and obligations of the parties hereto shall be determined in
accordance with the laws of the State of New Jersey.

5.2 Compliance - Laws

The contractor must comply with all local, state and federal laws,
rules and regulations applicable to this contract and to the work
to be done hereunder.

5.3 Termination of Contract

1
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5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

o Wra

The State reserves the right to terminate any contract entered into
as a result of this RFP provided written notice has been given by
the Director of the Division of Purchase and Property to the
contractor at least 30 days prior to such proposed termination
date. For cause, the Director eof the Division of Purchase and
Property may terminate any contract by giving contractor 5 days
notice of such termination,

Liability Copyright - Contract

The contractor shall hold and save the State of New Jersey, its
officers, agents, servants and employees, harmliess from 1iability
of any nature or kind for or on account of the use of any
copyrighted or uncopyrighted composition, secret process, patented
or unpatented invention, article or appliance furnished or used in
the performance of this contract.

Corporate Authority

A1l firms incorporated outside of the State must file a Certificate
of Authority with the Secretary of State at the Department of
State, State House, Trenton, New Jersey, within seven days of
notification of intent to award.

Prevailing Wage Act

New Jersey Prevailing Wage Act P. L. 1963 Chapter 150 is made part
of every contract entered into by the State where applicable. The
bidder's signature on the response RFP is his guarantee that
neither he nor any subcontractors he might empioy to perform the
work covered by this proposal are listed or are on record in the
Office of the Commissioner of the Department of Labor as one who
has failed to pay prevailing wages in accordance with the
provisions of this Act.

Non-Discrimination

There shall be no discrimination against any employees who are
employed in the work covered by this contract or against any
applicant for such employment because of sex, race, religion, color
or natural origin. This provision shall include, but will not be .
1imited to, the following: employment, upgrading, demotion or
transfer, recruitment advertising, layoff or termination, rates of
pay or other forms of compensation, and selection for training,

-~ including apprenticeship. The contractor shall insert a similar

provision in 211 subcontracts for services covered by this RFP.

The contractor must also comply with an appropriate(and applicable)
subagreement provisions found in 40CFR33, Subpart F - 33,1005 -
33.1030 and NJSA 10:2-1 through 10:5-31 through 10:5-38 and all
rules and regulations issued thereunder.

Anti-Collusion Clause - Contract

The contractor does hereby warrant and represent that this contract
has not been solicited or secured, directly or indirectly, in a
manner contrary to the laws of the State of New Jersey and that

12
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5.10

5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

said laws have not been violated and shall not be violated as they
relate to the procurement or the performance of the contract by any
conduct, including the paying or consideration of any kind,
directly or indirectly, to any State empioyee, officer or official.
The contractor must also comply with appropriate (and applicable)
subcontract agreement provisions found in 40 CFR, 33,

Subpart F - 33.1005 - 33.1030.

Firm Pricing

A1l prices quoted shall be firm and not subject to increase during
the period of the contract. In the event of a price decrease
during the contract period, the State shall receive the full
benefit of such reduction on any undelivered or uncompleted good or
service and for all subsequent goods or services provided during
the balance of the contract. The Director shall be notified in
:r1t1ng of such reductions(s) within (5) days of the effective

ate,

Availability of Funds

Records

The State's obligation hereunder is contingent upon the
availability of appropriated funds from which payment for contract
purposes can be made. No legal 1iability on the part of the State
for payment of any money shall arise unless and until funds are
made available each year by the Legislature.

The contractor shall maintain complete, accurate and detailed
records of all the personnel, equipment, materials and supplies
devoted to the work performed under this contract by it and others
employed by it and others obliged to be employed by it. In
addition, a2 daily field log must be maintained for all fieldwork.
The Director or his authorized representatives may at all
reasonable times audit such records. The records retention
requirement is for a minfmum of five (5) years.

Access to Records

In addition to terms stated elsewhere in this contract, the State
of New Jersey, USEPA, the Comptroller General of the United States,
or any of their duly authorized representatives, shall have access,
upon demand, to any books, documents, papers and records of the
contractor which are directly pertinent to this contract, for the
purpose of making audit examination, excerpts, and transcriptions.
The contractor shall insert identical rights of access for these
parties into any subcontractor agreement the contractor enters into
under this contract. Failure to meet the requirements of this
section shall be considered a breach of the entire contract. The
contractor must also comply with appropriate (and applicable)
ggb;gggement provisions found in 40CFR33, Subpart F - 33.1005 -

State Energy Conservation Plan
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5.15

5.16

5.17

The contractor shall be cognizant of the mandatory standards and
policies relating to energy efficiency which are contained in any
State energy conservation plan issued in compliance with the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act (P.L. 94-163).

Grantor (EPA) Agency Patent and Copyright Policy Notification

Pursuant to the provisions of section 14 (g) of Federal Management
Circular A-102, Attachment “0" that USEPA has reporting and rights
provisions concerning patents to be found at 40 CFR, Part 30, and
copyright data reporting requirements and rights which are stated
at 40 CFR, Part 30. Accordingly, should any discovery or invention

~arise or be developed under this contract during its operation,

that discovery or invention should be subject to the reporting and
rights provisions of subpart D or 40 CFR Part 30 and Appendix B of
Part 30 and the contractor shall regort the discovery or invention
to US EPA through the State and shall otherwise comply with the
State's (as grantee) responsibilities under subpart D of 40 CFR,
Part 30. The contractor also hereby agrees that the disposition or

" rights to any invention or discovery made under this contract will

be in accordance with the terms and conditions of Appendix B or 40
CFR Part 30. The contractor shall include identical requirements
in 211 subcontracts it enters into under this agreement.

The contractor also agrees that any data, including but not limited
to reports, drawings, manuals, computer programs and plans,
developed, produced or otherwise accumulated by the contractor
under this agreement shall be subject to the rights in the United
States as set forth in subpart D or 40 CFR, Part 30 and in Appendix
C to 40 CFR, Part 30, including the right to reproduce and disclose
any and all such materials for whatever purpose it may have. The
contractor hereby agrees to issue the State's responsibilities as
provided in said Appendix C during the course of this contract. If

any of the subject materials produced under this contract are

considered by the contractor to be copyrightable, the contractor
may proceed to copyright them, subject to the provisions of
Appendix C and the rights of the United States except that the
State and the United States hereby reserve a royalty-free,
non-exclusive and irrevocable 1icense to duplicate and disclose any
and all such materials for whatever purpose they may have. The
contractor will include provisions establishing identical rights in
the State and the United States in any of its sub-contracts under
this agreement.

Ownership of Material

Ownership of all data, material and documentation gathered and
prepared for the State pursuant to this contract shall belong
exclusively to the State subject to the rights of the USEPA under
the cooperative agreement,

Prime Contractor Responsibilities

- The State will consider the prime contractor to be the sole point

of contact with regard to contractual matters and the prime
contractor will be required to assume sole responsibility for the
complete effort stipulated in the Request For Proposal.
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5.18

5.19

5.20

The contractor is responsible for the professional quality,
technical accuracy, timely completion, and the coordination of all
SOW TASKS specified under this contract. The contractor shall,
without additional compensation, correct or revise any errors,
omissions, or other deficiencies in his reports, test results,
drawings and other services, including subcontractors work.

The contractor shall perform the professional services necessary to
accomplish the SOW TASKS required to be performed under this '
contract and applicable USEPA requirements in effect on the date of
execution of the USEPA/NJDEP Cooperative Agreement for this
project.

The NJDEP's or USEPA's approval of reports, test results, drawings,
and incidential work or services furnished hereunder shall not in
any way relieve the contractor of responsibility for the technical
adequacy of his work. Neither the NJDEP's nor USEPA's review,
approval, acceptance, or payment for any of the services shall be
construed as a2 waiver of any rights under this contract or of any
cause of action arising out of the performance of this contract.

Subcontractors

1f any part of the work covered by this contract is to be
subcontracted, the contractor shall identify the subcontracting
organization, in the manner described in Section 8.0 and the
contractual arrangements made therewith, and state what services
are being subcontracted. A1l subcontractors must be approved by
the State prior to awarding this contract. If during the term of
this contract the prime contractor finds it necessary to replace
subcontractors identified in their original proposal, the State

will consider such subsequent assignments or replacements, provided

however, ten (10) days written notice is given by the contractor
and written approval is obtained pursuant to Section 5.18.

Substitutioi of Personnel or Subcontractor

1f, during the term of the contract, the contractor or
subcontractor cannot provide the personnel as proposed and requests
a substitution, that substitution must be an approved equal or
better. The contractor or subcontractor will provide detailed
resume qualifications and justification which will be forwarded to
the State/NJDEP Project Officer and Director, Division of Purchase
and Property, for approval prior to any personnel substitution.

The contractor will identify the organization, officers, and the
contractual arrangement made therewith, and state the detafled
qualifications and justification which will be forwarded to the
State/NJDEP Project Officer and the Director, Division of Purchase
and Property for approval prior to the commencement of any work by
the recommended substitute subcontractor.

Liquidated Damages

. If the contractor is unable to meet the seven month project

schedule, the State may impose liquidated damages for any delay
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5.21

§.22

incurred in the completion of the deliverables at the rate of
$500.00 per day based or a seven-day week. The maximum liability
of the contractor will be $50,000.00 These sums will be considered
liquidated damages and not a penalty. A performance bond s not
required.

Indemnification

The contractor shall be solely responsible for and shall keep,
save, and hold harmless the State of New Jersey and its employees
from and against any and 211 claims, demands, suits, actions,
recoveries, judgements, and costs and expenses in connection
therewith on account of the loss of 1ife, property, or injury or
damage to the person, body, or property of any person, agency,
corporation, or government entity, which shall arise from or result
directly or indirectly from the work and/or materials supplied by
or arising out of the performance of this contract. The
contractor's 1iability under this contract shall continue after the
termination of the contract with respect to any 1iability, loss,
expense or damage, resulting from acts occurring prior to
termination. This idemnification obligation is not limited by, but
is in addition to, the insurance obligation contained in this
agreement.

Insurance

The contractor shall secure and maintain in force for the term of
the contract the following minimum insurance coverages. Within

10 days of date of notification of intent to award, the contractor
shall provide the State of New Jersey with current certificates of
insurance certifying coverage and containing the provision that the
insurance shall not be cancelled for any reason except after

30 days written notice to be directed to the State of New Jersey,
Director, Division of Purchase and Property as indicated in

Section 5.22,.5.

5.22.1 Comprehensive General Liabflity insurance as broad as the
standard coverage from currently in use in the State of New
Jersey which shall not be circumscribed by any endorsements
1imiting the breath of coverage. The policy shall include
an endorsement (broad form) for contractual liability, an
endorsement for completed operations 1iability and shall
include the State of New Jersey as an additional insured.
Limits of 1iability shall not be less than one million
dollars per occurrence for bodily injury liability and not
less than one million dollars per occurrence for property
damage 1iability.

5.22.2 Comprehensive Automobile L{iability {nsurance covering
owned, non-owned, and hired vehicles with minimum 1imits of
one million dollars per occurrence for bodily injury and
property damage 1iability combined.

5.22.3 Workers Compensation insurance applicable to the laws of

the State of New Jersey and any other state where the _
consultant will be active under this contract, and
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5.23

5.24

5.25

5.26

5.27

Employers Liability insurance with a 1imit of not Jess than
$25,000. The policy shall be endorsed to include coverage
under the United States Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers
Compensation Act and any other Federal Workers Compensation
Law which may apply to the Contractor's operations.

5.22.4 Errors and Omissions

An errors and omissions insurance policy with limits of not
less than $500,000.00 to be in force and in effect at all
times which will indemnify the prime contractor plus all
subcontractors and the State of New Jersey for direct loss
which may be incurred due to probliems or errors with the
Friedman Feasibility Study, regardliess of
contractor/subcontractor negligence.

5.22.5 Insurance Certificate(s)

The certificate(s) of insurance should include the bid

1D #, name of bid and buyer's name. Certificate(s) should
be forwarded to Sheldon Boyarsky, Supervising Procurement

Specialist, CN230, Purchase Bureau, Trenton, N.J. 08625.

Remedies

A1l claims, counterclaims, disputes, and other matters in question
asserted or raised by the contractor, arising out of or relating to
the contract entered into pursuant to this RFP, or the breach
:2:reof.-w111 be subject to the New Jersey Contractual Liability
Confidentiality Agreement - (Contract)

The executed Confidentiality Agreement (Attachment II) will become
a part of 211 contracts awarded pursuant to this RFP.

40CFR, Part 33 (Inte~im - Final Rule, Dated 5/12/82).

A1l contract(s) awarded pursuant to this RFP will be governed by
40CFR, Part 33 (Interim - Final Rule, dated 5/12/82). This
provision will be of particular note where subcontracting is
involved. ‘

License & Permits

The contractor shall be required to obtain and maintain, during the
term of this contract, all licenses, permits, authorization, or any
documents required by Federal authorities, State Government, County
and Municipal governments, wherever necessary to perform this
contract. The contractor shall supply the State with evidence that
such applicable licenses, permits, authorization or other required
documents have been obtained. Said evidence shall be submitted
subsequent to contract award.

Clean Air and Water Certification
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5.28

5.29

5.30

The State mey require from the contractor prior to contract award a
certification that he and his subcontractors are presently in
compliance with (and shall continue in compliance with for the term
of the contract) all applicable standards, orders, or requirements
issued under Section 306 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 1857 (b),
section 508 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1368), Executive
Order 11728, and the EPA regulations (40 CFR Part 15).

Adverse Notification

The contractor will promptly notify the State NJ/DEP Project

- Officer prior to and after award of the receipt of any

communication from the Assistant Administrator for Enforcement,
USEPA or his or her designee, indicating that any facility proposed
for use for the performance of the contract is 1isted on or under
consideration to be listed on the USEPA List of Violating
Facilities. If applicable, the facilities will be identified.

The contractor will include this certification in every subcontract
he executes under this contract.

The result of this disclosure may impact on the contractor's use of
the facilities.

Existing Data

Subsequent to contract award, the State will make available to the
contractor existing State data and will make arrangements with
USEPA Region II to obtain necessary information that in the State's
Jjudgement may be useful for successful project completion.

Assistance on Legal Action

Contractor's personnel and the personnel of its subcontractors may
be required to provide assistance to the State in the form of
participation in legal actions against alleged responsible parties
for violation of state and/or federal environmental law regarding
any of the operations said bidder or its subcontractors is involved
in under the contract that shall arise out of this RFP. This
assistance may include the preparation of reports and assisting
State and/or Federal attorneys in preparation of the government's
case, as well as testimony in Court (expert and/or other types of
testimony), testimony at depositions and the preparation and
execution of interrogatories and affidavits.

The State will reimburse the contractor for such assistance as
described above at the prevailing rate for the contractor's
employees's primary classification at the time services are
required.

The contractor shall insert an identical obligation to provide such
assistance in a1l subcontractor agreements to perform work under
any contract(s) resulting from this RFP. Failure to meet the
requirement of this section shall be considered a breach of this
contract. N

18
148x




5.31 Invoicing

5.32

5.33

5.34

Payment to the contractor will be made upon submission to NJDEP of
itemized billings, referring to completion of Task(s), as shown in
price Schedule "A" (including all associated deliverables), which
the State shall in turn certify for payment. Reimbursement will be
made upon a task completion basis only. It should be noted that
the $35,000 cost estimate included by the State in Price Schedule A
for Task 4-B (Treatability Studies) will not be paid in the event
that the State determines that such studies are not required (see
Section 7.4 for specific terms dealing with the State's commitment
with respect to this task). The State reserves the right to
withhold ten (10) percent of the total payments invoiced as
retainage until completion of a final project audit and
satisfactory resolution of the audit findings.

Final Payment

Upon satisfactory completion of the SOW TASKS under this contract,
as a condition before final payment or as 2 termination settiement
under this contract, the contractor shall execute and deliver to
the State a2 release of all claims against the State of New Jersey
arising under or by virtue of this contract except claims which are
specifically exempted by the contractor to be set forth therein.
Unless otherwise provided in this RFP or by the New Jersey law or
otherwise expressly agreed to by the parties to this contract final
payment under this contract or settlement upon termination of this
contract shall not constitute a waiver of the State's claims
against the contractor or his sureties under this contract. The
final payment will be for the release of the retainage only,
(including any audit adjustments) with the appropriate statement
regarding releasing State from any further liabilities.

Additional Work

Any additional work items covered in Schedule "D" approved and
executed under this contract will be paid for based on the unit
prices bid in the Ad4itional Work Clause Price Schedule D. Any
additional labor hours for work determined by the State to be
beyond the scope of this contract will be paid at the rates
provided in Schedule "B" for all labor categories. The scope and
cost of such additional work will be based on a2 written work plan
and cost proposal approved by the State prior to the initiation of
the work.

Billing for additional work must be invoiced independent of
completion of tasks and in accordance with Section 5.31. Such
billings must include detailed supporting documentation of all
costs.

The State will not compensate the contractor for professional and

technical hours expended in traveling to and from either the work
site or the normal work station of the employee.

Project Schedule
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6.0

5.35

5.36

T

5.34.1 A1l contract work must be completed within seven (7) months
from the date of contract award unless a2 work stoppage
order, pursuant to Section 5.36, requires a longer
completion date. Due to federal funding constraints all
work under Tasks 1 through 5 must be completed and
delivered within {14) weeks from the date of contract
award. These time frames include submission of all
deliverables, review and approval by NJDEP.

5.34.2 If circumstances beyond the control of the contractor
result in a late delivery, it is the responsibility and
obligation of the contractor to make the details know
immediately to the Purchase Bureau, 135 West Hanover
Street, Trenton, New Jersey 08625 and to the NJDEP Project
Manager.

Any extension of the contract time frames must be approved

by both the NJDEP Project Manager and the Division of
Purchase and Property.

Approval of Deliverables

The State (NJDEP) will be responsible for the approval of
deliverables for each element of the Tasks 1 thru 4 as required in
Section 7.0, within five calendar days from time of receipt by the
State. Deliverables required by Tasks § and 6 will require 30
calendar days each, from the time of receipt for review and
approval. .

Suspension or Termination of Performance

The NJDEP may at any time for valid reason direct the contractor to
suspend or terminate work under this approved contract for either a
period of time or permanently. Such order shall be given by at
Jeast ten days notice in writing which shall specify the period
during which work shall be stopped. The contractor shall be paid
up until the stop order but subsequent payments shall be held in
abeyance until final project decision. The contractor, unless
terminated, shall resume work upon the date specified in the stop
work order, or upon such other date as the NJDEP may thereafter
specify in writing., The period during which work shall have been
stopped shall be deemed added to the time of performance. Stoppage
of work under this Section shall not give rise to any claim against
the State. The contractor must also comply with appropriate ?and
applicable) subagreement provisions found in 40CFR33, Subpart F -
33.1005 - 33.1030.

Proposal Evaluation

A1l proposals will be evaluated by a five-member evaluation committee
consisting of personnel from the Department of Environmental Protection,
the Department of the Treasury, and one other Department as a
disinterested third party.

20
150x




Bidders who submit a proposal in response to this RFP may be required to
give an oral presentation of the proposal to the Evaluation Committee.
This will provide an opportunity for the Bidder to c1arify or elaborate
on his proposal but will in no way change the Bidder's original bid. The
Issuing Office will schedule the time and location of these
presentations. ‘

The following criteria, not necessarily listed in order of 1mportance,
will be used to evaluate proposals. These criteria are general in nature
and may be used to develop a more detailed eva1uat1on work sheet.

6.1 The lump sum prices and hourly rates as subm1tted on Price
Schedules A and B.

6.2 The bidder's Quality Control and Assurance Qutline, Health and
Safety Outline, Field Sampling Protocol and any other documentation
required to guarantee proper performance of work.

6.3 The bidders past relevant experience and resources (and
subcontractors, where applicable) in performing similar types of
services.

6.4 Compliance with all Federal, State, and Local regulations and
statutes by the contractor, subcontractors and their key personnel.

6.5 Bidder's Detailed Technical Proposal submitted for defined SOW
Tasks to be performed under this RFP.

6.6 The financial capability of the bidders to satisfactorily complete
the requirements of this RFP.

6.7 Experience of personnel to be assigned, as indicated on required
staff resumes.

6.8 The ability of the bidder as judged by the State to complete the
project within the required time frame with particular reference to
staffing, man-hours and skill mix.

6.9 The bidder's submission of a bid proposal that is determined to be
responsive to RFP requirements for technical, organizational
support and experience and cost submissions.
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7.0 SCOPE OF WORK

- Wiea

The Feasibility Study will involve, at a minimm, the sevén (7) tasks which
are interrelated and will lead to the recammendation of a cost~effective
ané envirommentally sound remedial action to be undertaken at the Friedman

Property Site.

Task 1 -~
Task 2
Task 3

Task 4 -
Task 5 -
Task 6 -
Task 7 -

The Study will consist of the following tasks:

Preinvestigation Activities

Site Investigations

Selection of Remedial Response Objectives and
Identification of Alternatives

Laboratory and Bench Scale Treatability Studies
Evaluation of Alternatives

Conceptual Design and Final Report
Coordination and Cammunity Relations

It is important in conducting this Study that close coordinatiomn with USEPA
and NJDEP be maintained to make the regulatory agencies aware of the wark
underway to allow them to guide the effort or require amendments where

necessary.

7.1 Task 1 - Preinvestigation Activities

Task Description

Prior to

the start of any investigative activities the contractor must

coordinate with NJDEP and USEPA to cbtain approval of the following:

7‘1.1

7.1.2

Project Schedule

The contractor shall provide a project schedule by preparing

a Task/Activity bar chart or critical path sequence (CPM)

showing the initiation, coordination, duration and

interdependency of tasks. -

NOTE: This schedule must be updated in each monthly
progress report.

Health and Safety Plan

A camprehensive site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP)
must be structured for on-site personnel to minimize their
personal injury, illness, and potential envirommental
impairment associated with the contracted feasibility study.
The contractor will be respansible to perform all activities
on-site within the guidelines of the agreed-upon health and
safety plan which must cover, at a minimm, the areas listed
below:
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7.1.2.1 Listing of personal protective eguipment
(including respiratory protection) to be used,
including manufacturer, model, duration safety
period, and any required certification
documentation.

7.1.2.2 Listing of safety equipment (including
manufacturer, expiration date and model) to be
used, such as: fire extinguishers, portable eye
wash stations, air monitoring equipment, etc.
(Equipment must meet OSHA standards or other
acceptable industrial standards).

7.1.2.3 Medical Surveillance Program for contractor's
enployees.

7.1.2.4 Personal hygiene requirements for contractor's
enployees.
7.1.2.5 Training Program including training protocol.

7.1.2.6 Special medical procedures to be available at job
site.

7.1.2.7 Contigency plans for emergency procedures, spill
prevention/response, and evacuation plans.

7.1.2.8 On=-site monitoring for personal safety.

7.1.2.9 Decontamination Procedures (Egquipment & Personnel)
7.1.3 Field Sampling Plan

Development of reliable monitoring data is a critical part
of the project. Therefore, considerable importance is
attached to quality assurance of the sampling, analysis and
data-handling. A detailed site-specific Field Sampling Plan
must be prepared for which each field investigation will
address the following points:

7.1.3.1 Specific number and types of samples regquired to
accurately identify the problem.

7.1.3.2 location of sampling points
7.1.3.3 Justification for the number and location of the
sampling points.

7.1.3.4 Explanation as to the type of data or information
which will be collected and intentions for use of
the data and information. (envirommental and

engineering aspects)

23
153x



7.1.4

Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) Plan

Any field sampling, collection and analyses conducted shall
be documented, and chain of custody procedures shall be
implemented in accordance with the criteria specified in
USEPA guidance. (If subcontractors are to be used in this
effort, the prime contractor has full responsibility for
quality assurance of the subcontractor's efforts as well as
his own efforts).

The Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan shall contain, at
a minimm, the gquidelines presented in the USEPA document
"Interim Guidelines and Specifications for Preparing Quality
Assurance Project Management Plan.” These documents are -
available from the State Project Officer subsequent to
Contract Award. It should be noted that envirommental
measurements cannoct begin until reaching Quality Assurance
Project Plan is submitted and approved by the NJDEP and
USEPA. This plan shall also include:

7.1.4.1 QA objectives for data measurement, in terms of
precision, accuracy, cawpleteness,
representativeness and camparability.

7.1.4.2 Sampling procedures.

7.1.4.3 Sample custody. (Field and laboratory chain of
custody procedures)

7.1.4.4 Calibration procedures, references, and frequency.
7.1.4.5 Analytical testing procedures.

7.1.4.6 Data reduction, validation and reporting.

7.1.4.7 Internal QA checks and frequency.

7.1.4.8 QA performance audits, system audits, and
frequency.

7.1.4.9 Preventive maintenance procedures and schedule.

7.1.4.10 Specific procedures to be used to routinely assess
data precision, representativeness, camparability,
accuracy and campleteness of the specific
measurement parameters involved. This section
will be required for all QA project plans.

7.1.4.11 Quality Assurance Corrective Action.
7.1.4.12 QA Reports to Management.
NOTE: Methylene chloride is not to be used in

laboratory procedures since it is a
suspected contaminant at the site.
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7.1.5 Task 1 - Deliverables

7.1.5.1 The fellowing deliverables must be submitted to
NIDEP and USEPA for review and approval within
two weeks (14 calendar days) after contract award.
They must be approved prior to the start of
investigative activities.

- Bar chart or CPM showing project schedule
- Health and Safety Plan

~ Field Sampling Plan

~ Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan

7.1.5.2 The contractor shall submit the above deliverables
in accordance with the distribution chart provided
as Attachment III.

7.1.5.3 Effective coordination and cammmication between
the contractor and NJDEP and USEPA is a
requirement throughout the period of this study.
Requests for information, data, documents, etc.
will be coordinated through the NJDEP Site
Manager.

7.2 Task 2 - Site Investigations
Task Description
The contractor will utilize the Supplemental Information provided and
any other pertinent existing data and conduct on-site investigations
of soil, groundwater, surface waters, and local potable wells to
determine the types, physical states and extent of hazardous
substance contamination, to identify any migration of hazardous
substances through the above media and to assess any adverse effects

or risks associated with the presence of hazardous substances at the
Site.

7.2.1 Background Investigation

7.2.1.1 Previous Investigative Activities

The contractor shall research the existing
Remedial Action Master Plan (RAMP) for this Site,
dated August 6, 1982 and any other pertinent
non-classified data on-file with NJDEP/USEPA for

25

155x



7.2.2

purposes of summarizing all activities involving
the Site. The contractor shall access these
documents from the designated NJDEP Site Manager.
The contractor will also summarize the previous,
relevant investigative activities, including the
technical reports, and the reliability of those
results.

7.2.1.2 Site Description

Based on the above research prepare a summary of
the Site's regional location, pertinent area
boundary features and the general physiography,
hydrology and geology.

7.2.1.3 Nature of the Problem

Discuss the general nature of the problem
relative to the use of the site for hazardous

waste disposal.
Field Investigations

Contractors performing work for the State under certain
sections of the contract arising out of this RFP will be
expected by the State to perform certain investigations
utilizing various safety gear at the job site. All safety
equipment used by the contractor's employees must meet OSHA
standards or other acceptable industrial standards.

The safety equipment to be included by the contractor as a
camponent part may include but not be limited to the :
following:

Pressure-demand, self-contained breathing apparatus
Air Cylinder and Supply Services
Cascade System (capable of on site use available with
24 hour refill on scene capability)
Safety Shields on Heavy Equipment )
Decontamination Eguipment
Chemical Resistant Clothing
General Air Monitoring Equipment
Disposable Latex Surgical and Rubber Gloves
Disposable Boots
Boots, chemical Resistant, Steel Toe and Shank
Hard Hats
Rain Gear
Emergency Eye Wash (Shower)
Escape Air Packs
Full Face Mask, Air Purifying, Canister-Equipped respirator
Disposable Cartridges for Respirators
Safety Goggles
Radiation Carcds and/or Radiation Testing Kits
for Personal Exposure
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Ear Plugs

Fire Extinguishers and Refill Service

Pirst Aid Eguipment

Face Sheilds

Acid Base Solution Kits

2-Way Radio Cammnications (Intrinsically Safe)

The investigations listed below are expected to accurately
and campletely describe the conditions related to the
presence of hazardous substances. Specifically the
investigations under this Task must include (but are not
limited to):

7.2.2.1 Scil Investigation

211 samples shall be located on site in accordance
with the Field Sampling Plan per field soil
standard sampling methods ASTM D 1452/65, D
1586/67, D 3350/77. The contractor shall:

- Obtain relatively undisturbed soil samples using
appropriate excavating equipment to dig sample
pits, and if necessary use split spoon samples of
two inches in outside diameter in case of
contaminent extensicn. Continue digging or boring
until sample shows no further contamination, or
continue boring until you reaching 5 feet below
the water table. The contractor may cbtain the
samples, using the continuous split spoon sanpler,
fram the surface to a depth of 5 feet below the
water table.
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7.2.2.2

7.2.2.3

- Record a camplete description of each soil sample
taken including physical characteristics, anv presence
of oils, viscous substances, color changes, groundwater
level, soil classification and thickness.

- Provide pertinent soil sample information on
well logging charts as appropriate.

- Take representative samples and conduct laboratory
analyses as required under Section 7.4.1 in the SOW.
The fixed price quoted for all laboratory analyses will
be included in Task 4a, on Price Schedule A.

Ground Water Investigation

All groundwater sampling well locations will be based
on the Field Sampling Plan, and existing sampling data
that is available from the NIJDEP Site Manager. The
contractor will conduct groundwater sampling as
necessary to determine:

- depth of water table

- levels of contamination in the groundwater (by
concentration - ug/L or ppb)

- contaminant behavior (stability, mobility, biological
and chemical degradation)

- projected rate of contamination migration

- direction and flow rate in the aquifers determined
to be contaminated, both horizontally and vertically.

- extent of groundwater contamination in the

" underlying aquifers.

--Geologic profile and cross-section to the depth of
contamination as determined above.

Take representative samples and conduct laboratory
analyses as required under Section 7.4.1 in the SOW.
The fixed price quoted for all laboratory analyses will
be included in Task 4a, on Price Schedule A.

Surface Water Investigation

All surface water sampling points will be established
in the Field Sampling Plan. The contractor shall
collect, at a minimum, the following types of sanples:
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7.2.2.4

- leachate into any surface waters on or adjacent to
the Site (primarily waters flowinc into Lahaway Creek)

- instream water and sediment
- upstream and downstream of the Site

The contractor shall conduct surface water sampling to
determine:

- levels of contamination in the surface water (by
concentration - ug/L or ppb)

- the degree of contaminant migration by surface
runoff, leachate and groundwater seepage.

- rate of contamination due to groundwater discharge

- the groundwater/surface water interaction at the Site
Conduct laboratory analyses as required under Section
7.4.1 in the SOW. The fixed price quoted for all
laboratory analyses will be included in Task 4a, on
Price Schedule A.

Potable Well Investigation

Area resident potable wells shall be sampled within a
750 foot radius from the center of the site. For
purposes of satisfying this RFP it is anticipated that
eight (8) potable wells will be investigated. The
contractor shall determine through a well testing and
interview program the following:

- potable well details, such as, date drilled, total
depth, diameter, casing materials, campletion
zone/formation, type pump, etc.

- quality of ground water withdrawn fram the potable
wells, water levels/dates, production rates, and other
relevant information.

Take representative samples and conduct laboratory
analyses as required under Section 7.4.1 in the SOW.
The fixed price quoted for all laboratory analyses will
be included in Task 4a, on Price Schedule A. The
contractor shall obtain fram the designated NJDEP Site
Manager, any existing data on-file concerning area
resident potable wells to be utilized in conjunction
with his new data in determmining the level and
migration of contaminants in the groundwater.
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7.2.2.5

7.2.2.6

Hazardous Substances Inventory

During the course of the previously mentioned
investigations the contractor shall inventory any
uncovered hazardous substances as described below:

- Investigate, record and photograph, if appropriate,
quantities of any and all hazardous substances. Any
photographs of the hazardous materials shall be
included as part of this inventory. This inventory
must account for any surface and/or subsurface
containerized hazardous substances, e.g. drums,
cylinders, bottles, vials, labpacks etc., any
impoundments, e.g. lagoons trenches, pools or pits,
etc., any stock piled, heaped and/or dumped hazardous
substances, and any leaking, spilled, tracked or
leaching hazardous substances.

- Should leaking containers containing hazardous
materials be encountered during excavatian they must be
secured in overpack drums or other approved containers
and returned to the excavation upon campletion of work
in that excavation. All necessary over packs or other
approved containers will be supplied by the contractor.
The contractor will designate the location and number
of said containers on the site map.

-~ Tabulate sample locations with test results and
provide charts and curves, if applicable.

- Take representative samples and canduct laboratory
analyses as required under Section 7.4.1 in the SOW.
The fixed price quoted for all laboratory analyses will
be included in Tagk 4.a, on Price Schedule A.

Site Maps

a. The contractor shall provide an Area Map of
sufficient scale to depict the site and general
features within a 2,000 foot radius of the site.

b. The contractor shall provide a detailed Site Map,
of sufficient scale (to be of standard blueprint size
36" x 24"), to depict the Site by identifying the
following:

- property boundaries (designate owners of
properties adjacent to the Site)

- access roads or highways, adjacent existing
buildings and other structures
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7.2.3

7.2.4

7.2.5

- monitoring and potable well locations
(elevations and depths)

- surface water sample locations (elevations and
depths)

- soil test pit/bore hole locations (elevations
and depths)

- topography (showing two—-foot contours) with
watershed boundaries, if any

- disposal areas
- contaminated areas

All property boundaries, wells, sampling points,buried
drum locations, etc. shall be uniformly identified by
rectangular coordinates. The contractor shall obtain
fram the designated NJDEP Site Manager, any existing
data on-file cancerning items to be identified on the
detailed Site Map.

Proposed Response

The contractor shall utilize the data obtained in the
previocusly outlined investigations and existing data to
assess and summarize the specific on-site and off-site
health and envirommental effects. A Site-specific
statement of purpose for the response, based on the
background information and the investigative effort
accanplished, shall be provided. The purpose or intent
should be stated in terms of camponents or elements
that are amenable to specific remedial measures suited
to eliminating contamination at the Site.

Geodetic Markers

The contractor shall establish one permanent monument
with horizontal and vertical information at or near the
site boundary to identify the location and elevation of
the site. The monument should be tied into the NGS or
NJGCS network of the first or second order.

Tagk 2 Deliverables

7.2.5.1 The contractor shall sulmit a draft pre-
liminary Report detailing all of Task 2 to
USEPA and NJDEP. After the regulatory
agencies review and approval, including any
revisions or amendments, a final Task 2
Report shall be prepared and submitted within
two (2) weeks fram the date of approval.
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7.2.5.2

7.2.5.3

7.2.5.4

7.2.5.5

7.2.5.6

Effective coordination and comminications
between the contractor and USEPA and NJIDEP is
a requirement throughout the period of this
Study.

Recquests for information, data, documents,
etc. will be coordinated through the NJDEP
Site Manager.

The contractor shall submit deliverables
according to the distribution chart provided
as Attachment III.

The detailed Site Map shall be incorporated
into the Task 2 Report as an Appendix or
Attachment and be removeable for reference
and review, This map shall be reproduced as
necessary, to account for revisions and
amendments, and shall be distributed in the
Task 2 Report as outlined above.

All sampling forms, tables, charts and logs
(including copies of hard data) shall be
incorporated into the Task 2 Report as
Appendices or Attachments (with proper
reference to them in the body of the Repart).
All analytical and testing results ghall be
presented as stated above. All computations

. and assumptions shall be submitted for

USEPA/NJDEP review. Provide all analytical
data in machine readable form, punched and
verified in accordance with the format
provided in Attachment IV.

The contractor shall fully cooperate with the
imvestigative efforts of the "Evidence
Gathering" Contractor by providing access to
all data, Site information and test results
accarphshed under Task 2. Any preliminary,
interim and draft reports prepared during the
period of the Study should be available far
review by the "Evidence Gathering”
Contractor. Specific information concerning
the "Evidence Gathering" Contractor can be
obtained fram the Site Manager.
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7.3 Task 3 = Selection of Remedial Response (bijectives and

Identification of Zlternatives

Task Description

The contractor shall, in close consulation with NJDEP/USEPA,
recamend goals and abjectives for the remedial response and
identify alternatives to meet these ocbjectives.

7.3.1.

7.3.2

Response Cbijectives and Criteria

The contractor shall identify the site-specific
cbjectives and criteria of the response required
based on:

- Information gathered during Task 2

- Ilocal public health and envirommental concerns
(County/ Township records)

- NJDEP and USEPA requirements and the
National Contingency Plan (NCP) or USEPA
Interim Guidance

- Other applicable Federal & State Statutes

Specific cleanup criteria shall be developed in
accordance with procedures presented in Subpart F
of the NCP (or USEPA Interim Guidance), and shall
be presented so that levels of site contaminants
may be easily compared to the respective cleanup
criteria.

Praliminary criteria, developed in close
consultation with USEPA and NJDEP, shall be
submitted for approval to NJDEP before
proceeding on elements of the Feasibility
Study affected by the selection criteria.

Identification cf Remedial Alternatives

The contractor shall develop alternatives to
incorporate remedial technologies, response
cbjectives and criteria, and other appropriate
considerations into a comprehesive, site-specific
approach. These alternatives must, at least, be
capable of accamplishing the response dbjectives
set forth and approved in Task 3-Section 7.3.1
above. Screening of on-site, non-cleanup (e.g.,
alternative water supply), containment, and
no-action approaches shall be accamplished in
close consultation with USEPA and NJDEP. The
development of remedial alternatives shall
include, as a minimm:
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7.3.3

a. A description of appropriate treatment and
disposal technologies.

b. Specific engineering considerations required
to implement the alternative (e.g., pilot
treatment facility, additional studies needed to
proceed with final remedial design).

¢c. Envirormental impacts and proposed methods for
mitigating any adverse effects.

d. Operation and maintenance/monitoring
requirements of the campleted remedy.

e. Off-site disposal and transportation
needs.

f. Temporary storage requirements.

g. Requirement for safety plans during remedial
implementation (including both an-site and
off-site health and safety comsiderations).

h. A description of how the alternative could be
phased into individual operable units. This
should include discussion of how various
camponents of the remedy could be implemented
individually, or in groups resulting in a
fincticnal phase of the overall remedy.

Task 3 Deliverable

7.3.3.1

7.3.3.2

7.3.3.3

The contractor shall submit to USEPA and NJDEP an
interim report detailing all of Task 3. After the
regulatory agencies review and caments on the
draft, it shall be updated to include the USEPA
and NJDEP caments and incorporated into the Draft
Report to be prepared under Task 5.

The contractor shall submit deliverables
according to the distribution chart provided as
Attachment III.

Effective coordination and cammmications between
the contractor and USEPA and NJDEP are a
requirement throughout the period of this Study.
Requests for information, data, documents, etc.
will be coordinated through the NJDEP Site
Manager.
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7.4

7.3.3.4

All supporting data includinc engineering data,
sketches, drawings, tables, charts and curves
shall be incorporated into Task 3 report as
Apperdices or Attachments (with proper reference
tc them in the body of the report).

Task 4 - Laboratory and Bench Scale Treatability Studies

Task Description

The contractor shall conduct any necessary laboratory
analysis for the representative samples required under Task
2 of this Scope of Work. The contractor shall evaluate the
above data and design bench scale treatability studies. The
contractor shall evaluate the effectiveness of the remedial
alternatives, based on these studies, and establish the
engineering criteria for the design.

7.4.1

7.4.2

lLaboratory Sample Analysis

The contractor shall conduct lLaboratory analyses
for the representative samples collected under
Task 2. This laboratory testing shall include at
a minimmm & Total USEPA Priority Pollutant scan,
with confirmation of any detectable organic

by Gas Chromatograph Mass Spectrometer
(GC/MS) methodolgies (EPA 624 and 625, F.R.: V.44,
No. 233, dated December 3, 1979). Also identify
any suspect or previously identified hazardous
and/or toxic substances not detectable by the
above analytical methods. Additional analyses
should be performed by using the methods outlined
in the following references (EPA 600/4-79-020
"Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and
Wastes”, and "Standard Methods for the Examination
of Water and Wastewater"™ - 15th Edition -
A.P.H.A.). The contractor's QA/QC required under
Section 7.1.4 shall specify the analytical testing
methods used in the investigation and
identification of hazardous substances.

Bench Scale Treatability Studies

The contractor, based on the identified
alternatives, shall design bench scale
treatability studies that may be necessary for the
detailed engineering evaluation of alternatives
required in Task 5. The studies shall include the
treatment of, but not limited to, leachate,
groundwater, surface water runoff, contaminated
soils, campatability of wastes/leachate with
proposed site barrier walls, cover and other
materials proposed for use in the remedial
response activity.
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7.4.3

Since the scope of these studies (Schedule A, Task
4b) is unknown at the time of bid, a
pre-established amount of $35,000.00 is to be used
for bidding purposes. Sametime during the Study,
ideally after completion of Tasks 1 through 3, the
contractor shall sulmit to NJDEP a detailed
justification for conducting treatability studies,
also including a work plan and cost estimate.

The $35,000 is a budget estimate if treatability
studies are required, however, the contractor will
be campensated for his actual cost as approved by
D.E.P. prior to work cammencement based on hourly
rates provided in Schedule "B" for various skill
levels.

Task Deliverables

7.4.3.1 The contractor shall submit the results
of the labortory samples analyses in the

preliminary report under Task 2.

7.4.3.2 Prior to conducting any treatability
studies, sulmission of a detailed
Justification as mentiocned above and
coordination with NIJDEP are necessary to
cbtain approval for any proposed work.

7.4.3.3 The contractor shall submit to USEPA and
NJDEP a draft interim report detailing
2ll of Task 4 bench scale treatability
studies after completion of Task 4
items. After the regulatory agencies
review and cament on the interim draft,
this report shall be updated to include
the USEPA and NJDEP camments and
incorporated into the Draft Report to be
prepared under Task 5.

7.4.3.4 Effective coordination and
camunications between the contractor
and USEPA and NJDEP is a requirement
throughout the period of the Study.
Requests for information, data,
documents, etc. will be coordinated
through the NJDEP Site Manager.




7.4.3.5 All sampling forms tables, charts and

logs as a result of treatability studies
shall be incorporated into the Task 4
Report as Appendices or Attachments
(with proper reference to them in the
body of the Report). All analytical and
testing results shall be presented as
stated above. All camputations and
assumptions must be available for
USEPA/NJDEP review.

7.5 Tagk 5 - Evaluation of Alternatives

Task Description

The contractor will evaluate and present the

practical and alternative remedies identified in Task 3, and
recammend the most reasonable cost effective alternatives to
USEPA and NJDEP.

7.5‘1

7.5.2

Envirommental Assessment

The contractor shall perform an
Envirommental Assessment (E2) for each
alternative. The EA shall include, as a -
minimm, an evaluation of each
alternative considering envirommental
effects, an analysis for mitigating
adverse effects, physical or legal
constraints, and campliance with CERCIA
requirements. '

Cost BEvaluation

The contractor shall develop a cost
evaluation for all feasible remedial action
alternatives, and for each phase or segment
of the alternative. The cost will be
presented as a present-worth cost and will
include the total capital cost of
implementing the alternative and the present
worth of the annual operation and maintenance
costs of the alternative. The cost
evaluation shall conform to the requirements
of the NCP (and interim USEPA guidance).
Subsequent to contract award the contractor
will be provided the applicable discount
rate for camputing present-worth cost.
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7.5.3

Cost-Effectiveness Methodology for
Analysis of Alternatives

The contractor shall evaluate each
alternative in accordance with the
criteria established below. The
evaluation criteria shall be applied
uniformly to each alternative. Fram
this list of alternatives the most
appropriate alternative, given the
specific constraints of the project,

will be selected. With this objective

in mind, a trade-off matrix that enables
identification of camparable

techniques shall be included. The
trade-off matrix is a convenient tool for
rating the various alternative techniques
against construction cost, operating and
maintenance cost, and numerous measures of
effectiveness.

The matrix shall include the following
measures of effectiveness:

capital cost;

operation & maintenance (O & M) cost;

level of cleanup achievable;

time to achieve cleamp;

feasibility;

implementability;

reliability;

- ability to minimize adverse impacts
during action;

- ability to minimize off-site impacts
because of action;

- remoteness of activities (fram nearby
residences) ;

- useability of groundwater:;

- useability of surface water;

Each of the alternatives is to be rated 1
through 5 for each cost-effectiveness
measure. Capital and O & M cost
estimates for all alternatives are
divided into five cost ranges which are
rated 1 (highest cost) through 5 (lowest
cost). Ratings are also applied for
each of the effectiveness measures, with
1 representing the "worst" score (low
effectiveness) and 5 the "best" score
(high effectiveness). The cost ratings
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(Capital and O § M) and each effectiveness
measure rating are tco be summed for a given
alternative. These two sums are then
multiplied together for each alternative to
derive a cost-effectiveness rating. The
rating for each alternative is campared to
those for other alternatives, and the
comparable, cost-effective alternatives
identified.

The formula for an overall
cost-effectiveness rating follows:

(Capital Cost Rating + O & M Cost Rating) X
Effectiveness Rating Sum = Cost-Effectiveness
Rating

The alternatives examined are then grouped
into categories of effectiveness - high,
medium and low. Depending on the level of
effectiveness judged by EPA and NJDEP to be
acceptable, the least costly alternative(s)
can be identified. In addition, the
evaluation does provide camposite
cost-effectiveness ratings for each
alternative, derived by multiplying
individual cost and effectiveness

scores.

7.5.4 Recammendation of Selected Alternative

The contractor shall recamend the
alternative determinad to be the most
cost-effective resulting fram Task 5

(7.5.2 and 7.5.3). Rational for recammending
the selected alternative shall be prepared,
stating the advantages over the other
alternatives considered.

7.5.5 Task 5 Deliverable

7.5.5.1 The contractor shall prepare and
submit a Draft Report for NJDEP and
USEPA. The report will incorporate
the interim and preliminary reports
and shall summarize the results of .
all work for tasks 2 through 5. It
will present the recammended
remedial action alternative and
will justify its selection as being
envirommentally sound and cost
effective.
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7.5.5.2 The contractor shall submit copies of
the Draft Report according to the
distribution chart provided as
Attachment III.

7.5.5.3 Effective coordination and
cammmications between the contractor
and USEPA and NJDEP is a regquirement
throughout the period of the Study.
Requests for information, data,
documents, etc. will be coordinated
through the NJDEP Site Manager.

7.5.5.4 All supporting data shall be
incorporated into the Draft Report as
Appendices or Attachments (with proper
reference to them in the body of the Report).

7.6 Task 6 - Conceptual Design of System(s) to be Implemented

and Final Report

Task Description

The contractor shall prepare a conceptual design

of the remedial alternative selected by USEPA and NJDEP and

incorporate it into a Draft Final Report and, after
necessary approvals, submit a Final Report.

7.6.1

The canceptual design shall include, but not be

limited to:

- the selected engineering approach in detail

- implementation schedule

- applicable design criteria

- preliminary site layouts

- operation and maintenance requirements

- budget cost estimates including, operation and
maintenance figures

- safety plan, including costs

Any additional design information required for the

campletion of the feasibility study will be
included in this task.
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7.6.2

Task 6 Deliverable

7.6.2.1

7.6.2.2

7.6.2.3

The contractor shall incorporate the
Conceptual Design of the remedial
alternative selected by NIJDEP and USEPA
and resulting revisions into the Draft
Report and submit to USEPA and NJDEP a
draft final report. After the regulatory
agencies review and camments on the
draft final report, it shall be updated
to include the USEPA and NJDEP camments
and the Final Report shall be prepared.

The contractor shall submit the Final
Report, including the error free copy,
following the approval of the draft
final report.

The contractor shall submit the Draft
Final and Final Reports according to the
distribution chart provided as
Attachment III.

7.7 Task 7 - Coordination and Cammnity Relations

Task Description

The contractor shall provide effective project coordination
and be active with respect to Cammmnity Relations.

7.7.1

Proiject Coordination

The contractor shall initiate and maintain the
following activities to provide effective
coordination:

7.7.1.1

7.7.1.2

Conduct joint project meetings with
members of USEPA and NJDEP to discuss
activities underway and
results/conclusions fram campleted Task
activities. There must be a meeting
prior to the start of work and monthly
meetings thereafter to allow for
adequate input from the regulatory
agencies.

Preparation of monthly Technical
Progress Reports detailing:

a. Site identification and activities
underway
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7.7.1.3

7.7.1.4

7'7.1.5

b. Status of Task items outlined in the
SOW

c. Update Progect Schedule Bar Chart or
CPM required under Section 7.1.1

d. Percent of Camletion (e.g. in temrms
of man hours expended)

e. Problems or delays experienced
during the reporting period

f. Actions being taken to rectify
problems

g. Activities projected over the next
month

h. Key persomnel changes

Preparation of monthly Financial
Management Reports detailing:

a. Site activity identification

b. Billings to date with manpower
breakdown for the period

c. Cumlative billings over the
course of the Project

d. Projection of expenditures for
Project campletion including an
explanation of any significant
variation from the original date

e. A graph of proposed versus actual
billings and camparison of actual
versus target manhours regquired.
Projections will be maintained
until Project campletion.

Prompt response and campliance to USEPA
and NJDEP written comments and
directives involving all deliverables.
Should questions arise due to comments
fram the regulatory agencies, the
contractor will effectively meet with
mesbers of the USEPA and NIDEP to
resolve the issue.

Attendance will be required at public
meetings, project review meetings and
any other meetings necessary to the
normal progression of the work in this
RFP. The contractor is required to act
as technical expert concerning this
Feasibility Study when attending
meetings, making presentations or giving
briefings on this Project.
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7.7.2 Cammunity Relations

A Camumnity Relations Plan is to be developed and
implemented by NJDEP for the sites in Plumstead
and Upper Freehold Township. The contractor
should anticipate a high level of interest in a
remedial action for the Site, requiring
information and direction to various legislators
and public officals, the news media and other
governmental agencies, as well as the general
public.

The contractor should be prepared to assist NIDEP
with Comunity Relations including but not limited
to the following activities:

a. providing a Cammmity Participation
Coordinator

b. attending and participating in public
information meetings and hearings

c. developing and distributing fact sheets, news
letters, public meeting notices and response
summaries

d. participating in other citizen participation
techniques such as group workshops, project
saminars, etc.

e. preparation of any Project documentation, such
as diagrams, charts and audio visual aids for
public information.

7.7.3 Deliverables

7.7.3.1 The contractor shall submit monthly Technical
Progress and Financial Management Reports
according to the distribution chart provided
as Attachment III,

The Progress Report will list target and
actual campletion dates for each activity
under the seven (7) Tasks, and provide an
explanation for any deviation from
established Project milestones. Actual and
projected expenditures are data required for
input to USEPA's Project Tracking System
(PTS). Standardized input forms will be
provided for monthly dating of Project
shares.
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7.7.3.2

The contractor shall submit copies of

any fact sheets, newsletters, response
summaries or other information prepared for
the Camunity Relations Program, to the USEPA
and NJDEP for review and file inclusion
according to the distribution chart provided
as Attachment III.
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8.0

Proposal Preparatior Asnd suna-ii-or

8.1

General Informetion

8.1.1

8.1.2

8.1.3

8.1.4

8.1.5

The bid response proposel as prepered and submitted by the
bidder is tre State's primary vehicte for obtaining
essential information on which contract award decisions
are based.

The information required to be submitted in the technical,
organizational suppert and experience, and cost sections
detailed below has been determined by NJDEP, USEPA and the
Purchase Bureau to be essentizl for use by the State in the
bid evaluation and contract award process. The Director,
Division of Purchase and Property will use this information
as & basis for his determination of which bidder has
offered the State the mest advantageous bid, price and
other factors considered.

Bidders are cauticned that their failure to submit at the
appropriate level of detail, the information required in
the technical, organizational support and experience and
cost sections detailed below may result in a determination
that the bidder's proposal is non-responsive to RFP
requirements. Such & determination may result in your
being ineligible for contract award.

The following are requested and encouraged in bid
preparation.

8.1.4.1 The bid response proposal should be bound in one
volume, where practical, and clearly divided and
labeled into three easily identified sections as
indicated below (i.e. technical, organizational
support and experience and cost).

8.1.4.2 The bid response proposa] should be prepared in a
stra1ghtforward concise and clear manner which
wi'l lead to an ease of proper 1nterpretat1on by
the reader.

8.1.4.3 The bid response proposal should be clearly
cross-referenced to each applicable proposal
preparation subsection in the technical and
organizational suppcrt and experience
submissions. This will serve as a check for the
bidder and reader that all required items have
been covered.

8.1.4.5 The technicel proposal as it relates to detailed
description of SCOPE OF WORK (SOW) tasks should
be cross-referenced as appropriate.

The following practices in bid preparation are discouraged:
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8.2

8.1.5.1 The submission of large volumes of pre-printed or
"OFF THE SHELF" information as part of the bid
response proposal. (Information that
specifically addresses the project at hand is
preferred. )

8.1.5.2 Mere reiterations of RFP SCOPE OF WORK tasks or .
simple statements that RFP SOW tasks will be
performed. (They do not indicate an
understanding of the work to be performed.)

8.1.6 Each Bidder submitting a proposal, should deliver one
clearly marked original and ten (10) copies of the Proposal
package.

Each Proposal package should consist of the PB-5A Form, a
table of contents, a detailed Technical Proposal, an
Organization Support and Experience submittal, and a
completed Cost Proposal. It is desirable that the bidder
include a copy of the RFP in each package.

Section 1 - Technical Proposal

This section shall describe the contractor's (and when applicable
the subcontractor's) approach and plans for accomplishing the work
outlined in the scope of work. Those plans and approaches should
be described in sufficient detail to permit the State to evaluate

. them fairly and with & minimum of possible misinterpretations.

Further, the contractor should describe the effort and skills
necessary to complete the project. This section shall contain at
2 minimum the following:

8.2.1 A brief introduction outlining the bidder's overall
technical approach to complete the total project and
i1lustrating his understanding of the problem that the
project is intended to solve.

8.1.2 A description of work to be accomplished within each unique
step or activity. The bidder's task number should
correspond or cross-reference the task numbers used in this
RFP.

8.2.3 A Project schedule appropriate to the complexity of the
effort, indicating submission of all identified
deliverables. NOTE: Subsequent to contract award the
internal milestone dates may be adjusted with the agreement
of the contractor and NJDEP.

8.2.4 A Field Sampling Protocol which will address for each
proposed field investigation the specific number and type
and approximate location of samples. This will be an
integral part of the evaluation of the proposed
investigative effort. This protocol will be the basis for
the Field Sampling Plan specified in Section 7.1.3. If
additional samples are deemed necessary after NJDEP and
USEPA review, the additional work clause will apply with
respect to any additional costs.
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8.3

8.2.5

8.2.6

8.2.7

8.2.8

A generzlized Health and Sefety Plan. If the bidder has
set Health and Safety guidelines these should be submitted
with the proposal. This outline will be the basis of the
HASP specified in the Scope of Work 7.1.2 which must be
detailed and site specific.

A generalized Quality Assurance (QA/QC) Project outline.
If the lab the contractor will be using has a set QA/QC
Program this should be submitted with the proposal. This
outline will be the basis of the deliverable QA/QC Plan,
specified in 7.1.4, which must be detailed and
site-specific.

NOTE: At the discretion of the State Project Officer,
each bidder in the competitive range shall be
required to demonstrate acceptable performance by
analyzing not more than two unknown samples for
each parameter anticipated. The results of the
analyses of these samplies shall be compared to
known USEPA results for scoring purposes.

A summary of the problems which the bidder might reasonably
expect and his solution to those anticipated problems.

A signed Attachment Il indicating contractor compliance
with the confidentiality provisions of this RFP.

Section 2 - Organization Support and Experience

This section shall contain 211 pertinent information relating to
the contractor or subcontractor's substantiation of his
qualifications and capabilities to perform the services required by
the RFP. Important note: A1l information required below must be
submitted for the prime contractor and all subcontractors. This
Section shall contain at least the following information:

8.3.1
8.3.2

8.3.3

8.3.4

Location of bidder's headquarters and nearest offices.

A chart of the bidder's organization which identifies key
project staff members and shows their level of
responsibility within that organization.

A chart of the project organization with names, by
position, title or labor category.

NOTE: The labor categories described below are
considered typical professional and technical
personnel levels required to accomplish the work
specified in the SOW and are to be used for
establishing labor rates to be bid under this
RFP. If the bidder's own personnel
categories/titles vary from those listed below
cross references must be provided in the Proposal
package.
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Professional

Level 4 - Plans, conducts and supervises projects of major
significance, necessitating advanced knowledge and the
ability to originate and apply new and unique methods and
procedures. Supplies technical advice and counsel to other
professionals. Generally operates with wide latitude for
unreviewed action or decision.

Typical Title: Project Leader, Chief Engineer

Normal Qualifications: Ph.D. Degree,
Professional Registration or equivalent
project assignments

Experience: 10 years or more

Level 3 - Under general supervision of project leader,
plans, conducts and supervises assignments normally
involving smaller or less important projects. Estimates
and schedules work to meet completion dates. Directs
assistance, reviews progress and evaluates results; makes
changes in methods, design or equipment where necessary.
Operates with some latitude for unreviewed action or
decision.

Typical Title: Project Engineer, Group Leader

Normal Qualifications: Master's Degree,
Professional Registration or equivalent
project assignments

Experience: 6-12 years

Level 2 - Under supervision of 2 senior or project leader,
carries out assignments associated with projects.
Translates technical guidance received from supervisor into
usable data applicable to the particular assignment;
coordinates the activities of juniors or technicians. MWork
assignments are varied and require some originality and
ingenuity.

Typical Title: Engineer, Analyst, Scientist

Normal Qualifications: B.S. Degree or equivalent
project assignments

Experience 3-8 years

Level 1 - Lowest or entering classification. Works under
close supervision of senior or project leader. Gathers and
correlates basic data and performs routine analyses. Works
on less complicated assignments where little evaluation is
required.

Typical Title: Junior, Engineer Trainee
Normal Qualifications: B.S. Degree or equivalent
Experience: 0-3 years :

Technician

48
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8.3.5

Level 3 - Performs nonroutine and complex assignments.

Works under general supervision of a scientist or engineer.
Performs experiments or tests which may require nonstandard
procedures and complex instrumentation. Records, computes
and analyses test data; prepares test reports. May
supervise lower level technicians.

Typical Title: Senior Technician
Experience: 6 years or more

Level 2 - Performs assignments that are normally
standardized. Operates testing or processing equipment of
moderate complexity. May construct components or
subassemblies of protctype models. May troubleshoot
malfunctioning equipment and make simple repairs. Extracts
and processes test data.

Typical Title: Technician
Experience: 2-6 years

Level 1 - Performs simple and routine tasks or tests under
close supervision. Records test data and may prepare
simple charts or graphs. Performs routine maintenance and
may install or set up test equipment.

Typical Title: Junior Technicians, Technician Trainee
Experience: 0-2 years

Experience/Qualifications Substitutions

a. Any combination of ad61t1ona1 years of experience in
the proposed field of expertise plus full time college
Tevel study in the particular field totaling four (4
years will be an acceptable substitute for a B.S.
Degree.

b. A B.S. Degree plus any combination of additional years
of expeiience and graduate level study in the proposed
field of expertise totaling two (2) years will be an
acceptable substitute for a Masters Degree.

c. A B.S. Degree plus any combination of additional years
of experience and graduate level study in the proposed
field of expertise totaling four (4) years or a Masters
Degree plus two (2) years of either additional
experience or graduate level study in the proposed
field of expertise will be an acceptable substitute for
a Ph.D. Degree.

d. Additional years of graduate level study in an
appropriate field will be considered equal to years of
experience on a one-for-one basis.

A 1ist of personnel to be assigned, their function in the
project, an indication of each person's position as

outlined in Item 8.3.4 and a detailed resume for each
person assigned.
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8.4

8.3.6

8.3.7

8.3.8

A manload chart for each activity which will show the
commitment of staff members to the project. (use price
schedule B)

Documentation that clearly explains the contractor's
relevant .experience in performing similar projects.

A financial report or annual report for the most recent
fiscal year on which to evaluate financial capability (or a
statement from a bank referencing financial capability).

Section 3 - Cost Proposal

This Section specifies all the cost and price information on which
the bidder will base his Proposal. The Cost Proposal to be
submitted and used for evaluation purposes will include Price
Schedule A to quote a lump-sum price for the Study by task, and,
Price Schedule B. to quote hourly rates by task and labor category

level,

8.4.1

8.4.2

8.4.3

8.4.4

8.4.5

The following cost information is required:

A completed Price Schedule A, which shall provide a
lump-sum quotation, itemized for each Task defined in
Section 7.0.

A completed Price Schedule B, which shall provide hourly
rates, manhours and costs by task and labor category level.

An informational Price Schedule C, which shall summarize
costs and manhours by labor category levelsa and, if
applicable, by subcontractors.

A completed Price Schedule D which shall provide binding,
all-inclusive unit price quotes for accomplishing
additional work items, if necessary and approved, for
completion of the Study.

Prices provided in Schedule D shall include all-
professional and technical manpower required to perform the
specified additional work items.

Bil1ling to the State based on the cost for completion of

Tasks and Activities, consistent with the Project Schedule
required by Item B.2.3.
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Task

Number

PRICE SCHEDULE A

Preinvestigation activities
Site investigations
Selections of Remedial
Response Objectives and
Identification of
Alternatives

Laboratory and Bench Scale
Treatability Studies:

a. Laboratory Analysis

b. Treatability Studies
Evaluation of Alternatives

Conceptual Design of
System(s) to be Implemented

and Final Report

Coordiration and Community
Relations

Cost Bid
Per Task

TOTAL Price Bid (Tasks 1 thru 7) $

Total numbers of weeks to complete  XXXXXXXXXX

entire project

Task Duration/*
Period (Weeks)

2 Weeks

14 Weeks

AXXXXXXXXXX

(Total weeks)

*  Number of weeks after contract award including submission of any
deliverables, consistent with the project schedule required by
Section 8.2.3.
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PRICE SCHEDULE B

Task I

Name of Labor Number

Contractor or Category Professional of Hourly Cost
Subcontractor Level* Title** Manhours X Rate = Subtotal

Prof.

L)

Totals for Task I
) (Total Manhours) (Total Cost)

* Labor Category Level (See 8.3.4)
**  Pprofessional Title = Title per each Resume
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PRICE SCHEDULE B

Task II
Name of Labor Number
Contractor or Category Professional of Hourly Cost
Subcontractor Level* Title** Manhours x Rate =  Subtotal

Prof.

4

4

4

3

3

3

2

2

2 .

1

1

1

Tech.

3

3

2

2

1

1

Totals for Task II
(Total Manhours) (Total Cost)

* Labor Category Level (See 8.3.4)
**  professional Title = Title per each Resume
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PRICE SCHEDULE B

Task III
Name of Labor Number
Contractor or Category Professional of Hourly Cost
Subcontractor Level* Title** Manhours x Rate =  Subtotal
Prof.
4
4
4
3
3
3
2
2
2
1
1
1
Tech.
3
3
2
2
1
1
Totals for Task III
(Total Manhours) (Total Cost)

* Labor Category level (See 8.3.4)
**  Professional Title = Title per each Resume

184x
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PRICE SCHEDULE B

Task IV
Name of Labor Number
Contractor or Category Professicnal of Hourly Cost
Subcontractor Level* Title** Manhours x Rate = Subtotal
Prof.

4

4

4

3

3

3

2

2

2 . .

1

1

1

Tech.

3

3

2

2

1

1
Totals for Task IV - -

(Total Manhours) (Total Cost)

* Labor Category Level (See 8.3.4)
**  Professional Title = Title per each Resume

New Jersey State gnrary
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PRICE SCHEDULE B
Task V
Name of Labor Number

Contractor or Category Professional of Hourly Cost
Subcontractor Level* Title** Manhours x Rate =  Subtotal

Prof.

L]

Totals for Task V
(Total Manhours) (Total Cost)

* Labor Category Level (See 8.3.4)
** pProfessional Title = Title per each Resume
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PRICE SCHEDULE B

Task VI
Name of Labor Number
Cantractor or Category Professional of Hourly Cost
Subcontractor level* Title** Manhours x Rate = Subtotal
Prof.
4
4
4
3
3
3
2
2
. 2
1
1
1
Tech.
3
3
2
2
1
1
Totals for Task VI (TotaT Farours) (15T Gast)

A Labor Category Level (See 8.3.4)
**  professional Title = Title per each Resume
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PRICE SCHEDULE B

Task VII

Name of Labor Number

Contractor or Category Professional of Hourly Cost
Subcontractor Level* Title** Manhours x Rate = Subtotal

Prof

.

Totals for Task VII
- (Total Manhours) (Total Cost)

* Labor Category Level (See 8.3.4)
**  pProfessional Title = Title per each Resume
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PRICE SCHEDULE D

per 116ear foot for drilling and installation of
monitoring/sampling wells using Schedule 40 PVC (polyvinyl
chloride) casing and Schedule 40, (minimum 5 foot) PVC screen.

per linear foot for drilling and installation of
monitoring/sampling wells using Schedule 40 stainless steel
casing and Schedule 40, (minimum 5 foot) stainless steel
screen. :

per foot of depth for soil sampling, using an appropriate
boring device or core sampler, for each additional core hole or
so0il boring.

per cubic yard of excavated soil for each additional test pit
on the Site.

unit price per surface water sampling, using appropriate
equipment and procedures to sample surface water and bottom
sediments at each surface water station.

unit price per potable well sampling, using appropriate
equipment and procedures to determine well water quality near
the Site. '

per laboratory test, EPA Test Method, Purgeables - Method
No. 624, Priority Pollutant scan by the purge and trap gas
chromatographic/mass spectrometer (GC/MS) method.

per laboratory test, EPA Test Method, Base/Neutrals and
Acid/Extractables-Method No. 625, Priority Pollutant scan by
gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GS/MS) method.

per laboratory test, EPA Test Method, Organochlorine Pesticides
and PCBs - Method 608 by gas chromatograph (GS) method.

per laboratory test, by use of appropriate test methods
pursuant to EPA 600/4-79-020, "Method for Chemical Analysis of
Water & Wastes," and "Standard Methods for the Examination of
Water and Wastewaters," 15th Edition (R.P.H.A.) for metals and
inorganics.
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ATTACHMENT I

Supplemental Information Package for

Friedman Property Site

Contents:

a. Directions to the Site from major transportation
routes.

b. Selected sections from the Remedial Action Master
Plan (RAMP) for the Friedman Property:

(1) Introduction

(2) Survey of Existing Data

(3) Preliminary Site Evaluation

(4) Appendix "C" - Sampling/Analytical Data
NOTE: Section 4.15 provides any and all bidders the means to

obtain more information by writing to the N. J. Division
of Purchase and Property.
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Pontes 539 & L2, Uiper dhreet oD,
Monmcuth Cously.

DIRCZCIIONS FROM MAICR RCADVAYS:

lew Jersey Turnpike: Exit 7A to Route 195 E.st
195 East to Exit 7, A1l toen
Right on Main S'roeb Lo oaats 5239

Left on 539 to intersection of $347.
Garson State Parkway: Exit Route 195 West, proceed to Exit 7, Allentown

Right on Main Street to Route 539

Left on 539 to intersection of 537.

Exit State Route 70 to interscction of Route 539

proceed North on 539 to intecrcecti ion Route 537.
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11 i QLUCTION

Purpcse

The purpose of this Remedial Zction Master- Plan (PAMD)
is to provide a general planning tool for use by the
organization or agency responcsible for overseeing the
cleanup of the Friedman Property. A detailed project
work statement and cost estimete (Appercdix A) have
been prepared for the Remedial Investigation, which
regquires no prereguisite actions or studies. The
ensuing Feasibility Study has been described at a
project level of detail, with an acccrmparying budget
level cost estimate. Other subseguent tasks have been
outlined at a conceptual 1level only, since their
scope, implications and ccsts are dependent upon

previous tasks.

Background and Need

The Friedman Property is located in Upper Freehold
Township, Monmouth County, New Jersey. It is ean
uncontrolled heazardous weste site which has been
listed on the United States Environmentzl Protection
Agency's interim 1list of 115 top-priority dispesal
sites, making it eligible for remedial action under
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), better known as
"Superfund”. Prior to and irndependent of Federal
involvement at the Friedman Froperty, the New Jersey
Department of Envirormental Protecticn (NJDEP)
identified and performed limited testing at the site
in order to assess the dangers pcsed by past disposal
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practices. More rcecently, Fred C., Hart Associates,
Inc. performed a limited investigation at the site &s
a USEPA Field Investigation Team (FIT).

The dumping of hazardocus waste materials ~at the
Friedman Prcperty occurred at various times frcm the
late 1950's to the late 1960's or early 1970's.

Since several recsidences and a trailer park which use
water from private wells are located within a guarter-
mile radius of the site, there is a potential for

adverse health effects.

hnalyses of water taken from wells located in the area
of waste dumping have <shown a low level of
contamination of scme organics. Sediment samples from
various locations on the property showed only trace
levels of pollutants.

Presently there exists very little haréd evidence to
indicate that the site has had any adverse effects
upon the public health or the surrourding environment.
Although significant negative iﬁpacts are possible,
they have not been documented. Conseguently, the
primary initial need at the Friedman Property is to
explore the effects of onsite razardcus  waste
materials. These effects are potentially severe, due
to the environmental setting and geographic location
of the site. Should ongoing contamination Dbe
identified, the prompt implementation of recwedial
measures might be justified.




2. SURVEY OF BEXISTING DATA

The Survey of Existing Data for the Friedman Property site

was performed in the following manner:

- Site files in the possession of the United States
Environmental Protection Agency were reviewed at the
USEPA offices in Wew York, New York (Federal Plaza)
and Edison, New Jersey.

- Site files in the possession of the WNew Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection were revicwed
at the offices of the Division of Hazard Nanagemenﬁ in
Yardville, New Jersey and the Division of Water
Resources 1in Trenton, New Jercey. Access to NJDEP
files was limited, hcwever, as discussed below.

- Several meetings were held with personnel £rom USEPA
and NJDEP. )

- The site was visited on December 1, 1981,

The Survey of Existing Data presented in this section is
considered to be incomplete. This is the result of impending
litigation concerning the Friedman Property which made it

impossible to cbtain certain information or secure free access
to the files of the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Prctection. After an initial brief reconnaissance visit with
“the Division of Hazard Management in Yarcdville and the Division
of Water Resources 1in Trenton, direct &access to the files of
MJDEP was terminated. Despite this limitation, all available
data has been collected and categorized, with deficiencjes noted
where they are known to exist. All existing but unavaileble
data noted in this section is in the possession of NJDEP,
Divisions of Hazard Maragement and/or Water Resources. It is
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rocenrended as part of the Remedial Action Master Plan (Section
4), ithat this existing data base be reviewed, cunpleted and/or
verificd by NJDEP personnel.

2.1. Background

2.1.1 -Location - The Friecdman Property is located

in Upper Freehold Tcwnship, Monmouth County,
New Jersey (Figuré 2). The site 1is just
across the boundary of Plumsted Township, at
the intersection of Routes 537 and 539
(Figure 3). Several homes and two trailer
parks are located within one-quarter mile of
the site. (Figure 4).

2.1.2 Site History - The Friedman Property was

allegedly used for the dumping of hazardous
chemical wastes, as well as domestic
garbage, in the "late fifties and early
sixties. The wastes were subsequently
covered; there is no visible evidence of
them today. The site was identified as a
hazardous waste dump in February, 1980 by
the NJDEP Division of Hazard Management.
This Agency erected a snow fence arocund the
site and installed four (4) monitoring wells
in 1980. In July, 1981 Fred C. Hart
Associates, acting as a Field Investigation
Team for the USEPA, performed a limited site
investigation at the Friedman Property. The
available analytical results frem  this

investigation are presented in Appendix C.

2.1.3 Envirormental Setting - The site consicts
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primarily of field weed type vegotiodion,
with some small trees and chrubs. It is
iocated adjacent to an unramed tributary to
Lahaway Creek. Several small feeder strcams
once crossed the property and discharged
into this tributary. Waste materials were
apparently dumped into one or rmore of these

feeder streams, then covered over.

The tributary adjacent to the site flows
northwestward into Lahaway Creek, from where
it flows westward into Crosswicks Creek, and
then northwestward again until it finally
discharges into the Delaware River near
Trenton. &as far as is known, surfece water
leaving the site is not used as a direcct
source of potable water supply anywhere
along this route. The environmental
habitat, floral - and faunal populations
downstream from the site are unknown;
however, the USGS qguadrangle map does
indicate that a number of cranberry bogs are
located along the tributary upstream from
the Friedman Property.

There is a potential for grouadwater
contamination from +the site. A NJDEP
Regional Geology Report for the ncarby Goose
Farm site indicates that scveral important
aquifers are present in the area, the nost
important Dbeing the Vincetown and Mt.
J.aurel-Wenonah. Monitoring well data was
not available to ascertain the vertical
separation between the Dburied hazarccus

waste materials onsite and the water table.
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Metheds for Dectermining Fxtent of Conteminalion

Figure 5 indicates the approximate locations of
csuspected hazardous waste materials at the Friedman
Prcperty. These locations, which should be confirmed
(Appendix A7), were identified dJuring conversations
with percsonnel from the NJDEP. The follcwing methods
have been utilized or ccnsidered to determine the
nature, extent and impacts of hazardous wastes at the

site.

2.2.1 Visual Inspection - The site has been vis-

vally inspected by personnel £from NJDEP cn
numerous occasions, and by a representative
of USEPA Region II and URS Corpany on
December 1, 1981 and by the FIT Team in May
and June 1981.

2.2.2 Public Input/Afficdavits - Shcrtly after the
site was 1identified in Februvary, 1680,

public input was solicited and affidavits
were obtained from those actually familiar
with and involved in the durmping operations.
This information, however, was not

available.

2.2.3 Time Seguence Aerial Imagery - A Site

Analysis, using Time Seguence Aerial Imagery
(1951, 1956, 1962, 1963, 1965, 1974, 1979),
was prepared for the Friedmen Property by

the USEPA Environmental Photographic
Interpretation Center in Warrenton,
Virginia. Although this was not available

until after the initial characterization,
NJDEP personnel related to us that it was

-9 -
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checked and Yound to be ccnegistont with the
previocusly-established site activity

profile.

Infrared Aerial Imagery - According to per-

sonrel from NJDEP, infrared imagery was
obtained from the site with the assistance
of EG & G, Energy ilcasurements Group through
the United States Department of Energy. The
purpose of this analysis was to estimate
limits of contamination by the
characteristic of vegetative stress. It was
determined by NJDEP personnel, however, that
the results were inconclusive; the effort
was subsequently terminated.

Topographic Maps - The cnly available topo-

graphic map of the site, is the large-scale
(1:24,000) USGS- guadrazngle map for New
Egypt, New Jersey.

Geology Report - There has been no geology

report  prepared specifically for the
Friedman Property. A Regional Geology
Report prepared by NJDEP for Goose Farm,
apprcximately one (1) mile to the rertheast,
contains much information which would
undoubtedly be appliceble to the Friedman
Property also.

Metal Detector Survey - An informal metal

detector = survey was performed at the
Friedman Property by NJDEP. The survey was
not documented, but the information obtained
from it has reportedly been used by NJDEP

- 10 -
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2.2.9

2.2.10

2.2,11

internally to evaluate the 1limits of
discarded drums at the site. The instrument
used for this survey was a TFourdee/MHodel
4P2200/DEP32314. Several additional metal
detector readings were taken by Fred C. Hart
Associates during the FIT investigation.
Althcugh several readings were positive, it
is unknown whether the readings indicated
drums or other metallic objects.

Electrical Resistivity Survey - No resis-

tivity survey has been performed at the
Friedman Property. Such a survey was,
however, performed by NJDEP personnel at
Goose Farm and fcund at that site to be an
effective method for estimating the extent
of the contaminated groundwater plume.

Sampling of Onsite Waste Materials - There

have been no samples of onsite waste
materials at the site, since these materials
are all buried and out of sight.

Sediment Sampling - Sediment samples in the

streams were taken at six (6) locations by
Fred C. Hart Associates as part of the Ficlad
Investigation Team (FIT) study. The
location at which the samples were taken and
the results of the analyses are shown in
Appendix C. Trace levels of various organic
contaminants were indicated.

Surface Water Sarpling ~ Surface water sam-

ples were taken as part of the FIT study at
six (6) locations cnsite and in the adjacent

- 11 -
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2.2.12

2.2.13

tributary. The analysis for metals weas
performed by the USEPA laboratory in Edison,
Mew Jersey; the analysis for organics was
performed by Mead Technology Laboratories.
The metal concentrations were found to bhe
all closé to normal. Trace level
contamination of crcanics was found to exist
(Appendix C). The results from upstream and
dewnstream locations were not found to be
significantly different.

Groundwater Sampling - The NJDEP installed

four (4) monitoring wells onsite in 1980.
Data concerning these wells, including well
logs, is unavailable. One of thesec wells
was sampled by NJDEP in June, 1280 ard
analyzed by Stablex-Reutter, Inc. The
results (Appendix B) revealed the preserce
of several organi& Eontaminants. Three (3)
of these wells were located by the FIT team
and sampled in July, 1981. The metal
analyses, performed by the USEPA laboratory
in Edison, revealed high metal
concentrations in each of the wells. The
organic analyses of these groundwater
samples, performed by Mead Technology Labs,
showed significant levels of
pentachlorophenol, Bis(2-Chlorcethoxy)
methane and 1-2 trans-dichloroethylene.

Air Monitoring - No air monitoring

samples have bLcen taken at the Friedman

Property.

- 12 =~
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3.

PREL1LIINARY SITE LVALUATION

Data Gaps

The available data seems to indicate that the
grcundwater at the Friedman Property, at least in the
area of dJdumping, is contaminated. There 1is no
evidence at this time, however, to indicate the extent
of this contamination. The available data also does
not indicate any contamination of surface water from
the site. The data base has been reviewed in its
entirety, and data gaps have been identified below.’
Prior to the acquisition of additional data for the
site, it is recommended that the Survey of Existing
Data (Section 2) be reviewed and verified by NJDEP.

3.1.1 Physical Site Conditions - The follcwing

data gaps have been identified concerning
physical conditions at the site:

1. Nature and Extent of Onsite llazardous

Waste Materials - Insufficient data has

been provided concerning the nature and
extent of onsite waste materials.
Since these wastes are not visibie, the
best scurce of information conrcerning
them might be testimony from the
general public and the dumpers
themselves. Although this testimony is
reported to exist, it was unavailable
for review. The metal detector survey
performed by NJDEP was apparently
informal and undccumented. The several
metal detector readings by the FIT team
do not ccnstitute a detziled survey of

- 13 -
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the =cite (Mlote: the hcterogenccus
nature of westc materials dumped at the
Friecdman Property will probably make it
impossible to segregate hazardous waste
drums from nonhazardcus metal debris;
however, a metal detector survey can
delincate the maximum extent of the two
combined waste types.)

Topography - There is no topographic

map of the Friedman Prcperty at a scale
which would permit detailed site work
or analysis.

Geology and Soils - There has been no

detailed investigation cf soils,
geology and hydrogeology at the site.

Spatial Relationship Between Hazardous

Waste Materials anéd Aagueous Transport

Media - There 1is no detailed infor-
mation ccocncerning the spatial
relationship between cnsite waste
materials and the surface or
groundwater media which might
potentially trenspcrt them offsite.
For example, the depth to water table,
vertical separation between the water
table and waste materials, are all
unknown. Additionally, the path. and
volume of the feeder streams which
apparently pass thrcugh the dump arca
are unknown. This informaticn is

necessary to determine whether or not
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it would be feasible to cap and isolate

he hazardous materiels cnsite.

Transport Media - The follcwing data gaps

have been identified concerning the quality

and characteristics of transport media at

the Fricdman Property:

1.

Surface water - Samples taken by the

FIT team indicate no metals
contamination of surface water onsite
or in the adjacent tributary. The
organic analyses chow low levels of
organics. The streamflow conditions at
the time of sampling &are unknown. A
follow-up round of samples, under
alternate flow ccnditions, has not been
performed. The site lies in a flood
prone area identified by the Federal
Insurance Administration.

Groundwater - Groundwater analyses

indicate organic and metal
contamination of groundwater omnsite.
Details concerning the installation of
cxisting groundwater menitoring wells
are unavailable. The FIT Team
identified three (3) of with welis to
be two-inch PVC, and to extend fifteen
(15) feet belcw the top of the casings.

~Little effort has been made as of this

time to identify a potential
contaminant plume or to trace its
movement. Sampling of nearby supply
wells has not been performed.

- 15 -
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3.1.

3

3.

Air - No air menitoring has been

—

performed at the site.

Receptors - The following data gaps have

been

identified concerning the possible

impacts of the site upon the public health

and environment:

1.

Human population - It is reported that

the Upper Freehold Township utilizes
groundwater for potable supply. of
special concern are the several homes
and two (2) trailer parks located very
close to the site (Figure 4). The
potential for contamination of these
scurces would logically be addressed in
a hydrogeology report for the site,
which has not yet been prepared.
Secondary érdundwater uses, such as
irrigation wells, are also 1logically
addressed in such a study. The
potential for human contamination from
surface water, either by direct or
indirect consumption, or by physical
contact, is unknown. There are
unverified reports that pecple 1living
on either side of the site have had
urinary tract disorders. No backup
data for this assertion is available.

Environment - The .environmental

habitat, including €floral and faural
populations, at and downstream from the
site is unknown,
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APPERDIX C

SAMPLING/ANALYTICAL DATA

FRIEDMAN PROPERTY
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Tele; oae: G0I - 541-0700 1T WX: 7105910047

September 25,

State of New Jersey
Dept. of Environmental Protection
Office of the Commissioner

Office of Hazardous Substances
PO.# CN' 029 S ’
Trenton, NJ 08625

o ~

Attention: Mr. Scott Santora’

Reference: Test Report No. SIIZI-'A; orrse

. . - - ] [] X
[ | .. N
~ . N (Y f A% < ) ]
1 Loy f6 23 M Coa ! 200 LA B BN {
It ;aj LIS SR YROUP: A P B
Nty Sinlding, Ninth wnd Coojper Stredcts

1980

Suie )
\_; T a’
A O Y
N~ g T\~

WAUL - NO - 007

This reporfz covers the chemical’ analysis conrd.i.Te fhaAsre o the sevE
steadville well water and sediment samplos thior wore

S atter] ta Stadl

No. &8N-2-27-3; Contrant Mo, A-02425

Y Plurn -
-
co-Neutter

fncorporated (SRI) on June 4, 5 and 6, 1980 by the N.J.D.E.P. Cffice of tlzzar-

dous Substance Control (OHSC). The following is a list of ¢

numbers and the OHSC sample designations:

he SRI identification

SRI Identification Number OHSC Sample Desiznation
- si121-r C# 35759 (site 5, well 1) '
T .":5.1.12.1_‘-2 3':__;" - Ci# 35760 (site 5, well 8)
S : " _SUZI.-:@.‘ ) .' C# 35762 (site 5, well.Z)
BRI '” '.SliZAI-4 | . " C# 35763 (site 5, stream)
Ve Lo smanes T G 03531 (site 5, weil 4)
- osu2nes CH 03575 Tatte 8, well D D¢ ameld -
. sua1- . cH 35776 (site 2. well 1 Pregach
The anely;tica]; data d;ve;loped to date on the above seven (7) well watef and sedi- .

ment samples is detailed in the tables attached to this report.
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STALLLTA XLLwe

tate of Now Jevosey
m pte of lmm.umm.utal Protection
T gt Report No. SI1121-A
september 25, 1020
Table I - Tnorganic Compounds
‘O‘[ISC Sample lﬁcsignation .
Contuminant® C#93531 C#03532 o
Autimony | - 0{005 - <0. 005
Arsenic - <V40L <. 01
Berylium <0401 <0.01
Cadmium “ofor <. 01
Chromium ;‘0.13 <D. 05
Copf:.er | '<0.|05 <D. 05
Total Cyanides <D.{L 1.2
Lead a  <0.[05 <0. 05
Mercury @02 0. 02
Nickel 0.0 T .05
Selenium Q. OOi 0. 002
Silver Ca@pr 0. 01
Sulfide 0.1 mglkg G e
Thallium '<0.ps " <. 05
Zinc 0.P9 6.37
%sbéstos (ibrous) | NA NA

-~ CE38TT6

20,5 he/kg
0.“59 mg/kg .

“\;-——'- ———"

<4 mgl/kg

< mg/kg

<S mg/‘kg-'

< mg/kg
ng/keg
<S mg/kg R
ng/xg
<S mg/kg

i ;izg/}jg;__‘_
!

Q mi{ kg /-

e e = ——

A Y .el .

Ve [ RE L
. E
‘—‘—-—'/

D m g
41 mpz/kg

~—

NA

* All. results reported as mxlhgr'zms of contammant per liter of sample unless
‘otherwise noted. .

NA

- Not Applicable to the sémples.
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" e of New Jzrsey _
Dent, of Favirenmental Protection
Test Report No. S1121-A
Teptember 25, 1980

Table II - Acid Extractable Compcunds

' OCHSC Sample Designation I .

Contaminant*® . C#C_3_§;§l | C#03532 )
2-ClﬁiOrop‘nenol o .1 - <0.1
2-Nitrophenol - <g.1 - - <0.1
Phenol . Q.73 @.1
2,4-Dimeth.y1phenol" S . ¢.57 : Q0.1
2, '4-Dichlorophenol~'i ) <J .1 Q.1
2,4,6 -:Trichlorophenol o .1 <0.1
4.-Cﬁloro-3-nietﬁyl-

phenol - - Q.1 <0.1
2, 4-Dinitrophenol g .1
2-Methyl-4, 6-dinitro- L -

phenol - . <q.1 ' .1
Pentachlorophenol Q1 - <0. 1
4‘-Nitroéhc}101 C SRR 2 £ . - <.t
Total phenols**. . S X ~ <0.05 mg/kg 0. 22
% Al results reported as milligrains of contaminant per liter of sample unless

otherwise noted.
#* ‘'Those compounds that are measured by the 4-aminoantipyridine method.

#*% Phenolic compounds extracted from this soil sample with deionized water.
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State of New Jersey
Dept, of Environmental Protection
" +

.

¢
4

Table IIIA - Ease Neutra) Extractsble Compounds

OHSC Sample Designation

Contaminant® $331 - C#03532 C#33776
1, 2-Dichicrobenzene 2 5 <D.5 Q0 ria/kg
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 5 D5 QA0 niz/kg
1, 4-Dichlorobenzene 5 <D.5 <10 rig/xa
Eexachloroethane S .3 <10 rig/kg
Hexachlorobutzdiene 5 D.5 <0 rjc/kg
Hexachlorobenzene 5 Q.5 Q0 rjg/ke
1,2, 4-Trichlorobenzcne 3 .5 QA0 rjo/kg
bis(2-Chloroethexyinethane 2 5 0.5 Q0 rfg/kg
Nazphthalene 0 .5 <0 »jz/kg
2-Chleronaghthalene 5 Q.5 QA0 rfz/kg
Isophorone 5 Q.5 <0 riz/xg
Niircbenzeane 5 Q.5 <0 :3¢/kg
2, £-Dinitrotoluene 5 A <0 ¢ /kg
2, 6-Dinitrotoluene 5 0.3 <9 :]:/kg
2-Eromophenyl phenyl ether 5 <A Q0 d-/xg
bis{2-£&§~1hcxy1> shthalate 5 - - Q0 e /xg
Di-n-octy] phthalate 5 IS Q0 ric/ug
Dimethyl pnthalate 5 Q.3 <10 :3c/kg
Diethyl phthalate 5 Q.5 Q0 :g3/kg
Di-n-butyl phthalate 5. V.5 15 rho/kg
Acenzphthylene 5 D.3 A0 rzz/kp
Acenzphibene 5 Q.5 Q0 rpc/xg
Butyl benzyl phthalzte 5 D. 5 QA0 dp/kg

* All resclis reported as niilligramms of contaminant por liter of sample unless
otherwise noted.
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¢st Report No. S1121-A

Date of New Jersed

/ Dept, of Environmental Protection
T
September 25, 1880

Tzble !lIB - Base Neutral Lxiractable Compounds

Ol SC Sarmple Desicnation

Contzminant C#’O.??il (403332

Fluorene <043 D5

Fluorenthene <45 <0.3 ; f

Chrvsene D3 3 , .

Pyrene 644 160 iz /ke

Phrenzanthrene <0}5 2).0 qo‘n}-/;-g

Anthrzcene <D }5 D5 50 me ko

Senzo(z)anthracene . D5 N.5 ’

Zenzo{b)luorzanthene <035 )

Senzo(x)ucranthene . <DI5 D5

Eenze(zypyrene <035 <D.5

Indeno(l, 2, 3-¢, d)prrenc <45 <. 5

Disenz o\a,“,cn.“rcceﬁo <U]5 <D.5

Benzclg, h, Uper);ene D435 <. 5

4-Ch}o*-:phc'n’1 phonyl 1
ether <015 g1, 5

3,3 chhlorcbenzidinc g o :

Benzidin

-big(2- Cn)oroe“n Jethe <043 DD

1,2-Di p‘vc—mlhxc‘r:zme <D &5 Q.5

}-I exachlorocyclopentidiene 45 . h

X\'-.'it:‘ocodxp..e'w]ur ine <043 Q). 5

N-Niircsodimethylamine Lol &) J.5

N-Niirosocdi-n-propylamine DI n.5

bis(2-Chlecroisopropyllether QB N, 5

= A1l results op ed zs milligrams ¢&f contaminont por liter of sample unless
oiherwige ncie

=2 Angzlveis Jor this compuund was not concducte:d dus tevihe prohibitive ecet invelved,
The likelihood of linding u detectable amount of this commpoun? present jn these
samples is remote.
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Loslexc Beutter ine.
) .
P
Stete of New Jersey
C:pt. of Envircnmental Protecticn
Test Report No. S1121-A
September 235, 1080

' Tnblc IV - Purceable Orgunic Conipounds

Contzminant™

Acrolein
crylonitrile

Chlcromethzne
B"O"’lOu ethme
Dicrlorocdiflveromethane
Vinyl chlerice
Crlicroethane .
‘xiet'f\‘eue chloride

Trichlorc/luoromethane
1. 1-Dichlorcethylene
I-Dic}:lcroethane

[
1.
)]

:J

oaoform
-Dichloroethane
(Chloromethyllether

, 1- Trichloroethane
bon tetrachloride
medichloromethane
-Dichloreprorane
as-1, 3-Dichloropropene
ic H‘o.oe‘-hvlene
romochioromethane

—

4 '-"h l\)

it Rl

o3 O

- s
- .y
‘l) '\) O

TRwED|
Mm *: '1
o
N
m
o]
o

1,2-Trichloroethane
is-1,3-Dichloropropene
Chloroetihylvinyl eiher
ro

1

“JN") —
| e

meform
,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane
trgcbloroethxlene

luene

“ob=nzene

thy] benzene’

IR Kkt B
o

s
-
._¢

Toizl Nylenes
Svrene
* All re
o:hcr vise noxpd
T Anay
The x.-.el Focd of f ading

ND - None e,

-1, 2:-Dichlorocthyiene

3 detod

:
|

Z AN AL o
uJuw\JOV‘J\JU}"UUOUUJdV
o

PR AN A

-
]

Sy AL AL

\J".'Jv.:‘uvu\;uu~lu

a1

e

sis for this compaan: i was not ennducted
Taihte amoeant of this

Ol1SC Sampie Desicnation

C#03532

o st

\l)

N1
N
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
\ND
D
N -
ND
\ND
N1
N
N
N1
N

-I '! e :“\ :!.,-.

.l||."',":
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tin f)f 1"‘.’1_--.7 .I:’j:_‘.".Cy
Yoot of Favireamentael Protection
Sont leport Moo S1121-A
T optecabier 25, 1930

‘Table V - Pesticidal Coinpounds and Polvchlorinated Biphenyls

OHSC Sample Desxgnatmn

Contaminant* | C#03532 @ 76q7
Aldrin - <0.05 . <0.1 lmg/:f.g
alpha BHC . <0.05 0.1 ing/xg
beta BHC - <0.05 0.1 mg/kg
Jdelta BHC Lo <D.0S 0.1 mg/kg
gamma BHC ‘ <0.05 <0.1 mg/kg
Chlordzne . e .0 <0.08 D.1 ng/kg
Dieldrin A ‘ <0.05 Q0.1 mgl/kg
p,.p'-DDE . - © @.05 0.1 ng/kg
p,p'-DDD . . . .. . <0.05 <0.1 mg/kg
p,p'-DDT ' : <0. 05 0.1 mg/kg
Indosulfan L : . .05 0.1 ng/kg
Endosulfan II- = . .05 0.1 mg/kg
Endosvlfan Sulfate o .. .05 <D.1 mg/kg
Endrin o ., T~ <.05 0.1 mg/keg
Endrin Aldehyde’ ©o. T <0.05 0.! mg/kg
ITeptachlor ' woL ~ <D.05 - <0.1 mg/kg
[Heptachlor epoxide .. .05 D.1 ing/kg
Toxaphene oo .. <0.05 1.0 mg/kg
Unknown Chlorinated SR _ T

Hydrocarbons*** - .05 <D. 10 mg/kg
Arochlor 1016 ' .- . <0.25 <1.0 mg/kg
Arochlor 1221 - ©. <0.25 . 4.0 mng/kg
Arochlor 1232 R " <D.25 A.0 ng/kz
Arochlor 1242 : .- .25 .6 praika
Arochlor 1248 . o e s <0.25 d.U Mo
‘Arochlor 1254 . L. @.2s LY e he
Arochlor 1260 ~ <D. 25 <L 0 fodke
2,3,7,8 - Tetrachloro- o

f‘.i"‘*""ﬂﬂ‘ dioxin | o w3

* All results reported as lehgrams of contaminant per liter of sample unless
otherwise noted .

o Analysxs for this compound was not conducted due to the prchibitive cost involved
and the extreme safety precautions required when working with a standard solutio
The likelihood of finding a detectable amount of this compound present in these
samples is remote.

+x%  Quantified as Aldrin.
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i FIGURE 2

f\ e SKETCH MAP

T - Plumsted Site #8 -
sampling locations

Fred C. Hert Associztes, Inc.

WA /18
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Participating Personnel:

Report Prepared by:

/hs

HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE INVESTIGATION
Plumsted Site #8

Upper Freehold Township, N.J.
(Addendum to Interim Report)

TDD #02-8104-04

December 23, 1981

Fred C. Hart Associates, Inc.

Dave Lipsky,-Ph.D, Assistant FIT Lcader
Paresh Parekh, P.E. Sr. Environmental Engr.
Pete Cangialosi, Sr. Environmental Engineer
Tom Hughes, Hydrogeologist

Kuo-I Chen, Chemical Engr.

Michael Rosenberg, Sr. Environmental Engr.

’***&Skpui;-¢~45L~nj;“ﬂdﬂ

Michael Rosenberg
Sr. Environmental Engineer

New Jersey State Wore?y
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In the interim report submitted to EPA on July 31, 1931 the caly anélytigal
rosults available were for metals in water sawples. This zddzndum to the
interim report includes organic data for both water and sadiment samples.
Table 1 provides a list of locations sampled, sample type, leb name, and
sample number,

SAHPLING RESULTS

Analytical results for water samples are provided in Table 2 znd for
sediment samples in Table 3. Monitoring wells D-2 and D-3 revealed
ccncentrations of pentachlorophenol at 160 ug/1 and 220 ug/1 respectively.
These concentrations of pentachlorophenol exceed the sugcested no-adverse-
effect of 0.021 mg/1 recommended for drinking water by the National Academy
of Sciences in their publication Drinking Water and Health (1977).

Well D-2 also contained significant concentrations of Bis(2-chloroethoxy)
methane and 1-2 trans-dichloroethylene. Other water samples 4id not
indicate any of the priority pollutants in significant concentrations.
Results from upstream and downstream locations are not significantly
different from each other. Sediment samples revezled several base

neutral compounds in trace quantities which do not appear to be

sicnificant.

STATE INVOLVEMENT

According to Fred Schmidt of the office of Hazards Management and to Joe
Przywer of the Health Dept. New Jersey DEP has collected samples of wellwater
at private homes in the vicinity of the Upper Frechold Tewnship site. It

is recommended that EPA obtain the results of this sampling prior to any
additional sampling by the Field Investigation Team.
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U — e

LUIZERY_DF LOCATICHS SHLED - o/

.‘..,)7': oeation

Sample Type

snitoring tfell DI

.nitoring Well 02
snitoring VWell D3

1in Stream at Route 537 Bridge

27 Stream immediately
sstream of Tributary

ain Stream imsadiately
swnstream of Tributary

ributary upstream of
ain stream

ributary upstream of
ceder stream

ceder stream upstream
f Tributary

Metals
Organics

Metals
Organics

Metals
Organics

Metals
Organics

" Sediment

Metals
Organics
Sediment

Metals
Organics
Sediment

Metals .
Organics
Sediment

‘etals
Organics
Sediment

Metals
Organics
Sediment

iy

——— —— - e A ot i e i .

81 - PLLHSIED LI 8

.ab

EPA
Mead .
Technology
Labs

EPA
Mead

EPA

-Mead

EPA
Mead
Mead

EPA
Mead
Mead

EPA
Mead
Mead

EPA
Mead
Mzad

EPA
Mead
Mead

EPA
Mead
Mead

CEPA/Contene s o

- 61004

80532

61005
BO530

61006
80S33.
B0SS3.

61007
B0556 X
B0558°

61008
BOSS55
BOS54

61009
B0S34
B0557

61010
BOS51
B0S559

61011
B0552
B0S60

sue to liwitations of contract lab, sediments analyzed for extractables only.
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D

~052%

D

20524y

THexacnlzicetheane

“37s (2-chlorcethyljether

'EZChicrcnephtHETéFE——

"1, 2-0ichiorctenzene

T1,2-Jichlcrosenzene

("1,4-07chlcroscnzene

3,3-Dichlorcbenzidine

2,4-Jinitrotoluene

T 2,6-0initrotoluene

1,2-Diphcnylhydrazine

fluorranthene

d-chlorcphanyl chenyl ether

{-3romephenyl phenyl ether

8is {2-chloroiscyropyl) ether

3is (2-chlorcethoxy)methane

41

Hexachlorcbutadiene

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene

tecpherone

Nephthalene

Nitrcbenzene

H-nitrosodinmethylemine

N-nitrosodiphenylanine

N-nitrosodi-a-propyianine

tis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate

Sutyl benzyl phthalate

0f-n-butyl phthalate

Di-n-octyl phthalate

Ciethylphthalate

Dimethylphthalate

anzo(a)anthracene
?I.%-ge%zanthrecene)

cenzo(a) pyrene

Senzo(b) fluoranthene

Eenzo(k) fluoranthene

Chrysene

Ticaneghthyiene

Anthracene

hi 1
(1713 Eonzoberen

8lank spaces indicate that the chemical was not detected

Results in ug/1
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ACTD CLURCINDS

(2,4,6-trizhlorczheol

" p-chlcra-m-cresol

¢-chlorezhznol

2’4-dir510ropheﬁcl

[77,4-dizcthylphcaol

2-nitrophenol

4-nitrophenol

2,4-dinitrophencl

4,6-dinitro-o-crasol

gentachlorophenol

<10

220

phenol

160

PESTICIDES .

2idrin

dieldrin

[ chicrdane

3,87 -00T

4,47 -00E

4,4' 000

Alpha -2ncdosulfan

Zeta -encosulfan

endosulfan sulfate

endrin

endrin aldehyde

heptachlor

heptachlor epoxide

Alpha -8HC

2.t -ciC

Gama -8HC

Delta =-8HC

PC8-1242

PC8-1254

pC8-1221

rC8-1248

pCE-1260

PCe-1016

Blank spaces indicate that the chemical was not detected,
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TR Pt
AN

Carten Tetrachioride

Chioresbenzene

1,2507chercethane

1,1,1-Trichisrocthane

l.l-Dichlorocth:nE‘—

1,1,2-Trichloroethene

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane

" Chiorocthane

3is (chicromethyljether

2-Chlcrcet! viayl
ather (nixégi y

Chloroform

1,1-dichloroethylene

é{2~trans-

chloroethylene 40 10
1,2-dichloropropane i

3-Dichleoropropylen
l ,J-Dgch?orgprggene?

tthylbenzene

Ysthylene Chlori?e

«Oichloromethene 10 1 |£10

Mathyl Chlorid

Chidromzthane

ayl bremide
1eremathane

—n] —} —

at
¢h
romoform
Tribromorathane)

4

Sremodichlorcmethane -

Trichlorofliuoromethane

Oichlorodifluorcmathane

Dibromechloromethane

Tetrachloroethylene

Joluene

Trichloroethylene

Yinyl chloride

Acrolein

ferylenitrile |

Blank spaces indicate that the chemical was not detected.
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swnlzionts ne

s (2- rn1g.ugh.,1,u Ser

2 ’11ﬂr°’f“ﬁg\a1‘ne

ulf"\ Yeirah A-/'.C.'le

“3-Dichlerd’ _nzzne

,3-Cicnleorcbenzidine

3
2,4 Dinitictoluene

7,607 nitrotslucne

T1.2-9i;heny hydrazine

AN

FYi.irinthene

N

N9

Z-Chlorophcnyl phenyl ether

4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether

3is (2-chloroiscpropyl) sther

575 {2-chlorcethexy)methane

rexachlorcbutadiene

Hexachlorccyclopentadiene

Isczhorone

Negnthalene

Nitrobenzene

Y-nitrosodimethylanine

N-nitresodiphunyianine

N-nitrcsedi-n-propylanine

2is(2-ethylhexyi) snthalate

Q3

a4

sutyl benzyl phthalate

Di-n-tutyl phthalate

Di-n-oct}l phthalate

“Diethylphthalate

Dimethylphthalzte

=§n o(ajanthracene
2-benzanthracene)

{0.2

Senzo(a) pyrene

£0.210.8

0.9

8enzo(b) fluoranthene

£0.5

tenzo(k) fluoranthene

0.2

0.3/0.71

0.9

Chrysene

£0.2

Arznashthylene

£0.2

£0.2

I Anthreacene

0.4

0.2 10.97

0.8

?i?fgighi) perylen

-8enzoperyene

{o.5

£0.5

Blank spaces indicate that the chemical was not detected

Results in ug/g
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ACIN Copeins

>},4,5~Lrifu]urgzm“nol
" 2Chic comearasol

3-7R1s. cpaanol
T3.4-9i0 s cphenol
3 A TT TER T hene] :
[TZ-nitrophenal |

daitrophenol

2,4-dinitrac-2nol

4, 6-dinitrc-0-cresol

sentachloroghanel

shenol

PESTICIDES

aldrin

dieldrin

¢hlordine
4,4' 00T
§,4' -00E
4,4' 00D
Alpha -encesulfan
geta -encosulfan ;
endosulfan sulfate

encrin

endrin aldehyde
heptachlor
keptachlor epoxide
Alpha -gHC

fera -rNC

Gend -cHC
felta -3HC
pC2-1242
PC8~1254

PC8-1221
R
PC3-1248
PCE-1260
PC8-1016

8lank spaces findicate that the chenfcal was not cetected,
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A

cilsrckcnzene

“T,2-9TchYoroethane

T, LTIV TAroutnane

1,1-Dichloroethane

1 Bl V2TrichTarcethane

1,1,2,2-Tatrechicroethene

{hirrcetmine

[M3is [Fhioir “itayl)ether

2-Cnlcroethy] viayl
ether (mixed

" Chloroform

T, l-dichlorocthylene

1,2-trans-
dichicroethylene

1,2-dichlorcpropane

3- O1cﬁ1 roprepylen
zl.l-umch o:gprggenei

tthylbenzene

“r'ﬁ> cne Lnlorag
Jichloreaathane

—

0.0

(0.01

{0.01

0.045

0.01

0.02

’='“vl ”1lnrﬁd
(Ch1 reoa.ithane

”"Hjn ,rc”.de
(CR 3rchathene)

craform
uttrcncmethzne)

rLi.s¢ichiorenathene

Tricnlorofluoromathan

£0.01

0T

P!

Dichloregifluorcmethane

Uibremochlorcmethane

Tetrachlorcethylene

Toluene

Trichloroethylene

Vinyl chloride

fcrolein

AR VR Y

8lank spaces indicate that the chemical was not detected.
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ATTACHMENT II

All contracts executed under this RFP shall include the following language on
confidentiality:

It is agreed that the contractor shall hold in trust and not reveal to any
third party except as provided in this contract between the State of New
Jersey and the contractor, any and all confidential information as defined

herein.

The contractor shall require its employees and subcontractors to

camply with the provisions of this contract as it pertains to
confidentiality.

Confidential information shall include:

Confidential Work Product

1. The entire work product and results involved in this contract
including results and opinions of the contractor:

a.

The contractor aobligations regarding DEP confidential information
that was already known to the contractor prior to its disclosure
toc the contractor by the Department of Environmental Protection,
that is or became publicly available, that is rightfully received
by the contactor fram third parties without accampanying secrecy
obligation, or that is approved by DEP and USEPA for the
contractor to release shall not be considered confidential.

Upon request by the Department of Envirommental Protection,
termination or expiration of this contract, the contractor shall
deliver to the Department of Environmental Protection all items
including but not limited to drawings, blueprints, descriptions,
or other papers or documents which may contain any confidential
information. The contractor shall be permitted to retain a copy
of all returned materials for its own confidential files.

Nothing contained herein shall be interpreted to interfere with
or impose any limitation on the expression of professional
judgement by the contractor within the content of its reports,
nor shall it restrict disclosure required of the contractor by
State or Federal Law.

Lawyer/Client Privilege

2. Any and all communications:

a.

Between the contractors and the New Jersey Attorney General or
his deputies;

Between DEP and the New Jersey Attorney General or his deputies;

Between the contractors and EPA attorneys and their assistants;
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ATTACHMENT II (continued)

Between the contractors and the U.S. Attorney or his deputies;
Between DEP and EPA attorneys or their assistants; and

Between DEP and USEPA employees concerning the conduct,
preparation theory, strategy, or opinions relating in progress
contemplated or campleted.

The contractor may release such information to third parties only
to the extent it has obtained the written consent of the Director
of the New Jersey Division of Waste Management or Deputy Attorney
General and Regiocnal Counsel of USEPA Region II. It is the
intention of the parties that the confidentiality matters coming
within this paragraph (#2) shall continue beyond the coampletion
of all the work involved in this contract, unless specifically
waived in writing by the State of New Jersey and USEPA as
specified herein.

The undersigned agrees to the above mentioned confidentiality
provisions.

(Signature)

(Title)

229x



ATTACHMENT III
Distribution of Deliverables

NJ USEPA
Report/Deliverable DEP ion II
Task 1 Project Schedule 8 10
Health & Safety Plan 8 10
Field Sampling Plan 8 10
Quality Assurance Plan 8 10
Task 2 Preliminary Report 8 10
Task 3 Interim Report 8 10
Task 4 Interim Report 8 10
Task 5 Draft Report 12 10
Task 6 Draft Final Report 12 22
Final Report 12 22
Task 7 Technical Progress 2 4
Monthly Reports
Financial Management 2 4
Progress Report
Fact Sheets, Newsletters, 2 4
etc.
Copies should be distributed as follows:
NJDEP: Ferdinand Metzger, Site Manager

Bureau of Site Management

Hazardous Site Mitigation Administration
Division of Waste Management

8 Hanover Street

CN-028

Trenton, NJ 08638

USEPA Donald Deieso, Regional Project Coordinator
Region II: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region II

26 Federal Plaza
New York, NY 10278
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ATTACHMENT IV

State Fommat for Machine Readable Data

Contents:
a. Form VST-008 -~ to be filled-in for each sampling location
and submitted with the data.
b. Instructions for coding data cards - record all data

for a given sample by key punching cards
according to the following format.

Note: Refer to Deliverable Section 4.2.5.5 for using the above
Attachment.
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Form VST- 008

NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

JOB NUMBER: 8975660
BUDGET CODE: DDA

STOREY WATER QUALTY FILE — STATION LOCATION STORAGE

ll 2! Jr] [6[ l‘l 91'0[||ll2!l3ll [lsllt[l’] !] 12012'[22]2312 l?Sl“l?’l?‘lN[JolJllJ?]'ﬂIJ I35] 137[30]39{40]’ I 2| Jl 4' slul 7J 0!49'50]5![52'53]5 TS5ISGI57I§BI59160] [62!63[6 ]65]“‘67[63169]70'7![72[73[7 '75]76]77]7‘[79['0

AGENCY CARD (A CARD)

AGENCY CODE

(Blank)
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UMLOCKING xtY
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Comments — wil

10Ck
AFTER
R [e)
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ajr77lre mieo

TITITIT
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Tr

T

"l[JlHIIHIHUJHHI]JJHHIHHHf

T

STARON TYPE CARD (¥ CARD)

A STRWNG OF VALID COMBNARONS OF STATION TYPE CODES SEPARATED BY SLASHES

T T LT L
[RANNRNANANARNNRNNRNRNNRRNNRANNANNNRYAAGNRNNNNRR HARNNRNNNNRANNANNDNRDNANRUNNRRD
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soRy
N0

STANION LOCATION MAJOR BASIN NAME

STATION LOCATION MINOR BASIN NAME

Mo Sub

o ol Nnin 1njrn

T

INRESRNENNNNERRRENRERENE]

_IHHHHIHLUHHHTH[[HHHH]HU“l L1

P

o

oo

—

—
«

LOCATION BESCRIPFHION CARD (HEADER CARD 4)

SOnt
NO

LOCATION OF SITE: LANDMARK NAMES. EFC

(Blunk)

-+l

O T O O O T

RENANERNERNANENA NN ENEERE

-

PAGE } OF 2



The Storage Card (SC Card)

This card is used to code the remaining information to be coded
in a 204 WQGSTOR storage procedure: the station code, dates,
depths, parameters and parameter values, and other pertinent
information. All fields are separated by commas. This card
follows either the AC agency card or the standard A card.

I1f more than one data card is required to record all data for a
given sample, the data may be coded on the card up to column 80.
Remaining data are then coded on a second-card, and as many other
continuation cards, as regquired. Up to 100 parameters and
associated values can be specified in one set of SC and
continuation cards.

The length and content of the fields on the SC card are variable,
and depend upon storage requirements, the manner in which
parameter values were recorded, and other such variables. The
fields of the SC card must be arranged and coded in the following
sequence:

field 1 Card Type Code

The letters SC must be coded in columns 1 and
2, followed by a comma in column 3.

field 2 Station Code

This field must be coded with an alpha-
numeric primary or secondary station code to
which the information on the card pertains.
This code is to be followed by a comma.

field 3 Beginning Date and Time

The date on which the sample was taken, or
in the case of a composite sample, the
beginning date the sample was collected.
The date must be in the format:

yymmddtttt, where yy is the year, mm the
month, dd the day, and tttt the time in
hours and minutes, expressed in terms

of a 24-hour clock. Time is optional.

The field is to be followed by a comma.

APRIL 1981 WQ-DE
4-26
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field 4

field 5

Ending Date and Time

This field is coded only for composite data,
and is of the format yymmddtttt as described
above, followed by a comma.

Depth

The depth at which the sample was taken is
expressed in the format

B
D [M]|V| XXX, where M and B, V, P, D, and
" |P C are all optional, but where
D only one value within each
C pair of brackets may be
specified, and where XXX is
the depth.

The permissible values for this field are:

B ~ the depth to the bottom of the water
column
- a vertically-integrated sample taken

from the surface to the depth recorded

water extracted from a core sample
- a sediment sample taken at the bottom
using a sediment sampler such as an
Ekman or a Peterson dredge
C - a core sample taken at bottom using a
core sampler such as a Phlegar or a
Wilding sampler

v
P - a pore sample which consists of the
D

All values specified will be in feet unless
the value includes an M which indicates the
values are in meters.

If a sample has been stored with a depth
value, all samples having the same date and
time must have a numerical value coded for
depth, i.e., surface depths must be coded as
000, not as blanks.

This field is to be followed by a comma.

WQ-DE APRIL 1981
4-27
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field 6

field 7

APRIL 1981

Composite Value Type

This field is used only with sophisticated
composite data, and is used to indicate the
composite value type. One of the following
values may be specified:

A indicates an average sample
H indicates a maximum value
L indicates a minimum value

N or # indicates the number of
observations within the sample

) indicates a standard deviation

8] indicates a sum of squares

v indicates a variance .

C indicates coefficient or error

X indicates a coefficient of
variance

E indicates skewness

F indicates kurtosis

y/ indicates the number of samples
in the composite that exceeds
established limits

% indicates precision

$ indicates accuracy

B ‘when none of the above apply

If coded, the field is to be followed by a comma.

Space/Time Composite

This field is used only with sophisticated
composite data, and indicates whether the
sample was collected over a period of time
or space, or both. One of the following
values may be specified:

S indicates space

T indicates time

B indicates both space and time
F Flow barsferTioom EeoesiT

If coded, the field is to be followed by a comma.

WQ-DE
4-28
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field 8

field 9

Sample Type

This field is used only with sophisticated

composite data, and indicates what type of

sample was collected. One of the following
values may be specified:

C indicates the samples were
collected continuously
G indicates the samples are

individual grab samples, but
that the actual number are not
to be reported

GNxx xx is a two-digit number depicting
the number of individual grab
samples in the collection

B blank, when none of the above apply

1f coded, the field is to be followed by a comma.
For sophisticated composite samples, fields
6, 7, and 8 must all be accounted for.

Parameter Code

This field is used to specify the parameter
code whose value is to be stored. The field
is coded in the format

PXXXXX which stores the parameter
XXXXX with the next field
(data item) as its value.
Leading zeros need not be
coded.

As many pairs of this field and the next
field may be coded as required. A comma
must follow each parameter code specified.
A complete list of the STORET parameter
codes is referenced within Appendix B.

WQ-DE APRIL 1981
4-29
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field 10

APRIL 1981

Parameter Value

This field is used to specify the value to
be stored for the parameter code specified
in the preceding field. 1If a remark code is
used, it must be the last character in the
value. Remark codes are defined in Table
4-2 located within this section.

Parameter values may be designated via
either fixed point or floating point
numerical notation. The general expression
for the format of the data field is:

. XXXXXXX ESPP

where

1) The designation .XXXXXXX represents
a fixed point number or the mantissa of
a floating point number which may include
from one to seven digits plus a decimal
point. The decimal point may occur in
any position or be omitted. When
floating point notation is used the
decimal point is assumed to be
immediately to the left of the first
numerical digit or the position
indicated.

2) The blank constitutes an exponent
separator. Its use is optional.

3) The designation S 1nd1cates e sign of
the exponent. It may be
minus (-), or . A plus code
will cause the decimal point to be
moved to the right, a minus code will
cause it to be moved to the left, and
a blank will maintain the indicated
position. Use of the exponent sign (E)
is optional. 1If a code is not provided
the exponent is assumed to be positive.

4) The designation PP represents the value
of the exponent. Two numerical digits
must be coded if floating point notation
is used. This code controls the extent
of movement of the decimal point from
the indicated position.

WQ-DE
4-30
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Correct codes for the numbers 5, 7.5, 0.1,
and 98,500 are 5, 7.5, 0.1 or 1.0E-01, and
98500 or 9.85E04 or 9.85 E0O4 or 9.85E+04,
respectively.

As many pairs of this field and the
preceding field may be coded as required.

A comma must follow each value specified.

Continuation Card

1f all of the parameter values cannot be coded on a
single SC card, a continuation card may be used. The
last character coded on the SC card must be a comma, as
a parameter value cannot be split and continued onto a
continuation card. The continuation card has no
special fields or codes; coding of parameter values may
begin in column one, and proceed as above. The last
character that must be coded on a continuation card is
a comma.

Abbreviated SC Card

When coding multiple SC cards within a single storage
run for identical stations, dates, times, and depths
(fields 2 through 5), a '$' may be coded in their
stead, which automatically assumes that the values of
these fields are as specified in the preceding fully-
coded SC card.

WQ-DE APRIL 1981
4-31
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4.2.3.1 EXAMPLE OF STORING NEW PARAMETRIC DATA USING THE
WQGSTOR INPUT PROCEDURE (TYPE 204)

Store the following 1980 parametric data for station
M075, agency 14AGNFS9, using the WQGSTOR storage
procedure. The 18 July sample was a bottom sample, and
the 19 July sample was a core sample. All depths are
in feet. The values listed for 20 July were average
and high composite sample values, respectively, and
both were space composites of individual grab samples.

DATE TIME DEPTH P=620 P=300 P=650

17 July - 100 2 10.8 .01

18 July 2 pm 200 1 10.8 <.01

19 July - 1 2 10.5 .04

20 July | 12-4 pm 100 .2 10.6 .02

20 July 12-4 pm 100 4 15 3
0 1 2 3 4 S 6
12345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890
?START
204

AC,A=14AGNFS9,UKsSECRET, USER=NAME OF USER STORING DATA,
SC,M075,800717,D100,P620,.2,P300,10.8,P650,.01,
SC,M075,8007181400,DB200,P620,.1,P300,10.8,P650, .01K,
SC,M075,800719,DC001,P620,.2,P300,10.5,P650,.04,
SC,M075,8007201200,8007201600,D100,A,S5,G,P620,.2,P300,10.6,P650,.02,
sC,$,H,5,G,P620,4,P300,15,P650,3,

0 ] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
12345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890

APRIL 1981 WQ-DE
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