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ASSEtel..YWMAN MARLEt£ LYNCH FIRD (Chair.011&n): I think we 
are going to get started. This is a hearing before the Legislature's 
Special Committee to Investigate Hazardous Waste Disposal at Military 
Institutions in the State. I am Assemblywoman Marlene Lynch ~ord. I 
would like to introduce the other members of the Committee who are 
present. To my far left is Assemblyman Tom Pankok from -- is it 
Cunberland County? 

ASSEt-13LYMAN PANKOK: Salem, Cumberland, and Gloucester, the 
Third Legislative District. 

ASSEM3LYWOMAN FORD: -Next are Assemblywoman Jacqueline 
Walker and Committee Aide, David Cantor; and to my right is the OLS 
Committee Aide, Mark Smith. 

I understand Mr. Daggett is here. Is he ready? (Mr. Daggett 
approaches the witness table with his associates.) 

ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: Madam Chairman? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Mr. Pankok? 
ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: Is that Taggart or Daggart? 
ASSEt13LYWOMAN FORD: Wrong investigatory committee, Mr. 

Pankok. It's Daggett. I'm sure you know Mr. Daggett. 
If you have a statement, you may start with that. 

Oil I STOPHER J. DAGGETT: Fir st of all, let me thank you for the 
opportunity to appear before the Committee to talk about the EPA role 
in the Federal facilities' compliance with environmental laws and 
regulations. 

Let me begin, if I may, by introducing the people who are 
with me. Immediately to my right is Mr. William Librizzi, who is the 
Director of the Emergency Response and Remedial Division. Essentially 
he is the head of the Superfund Program for Region II. To his right, 
Mrs. Robin Coursen, who is an environmental scientist. Mrs. Coursen is 
also in the Emergency Response and Remedial Division. And, to my left, 
Mr. Robert Hargrove, who is the Federal Facilities Coordinator for us 
in Region II. My name is Chris Daggett; I am the Regional 
Administrator for Region II, which covers New York, New Jersey, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

1 



What I would like to do, if I may, is take about five or ten 
minutes to just give you an overview of EPA's jurisdiction with respect 
to Federal facilities, to go over environmental statutes in general, 
and then to give a brief overview of the history of EPA's programs to 
deal with hazardous waste discharges from Federal facilities. 

With respect to EPA's jurisdiction for assuring Federal 
facilities compliance with environmental statutes, on December 31, 
1974, the Office of Management and Budget issued Circular No. A-106, 
which established reporting requirements for control of environmental 
pollution from Federal facilities. Circular No. A-106 requires Federal 
agencies to develop annual plans to ensure that their facilities comply 
with applicable environmental protection requirements. The circular 
also established an EPA review to determine the adequacy, i.e, in terms 
of cost, timeliness, and engineering feasibility, of the reporting 
agency plans. 

Executive Order 12088, which was issued on October 13, 1978, 
established an Executive Branch program for ensuring Federal compliance 
with environmental statutes. The program is administrative and 
requires full cooperation and coordination between Federal agencies, 
EPA, and OMB. Disputes regarding compliance by Federal facilities are 
resolved within the Executive Branch through administrative procedures 
specified in Executive Order 12088. 

With respect of EPA' s program to deal with hazardous waste 
discharges from Federal facilities, the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, or CERCLA, more commonly 
known as Super fund, was passed on December 11 , 1980, in response to 
problems resulting from past waste disposal practices. Section 105 of 
CERCLA requires the development of the National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Contingency Plan, which establishes procedures and standards 
for responding to releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, and 
contaminants. 

Federal agencies are specifically required by Section 107(g) 
of CERCLA to comply with its requirements to the same extent as private 
parties. Under CERCLA, Federal agencies have cleanup responsibilities 
for sites on their present and former properties and for hazards caused 
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by activities at such properties undertaken directly by the agency or 
by its contractors. Additionally, Federal agencies are responsible for 
off-site contamination caused by Federal facilities, as well as 
problems caused by its hazardous wastes that were shipped to other 
sites. 

Although CERCLA established the Superfund to provide funding 
for certain cleanup actions, Section 111(e)(3) of CERCLA specifically 
prohibits the use of the Fund for actions on federal facilities. The 
funding source for cleanup at Federal facilities is the budgetary 
process under OMB Circular No. A-106. EPA is required to comment on 
all A-106 budget requests for technical, cost, and time adequacy. 
Consequently, EPA has a major role in determining the adequacy of 
CERCLA actions taken by other Federal agencies. 

Assignment of Presidential responsibilities under CERCLA was 
addressed in Executive Order 12316, which was issued on August 14, 
1981. Specifically, the order delegates to the Department of Defense 
authority for CERCLA response actions with respect to releases from DOD 
facilities, and to the Coast Guard, response authority with respect to 
any release or threatened release involving the coastal zone, Great 
Lakes' waters, ports, and harbors. EPA has authority for response 
action at any and all other facilities. 

In response to Executive Order 12316, the DOD modified its 
existing Installation Restoration Program, the IRP, to cover CERCLA 
evaluation and response activities. The IRP process includes four 
phases that compare with EPA's Superfund process as follows: 

In DOD Phase I, there is essentially an installation 
assessment, which includes records search and site visits to determine 
the extent, if any, of past contamination. This phase also includes an 
initial rating using the Hazard Assessment Rating Methodology (HARM). 

The Superfund equivalent to that is the preliminary 
assessment and site visit stage. 

DOD's Phase II is the confirmation/quantification stage, 
which includes a comprehensive survey to determine the problem fully 
through sampling and analyses. Survey data from all technical areas 
are interpreted and interrelated. 
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The corresponding Super fund program is the site inspection, 
the Hazard Ranking System scoring, and the remedial investigation 
stage. 

DOD' s Phase II I is technology de_velopment, which :-_includes 
development of control technology to address specific contamination 
problems; however, if appropriate technology exists, this phase is 
skipped. 

In Superfund there is no specific equivalent. 
DOD' s Phase IV is remedial action, which includes design, 

construction, and operation of contamination abatement facilities, as 
well as removal and disposal actions. It may include construction of 
containment facilities or decontamination processes, and long-term 
monitoring systems. 

The corresponding Superfund program is the feasibility study, 
the record of decision, the remedial design, and the remedial actions. 

The Department of Energy has also recently enacted a 
five-phase program that parallels the Super fund program to ensure 
CERCLA compliance, and it is very similar to the CERCLA Program. 

As with the Superfund process, if emergency actions are 
deemed necessary during any phase of the Installation Restoration 
Program process, immediate remedial actions, i.e., Phase IV, are 
initiated by DOD. Associated with each phase of the process is one or 
a series of reports. EPA receives these IRP reports for review and 
comment, and as a means of providing technical assistance to the DOD 
facilities. Currently, nine DOD facilities in New Jersey are being 
addressed through the IRP process. Those are Fort Dix, Fort Monmouth, 
ARRADCOM Test Flight Facility, Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, 
Picatinny Arsenal, Lakehurst NAEC, Trenton Naval Air Propulsion Center, 
Naval Weapons Station Earle, and McGuire Air Force Base. 

On August 12, 1983, EPA entered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the Department of Defense that establishes the 
respective agency roles with respect to CERCLA actions. The MOU 
requires EPA to provide technical assistance to support DOD CEHCLA 
actions. In addition, it assigns responsibilities to each agency for 
investigations of contamination if it is unclear whether or not the DOD 
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facility is the sole source of the contamination. In such cases, EPA 
studies areas off the facility and DOD conducts the study on the 
facility to determine the appropriate responsible party. 

It should be noted that much of the- CERCLA activity c·onducted 
by EPA is done by the agency's contractors, known as the Field 
Investigation Team, or FIT. The FIT, at EPA's direction, will review 
reports, conduct field investigations/sampling, write reports, and 
perform Hazardous Ranking System scoring. Products of the FIT are 
reviewed by EPA to determine appropriate courses of action. 

An EPA memorandum dated February 14, 1984, states that 
Federal facilities may be included on updates of the National 
Priorities List, the NPL, which is the Superfund cleanup list. 
Generally, Federal facilities contain more than one site of 
contamination because of their size and the nature of their 
activities. EPA's policy is to rank the total facility, not individual 
sites within the facility, using the Hazard Ranking System. If a 
facility scores above the minimum score, currently 28.50, it will be 
proposed for listing. EPA believes that proposing for NPL listing 
tends to make facilities more receptive to EPA technical assistance, 
and helps to alter budgetary priorities, thereby expediting approval of 
required remedial actions. At this time, three Federal facilities in 
New Jersey have been proposed for listing on the NPL; those are Fort 
Dix, Lakehurst NAEC, and NWS Earle. 

A recent guidance document entitled, "Federal Facilities 
Program Manual for Implementing CERCLA: Responsibilities of Federal 
Agencies," from EPA' s Office of Federal Activities in June of this 
year, presents procedures for EPA interaction with Federal facilities 
on CERCLA actions. This guidance calls for the negotiation of Federal 
facilities agreements to ensure appropriate actions on CERCLA issues. 
EPA views these agreements as an essential method for ensuring that 
CERCLA actions taken by other Federal agencies are consistent with the 
National Contingency Plan. The current guidance requires that Federal 
facility agreements be negotiated for all facilities that are proposed 
for listing on the NPL. However, EPA is not prohibited from 
negotiating agreements for non-NPL facilities. The use of Federal 
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facilities agreements was strongly supported by DOD in a July 5; 1985 
memo from its Assistant Secretary for Manpower, Installations, and 
Logistics. In New Jersey, EPA has· already signed an agreement with 
Fort Dix on September 16, 1984, and is currently negotiating three 
others -- NWS Earle, Lakehurst NAEC, and Blue Spruce Corporation, which 
is a former Air Force contractor. 

Finally, EPA Region II will continue to take appropriate 
actions; in other words, site inspections, review and comment on 
reports, HRS rankings -- that's the Hazardous Ranking System -- the NPL 
listings, and Federal facility agreements, to ensure that Federal 
facilities comply with the requirements of CERCLA. 

I have, through conversations between your staff and my 
staff, a series of questions I believe you posed regarding specific 
facilities. Rather than go through those, if it is more condusive to 
getting the in format ion you'd like, I would pre fer, maybe, to pause 
here and have you either ask questions on what I have already 
presented, or, if you want to go into specific sites, we can do that as 
well. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FOkD: Oh, I think we can just get some-- I 
know Assemblywoman Walker has some questions about just generally your 
policies and the situations regarding them, so maybe we will just 
follow your lead and ask the general questions first. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Good morning, and welcome. 
MR. DAGGETT: Good morning. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: You just identified the Federal 

military bases in New Jersey where EPA has identified hazardous waste 
practices, but there is one base on there that this Committee has never 
heard about. I am going to ask you to repeat that list, because I 
think I heard you say Trenton Air Propulsion Center. Could you just go 
over those 11? 

MR. DAGGETT: There are nine, first of all. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I'm sorry. 
MR. DAGGETT: Fort Dix, Fort Monmouth, E.RADCOM Test Flight 

Activity-- Where is that located? 
ROBERT HARGROVE: It's an Army activity located witnin LakehursL. 
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MR. DAGGETT: The Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, Picatinny 
Arsenal, Lakehurst NAEC, Trenton Naval Air, Propulsion Center, Naval 
Weapons Station Earle, and McGuire Air force Base. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I have 10 on my list, and that Trenton 
makes 11. 

MR. DAGGETT: Okay. One, fort Dix, two, fort Monmouth, 
three, ERADCOM Test flight Activity, four, Bayonne Military Ocean 
Terminal, five, Picatinny Arsenal, six, Lakehurst NAEC, seven, Trenton 
Naval Air Propulsion Center, eight, Naval Weapons Station Earle, and 
nine, McGuire Air force Base. 

process. 

ASSEt-'BLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay. Pedricktown Support facility? 
MR. DAGGETT: Which? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Pedricktown Support Facility? 
MR. HARGROVE: That is not currently undergoing the IRP 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: It's not, okay. Let me see what the 
other one was -- Raritan Arsenal? 

MR. DAGGETT: That is not a DOD facility. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: It's not a--
MR. DAGGETT: It's not a DOD facility. It's a GSA facility. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay. How many hazardous waste sites 

have been identified -- a total kind of number -- at Federal military 
installations in New Jersey, including dump sites and spill sites? 

MR. HARGROVE: All told? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Lakehurst, Earle, Picatinny, etc.? 
MR. DAGGETT: It might be better, if you want to wait, to go 

through individual sites. For example, at Lakehurst there are 44 sites 
that have been identified as potentially problematic. At Earle -- I am 
not sure of the exact nllllber, wait a second. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Twenty-nine? 
MR. DAGGETT: No, not at Earle, at-- Wait a minute. Yes, 

I'm sorry; you're right, 29 at Earle. 

sites? 

ASSEM3LYWOMAN WALKER: Twenty-six at Picatinny? 
MR. HARGROVE: Yes. 
ASSEt13L YWOMAN WALKER: Is that representative of the other 
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MR. DAGGETT: No, I don't-- I believe-- The information we 
have is that you are interested today in Fort Monmouth, Earle, Raritan 
Depot, and Lakehurst. It will take me a couple of minutes to get the 
other ones. I have them here, but I will have to go through that 
information. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: We'll come back to that later. Which 
of these bases exhibit past or ongoing hazardous waste activities? 
Which may cause a public health risk to the residents of New Jersey? 

MR. DAGGETT: Well, in each of the cases where there is a 
hazardous waste facility identified, the potential exists that there is 
contamination that could, in fact, either get into a drinking water 
supply or in some way possibly cause a health risk. We have not, at 
this point, identified any though that we would definitively say have 
reached that stage. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: So then the answer really is all? 
MR. DAGGETT: Potentially, certainly all of them. I would 

say that of any site anywhere though on the entire National Priorities 
List. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: We have competition (referring to 
hammering in the background). 

MR. DAGGETT: I know we do; I 'm sorry. On the entire 
National Priorities list, firstly, any site that has any hazardous 
material certainly is always potentially harmful to public health. So, 
it is not unique to the Federal facilities. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: When did EPA begin to track hazardous 
waste practices at military bases in New Jersey? 

MR. DAGGETT: The EPA' s Federal Facilities Program has had 
sort of an up and down history, if you will. Again, on each site it's 
a different starting point. That is why I am not being specific and 
saying, you know, "On "X" date we started." 

Overall, there was a lot of activity regarding Federal 
facilities in the latter part of the 1970s and the early part of 1980. 
It corresponds with some of the circulars and other executive orders 
that I identified in my opening remarks. 
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The Federal Facilities Program in Region II was housed in one 
area until about the early part of the 1980s, at which point, through 
cutbacks in the Federal government overall and in EPA in particular, 
the resources devoted to that were dispersed somewhat and put in 
several different divisions within the Agency. 

In 1983, when William Ruckleshaus came on board, he assigned 
to Federal facilities a higher priority and we began to pay much more 
attention to them again. When I came on board in 1984, I also put 
Federal facilities as a high priority in terms of things I was 
interested in working on, because I felt strongly that we if were going 
to demand of private parties adherence to the various Federal laws, 
that we ought to set an example by having Federal facilities do the 
same. 

Since then we have been trying to pull together as best we 
can, without centralizing them in one area, resources devoted to the 
area of Federal facilities. We are in various stages on different 
sites of getting good information, and as we go along and continue to 
work with the Department of Environmental Protection here in New 
Jersey, I think we will get a better and better handle on the problems 
at those sites, as well as be able to target our limited resources 
better as we continue our research. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: So really, the main efforts started 
after CERCLA? 

MR. DAGGETT: Yes, I would say that is probably accurate, and 
most specifically, really, in the middle part of 1983, with the return 
to the Agency of William Ruckleshaus. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What Federal statutes apply to 
monitoring and/or regulation of such activities on the part of EPA? 

MR. DAGGETT: In my opening comments there were several. 
There is OMB Circular No. A-106, which was issued on December 31, 1974, 
which requires Federal agencies to develop annual plans to ensure that 
their facilities comply with applicable environmental protection 
requirements. There is Executive Order 12088, issued on October 13, 
1978, which established an Executive Branch Program for ensuring 
Federal compliance with environmental statutes. Finally, CERCLA 
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itself, Section 107(g), requires Federal agencies to comply with its 
requirements to the same extent as private parties. Under CERCLA, 
Federal agencies have cleanup responsibilities for the sites on their 
present and former properties. 

ASSEt43LYWOMAN WALKER: Some of these comprehensive acts, like 
the Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act, apply to the military too, 
am I right? 

MR. DAGGETT: Certainly. In many of the instances, where a 
program has been delegated to the State Department of Environmental 
Protection through the procedures we go through for formal delegation, 
the State would have the responsibility for overseeing the activities 
even on those Federal facilities. That occurs with respect to the air, 
water, and RCRA programs -- the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Program. 

ASSEM3L YWOMAN WALKER: Okay, the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act. 

MR. DAGGETT: Right. But CERCLA, the Super fund Program, is 
pretty much kept, at least with regard to Federal facilities, within 
EPA. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: From an administrative point of view, 
what branch of your Region II office plans the lead role in monitoring 
and regulating military dumping? 

MR. DAGGETT: In terms of Superfund, it would be the 
Emergency Response and Remedial Division, of which Mr. Librizzi is the 
Director. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Are there any other agencies in your 
Region II office which are involved in regulating military dumping? 

MR. DAGGETT: Yes, because after we delegate programs, as I 
indicated a minute ago, in other program areas, we still -- even though 
we have delegated the program to the State -- retain an oversight 
role. We exercise that oversight. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay. Please describe, if you will, 
the normal course of cooperation between EPA and DEP at the State 
level, with respect to monitoring and regulating hazardous waste 
practices at Federal military facilities, including, for example, 
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mutual sharing of information, and joint conduct of risk assessment 
activities, such as groundwater sampling and analysis. 

MR. DAGGETT: If I may, let me divide my response into two 
discussions. First, overall, with respect to the Super fund -. .Program, 
the EPA and the DEP enjoy a very close and cooperative working 
relationship. We routinely share information on virtually every site 
that is under any kind of an investigation -- every site on the 
Superfund list. That occurs literally on a daily basis, depending on 
the site in question. That has been established over the years because 
as part of the program we divide up our activities on Federal Superfund 
sites. Some the State has the lead on; some the Federal government has 
the lead on. There is no magic to the way we divide it up. Literally, 
we just sit down and see who has the resources, and then we make a 
decision. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: So the lead agency sort of--
MR. DAGGETT: That is in general. I am talking about 

Superfund in general. Okay? With respect to Federal facilities, we at 
EPA kept the lead on those facilities. Because of the fact that the 
Federal Facilities Program did not enjoy as high a priority at EPA --
and I think I can say, in many respects, at DEP either over the period 
of the late 1970s and the early part of the 1980s -- we did not have as 
close a working relationship on those sites. So, the exchange of 
information was not as good as it was, and is, on the Superfund Program 
in general. 

We have been working since Mr. Ruckleshaus came on board in 
May, 1983, and again since I came on board, on trying to get those 
lines of communications to the same level they are in the Super fund 
Program. I would say to you that today I think they are very close to 
the same level. Part of the restrictions, if any, that occur are more 
in terms of the amount of resources we are able to devote to it at 
EPA. But, for the most part, those relationships are now as good as 
they are in the Superfund Program generally. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: You mentioned before, the number of 
New Jersey military bases that have been nominated or proposed for 
inclusion on the Superfund National Priority List. 

MR. DAGGETT: Right. 

11 



ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How many others are being considered? 
MR. DAGGETT: Do you have the answer on that? (addressing 

Mr. Librizzi) 
WILLIAM LIBRIZZI: I think on any site or - facility that is in the 
Installation Restoration Program, where information is being collected, 
a decision would be made as the information comes in whether it should 
be ranked or not. So, we could be looking at ranking every site that 
we have information on. 

MR. DAGGETT: Keep-- Well, go ahead. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: That makes nine. 
MR. LIBRIZZI: You have to realize, I think, that depending 

upon the information and the application of our ranking system, the 
facility makes the list or does not make the list. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Who pays? 
MR. DAGGETT: Who pays for the ranking? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Who pays for the cleanup of the 

military base? 
MR. DAGGETT: The cleanup of military sites is paid for by 

the military. As I indicated in my opening comments, Section 111(e)(3) 
of CERCLA specifically prohibits the use of the Superfund for actions 
on Federal facilities. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I just wanted to clarify that point. 
Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Let me just ask you a quest ion on 
Federal and State cooperation in connection with all of the information 
we have received from Mr. Hughey's office. We received a letter, dated 
September 10, directed to you, indicating that the manner in which you 
have been exchanging information -- and I use his words -- "leaves much 
room for improvement between the two agencies." I guess anything can 
be improved. 

What problems have you had in terms of sharing information in 
the past, or have there been problems, and what steps are you taking to 
improve that? 

MR. DAGGETT: Frankly, I think the problems relate, as much 
as anything else, to the fact that it wasn't as nigh a priority, 
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because we have been spending so much time, all of us, focusing on the 
Superfund list at private sites, if you will, other than Federal 
installations, and we were not paying as much attention. Because there 

'· was, and has been for some time, a DOD- Installation Resloration 
Program, although I cannot say this definitively, I assume that what 
was going on was that there was an assumption, if you will, on the part 
of EPA and DEP that the military, having had a program, was running 
with their program at the same time and, therefore, we did not need to 
pay as much attention as we were paying to the others. 

In addition, keep in mind also that we do not have the 
specific authorities with respect to Federal installations as we do 
with normal Super fund sites. So, it is based a lot, in terms of 
Federal fac il it ies anyway, on the agreements we work out and the good 
working relationships we have with the military, or the Department of 
Energy, or whatever the Federal facility happens to be. So, those 
relationships are really at an early stage. We are working well with 
Picatinny, with Lakehurst, and with several others. 

Now, in terms of exchanging with DEP, because it wasn't as 
high a priority since the systems are a little bit different, the 
exchange of in format ion was not as good as anyone would have liked in 
the past. That is why we are rapidly trying to fill in the gaps that 
exist on that. When I indicated that things are about at the level I 
think they are on the normal Super fund Program, I mean there is that 
open exchange. 
should be set 

We don't have formal processes set up, which probably 
up, and I think that is what the Commissioner is 

I 

referring to and what we are working toward. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: When you decide to designate a military 

base -- as you indicated the nine -- they are on a proposed list for 
Superfund designation? 

MR. DAGGETT: Right. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: But they have not been designated 

Superfund sites yet? 
MR. DAGGETT: No. In fact, Bill Librizzi can speak to this. 

There was a time until-- When was it that Federal facilities could be 
included on the Superfund list? It was only up to last--
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MR. LIBRIZZI: February, 1984, the policy was suggested in 
terms of putting Federal facilities on the NPL list. 

MR. DAGGETT: Bob Hargrove clarifies that at this point they 
still can't be officially listed on the NPL. - They can be proposed for 
it, but there are no provisions to formally list them on the NPL at 
this time. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Is there a need to amend Federal 
legislation to expedite this process? 

MR. DAGGETT: I believe the new Super fund legislation is 
being considered. As you know, there are a number of bills. I am not 
sure what all of them do, but I believe all of those bills include 
provisions that allow for inclusion of Federal facilities on the 
Super fund list. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: Both the House and Senate bills--
MR. DAGGETT: But the direct answer--
MR. LIBRIZZI: --free the Federal facilities fairly closely 

and allow us to put them on the list. They also broaden the oversight 
responsibilities of EPA relative to decision-making at Federal 
facilities. I think, in fact, they now have concurrence if the bills 
are passed. 

MR. DAGGETT: The direct answer to your quest ion is, yes, 
Federal legislation is necessary. What we are saying is, we think it 
is being provided now. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Really, one of the purposes of these 

hearings was to determine if there were gaps in leg is lat ion on the 
State or Federal levels and, of course, our focus at the State level. 
From your experience, do you feel there is any need to expand any State 
jurisdiction over these sites? 

MR. DAGGETT: No, partly because I am not sure to what extent 
State laws would hold in that case. I mean, you may find that someone 
can challenge them as to whether you really have jurisdiction over 
Federal facilities. 

What I am trying to do is work with DEP and, frankly, with 
DOD and other Federal facility heads, to do it essentially without 
leg isl at ion. I guess that is the best way to say it. I really fee 1 
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that we are making a lot of progress in both areas. Again, we are not 
as comfortable as we would like to be with DEP and the procedures we 
have in place, but we are close. With respect to Federal facilities 
and the heads of each of those facilities, -it really depends· on the 
ext.ent of the problem and our own priorities trying to go with the 
problem areas we know of first, and developing good working 
relationships with them. We are getting there, but it is not as fast a 
process as any of us would like. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: However, I might also point out in that regard 
that the new legislation that is being considered to reauthorize 
Superfund does, in fact, address State participation as well. 

MR. DAGGETT: Yes. What we are actually trying to do 
is formalize State involvement. Even though we have the lead in the 
various agreements I have indicated are being worked out, or have been 
worked out, we have included the State as a third party in those 
agreements. So, when we sign an agreement, EPA signs, the Federal 
facility head signs, and DEP signs. So, that is how we are trying to 
formalize it, by including them in those agreements. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I think if our hearings had any effect 
on coordinating or suggesting coordination between DEP and your agency, 
or that communications be improved-- I think that would go a long way. 

MR. DAGGETT: Listen, as you well know, the establishing of 
any Committee and the holding of any hearings tend to make any agency, 
I think, focus, at least for the moment, much more and to try to assess 
where the holes are and where the gaps are. In that sense, I think 
this kind of a process is very helpful. 

I have to say again though that we had been on the way to 
doing that, but we are really restricted in terms of the amount of 
resources we are able to devote to it. We are trying to do the best we 
can given that circumstance. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: One of the things-- I hate to dwell on 
the jurisdiction issue, but it is something I am interested in and 
something where I see a need for clarification. We have asked DEP and 
we have asked the military about jurisdiction. The military has 
indicated to us at past hearings that they certainly would not 

15 



challenge jurisdiction if exerted by the State, even though they might 
have a legal ground to challenge jurisdiction because their goal is 
cleanup. 

Do you have any speci fie reasons?- Do you feel, ln other 
words, that on Federal installations that Federal law preempts State 
law? 

MR. DAGGETT: I don't know if it preempts-- I am not a 
lawyer, and I am not sure whether it preempts State law or not, in 
direct answer to your question. Do you work with that at all, Bill? 

MR. LIBRIZZI: I am not a lawyer either, but based on my 
experience I would suggest that all the programs, with the exception of 
Superfund, are delegated programs. All the programs are delegated to 
the states. Therefore, they have those statutory authorities 
associated with the delegated programs. Of course, EPA has the 
oversight responsibility to assure that Federal statutes are being 
complied with as mandated. 

So I think from the delegation standpoint, the State has that 
kind of input into the Federal facility processing compliance with the 
law. 

MR. DAGGETT: And it is that process and the fact that it 

does exist and we are using it that leads me to say that I am not sure 
you really need any additional State legislation in that regard. 
Obviously, from your perspective, you might end up seeing it 
differently. But I think from where I sit, once we delegate that, they 
have the authority; if we don't delegate it, we keep it. We really do 
exercise our oversight where we have delegated it, and where we 
haven't, we are trying to improve the communications between the two. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Okay, thank you. Assemblywoman Walker? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: No questions. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Assemblyman Pankok? 
ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: Just a quick question. \ou don't have 

Pedricktown on your list because it is a General Services 
Administration facility now? 

MR. DAGGETT: No. I said that Rar it. an Ar sen al is a GSA 
facility. 

ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: Oh. 
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MR. LIBRIZZI: Is there a SGA facility in Pedricktown, or is 
it a--

MR. DAGGETT: I am not sure of the facility in question. I 
am not sure of the facility you' re speaking- about. I am making the 
assumption--

ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: I'll ask DEP when they get up here. 
MR. DAGGETT: Pardon me? 
ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: I'll ask DEP when they get up here. 
MR. DAGGETT: I am making the assumption that if it is not on 

our list here, there has not been a problem identified at the moment. 
ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: Pedricktown is an inactive military 

facility. It is being used by the reserves now. 
MR. DAGGETT: Okay. Are you aware of a particular problem 

associated with hazardous materials on that site? 

facility? 

ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: Yes, there is a problem at Pedricktown. 
MR. LIBRIZZI: Is that based upon past activities at the 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: It's in Commissioner Hughey's letter. 
MR. DAGGETT: Assemblyman, we will look into that. I don't 

have that information with me. We will have to go back and double 
check. 

ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: It's very near and dear to me; it's my 
home county. 

MR. DAGGETT: I can understand. Let us get back to you 
specifically on that. We will fill you in with the details we have on 
that, if any. If we don't have any details and you feel a concern 
about it, we will work with you directly to try to find out. 

ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: I would appreciate that very much. 
Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORO: I just want to advise the people present 
that Assemblywoman Marie Muhler from Monmouth County has just joined 
us. I believe Earle is in your district. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Yes, it certainly is. Good morning. 
I apologize for being late, but I had a rather important press 
conference on simulcasting, which is a major question on the ballot 
this year in my district. It is also a big concern for my area. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Thanks for coming, Marie. Assemblywoman 
Walker has another question. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: At our first hearing on October 10, 
Assistant Commissioner Tyler of the State DEP- testified that EPA is the 
lead agency to which DEP turns for guidance and information in the 
course of monitoring and regulating hazardous waste practices at 
military facilities, including Lakehurst. Yet, it is also our 
understanding that EPA never provided the New Jersey DEP with the 
November, 1983, FIT report, and that DEP found out about the existence 
of this report only after it was, in the words of the Lakehurst Base 
Commander, Captain Eaton, "purloined by a disgruntled Lakehurst 
employee and leaked to The Asbury Park Press." 

Only yesterday, in a letter from Assistant Commissioner Tyler 
to the editor of The Trenton Times, DEP says, "We were surprised in 
July of this year with a report that indicated potential health 
problems in the Lakehurst area," and "DEP is the last to know about 
environmental problems at military installations in New Jersey." In 
his letter, Assistant Commissioner Tyler accuses the Federal government 
of withholding reports for several years. Why through July, 1985, had 
the EPA, our DEP's lead agency with respect to Federal facilities, 
never provided DEP with the 1983 FIT report and other in format ion 
germane to Lakehurst? 

MR. DAGGETT: I think that relates to the quest ions I have 
answered for Assemblywoman Ford, which are, one, the priorities 
established with respect to Federal facilities were not as high at that 
particular time as they have become; secondly, the lines of 
communication that I am talking about which we have been trying to 
develop were not as effective then, and I think just routinely, that 
was not in place and we did not send it. 

But, as far as reports, any report we get is a public 
document. As far as I am concerned, it is av ail able to anyone who 
wishes to see it. I have tried to conduct the affairs of the Agency 
since I came on board in that fashion. 

With regard to the question of who had what information when, 
overall I have been trying to focus more on what is the problem now and 



what are we doing about it, because I think that is a more important 
question. It is difficult to go back and trace who had the reports. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: But, you didn't withhold it? 
MR. DAGGETT: No, no, we did not withhold it by any-stretch 

of the imagination. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: It was public information? 
MR. DAGGETT: Absolutely; it was public information. We did 

not withhold it. It was more the relations which existed at the time 
with respect to Federal facilities, and we didn't send it down. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay, thank you. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Did you have any other questions? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: No, thank you. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Now that we are at Lakehurst, or rather, 

now that we are into the Lakehurst question-- I just have a few other 
questions. We have attended two hearings. First, we heard from DEP, 
and second, we heard from the Navy. They both indicated to us -- and I 
have no reason to doubt their indications -- that there is no 
groundwater contamination at the Lakehurst site and that basically it 
is a safe site. But there have been identified certain-- At least I 
think your offices, as well as the Navy, have indicated that there are 
toxic waste sites which could be either dumping or spill sites at the 
Lakehurst facility. I believe the Navy said something like 44 
identified sites; I don't know how many you have identified. 

I am curious about one thing. Why is Lakehurst being listed 
or proposed as a Superfund site if there is no contamination? 

MR. DAGGETT: The proposal-- When we propose sites for 
inclusion on the National Priority List, they can be either from actual 
contamination and evidence we have of it, or potential contamination. 
In this instance, we are going on the basis that there is potential 
contamination. That potential is because of the degree of toxicity of 
the wastes that are used or present, the quantity of the waste present, 
the number of people served by the aquifer concerned, and finally, the 
distance to and potential for contamination of the Cohansey and 
Kirkwood Aquifers. We don't have evidence of that having actually 
occurred at this point, but given that the potential exists, we use 
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that potential to put it on the list. The reason we do is that then we 
feel that gives us a little bit better-- It makes people pay more 
attention, if you will, and allows us to enter into the various 
agreements we have talked about to try to move toward, first; better 
characterizing the problems at the site, and then, once characterized, 
if they do warrant cleanup, to then begin to move into a phase of 
actually cleaning them up. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: In your opinion, are there ongoing toxic 
waste sites at Lakehurst? 

MR. DAGGETT: Well, there are 44 sites which we have 
identified as potential hazardous waste sites. Right now, we are in 
the middle of completing a plan of action for better characterizing 
those sites. That plan of action is in the very latter stages. I 
expect it will probably be finalized very shortly. Actually, I think 
we have begun to carry out that plan of action. In the absence of a 
formal finalized agreement, work has already begun, because where we 
have agreed -- where we disagree, I should say, are in minor areas that 
we expect to be able to clear up shortly. 

In addition, with Lakehurst, we are going through a formal 
agreement which outlines that if contamination is identified, what the 
next steps will be. They would be to further identify-- In the 
beginning, say, to take a sample in an area and identify it if there 
seems to be some contamination. Then we would need to go back in and 
do a more extensive sampling of that particular area. The agreement 
will outline that process, if you will, and then what we would do if we 
found sufficient contamination and how we would go through the process 
for a cleanup. 

Again, all done by the Navy in terms of the Installation 
Restoration Program, and paid for by the Navy. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: You referred earlier to the FIT report. 
I forget what those initials stand for. I have been dealing with the 
military, the EPA, the DEP, and I should have all of the initials down 
by now, but I often get them mixed up. 

MR. DAGGETT: It has taken me a year. If you can do it 
faster--
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: But, that is the team that analyzed the 
groundwater test data that Lakehurst did, starting in 1981. 

MR. DAGGETT: That's right. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Is that correct? 
MR. DAGGETT: Yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Now, I have what is called Appendix A, 

EPA Comments, NACIP Initial Assessment Study Report. The Initial 
Assessment Study is the IAS Report. Among the conclusions, the test 
results were analyzed from November 17, 1983 to November 30, 1983 by 
your professional staff members, or at least your predecessor's staff 
members. The FIT report identified certain problems. Among them it 
said, "Dr inking water quality has been impacted due to improper waste 
disposal." By impacted -- what do you mean by that? Or, do you know 
what they meant by that? 

MR. DAGGETT: (Mr. Daggett consul ts with Mr. Hargrove.) I 
believe -- I am not positive -- what they were referring to was the 
levels that were identified in the drinking water that was sampled in 
the early part of 1981. This 1983 report was reviewing data that had 
been collected two years before. That data showed some problems in the 
drinking water, or what appeared to be problems in the drinking water, 
and I forget the chemical. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: What was the chemical? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Well, I don't know that the chemicals 

are going to make any sense to me, except that I know they are 
carcinogenic substances and they were present at alarmingly high 
levels. 

MR. DAGGETT: All right. What happened as a result of that 
was that the Navy immediately resampled. I think what we have 
discovered--

If I may digress for a moment and see if I can walk through--
In 1981, when a sampling was taken of the wells, the sampling indicated 
that there was a potential problem. The Navy immediately resampled, 
unbeknownst -- from our records anyway -- to us as well. So I think in 
that sense they took the correct environmental action, if you will, to 
double-check on what happened. 
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They sampled again in 1982, 1983, 1984, and again 
subsequently, as you know, just recently. When the report came out in 
1983, that is this thick document that the Navy had, which is the 
Initial Assessment Study of the Naval Air Engineering '"-Center, 
Lakehurst, New Jersey, which I believe was done by a contractor to the 
Navy, for some reason that report did not at all reflect the testing 
done after the first set of samples were taken. In other words, it 
reported only on the samples taken the first time around. So that 
started to cause some confusion, and I think that is where some of the 
confusion has occurred all along here, frankly, for us, as well as for 
everyone else publicly. 

I am not quite sure why that report was issued and did not 
speak to other sampling that occurred later, which, indeed, showed that 
there wasn't a problem. The sampling that occurred in the latter part 
of 1981, and again in 1982, and again in 1983, indicated that there 
wasn't a problem, that, in fact, the sampling problems that had shown 
up were laboratory errors and problems like that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: But you based your--
MR. DAGGETT: The FIT report was based on that initial 1981 

data, so we were not responding. I think somewhere in that report., 
also, it was indicated that if this data was good data, there was a 
problem, and recommended further sampling, which, again, we did not 
know at the time had already long since occurred, and had shown that 
there wasn't a problem. That was again a communication gap, if you 

will, or communication that was not established as well as it might be, 
and it led, I think, to some of the confusion here. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Was it your policy, or did you in this 
case transmit the FIT report to the New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection? 

MR. DAGGETT: No. That is the one that Assemblywoman Walker 
was just referring to. We did not transmit it at the time. That, 
again, was just-- Those lines of communication, with respect to 
Federal facilities, were in the very early stages of being developed, 
and it was not sent to him. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: At what point in time was your agency 
made aware of the test results which repudiated the initial alarming 
test results? 

MR. DAGGETT: In the November 1984 report, I believe, which--
When did we receive the November 1984 report? Did we receive it that 

month? (referring to Mr. Librizzi) 
MR. LIBRIZZI: November of 1984. 
MR. DAGGETT: Yes. We received the report in November of 

1984, which indicated that. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: So that, from 1983 or earlier--
MR. DAGGETT: It was November of '83. Well, actually, from 

the time -- I want to be sure I give this to you right -- in 1981, 
after the first samples were taken, to 1984, we didn't know additional 
samples had been taken, and had demonstrated-- Now, when I say--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: All you knew during that time was that 
the in format ion available to you indicated that the groundwater had 
been seriously threatened or contaminated? 

MR. DAGGETT: Right, and that is re fleeted in the '83 FIT 
report. Now, when I say we didn't know -- so that it doesn't end up in 
a public disagreement, if you will, between agencies -- I'm going on 
the basis of what we can find in our files. I don't know-- And if 
someone came here before you and said, "I have a memo that says we did, 
in fact, send it," as you know, government files aren't always the best 
kept documents, and we could have had employees who were no longer with 
the Agency who might, for some reason, have taken them home and not 
brought them back. Any number of things could have happened. So, if 
somebody says they sent the report, I would stand corrected on it. 
But, from our files, anyway, we don't have it. And, in addition, I 
don't know what telephone calls might have occurred between people at 
the time that aren't recorded, as well. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Well, after-- Did you at any time--
When did the EPA, to your knowledge, conduct any independent 
groundwater testing, after receiving these alarming test results from 

the Navy? 
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MR. HARGROVE: Yes, well, we did conduct independent testing 
based on the '81 report -- on the '83 report which included '81 data. 
We did do subsequent sampling on September 1985. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Was that--
MR. DAGGETT: We did recortlllend, I believe, that additional 

sampling be undertaken, and it was undertaken in 1984, and then we got 
the report in November of '84, which, in fact, said there was no 
problem. So, I think, what you find is the EPA' s FIT report prompted 
us to work with the Navy, or to recommend the Navy do the sampling, and 
we have the '84 report that says there is no problem. Now, we--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Wasn't the Navy already undertaking 
additional series of tests in '82 and '83? 

MR. DAGGETT: Yes, again, in the latter part of '81, and 
again in '82, in '83, and, again, in '84. Okay, Robin indicates that 
we were aware of that additional testing through telephone 
conversations. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Are you disavowing, now, the '83 FIT 
report? 

MR. DAGGETT: Not disavowing it. At the time, based on a 
reading of the '81 data, I think, that report was an accurate report. 
I mean, the data they looked at indicated there was a potential problem 
there, and if you went on that data alone, yes, I think the report was 
fine. But, it was a subsequent sampling that indicated that there 
wasn't a problem, that we have no reason to suspect otherwise. And, in 
our 1985 sampling, the results are indicating that indeed there isn't a 
problem. We don't have that final report yet -- it will be ready 
shortly -- but it confirms, essentially, what people have been saying 
to us. See, that is why, you know, I said ear lier that I have been 
trying to focus less on who, what, when, and what happened, as much as 
I am trying to get a real handle on what the status of the situation is 
now, and what everybody is doing about it to act as expeditiously as 
possible to either clean up or whatever is necessary. It is somewhat 
difficult, through the records, both at EPA, and, I'm sure the Navy and 
DEP as well, to really trace back who had what report when and what did 
they all say and what did they all mean. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Well, I think that, speaking for myself, 
I am interested in knowing who knew what when, because, if there was a 
lapse of several years, and if a particular agency knew nothing else 
but very alarming test results, I think it is-significant that:-

1) Either the public was not advised, or, 
2) If additional public, independent testing was not done. 

And, certainly, everyone is human beings, and agencies are just 
comprised of human beings and I have lost a few files in my law office 
myse 1 f, you know, so I am not here to cast any aspersions on anyone, 
but, I think that it is a serious issue if we have some extremely 
alarming test results that are revealed, and then, for a period of time 
it just seems as if everyone is shuffling off on someone else. I don't 
know, maybe I'm being too judgmental. 

MR. DAGGETT: No, let me speak to that by saying that if I --
hindsight is always great, and in hindsight I should have, on the basis 
of the FIT report -- notified local officials, or somehow made public 
the information, that probably is the case. We probably should have, 
based on that report. What I don't know is whether or not -- and that 
is why it is so puzzling to me -- it would seem that after the FIT 
report, obviously, some activity occurred between the Navy and the EPA, 
which led to additional testing, and then the '84 report which shows 
there is not a problem. What may have also happened in those 
conversations and I would like to hope that is the case, anyway, 
that it really was done with the right intentions that through those 
telephone conversations, maybe, the Navy said, "Look, we've already 
done a number of other samplings, we aren't finding the same problem," 
and on the basis of that it was felt by the EPA at the time that it 
wasn't necessary to unduly alarm the public, because, in fact, the 
problem didn't exist. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I am surprised-- It has been suggested 
to us, in some of the prior hearings, that the test results of the 
initial water samples -- I am talking about the 1981 to 1983 Navy test 
results that they were just so alarmingly high that they, 
absolutely, went, you know, sort of off the scale, and that everyone 
looking at them realized that they couldn't have been accurate. I'm 
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surprised that a staff of your professionals, apparently took them 
seriously enough to do an FIT report on them, and base certain 
conclusions on them. 

MR. DAGGETT: I think Let me just take a crack at it. 
(Speaking to Mr. Librizzi) The FIT reports are not done just because 
of alarming nature of results. We would routinely review reports like 
that through our FIT team. So, it's not like any results triggered 
that review • 

. MR. LIBRIZZI: I was going to just reemphasize that the FIT 
report, although it did make the suggest ion that you stated ear 1 ier, 
also raised the question about the validity of the data. It, 
basically, said that if, in fact, the data is representative, and the 
FIT people who reviewed it, professionally, could not determine whether 
it was valid data--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Because they didn't do the testing. 
MR. LIBRIZZI: --because, of the absence of protocols, and 

the absence of a lot of detailed information one would want to have 
before one made a determination whether the quality of the data was 
good. It said, "If the data was representative, they" -- the FIT --
"conclude" -- and they were contracted to EPA -- the next step was that 
the Navy did get the report, there were discussions between the EPA and 
the Navy, and the Navy was going out to do the sample. So, I think, 
the process moved forward in terms of trying to address the issue. As 
Chris pointed out earlier, the Navy had already collected information 
that would suggest the data may not have been valid. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: The Superfund designation for Lakehurst, 
at least, was based upon this report. Was it not? 

data? 

MR. LIBRIZZI: Not the groundwater data. 
MR. HARGROVE: It was reported from the report, not the data. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: It was based on the report, but not the 

MR. DAGGETT: Can you explain what that means? 
MR. HARGROVE: Yes, the data was not part of the rankings. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: You are saying it was based on the 

report I have been referring to -- the EPA comments to NEESA. 
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MR. HARGROVE: No, no, it was based on the NEESA report. It 
was not based on the data contained within the NEESA report. As far as 
groundwater and amount of contaminants -- that is the data we used out 
of this report -- we didn't use the actual- Appendix C data·. for the 
ranking. 

MR. DAGGETT: And, again, remember we ranked, and often 
ranked, sites -- and, in this case we did -- on the potential for 
groundwater contamination, and not on any speci fie contamination that 
had been identified. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I am looking at the-- It says, "FIT 
Quality Assurance Team documentation records for hazardous ranking 
system for Lakehurst," and it refers to a section on waste 
characteristics, and it lists a toxicity persistence and compounds 
evaluated -- chloroform, benzene, tetrachlorethylene, and a couple of 
other unpronouncable chemical in order, which I've seen on some of the 
other listings as carcinogenic substances. Weren't you taking some of 
the data that was in that report in consideration for the Superfund 
listing? 
ROBIN COURSEN: It was based on what chemicals we knew were used or 
disposed of on the Base, because there is a potential that those 
chemicals can get into the aquifer of concern. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: May I ask a question? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: All right. Assemblywoman Muhler. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Yes, our major concern today, which is 

the groundwater contamination-- Have you had any other dealings with 
reports where you have found that there has been an inaccurate report 
in the beginning and gone out and tested again, or is this just a very 
unusual instance on the one site? 

MR. DAGGETT: I can show you sites in many places. It is not 
unusual, and I say that speaking from the whole Super fund program. 
They are constantly having to check on sampling techniques which could 
have been done wrong. You could have procedures not followed in the 
labs properly, and they taint the they essentially, in the 
laboratory -- sample, so you get an incorrect reading. There are any 
number of ways, so then you have to go back. That is why you have a 
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quality assurance program through which all the procedures and 
techniques are analyzed, as well as the results, to make sure they 
follow these certain procedures. It is not uncommon to have 

~ 

difficulties with sampling results. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: So, you are not going to draw 

immediate conclusions from one testing and any set of test at any given 
place? 

MR. DAGGETT: We would rarely draw immediate conclusions from 
one set of results. But, again, we may issue some kind of a warning 
saying, "Look, we have found this, and you might want to take 
precautions of such and such a nature, until we definitively 
characterize the problem." 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Okay. Are all of these sites being 
monitored with wells and careful checking to assure the public that 
there is no contamination of the water systems involved? 

MR. DAGGETT: Correct me if I'm wrong, Bill, but, with 
respect to the Lakehurst site, that is what the plan of action is going 
to deal with. It is going to include a better characterization, which 
will include, I think, some of the additional wells being placed, as 
well as sampling to, hopefully, do just that. To, not only be able to 
characterize it, but if there isn't a problem, to be able to assure the 
public that, in fact, there isn't such a problem. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Is that true of Earle and Fort 
Monmouth, too? Is it the same thing going on? 

MR. LIBRIZZI: You would follow the same process. 
MR. DAGGETT: That's right, you would follow the same 

process. We would have to get into the specific sites and the 
in format ion we have on them, but, yes, the same process would be 
followed. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Is it being followed now? I'm just 
concerned--

MR. DAGGETT: We're at the early stages, essentially, in each 
of them and we're working up plans of action, I think, at both. At all 
three or at Earle? (Speaking to Mr. Hargrove) 

MR. HARGROVE: Ear le is far ahead of all of them. 
MR. DAGGETT: What about Fort Monmouth? 
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Monmouth. 

MR. HARGROVE: We're in the process of gathering information. 
MR. DAGGETT: Okay. So, we're at a very early stage at Fort 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Okay. Since you deal with eoth the 
federal installations and other sites, could you give me some kind of 
comparison-- I am wondering, in cleanup, are the stages moving along 
as cooperatively and regularly on the military installations as they 
are, say, in some of the other State sites that we have? 

MR. DAGGETT: Well, on the State sites-- I mean, on the 
federal sites we don't have nearly the authority we have on the State 
sites. On the private -- and I call State sites private sites 
sites, we have enormous authorities that we can use to exercise or to 
begin and complete cleanups. Our work with the military depends on a 
working relationship, if you will, that is not as strongly governed by 
regulations giving us broad authorities. I would say that from 
everything we have seen, the military is doing a fairly good job, in 
most instances, with trying to characterize and identify their 
hazardous waste sites. Where, I think, that we may run into a problem 
down the road, frankly, is whether or not sufficient funding exists 
within the military to handle the cleanups, and that, I will be frank 
with you, I--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: That was going to be my next question. 
MR. DAGGETT: --don't know whether that exists. I know that 

one of the problems I have run into at one of the bases here -- at 
Picatinny -- in speaking with some of the people there, they contend 
that some of the problems for them exist because there is a site known 
as the-- What is the site out in Denver? (Asking Mr. Librizzi) 

MR. LIBRIZZI: Oh, yeah, keep going, I'll remember it. 
MR. DAGGETT: 
MR. LIBRIZZI: 
MR. DAGGETT: 

There's a major site out in Denver--
Rocky Mountain Arsenal. 

--that it looks like at least a billion dollar 
cleanup, I mean, we are talking very big dollars there. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: People get excited about the military 
budget now, just wait until they--
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MR. DAGGETT: That's right. What happens is they contend 
there is a drain of funds within the program nationally toward some of 
the work at Rocky Mountain Arsenal. Now, I don't know the ins and outs 
of the military budget to know whether or not that, in fact~"- is the 
case, or whether there is going to be difficulty down the road, but I 
certainly-- It is a concern for me, because I don't have the 
authority -- as I would, say, in a private party cleanup -- to go after 
the responsible party, and if the responsible party couldn't pay, then 
I could go in with Federal money and actually clean up. We are 
restricted by law, within the Superfund law, from using Superfund money 
to clean up Federal facilities. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Well, one of the concerns I have are 
some of the provisions already in Superfund, and I just can't, in my 
own mind, understand why the military sites are included on the 
priority list, because the provisions that deal with the contractors, 
first of all, that you would have to hire to clean up these sites would 
require 100% insurance bonding before they did anything. Are we going 
to run into those same problems on military bases, or is there another 
whole process? 

MR. DAGGETT: Sure, to the extent that military uses private 
contractors to clean up those sites, we will run into the same 
insurance problems; the same problems that they are grappling with in 
Senator Lesniak's Committee, which is, as you know, a very very serious 
and significant problem that is facing the cleanup program that we are 
involved in right now. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: Another important feature to reflect back on 
is placing Federal facilities on the National Priority List does two 
things: It assists in the budgetary process, because now, the military 
has made a commitment to do something. So, it will assist in that 
process, and the military is committed to participate in it in 
cooperative agreements with EPA. The second part is, there is 
consistency with the National Contingency Plan, which is required by 
law. The military, then, has to do the same thing that we would expect 
a responsible party to do. So, I think, those two things are rather 
important, in terms of getting sites on the list. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: How does it help in the budgetary 
process? Because, they go to the same place for their budget that 
everyone else does, and I--

MR. LIBRIZZI: Well, it would seem to me that, once you have 
sat down and worked out the technical details to everybody's 
satisfaction -- including the State -- you have established a program. 
That needs to be built into the budgetary process. 

MR. DAGGETT: I think, what it does, like anything else, if 
you have identified a real problem, that puts a little more pressure on 
people to pay attention to that problem, and, hopefully, you can from 
that get whoever it is -- and we're focusing, of course, on the DOD --
but of course with the DOD's Rocky Mountain Arsenal, there is a 
number of Federal agencies that would have to come up with their own 
funds to deal with it, and, hopefully, through a ranking system, you 
just highlight to them the importance of acting. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Good. On this plan of action that you 
have discussed, will it be possible, now that it is organized and going 
in this direction, to get reports on the monitoring of the groundwater 
systems? Does that automatically go to our DEP in the State so that it 
would be accessible to us? 

MR. DAGGETT: Ab sol utel y. In fact, what -- I'm not sure if 
when you came in it was at a point after I had spoken -- we are getting 
better and better in our exchange of information with the DEP with 
respect to Federal facilities. It hasn't been as good as it has been 
with the Superfund program in general. We are trying to play catch-up 
ball there. Within the plan of action there are, I believe, specified 
times when reports will be due relative to-- That's right it depends 
on the point of action (replying to comment from some member of 
speaker's staff)-- But, there are, normally, periods where reports are 
due. Those reports as, again, anything else within the Agency, are 
public documents, and we would make them available to the DEP and 
anybody else who wishes to have it. DEP, keep in mind in this 
particular instance, is going to be a signer of the agreement in the 
first place. It is a tripartite agreement, and, by virtue of that they 
will get all the reports themselves. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Who, specifically, does the monitoring 
now, on a Federal base? Would it be the military or would it be DEP in 
concert with the military? 

MR. HARGROVE: On the base it would~be the military. ' 
MR. DAGGETT: But, I believe, we are exercising an oversight 

role of sorts with them; splitting samples, generally--
MR. HARGROVE: Yeah, if there is a request for us to come on 

the base for either the EPA or the DEP. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: If there is a request for you to come 

on, but would it not be suggested in your plan of actions that that be 
automatic? 

MR. DAGGETT: It's not automatic, but I would guess that as 
we continue to develop our working relationship to the Navy, that I 
can't believe that they do not welcome our participation. I don't see 
it as something that requires us to force our way on, if you will. I 
think, we are really establishing a very good working relationship, 
and, if it seems like something that would be good, also, from a public 
perspective, we'd be happy to do something like that. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: I think you have to realize, as well, the 
agreement should include a prov is ion to ensure quality data. The 
agreements we would make with the Department of Defense, or any other 
Federal agency, would be very similar to the kind of things we look at 
with a responsible party, and that would mean that there are certain 
procenures that assure to us data is reliable and representative. 
Those procedures would be built into the discussions that we have with 
them. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Are there standards for that data? 
Because, my question before, when I asked you about there having been 
other tests that have come through inaccurate and that has nothing 
to do with military, that's everywhere, from what I understand--

MR. DAGGETT: That's everywhere. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Is it? 
MR. DAGGETT: Unfortunately so. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Will there be or is there work towards 

some sort of standards so that we know when we get the information that 
it IS--
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MR. LIBRIZZI: Yes. I think, we have procedures in the 
laboratory that are fairly well established. We are getting better in 
the laboratory, we are picking up contamination at far lower levels, 
but the procedures are fairly well delineated in terms of what is 
acceptable procedures in the laboratory. We are getting better at 
sampling techniques, and we're looking at the various biases you might 
find with sampling. So, there are, in fact, protocols and procedures 
that the professionals follow. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I would like to just finish up on 
Lakehurst so we can get on to the speci fie things, and I see that 
Captain Eaton is here. I was wondering if you would mind if I, during 
your time, asked him a couple of questions--

MR. DAGGETT: Not at all. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: --just about-- Captain, do you have any 

objections? Thank you for coming up here, Captain Eaton, Commanding 
Officer at Lakehurst. I was just curious, you heard some 
comments earlier regarding exchange of information, reports, test 
results, and so forth. Can you fill me in from your perspective on 
what happened there? 
CAPTAIN DONALD R. EATON: Sure. I guess, for the record purposes, I am 
Captain Donald R. Eaton, the Commanding Officer of NAEC Lakehurst. I 
feel that the time period in question -- we are talking about the 1981 
data -- which has been a subject of considerable interest in the 
successive hearings that we have been at, now, and I think if my 
knowledge is correct, the circumstances at that time were one where 
there was almost a casual repartee between the DEP, the EPA, and Navy 
Lakehurst. That is, in the routine order of doing business there was a 
dialogue going on with regard to the data in question, and it was 
treated in such a way that it was almost relegated to the routine, in 
that, everybody of the professional orientation with regard to 
environmental matters, appreciated the fact that the data was flawed, 
and was flawed in such a way that nobody in their right mind who knew 
anything about it would accept it. And as a result of that, I think, 
it was overlooked in its potential of being shared with lay people in 
the circumstances that we have come to know. Clearly, George Tyler 
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indicated the same sort of approach to it back in his testimony on the 
tenth, Chris says the same thing, and we, certainly, say the same 
thing. 

The obvious question is why was it- in the report? ~-I can't 
answer that; I wasn't Commanding Officer at the time. I assure you if 
I was you wouldn't have it that way. The best I can say now is that we 
do have all sorts of data subsequent to that which clearly indicates 
that it was indeed flawed, that there isn't a problem, and that we 
should be getting on with where we are. Again, as I mentioned last 
week, I think that this was the third NEESA study that the Navy had 
undertaken, and in a way it was part of the learning process, and they 
were on the upside of the learning curve when they undertook that 
study. So, you can expect those sorts of problems. And, also, if you 
read in the preface page, you will see that it is signed out by LCDR 
Spielberger, who was really the leader of the team at the time. I have 
since spoken with the gentleman, and he assures me that that was an 
oversight, and they didn't appreciate the long-term or the future 
impact, and had they the opportunity to do it again it would have been 
corrected. 

I would also like to make another point, which, I think, 
needs to be cl ear 1 y emphasized, and that is addressing the number of 
sites at Lakehurst. You all have the report, and what the report 
clearly says is we have looked at 44 sites, and out of the 44 sites 16 
are recommended for confirmation. Which means the others are not, and 
which means that the others are not a problem. Furthermore, we also 
detail that one of the sites, the Advanced Underwater Weapons Compound, 
was certified clean and that is off the list. 

There are others that were certified clean in dialogues with 
the DEP and the EPA, and certified clean verbally, and that was a point 
of discussion, "Will we get something in writing?" And you recall, on 
the 10th of September, we did write a letter requesting that that be 
certified in writing. But the point is, clearly, of those 44 sites 
and I think we can look at that with a certain amount of comfort and 
confidence that there is the approach to rectifying any potential 
situation -- that there are only 16 that are being held over, or looked 
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at, for confirmation. And, out of those, as I said last week, only one 
is of real personal concern to me. I think the others are relegated 
to, you know, we'll have to wait and see what the confirmation study 
says, and we don't think there is any reason for any alarm or crincern. 

MR. DAGGETT: If I may, I believe though -- and, Captain, 
correct me if I am wrong -- but, the plan of action will indeed check 
all the sites--

CAPT. EATON: That's correct. 
MR. DAGGETT: --and the sampling will verify the statements 

the Captain made that there really are only a smaller number of sites. 
So, don't leave with the impression that the sampling will not cover 
them. 

CAPT. EATON: Yes, that's a good point Chris. We, the Navy 
-- and I think, again, a conscientious approach to the problem -- are 
going to look at all 43. The 44th site, as I said, is out of the way. 
But, that is not what the NEESA report said. They said, "Let's take 
another look at these 16 to confirm or deny the existence of a 
problem." 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Well, the only quest ion, I guess, that 
is still left in my mind is there was this casual repartee going 
between the Navy and the EPA. Why did they rely upon the faulty data--

CAPT. EA TON: I don't think there was a reliance on the 
faulty data. I really don't, because, immediately, when that was 
ascertained why the geographically dispersed sites with simi]ar 
readings, and then it was clearly the constituent elements that were 
found were those that are usually used in a laboratory for handling lab 
equipment, it was obvious to everyone, and the only thing that I think 
is, "You know, why didn't it come out in the report?" I can't answer. 
But, if that was there, it is too bad. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Did you send the ongoing test results, 
or do you know whether the ongoing test results were sent to the EPA? 

CAPT. EATON: I know that we are obliged, under State laws, 
to provide annual water reports, which have been done. And, the annual 
water reports show the circumstances as they really are, that they are 
a non-problem. In addition, however, as I pointed out last week, I am 
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also providing amplifying data in our own internal annual water reports 
done by various contracting utilities. And, those are shared with the 
EPA, DEP, Ocean County Board of Health, and anybody else. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Okay. Do the Committee members have any 
more questions as to Lakehurst so that we can set that base aside? 
No? Okay, thank you Captain. 

CAPT. EATON: Thank you very much. 
MR. DAGGETT: Which site are we moving to? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I think we're going to start with Earle. 
MR. DAGGETT: Earle? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I think that Assemblywoman Walker has 

some very specific questions on Earle, and while I gather my thoughts 
maybe she can start off. 

MR. DAGGETT: All right. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I just want to mention that Ear le is 

in the 13th Legislative District, as well as in Assemblywoman Muhler's 
district. We have the Leonardo area of Earle in the town of 
Middletown, which is the town you are in now. So, I am particularly 
interested in Ear le, and I want to ask you, how many hazardous waste 
sites are there at the Naval Weapons Station Earle? 

MR. DAGGETT: We have identified, in an agreement with the 
DEP and the Navy, 11 sites to be addressed in--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Eleven? 
MR. DAGGETT: Eleven. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How many are identified--
MR. DAGGETT: Just a minute -- wait a second -- that's not 

quite accurate. There is a total of 29. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Twenty nine. 
MR. HARGROVE: There are a total of 29 potential hazardous 

waste sites. 
MR. DAGGETT: That's right. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Yes. 
MR. DAGGETT: And, we have identified 11 that will be 

addressed in confirmation studies. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay, so, there are 29 hazardous waste 

sites. Can you describe the nature of these sites? 
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MR. DAGGETT: Let me, if I may, for:t-a moment -- and see if 
this answers it -- go through some of the information I have here. 
Industrial operations at Earle, including repainting and repairing 
munitions, as well as the disposal of unservicable munitiDns and 
explosive ordinance, have produced waste at the 29 sites as we talked 
about at the Base. Wastes include: Zinc, Chromium, Lead, Toluene, 
Acetone, Caustics, Benzene, Asbestos, Tetrachloroethane, Titanium, 
Ethyl Alcohol, and Ethylene Glycol. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Are they landfills? 
MR. DAGGETT: Are they landfills, or are they surfacial 

problems? It seems like they are all landfills or no? Okay. 
(Conferring with Mr. Hargrove) What I will do-- Today, I am prepared 
to leave with you answers to the questions posed by telephone to our 
staff, mostly with respect to the general questions about EPA's 
authority and the specific questions on Lakehurst. Due to the late 
nature of the information we got about your c~erns about these other 
three sites today, I have bits and pieces I am pulling from. If you 
will give us a short period of time after the session today, we will 
follow it up with formal written material on each of these sites. Let 
me go through, basically, from some material I have. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: All right, maybe, what we could do is 
ask Assistant Commissioner Tyler to come up, because I think, we 
indicated that we did want to talk about Earle today, and I would like 
some more information, and maybe if Assistant Commissioner Tyler joins 
you, we can find out how many of these 29 sites are landfills--

MR. DAGGETT: May I-- I was about to answer your question, I 
think, I said--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Come up anyway, if you will. I 

appreciate it, and thank you. 
MR. DAGGETT: A description of the waste sites to be studied 

as well as the waste disposal of each site is as follows: Site 2 
and we'll have a map for you with where these are all located -- is an 
ordinance demilitarization site--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Just generally, you don't have to go 
through the specific sites, but generally are these sites landfills, or 
spills--

New Jersey State Library 
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MR. DAGGETT: Mostly landfills. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Mostly--
MR. DAGGETT: And what are called disposal sites, which I 

would not characterize as a landfill. 

Assistant 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay. 
MR. DAGGETT: I think that would be--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Sludge disposal? 
MR. DAGGETT: Paint sludges, yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Ordinance disposal areas? 
MR. DAGGETT: Ordinance, yes. Domestic and industrial waste. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: PCB spills? 
MR. DAGGETT: I don't have that listed on my--
MR. HARGROVE: It may be one of the 29. 
MR. DAGGETT: Yes, it could be. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Do you want to add anything to that, 
Commissioner Tyler? 

ASSISTANT C(Jt41SSIONER GEORGE J. TYLER: Pardon me, I'm sorry? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: We were going over the 29 sites at 

Naval Weapons Station Earle. What types of sites are they? What 
categories do they fall into? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I think I would agree with what I 
just heard, there are some landfills and some spill sites that comprise 
the 29. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay, and any of the rest of these 
questions anybody answer that has the answers. 

MR. DAGGETT: We'll do our best. 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: If I may, Assemblywoman, I would 

like to introduce Jorge Berkowitz, again, to the Committee, the 
Administrator of his group, who will help me with discussion in respect 
to Earle. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Well, welcome to the 13th District. 
MR. DAGGETT: Is this the mike that goes to trie recording? 

(Adjusts mikes to allow Mr. Tyler to be heard) 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How long have these activities been 

going on at Earle? 
MR. DAGGETT: Since 1943, according to my records. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How many of these sites are active at 
present? In use? 

now. 

MR. DAGGETT: George, I don't have an answer to that, do you? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Jorge is_reviewing the sit'es right 

MR. DAGGETT: It's how many are actively used right now? It 
seems like they are all closed. We're double checking, but it seems 
like they are all closed. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay, so these--
MR. DAGGETT: Where we would be able to specifically give you 

that answer is through Resource Conservation Recovery Act records, and 
the question would be whether there are any active RCRA facilities 
there, because, if they were active they would have to have a permit 
associated with that activity. 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: There is one site that is a 
demolition furnace for ammunition, which is listed as one of the 29 and 
is active, but not as a waste disposal site other than in the sense of 
incineration. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: So, one of these sites is still 
active. Is it possible there are more sites at Ear le that we don't 
know about? Abandoned sites? 

MR. DAGGETT: I would suspect that that possibility always 
exists. We feel that we have a handle on it. George, do have any 
reason to disagree? 

ASST. COMMI SSIUNER TYL EK: • l'Jo, there is no indication of 
present dumping. Let me put it that way. There is an indication in 
our files of, again, a demolition furnace for -- not demolition, excuse 
me -- a destruction furnace for ammunition, and two of the sites listed 
are pistol ranges, which are indicated as seldom used. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How about abandoned sites? Is there a 
possibility that there are still abandoned sites that you have not 
discovered? 

MR. DAGGETT: 
identified the sites; 
exists. 

What I 
however, 

was 
I 

39 

just saying 
suspect that 

is, we feel we have 
possibility always 



ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Are the sites at Earle considered to 
comprise one or more Superfund sites? 

MR. DAGGETT: As we had indicated before, with respect to 
facilities like this, one Superfund site would consist of many '·or these 
smaller sites. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Do you agree with that, Mr. Berkowitz? 
DR. JORGE BERKOWITZ: Yes. I believe that's the policy. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: That's the policy of the EPA. Okay, 
how serious are the various sites at Earle in regard to environmental 
health risks? 

MR. LIBRIZZI: I don't think there is sufficient data to 
answer that question. 

MR. DAGGETT: Let me just review. We are in, again, we are 
putting together both a plan of action, and a facility agreement with 
Earle. The plan of action is a Phase IIA, and that is the phase where 
they better characterize the status of each of those sites. When that 
plan of action is drafted, we have provided our comments to Ear le on 
those. Despite the fact that it's not signed, sealed, and delivered, 
if you will, action or work on that action plan has already begun. In 
addition to that, we expect the action plan to be finalized in a short 
period of time-- Within a month or so. The agreement which, normally, 
would cover -- as it did, for example, at Lakehurst-- The agreement at 
Lakehurst covers, not only the Phase IIA activities, but it says that 
if you find contamination, here is wnat you will do beyond that. At 
Earle, we haven't gone to that stage in the agreement. The agreement 
only, essentially, memorializes the action plan, and we will nave to 
start again and go through another agreement with them for the next 
phase of it after the sampling has been completed. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Are you having any problems 
negotiating those agreements? 

MR. DAGGETT: Not to my knowledge, unless somebody else can 
speak to that, I don't know of any. They are cooperating very readily 
with us. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: You know, I am a little confused aoout 
something. I have a report here from February 19ti3, which is the lAS 
study, Naval Weapons Station Earle. 
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MR. DAGGETT: Right. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay. Why are we only now getting 

around to an action plan in 1985, when this report on Earle came out in 
February 1983? Why is it taking years? 

MR. DAGGETT: Let me just review my schedule, because, I have 
that. We received-- Go ahead. (Speaking to Mrs. Coursen) 

MRS. COURSEN: It was submitted for ranking in April of 1984 
by EPA. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: By EPA? 
MR. DAGGETT: Yes. We received the IAS from the Navy in 

October of 1983, the Installation Assessment Study. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: It took you until October, when it was 

issued in February? 
MR. DAGGETT: Right. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: 

I'm saying when we received it. 
Why? 

MR. DAGGETT: 
MR. HARGROVE: 
MR. DAGGETT: 

Again, I think it is more the--
That's the Navy. 
The Navy would have to speak to that. 

saying that when we received the report, now--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Ten months! 

I am 

MR. DAGGETT: No, eight months. Not to say that that isn't 
also a problem, I mean, eight months is eight months. I think it 
relates, again, to the lines of communication being developed and 
improving as we go along. I would suspect if the same situation when 
that report would be issued, we would get it the same time of issuance. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: All right, given that you got it in 
October of '83 instead of February '83, why did it still take years for 
us to get to this stage? 

MR. DAGGETT: Well, let me run through what happens. A ft er 
we received it, we immediately sent it to FIT team, again, for 
evaluation. At the end of November of 1983 the FIT presented an 
evaluation report to EPA. In April of 1984, as Mrs. Coursen just said, 
we submitted it to the FIT to be ranked on the National Priority List. 
In other words, we tried to get it ranked on the Superfund then. 
Essentially, what is going on since then, is back and forth with the 
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quality assurance and any number of things that have occurred since 
then. I'll run through it quickly, if you would like me to. There is 
a ranking in quality assurance completed on Earle in July of '84. In 
October of '84, Earle was listed on the proposed National Prior1ty List 
in the Federal Register. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What was the ranking of it? 
MR. DAGGETT: Pardon me, the ranking number? 

something like that. 37.2. 
ASSEtJBLYWOMAN WALKER: What is the cutoff percentage? 
MR. DAGGETT: Twenty-eight point five. 

37 .4 or 

MR. LIBRIZZI: Again, this particular site, also, was ranked 
on the basis of potential. 

MR. DAGGETT: Right. The Navy in December of 1984, submitted 
to the EPA comments on the proposed listing. When we propose it, it is 
in the Federal register and, as anything else, everybody gets to 
comment. They maintain that the ranking was incorrect. The Navy 
submitted additional information to support those comments in March of 
this year, and also in March of this year EPA and DEP met to discuss 
the Earle IAS and further studies, and EPA and DEP agreed on 11 sites 
for further study. Then, we met with the Navy to discuss the scope of 
the confirmation study, and to initiate negotiations for a Federal 
facility agreement, and then, in April, we came to the agreement on 
it. So, it is not like act ion had not been occurring. Arguably, it 
may not be occurring as fast as people would like it to, but, indeed, 
activities were occurring in respect to those reports, moving toward 
where we are today. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How many confirmation-- How many 
sites were recommended for confirmation studies originally? 

MR. DAGGETT: For the confirmation study? Fourteen, at least 
by the EPA. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: By the Navy. 
MR. DAGGETT: By the Navy, I'm not sure. 
MRS. COURSEN: Four. 
MR. LIBRIZZI: The Navy suggested four. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How did it get to be 11? 
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MR. DAGGETT: Through the negotiation process. In other 
words we went in and said, "No you are not right," and they said, 
"You're not right , " and, you know--

~ 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: So, you thought there were more than 
the Navy did? 

MR. DAGGETT: We thought there were 14, and they thought 
there were four; we ended up agreeing on 11. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: I would suspect that--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Do you usually cut deals like that? 
MR. DAGGETT: No, it's not cutting a deal. 
MR. LIBRIZZI: That's not cutting a deal, I think--
MR. DAGGETT: That's a little bit-- We don't cut deals in 

this business. We try to identify whether or not there is a problem, 
and if there is it's definitely going to be there, and if there isn't, 
then it won't be. This is not a deal-cutting process, this is trying 
to do what is right. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Is there a high potential for 
groundwater contamination based on what you know at Earle? 

MR. DAGGETT: Well, again, the ranking was based on a 
potential groundwater contamination. Yes, that does exist; how high --
I don't know if I could tell you how high the potential is. Would you 
put a characterization to the term high? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I think, I would just say for the 
specific sites, they have to each be examined to determine the 
potential, and the issue is to divide it between potential at a 
specific site and off-site impact. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What studies are being conducted to 
determine possible groundwater contamination at or around Earle? 

MR. DAGGETT: Okay, I just had indicated that the pl an of 
action, which is near completion, will take a look at those 11 sites. 
That plan of action, despite the fact that we are still going back and 
forth with some comments, we are enough in agreement that the 
activities of action has begun and the initial work is underway. We 
expect that it will take approximately a year when that confirmation 
study will be completed. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Is there any groundwater sampling? 
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MR. HARGROVE: Yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: There is? 
MR. DAGGETT: Or will be. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What does it -indicate? 
MR. DAGGETT: There will be. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: There is no groundwater sampling at 

the moment? 
MR. DAGGETT: I don't know the answer. Do you know, George, 

whether-
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Who would know if there's any 

groundwater sampling? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: First of all, I think, the answer 

to that question would be the Navy, with respect to on-base groundwater 
monitoring. With respect to off-site, the Department of Environmental 
Protection has conducted several off-site sampling expeditions, to 
identify any drainage problems from the Ear le facility. In those 
sampling expeditions we have detected trace levels of some organics, 
not necessarily attributable to Earle. There are many other sites of 
industrial discharges on base that could be--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Did you find chlorobenzene? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Yes, I believe so. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How much? 
DR. BERKOWITZ: Eighty six parts per billion. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: And what does that number mean? 
DR. BERKOWITZ: That number, basically, would mean that there 

maybe-- It is unusual in that that is not what we would find with 
that background. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Then that's a high number? 
DR. BERKOWITZ: We would say that that would be cause to go 

look see what might be causing that 86 parts per billion, which is 
encompassed in the plan. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WAL KER: What is the background? What is 
normal? 

DR. BERKOWITZ: Approximately, ten parts per billion would 
not be uncommon in the State of New Jersey. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: So, you are talking ten parts per 
billion is normal, and this is 86? 

DR. BERKOWITZ: On one sampling location, it is the only 
organic that caused us any concern. 

ASSEt'BLYWOMAN WALKER: Where is that location? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: It is a stream sampling location. 
DR. BERKOWITZ: By Route 30-- I believe Route 35. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Do you mean Route 34? 
DR. BERKOWITZ: Yes, Route 34. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What intersection of Route 34? 
DR. BERKOWITZ: I can provide all the specifics now. It is 

Route 34, slightly north of Route 33. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Does the public have access to that 

water? 
DR. BERKOWITZ: It is, I believe, behind outer bound of the 

Base. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I didn't hear you. 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Based on the map that we have 

here, it would appear that sampling point -- sampling point four -- of 
our perimeter program is within the bounds of the weapons station. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: It is within the weapons station? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Yes, it is. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Are you allowed on the Base? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Yes, qualified by the fact there 

are certain areas on the Base that State personnel are not being 
allowed to enter. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Are you allowed to conduct groundwater 
samples on the Base? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I believe we could in certain 
areas. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: In certain areas? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: We have been denied access to 

certain areas. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WAL KER: Are those certain areas sufficient 

areas? 
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ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I don't think I can respond to 
that. There are certain areas that may or may not have contamination, 
in response to your earlier question when you said are we satisfied 
with 29 sites, where State personnel just -can't enter to determine 
wh£ther that is the universal site, or whether there are others. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What groundwater aquifers are at risk 
as a result of the hazardous waste contamination at Earle? 

MR. DAGGETT: I have Vincentown and Kirkwood Aquifers. They 
are part of an interrelated system which includes the Englishtown 
Aquifer, surface drainage from the waterfront areas under Sandy Hook 
Bay directly to the (inaudible) and Wagner Creeks. 

George, do you have anything to add to that? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I would just qualify it with the 

same generalization I made on October 1 O, that groundwater pollution 
does not move anywhere near as quickly as surface water pollution when 
you are talking in terms of feet per year. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How quickly does it move? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Well, I think at the Lakehurst 

site I had specific geologic information that it was less than one foot 
per day. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Earle? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I would expect it to be similar. 

I do not have a geologist with me to consult with, but the geology of 
the area itself would suggest that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: All right. You didn't mention Mount 
Laurel and Winona Aquifers. 

MR. DAGGETT: No. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Is there any information about those? 
MR. DAGGETT: I mentioned the Vincentown, Kirkwood, and 

Englishtown Aquifers. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Right. 
MR. DAGGETT: Mount Laurel -- let me see if I have anything 

under Mount Laurel. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Could you point out the aquifers on 

the map that you consider to be impacted -- someone, maybe the person 
nearest? 
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this map? 
MR. DAGGETT: The aquifers are not identified, are they, on 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Again, I don't think--
MR. DAGGETT: No, the map does not identify the aquifers. 
MS. COURSEN: No, that is not a map of the aquifers. 
(At this point, three or four persons speaking at once; it 

was impossible for reporter to determine who was speaking.) 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Look at the key; there is a key over 

there. 

know? 

DR. BERKOWITZ: That key is not aquifers, I don't think. 
MS. COURSEN: No. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: It's not? 
MR. DAGGETT: Which specific site does that represent, do you 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Well, I just-- Around Earle. 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I don't think there is any 

contamination you can say is off the Earle site. By viewing the 
surface water sampling we have done, again based on geologic 
information we have available, we expect to see any contamination 
off-site there first, based on shallow groundwater grading in the 
area. So, the implication that a whole aquifer might be contaminated 
as a result of Earle is inappropriate. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: May I ask a question based on that 
same question? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Assemblywoman Muhler on the same 
question. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Thank you. Can you be sure that Earle 
is the contaminant? I happen to know the area, and there is a major 
industry across from it. 

MR. DAGGETT: No, in fact--
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I indicated--
MR. DAGGETT: --that is what Mr. Tyler just said. There is a 

great deal of industry in the area, and we do not have confirmation 
that the contamination is from Earle. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Right. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay. You mentioned downstream 
surface water sampling. 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Yes. 
,.._ 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: With respect- to the Manasquan River 
the reservoir project--

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: --could that be impacted by hazardous 

waste activities at Earle? 
ASST. COt+iISSIONER TYLER: It is not likely. That is why we 

did the surface water sampling. There have been an extensive amount of 
studies done of Manasquan River water quality. Probably I should point 
to the State of New Jersey Water Supply Authority as a resource for the 
Committee in terms of all the monitoring data in the Manasquan Basin. 

But, in conjunction with the Water Authority, my Department 
did several rounds of testing at points that drain into the Manasquan 
Basin. My recollection off the top of my head is that most of Earle 
does not drain into the Manasquan Basin, although a small percentage of 
the Earle facility does. 

There are about 30 other industrial discharges that combine 
with four or five hazardous waste sites, for example, the Lone Pine 
Landfill and Bog Creek Farm, that potentially could impact the 
Manasquan. But, thus far, sampling has shown they do not impact the 
Manasquan in terms of water quality at the drinking cup of some future 
reservoir project. 

In add it ion, there are schedules for most of the ind us trial 
discharges to be connected to the Manasquan River Sewer Authority, 
which in turn transmits its sewerage to the Ocean County Utilities 
Authority, which will eliminate, therefore, those discharges into the 
Manasquan Basin. In addition, there are cleanup programs under way for 
the sites I mentioned which are in the Basin. 

So, we are confident that the current water quality in the 
Manasquan ~s good, and that it will stay that way. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What confuses me is the letter your 
boss, Commissioner Hughey, sent to Mr. Daggett on December 17, 1984, in 
which he says, "We must ensure that this conclusion remains true, in 
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that the quality of the Manasquan River will not be impacted by the 
problems at the Lone Pine Landfill, Earle Naval Weapons Station, and 
Bog Creek Farm." 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I don't -have that letter ·-'.in front 
of me, but I believe it is exactly on point with what I said, that we 
have a handle on the current water quality, that it is good, and that 
we have programs -- remediation programs -- under way for any potential 
problems for future Manasquan River water quality. So, I am confident 
there will not be a future impact. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What actions have been taken to 
remediate the Earle sites, and what is the schedule for cleanup? 

MR. DAGGETT: I just mentioned that we have two things: We 
have a plan of action that is in -- it's Phase II-A. Phase II-A deals 
with confirmation studies, essentially sampling, to identify and 
characterize the extent of the contamination. The draft of that 
document was commented on, on the first of this month, by EPA. It is 
now back with the Navy for review. Despite the fact that we do not 
have a signed agreement yet, the initial work on it is under way. We 
expect to have both a completed agreement within the next month or so 
and a completed study within the next year. 

In addition to that, the Facility Agreement we are working 
out with the Navy, the tripartite agreement that began with the State 
and the Navy, will also be completed very shortly. But, unlike other 
such agreements, this agreement only covers this Phase II-A. It does 
not say, "If we find such and such, we will go on and do something 
else." We will have to negotiate a second agreement to handle that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: When did the problems at Ear le first 
come to your attention? 

MR. DAGGETT: We did a routine site investigation -- a site 
inspection for hazardous waste at Earle where no sampling was conducted 
in November, 1979. In December, we sent a Site Inspection Report with 
recommendations for a groundwater monitoring program to the Navy 
Northern Division. It must have been right around that time -- 1980 
and 1981 as well -- because in 1981, in June, Ear le submitted nine 
Nati fie at ion of Hazardous Waste Site forms to EPA in accordance with 

49 



the Superfund law. So, in other words, we were formally notified of 
potential problems in June, 1981. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Mr. Tyler, when were you notified 
about the sites? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Let me defer to Dr. Berkowitz and 
then-- I can see already we are not prepared to tell you at this point 
exactly. I don't even want to guess. I will supply that to you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Was it before the IAS report? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Again, I don't want to hazard a 

guess on that. (Mr. Tyler consults with Dr. Berkowitz.) Okay, Jorge 
advises me that at the very least we had the 1981 notification from the 
Navy, which is the formal filing required by the Superfund law. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: rlave there been any other water 
samplings since? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLEH: The off-site perimeter sampling 
that I referred to earlier that the Department did -- the State did. 

MR. DAGGETT: It doesn't appear from our records either that 
there has been initial sampling, at least not that EPA has done. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Who within both of your agencies has 
been assigned to deal with the Earle situation? 

MR. DAGGETT: I'm sorry? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Who within both of your agencies has 

been assigned to deal with the Earle situation? 
MR. DAGGETT: Mr. Hargrove, who is with me, is the Federal 

Facilities Coordinator. He oversees the work that is done by a number 
of different people in different programs, depending on the program 
area. But, in Superfund, it is through him. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: And, so far what you have done is 
determine a plan of action -- Phase II-A? 

MR. DAGGETT: Yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What about DEP? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: With respect to this particular 

facility and hazardous waste cleanup, DEP belongs to the Hazardous Site 
Mitigation Administration, which Jorge Berkowitz heads. His staff then 
would be responsible for monitoring and tracking the Federal 
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government's progress in remediating a site, and generally for 
coordinating or response with respect to cleanup. There are other 
programs that have personnel assigned to Earle operations. For 
example, if they have an air pollution source_or water polluticJn source 
through surface water, I believe they have, or they did have, a 
treatment for sewerage, which has subsequently been connected to the 
Manasquan Sewer Authority. That would flow under the direct program 
responsible for surface water discharges, which would be the Water 
Quality Administration in the Division of Water Resources, for example. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Have any branches been assigned to 
deal with Earle, other than Ur. Berkowitz? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Other than Dr. Berkowitz--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Are any other branches of uEP 

involved? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: As I mentioned, there are ongoing 

regulatory programs that are responsible for portions of Earle. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKEH: Like? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Like the Division of Water 

Resources, the Division of Environmental Quality, or the Uivision of 
Waste Management for specific things that fall within their regulatory 
jurisdiction. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Any enforcement action taken yet? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I don't have that readily 

available. I can get that to you. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Can you consult your enforcement file 

for us? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Yes. There have been enforcement 

actions with respect to the surface water discharge. I think more 
properly, I would term that "permit actions," as opposed to 
"enforcement actions." 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What was the nature of them? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I think we have permits for two 

separate sanitary treatment plants, one at Leonardo, one at Colts 
Neck. The first has since terminated its direct discharge and is 
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connected to the Middletown Township Sewerage Authority. The Colts 
Neck Sewerage Treatment Plant is still discharging under a DEP New 
Jersey Discharge Elimination System Permit. We have had a history of 

'· 

inspections of that facility with no apparent problems, with the 
exception of the sludge disposal question. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Were violations ever cited? 
ASST. COt+HSSIONER TYLER: I don't believe violations were 

detected. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What is the sludge disposal problem? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: It indicates that a conditional 

acceptable rating is given due to the failure to remove sludge for over 
one year. What -- and I am guessing a little bit at this -- that 
implies is that the facility is permitted to store sludge for up to one 
year before it removes it to a licensed disposal facility, and that 
they were doing it beyond the deadline. I can check, if you would 
like, to clarify that, but that would be how I would read this. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay. 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: We also have a record of a EPA 

RCRA inspection in 1982, which cited various hazardous waste operations 
that were covered by the regulatory portions of RCRA at that time, with 
failure to have a waste analysis done, and certain other inspection 
requirements that were not met. That would be a Federal inspection on 
the waste site. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Just one last question. I understand 
that DEP has complained to EPA that a certain contractor who represents 
EPA has at one time or another failed to obtain necessary State permits 
for discharges and well installation relative to EPA activities in the 
vicinity of Earle. Are you familiar with that? Could you explain 
that? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I am not totally familiar with 
that specific situation. I can check it. I can also give you a 
general answer, if you'd like. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I'll read to you, from that same 
letter I was quoting from before, if you like. This is a letter from 
ColllT\issioner Hughey to Mr. Daggett: "Finally, there have been a number 
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of occasions when the contractor representing EPA has failed to obtain 
necessary State permits for discharges and well installation, or has 
applied for permits at the last minute, leaving insufficient time for 
review. It would be beneficial for this Department, EPA, ana· its own 

contractor if this problem was resolved as quickly as possible. It 
appears that it is just a matter of EPA's own contractor familiarizing 

himself with our permitting requirements. My staff is available to 
assist." 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Right, and--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: That was 1984. 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I don't think that comment was 

specific to Earle. I think that is a general situation that applies. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Has it been resolved? That is the 

question. 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: No. As a matter of fact, the 

substance of the permit issue has been resolved. We get the 
information from EPA with respect to anything their contractors might 
be doing, so that we can make a value judgment as to its 
appropriateness or not, but--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: You guys ought to work on better 
coordinating--

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: No, let me finish. Right now, 
this week, the Congress is considering, and probably will, exempt all 
Federal cleanups from state permit programs. That is the guidance that 

the National Contingency Plan, I believe, gives EPA, and it is New 
Jersey's insistence on those permits that raised the issue. We are in 
a position where the Federal government is saying to the State 
government, "We don't want to get permits from you. We will give you 
the information and let you make the value judgment, but we do not want 
to subject ourselves to your authority." And, in fact, the Congress is 
about to ratify that. The Public Works bill that was released last 
week from Congressman Howard's committee, specifically bars state 
permits for all Federal listings. So that is where we' re going with 
that issue. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: We are not, you know, concerned about 
that one incident. We are concerned about that happening on a regular 
basis. I wonder, Mr. Daggett, why didn't you stop that? 

MR. DAGGETT: Why didn't I stop that? Do you mean ~n terms 
of responding in general to that? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Yes, to the problem of contractors 
disregarding the State. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: I think that is a problem that we ran into at 
one or two sites. I don't really think it is a major problem anymore. 
I think the policy of the Agency now is, when we deal with on-site 
activities relative to Super fund, we don't have to pursue Federal, 
state, or local permits. We do, however, have to comply with the 
technical requirements of the permit process. So, we still have to 
comply technically with what a permit requires; however, we don't have 
to, administratively, get a permit. I think we are moving down the 
road to resolve that on-site issue. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Do you generally have to comply with 
the State law? 

MR. LIBRIZZI: 
technical requirements of. 

Federal, state, and local permits -- the 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Generally? 
MR. LIBRIZZI: Yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: In 1984, did you have to comply with 

State permits? 

MR. LIBRIZZI: Yes. In terms of putting in the wells, there 
was a requirement to get a permit. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Well, I am just concerned that--
MR. DAGGETT: What is the point? I am not sure what the 

point is you're making. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: The point I'm making is, how did this 

happen? We' re talking about coordination and getting the DEP and the 
EPA to work together. Here, one agency is ignoring State laws and 
State permits that it is necessary to get from DEP. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: No, no. 
MR. DAGGETT: I'm not sure that is correct actually. 
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MR. LIBRIZZI: No, that is not correct. The Agency is not 
ignoring that. If there was a problem with a particular contractor, 
that needs to be worked out, or has been worked out. I am not sure of 
the specific details of that particular contractor. I can check on it 
for you. But, that is not the case with respect to the two agencies. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I hope not, because Commissioner 
Hughey thought it was enough of a concern to put it in a letter. That 
is the extent of my questions. 

MR. DAGGETT: I welcome him putting that in writing because 
then it makes us deal with it formally. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Assemblywoman Muhler? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I would like to go on to Monmouth, if 

I could. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: There may be some more quest ions on 

Earle. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: I have one more question on that same 

subject dealing with the permits you have to get. If you are meeting 
the same standards, why are you changing the law? What exactly is the 
problem? Is it time? 

MR. LIBRIZZI: In terms of why Congress is changing-- I 
believe the intent of looking at the application of permits to on-site 
activities is basically to attempt to accelerate the process of 
cleanup. Very simply, that is the reason why they are looking at--

MR. DAGGETT: No one is trying to avoid any environmental 
protection in some way. As you well know -- and many of you have been 
in public positions to add your voices to that call people 
everywhere are pressing us to expedite cleanups on these sites, and 
frankly--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Yesterday. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Having two levels of permitting 

processes--
MR. DAGGETT: Sure, it slows it down, but again, I do not 

want to imply that we are trying to avoid some environmental 
protect ion. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: But right now we have two levels of 
permitting. 
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MR. DAGGETT: Yes, and it is a difficult process to balance 
it. I have been trying to get any bureaucratic delays, if you will --
any unnecessary delays -- out of the process, and then still meet all 
of the other requirements. It appears that_ Congress is now ~removing 
one of those requirements. Frankly, we aren't dealing with that at the 
regional level as much as that is being handled by headquarters and 
other people at the national level. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Okay. If that changes, and it is not 
a permanent process, how will DEP be notified when all of these 
projects are going on so that they can be a part of it? 

MR. DAGGETT: Through our ongoing exchange of in format ion, 
which we would have routinely established between the two agencies. 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Whatever happens at a site that is 
a non-Federal facility is usually -- no, is always the subject of the 
contract between the State and Federal governments and the contractor, 
a cooperative agreement. Those are amply discussed, and are amended 
quite frequently as the project evolves. There is a long, ongoing 
history of good cooperation, good communication on Superfund sites with 
EPA, Hegion II. 

I pointed out that the issue is before Congress this week 
only to note that this is not a New Jersey issue. It is a nation al 
question. You can find as many lawyers in EPA headquarters that tell 
you that they don't need permits today as you can find that tell you 
that they do. Congress is resolved to solve the question. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: May I put you on the spot and ask if 
DEP is supportive of the legislation? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: No, we're not. I would rather 
have State permits. That is why we wrote to EPA. But it is not a 
dispute; it is not an indication of a lack of cooperation. 
legitimate policy difference between the State and the 
government. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: It could be. 

It is a 
Federal 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Well, again, let me stress what I 
said, and I think what Chris has said too. Substantively, the 
in format ion is available to us. Administratively, it is a heck of a 
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lot easier for the State of New Jersey to run its program with a 
full-blown permit, as opposed to a different form of the same 
information. From an environmental and health viewpoint, the issue is 
irrelevant. 

MR. DAGGETT: Obviously, from our perspective, while I agree 
with that, it is nice to be able to respond when the public says, 
"Hurry up." 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Do you see that as being a trend in 
terms of these facilities, not just in permitting, but in other 
aspects, that DEP involvement is being more or less taken away from it 
by a Federal agency? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: No. On the contrary, it is 
increasing. In fact, what we were complaining about last year, the 
ways of submitting information-- I can verify what Chris has said; the 
situation is turning around, and the information is coming forth in a 
much more timely fashion than has historically been the case with 
Federal facilities. 

So, the trend on the substantive exchange of information on 
Federal facilites is fine. The only gripe we have is, really, our own 
State legislation drives us to permit programs and then tells us to run 
those permit programs with fees. So, if EPA gets a pass on the permit 
programs, then I have to come back and ask for more money at the 
appropriation period to watch over the process. 

into it. 

MR. DAGGETT: There's always a--
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: There's always a dollar entering 

MR. DAGGETT: Right, always a catch. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Okay. Are those the questions on Earle? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Well, just let me ask one final 

question just to sum up and make sure. The Manasquan River project is 
right smack in the middle of Lone Pine, Lakehurst, Earle, and Bog 
Creek. Would you, just briefly, describe that Manasquan River 
project? Then I am going to ask you if you can give me assurances. 
Since we already have an indication of groundwater contamination --
surface contamination can you give me any assurances that that 
project will not be impacted? 
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ASST. COt+1ISSIONER TYLER: I believe, again, that the best 
source of information about the project would be the State Water Supply 
Authority, which has become a repository of all the water quality 
data. I am not trying to duck the question;~ I am just saying~ if you 
want to explore it more fully, I would be more comfortable with 
Director Rocco Ricci here to answer himself. 

However, the Department has probably never tested a basin 
more extensively than the Manasquan Basin, with a view toward future 
saleability of that water. We have programs under way, not just those 
four hazarous waste sites, which are probably less significant in terms 
of the river when compared to the 30 or so industrial discharges and 
treatment plant discharges that go into the Basin. They are being 
phased out or cleaned up, and I am confident that there is good water 
quality in Manasquan today based on the repeated tests we have done, 
and that it will remain so. In fact, in the sense that these sites 
were remediated, Lone Pine is in the final design stage, with a cut-off 
of the initial treatment plant and possibly the cap, and Bog Creek Farm 
is approaching the design stage, or is in the design stage. You 
mentioned another site; I'm not sure which one. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Bog Creek? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I mentioned Bog Creek. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Lakehurst, Earle, Lone Pine. 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: No, Lakehurst is not germane. 

I mentioned that Lone Pine will have a remedial action program complete 
long before the Manasquan Reservoir is complete. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: These are all Superfund sites, right? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: The Lone Pine Landfill and the Bog 

Creek Farm are Superfund sites, yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: And Earle? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: And Earle is on the NPL. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: So you can assure me then that that 

project will not be impacted? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: That's right; we have tested 

today. The streams-- You have a fortunate situation with respect to 
volatile organic compounds in surface water. They evaporate after some 
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travel time in surface waters, so it would ... be very unlikely for a 
discharge from Earle to travel all the way down a stream that emanates 
from Earle, reach the Manasquan, and then continue to be a problem. 

The other kinds of problems we have seen in data from Earle 
are heavy met al kinds of contamination. Those kinds of contaminants 
tend to adhere to soil, so they have to be cleaned up. They should not 
be le ft there to leach indefinite! y into the future. But again, they 
are not mobile enough to move 1 O, 15, or 20 ·miles in through the 
Basin. 

Just in summary, let me say that the Authority has an ongoing 
extensive program at about 20 stations throughout the Basin. The 
Department augments that with either an annual or semiannual review of 
the water quality in the Basin. We are taking stream sediment samples, 
and none of them show a problem with respect to future water quality 
there. 

The other thing I can say is, even if it did, water treatment 
systems could be bought; not that that is on the table, but just to 
make sure I give you a complete answer. If there were some future 
discharge from Lone Pine, it could be dealt with. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Obviously, I am worried about the 
drinkability of that water. 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Absolutely. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Doesn't that mean we should get going 

on the 11 sites at Earle and clean them up too? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Okay, two things. 

agree with you; we should get going on those sites. 
process is on its way with the Green Acres--

MR. DAGGETT: That is the point we are going to. 

I absolutely 
I hope that 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Also, I don't know that any of 
those 11 drain into the Manasquan Basin. I will check on that. I 
don't think they do. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What is the earliest possible date 
that we might be able to clean these up? 

MR. DAGGETT: Clean up all 11 sites? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Yes. 
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MR. DAGGETT: The 11 sites-- If they get through the study 
stage -- if the next study stage takes a year -- it's hard to say 
without knowing the extent of the contamination. If it is a minor 

:._ 

amount of contamination, obviously, it will be a fairly quick cleanup. 
That is difficult to gauge. Normally, cleanups take a couple of years 
minimally if they involve soil and groundwater contamination. But, we 
just don't have the evidence right now to say that that exists even. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: It just concerns me a little bit that 
we don't know when we can clean them up, and yet Mr. Tyler can give 
assurances that the Manasquan River project won't be impacted. Are you 
saying you are going to give me the same assurances? 

MR. DAGGETT: He's saying-- He's not-- Now, wait a second. 
I think -- as I understand what he is saying -- he is giving you 
assurances that, based on the information we have now, it won't be 
impacted, it is not being impacted, and there is no reason to believe 
that it will be impacted. We are moving toward cleaning up things 
right now. Whether or not it will be impacted by those particular 
sites, I have no reason to believe that what Mr. Tyler says is 
incorrect. Whether or not there are additional sites anywhere, to our 
knowledge, there are none. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: That's a problem. 
MR. DAGGETT: Pardon me? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: There could be a problem. 
MR. DAGGETT: But, it is the same problem we have on 

virtually any site in the State. The problems we have with respect to 
these sites are no different. We are always concerned on any of our 
sites about the potential for groundwater contamination and, 
ultimately, drinking water. We are moving as quickly as we can on all 
of these sites. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: I think you have to recognize as well that 
when you are dealing with a potential groundwater problem, until you 
begin to collect the kind of technical information you need-- You 
asked the quest ions, "How fast does the groundwater move, what is the 
depth of the groundwater, and what are the contaminants doing in the 
groundwater, if in fact they are present?" To kind of give you an idea 
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as to what you have to do to clean up a site, see, you can't really 
definitively say it is going to take a nlJllber of years until you 
collect some additional information on the complex things you have to 

:._ 
deal with. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Well, you don't have the in format ion 
yet. I am worried about when this project is going to be completed. 
You know, all of the towns in this area have received so much 
information on that project. We are being told how much we are going 
to be dependent on that project in the future. We don't have all the 
data in yet. When is that project going to be completed? It would be 
a real tragedy--

completed? 
Mr. Tyler, do you know when that project is going to be 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: The Manasquan River project? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Yes. 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Right now, the Army Corps of 

Engineers is just beginning the full environmental impact statement. 
That will take at least a year, unfortunately, in terms of the water 
supply needed for this area. Then, if approved -- and I believe it 
will be since we have already done environmental impact data at the 
State level and approved it the construction for that is a 
multi-year construction program. So, we are talking a minimum of three 
to five years before water comes out of the tap from the Manasquan 
Reservoir. 

MR. DAGGETT: And we will have made a lot of progress on that 
site--

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Again, not being prepared to talk 
about Manasquan in depth -- I'm sorry, Chris, for interrupting -- I 
would come back to you if that information is off by a year or two. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: When will we know the amount of 
contamination at the 11 sites? 

MR. DAGGETT: I have indicated that, assuming all goes as 
planned, within a year. See, I--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I think Assemblywoman Muhler had a 
question on the same subject. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: As long as we are going forward with 
testing, my question deals with the standards we are matching in those 
tests we get. I have a list of different standards: there are present 

~ 

standards; there is the Safe Drinking Water Att; then there is ~lso the 
water quality er iter ia. How far will we go with those reports? I 
would like to see the testing reflect the proposed water quality 
criteria. When you finish all these agreements, can we be assured of 
that? Testing today may not tell us as much as we might want to know 
in the future about that drinking water. We have improved our testing 
procedures, and I would just like to be assured myself that we have the 
most detailed information we can get for the public when we are 
finished. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: The program is moving in the direction of 
applying-- You' re asking the quest ion, "How clean is clean?" aren't 
you? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Well, when we get the report, I want 
to know if we meet the proposed water quality er iter ia as a final 
cancer risk, according to the standard chart I have here. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: The National Contingency Plan -- which has 
been proposed for revision, and I believe was made final a week or two 
ago; there is a 60-day time period before it becomes effective 
specifically says, "Federal standards, criteria, and guidances will be 
applied to cleanup dee is ions on the Super fund." So, in terms of your 
particular question about, "How do you apply the drinking water 
standards?"--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: That doesn't seem to require that. 
MR. LIBRIZZI: --it will apply. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: That isn't the way that just sounded 

when you said it. You said the "Federal standards," but these are 
proposed standards that I am asking about. They go a lot further than 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

MR. DAGGETT: It will mean the standards in existence at the 
time. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLEH: Right. 
MR. DAGGETT: So, in other words, if new standards come on 

board, we would be required to meet those standards. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHL ER: But that is all you are going to 
meet. You are not going to meet the proposed standards. While you are 
having these agreements, I would like to spend the extra money in the 
testing to go further with the kind of results-- "· 

MR. DAGGETT: In other words, you're assuming that new 
standards will not be in place before the cleanup is completed. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Right. 
MR. LIBRIZZI: I think we can take into account proposed 

standards as well. I think that can be applied. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHL ER: I would like to know that myself 

before we get under way. 
MR. DAGGETT: George, do you have a comment? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Well, I would just add that in New 

Jersey, we have the first Safe Drinking Water Act program that deals 
with a wide range of organic chemicals. That is the set of standards 
we have employed with EPA Region II on many cleanups in the State, even 
though those standards are proposed. In fact, even though they are 
duty bound by Federal law only to actual standards, we have never had a 
problem with them with respect to agreements. So, they gave you the 
legal list for cancer, but the real answer is that we have worl<ed 
together on a number of sites where we set our proposed standards as 
the goal. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: I am glad to hear that,. because I am 
asking you to go beyond your laws, or ours. But, as long as we are 
testing, it will be a cost saving in the long run to do it. 

MR. DAGGETT: But if you are also asking fundamentally 
whether or not it ought to be placed-- I mean, we happen to enjoy a 
good working relationship with DEP in that regard. Should it be placed 
formally in some sort of legislation that is now being considered, 
perhaps maybe it would be wise to do that for other states which do not 
have that working relationship with the various regional offices of 
EPA. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I would like to go on to Monmouth. 
MR. DAGGETT: Fort Monmouth? 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What are the nature and extent of 
hazardous waste problems at Port Monmouth Fort Monmouth? Port 
Monmouth is part of my district. 

MR. DAGGETT: The industrial type- of activities that have 
occ~rred there include metal plating operations, motor vehicle 
maintenance, auto repair, printing plant operations, metalworking, 
woodworking, circuit board action, painting, plastics, electronics, 
etc. They have also done experimentation on batteries, crystals, 
photochemicals, photo-optics lab, (inaudible) technology and devices 
lab, and electronics warfare lab. 

Wastes have been disposed of in a variety of ways. There are 
landfills -- seven on the main Post, two each on Charles Wood area and 
Evans area sludge drawing vents, sanitary sewer discharges, 
contracted off-site disposal, and discharge to the Northeast Monmouth 
County Regional Sewage Authority. Each of the three areas of concern 
had its own sewage treatment plant. There was also storage of fuels in 
tanks and radioactive materials in buildings on the site. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: So, there are seven landfills. 
MR. DAGGETT: No; seven on the main Post, and two each on 

Charles Wood area and Evans area. So there is a total of 11. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay. What is dumped at those 

landfills? 
MR. DAGGETT : The things dumped include: pesticide cans, 

batteries, municipal waste, sludge from sewage treatment plants, 
medicinal chemicals, asbestos, photographic chemicals, fly ash, and 
other materials. There have also been some incidents of oil spills, 
and some spills and leaks involving radioactive materials in the Evans 
area. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Radioactive? 
MR. DAGGETT: Radioactive. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How much? 
MR. LIBRIZZI: Don't know. 
MR. DAGGETT: Don't know. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Have you tested background radiation? 
MR. DAGGETT: Pardon me? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Have you tested back1Jround radiation? 
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MR. DAGGETT: Not to my knowledge. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Why not? 
MR. DAGGETT: We are -- as I indicated before -- moving along 

on each of these sites as expeditiously as we-can. We are working with 
the people at Fort t-tlnmouth. Actually, this is in the earlier stages. 
We are in the fairly early stages of working with Fort Monmouth on 
this. In March, 1981, the Army submitted an Installation Assessment 
Report, and again, it was a case of a three-and-a-half-year gap before 
the Hazard Ranking System documentation was prepared by our 
contractor. At the time, there was insufficient information to 
complete the ranking. Later on that same month, in November, 1984, the 
documentation was prepared by the contractor and it included the seven 
1 and fills from the main Post and one land f i 11 from the Charles Wood 
area. There was insufficient information again to complete the 
ranking. 

Right now, we are in the stage of developing the further 
information necessary to complete the rankings. That is why I say, we 
are really in the very early stages of this one. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Well, let me ask Mr. Tyler, have you 
looked into this radioactive--

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: No, we haven't. We are still in 
the position of waiting for the data from EPA. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Did you know about it? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Our files do not reflect any 

indication of that. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Is this the first time you have heard 

about it -- here today? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Yes, it is. I speak for myself, 

not for the entire Deartment. I would be glad to go back and look, but 
my file review does not indicate that information. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Dr. Berkowitz, did you know about it? 
DR. BERKOWITZ: No, I didn't. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Mr. Daggett, why--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHL ER: May I ask how long these materials 

have been there? I know this was most active during World War II. 
This was--
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MR. DAGGETT: Yes. Actually, it became a permanent 
installation in 1925. The facility has been there for a long time. It 
is the same reason I have been explaining all along, Assemblywoman. 
We' re in the stage of working with DEP on all of these·-. Federal 
installations. The ones we have identified as having more significant 
problems, or that we know of at the moment, are the ones we have 
focused on first. That is why you see the progress we have made at 
Lakehurst, the progress we have made at Ear le, the progress we have 
made at Fort Dix. What we are doing is getting more and more 
information and moving along, but we have, as you know, 97 sites on the 
Superfund list in New Jersey. Those take up, and have taken up in the 
past, the overwhelming majority of our time. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: You know, it is a real concern of mine 
that we have been talking through three hearings about cooperation 
between the agencies, and here something is mentioned about 
radioactive--

MR. DAGGETT: Wait a second. Before you-- I would not want 
to put anyone in a posit ion to unduly alarm people. If we felt -- and 
obviously we need to get further information on this that we didn't 
have any indication that there was a severe problem which we needed to 
be deeply concerned about--

fears. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I'm looking for your data to allay our 

MR. DAGGETT: Fine. We will do what we can to provide that. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Why doesn't DEP know about this? 
MR. DAGGETT: DEP doesn't have all the information on all of 

our Federal facilities. I told you earlier that we are in the process 
of better establishing good relations in terms of exchanging 
information on Federal facilities. On some facilities we are further 
along than on others. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: When will our DEP get that 
information? 

MR. DAGGETT: DEP will get the information the same time we 
get it. What I said to you was, "We don't have the in format ion 
either." We are at the early stages of working with the facility to 
identify that information and to get our hands on it. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Then, how about this radioactivity? 
MRS. COURSEN: This information came from the IRP report 

which was submitted to us in 1981. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: 1981? 
MR. DAGGETT: That's right. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: This is 1985. 
MR. DAGGETT: That's right. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Somebody explain to me, because I'm 

just a layperson, and I don't understand what is going on. 
MR. DAGGETT: I've tried to on several occasions this morning 

to explain to you, in great detail, what the status of the program is. 
And, if you would like, I will try to explain it to you again, the same 
way. This whole area of Federal facilities did not have as high a 
priority in the early stages of the 1980s as it does now. And as we 
get more and more in format ion, and as we' re able to put resources to 
it, we get information. I would hazard to say that there are the same 
sorts of problems that exist on Superfund sites throughout the 
Super fund list. Some sites we have a great deal of in format ion on 
because we are further along and we are moving toward cleanup. Other 
sites we are just beginning to collect information on. It is no 
different than any other site that we deal with on any portion of the 
Super fund list. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: You know, yesterday, Mr. Tyler, you 
put in a letter to The Trenton Times, and you talked about the Federal 
Government withholding reports for several years. ls this indicative 
of that kind of action? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I'm glad you asked me. I think 
that was a pretty good letter. The intent was to--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I '11 tell you, it was a prophecy, 
here. 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: --distinguish between the issues 
that were raised at your October 10 hearing. I believe The Trenton 
Times was a bit confused when I said there was no present public health 
problem in Lakehurst, and yet, they heard a complaint, through the 
Department, about something in July and August. And, what I said was 
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that we wanted and would insist upon timely transmission of 
information. That was our complaint in August; not that there was a 
public health crisis in Lakehurst -- which there isn't. With respect 
to the testimony you have heard today, I hav~ to agree complef~ly with 
Ch: is, the process has turned itself around. Are there still things 
out there that haven't been transmitted to us? Obviously, there are. 
Will that be fixed? Yes, it will be fixed. The process we're working 
through with Region II is fixing it. 

And, I also ask this Conwnittee view the entire issue of 
Federal facility cleanups in the context of the overall cleanup program 
in New Jersey. We have identified some 1100 sites in this State that 
need to be looked at and need to be evaluated. We have cleaned up, in 
the last two years, 300 of them. We have taken action at Federal 
facilities. At Lakehurst we have engaged in 25 cleanups. Through our 
enforcement process with industry, 60 major cleanups. Through the 
Superfund program we have taken actual shovels-in-the-ground action on 
50 - 60 sites. I could give you the exact numbers. We have run 
through 150 ECRA cleanups alone. So, there is a vigorous, aggressive, 
and forceful cleanup program going on in Region II, and in New Jersey, 
and there are sites that we are just getting information on, and that 
will continue to be the case for many years. 

ASSEMBL VWOMAN WALKER: I just want to get back to the issue 
at hand for a minute. You--

MR. DAGGETT: That is the issue at hand, I believe. I mean, 
we're trying to demonstrate to you that with respect to this particular 
site, it is firmly on in the process of getting information on it, and 
the information we have isn't even confirmed information. So, whether 
or not there is radioactive material there, I'm not sure whether-- We 
don't have a confirmation of that. That is part of what we're getting 
now and pulling together. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: You knew about it in 1981. The last 
statement in your letter yesterday says, "Finally, we will certainly 
continue to complain loudly and uninterruptedly if data is withheld 
again in the future." ls that all you can do? I mean, is that-- Are 
our hands tied if the Federal Government--
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ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: No. We are in an active process 
of working with EPA on a cooperative basis, on the major facilities 
that we've been discussing today, as well as others. We are in 
negotiations with the various base commanders and facility managers on 
se~;arate State issues, and we have access to the courts and to the 
political process if we're grieved by it. 

ASSEtJBLYWOMAN MUHLER: May I ask who drafted this information 
for you? Did the Fort do it, and has it been done recently? 

MR. DAGGETT: Yes, well, we don't know if the Fort did it, it 
was probably contracted by the DOD, is my suspicion. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Okay. Do you know when it was done? 
MR. DAGGETT: 1980. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: 1980. 
MR. DAGGETT: Wait a second. Yes, May of 1980. 
ASSEM3L YWOMAN MUHLER: Have they given you any follow-up as 

to whether or not they have addressed any of those problems? 
MR. HARGROVE: No. 
MR. DAGGETT: No. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: No, they have not? 
MR. DAGGETT: No. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Mr. Daggett, when are you going to 

give Mr. Tyler the information that you presently have? 
MR. DAGGETT: This information can be exchanged as soon as we 

get back to New York. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Today? 
MR. DAGGETT: Short and simply, assuming we have our hands on 

it, I'll get it to him as quickly as I can, yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: I just wondered, had EPA made any 

suggestions to this Base to do anything about it? 
MR. DAGGETT: Well, as I explained, we are in the process to 

try to rank the site, and to rank the site we need additional 
in format ion. We are in the early stages of working with the site to 
get that -- or with the facility -- to get that additional information 
so that we can complete the ranking process. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: It's a long list of materials. Is 
there any indication there of the amount of these different materials? 
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MR. DAGGETT: No. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: So, we really don't know how small or 

how large it is? 
MR. DAGGETT: No. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What is dumped at the Fort Monmouth 

landfills? 
MR. DAGGETT: I just went through the materials. They are: 

pestacide cans, batteries, municipal wastes, sludge from sewage 
treatment plants, medicinal chemicals, asbestos, photographic 
chemicals, demolition debris, fly ash, and other materials. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What dangerous substances are 
suspected to be contained in the sludge-drying beds that we are 
concerned about? 

MR. DAGGETT: I don't have information on that. 
MRS. COURSEN: We don't have the report with us. 
MR. DAGGETT: We can get that information to you. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Do you have the new CERCLA update? 
MR. DAGGETT: Pardon me? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Do you have the new CERCLA update 

August 28th? 
MR. DAGGETT: It's not with me, no. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Are these sludge-drying beds and these 

landfills protected from public access? 
MR. DAGGETT: I assume, to the extent that the Base is 

protected from public access, yes they are. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Is that Base protected? 
MR. DAGGETT: That Base is protected as other bases are, 

isn't it? (Speaking to Mr. Librizzi) I really don't know the answer 
to your question. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHL ER: Some parts are and some parts are 
not. A lot of it is not. I had lunch there yesterday. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: I would suspect the sewage treatment plant, 
where the sludge-drying beds, I assume, are, is fenced. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: All right. This is a summary of an 
EPA Potential Hazardous Waste Identification and Preliminary 
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Assessment. "Fort Monmouth: Evidence number 1: Marconi Road notes 
potential hazard because of inadequate security. Site is neither 
posted nor fenced. Evidence number 2:--" 

MR. DAGGETT: What are you reading from, please? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: This is a staff summary of the EPA 

"Potential Hazardous Waste Site Identification and Preliminary 
Assessment." Evidence number 2 notes, "Potential hazard because of 
inadequate securities. Site is neither posted nor fenced. Main nl.ltlber 
2: State Highways 35 and 71--" doesn't mention, let's see, "--not 
fenced or posted under potential hazards. Groundwater, surface water, 
soil contamination, inadequate security, not posted or fenced." That's 
Main m.rnber 2, State Routes 35 and 71. "Main area number 4: State 
Highways 35 and 71: Unknown amounts of sludge, oil, solvents, 
chemicals, pesticides, metals, and others. Hazards: Present 
groundwater, surface water contamination, erosion problems potentially 
present. Soil contamination, spills, leaks, sewer, storm, and drain 
problems, tidal effects, inadequate security, not posted or fenced. 
Charles Wood area, Tinton Avenue, Pinebrook Road: Site number 2: 
Dried sludge. Site number 1: Wood products and general debris. 
Potential hazard: Inadequate security, sites not posted or fenced." 
These are from EPA sources. 

MR. DAGGETT: What is the point? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Well, the point is my question is, is 

this protected from public access? 
MR. DAGGETT: And, I guess, if that is accurate then perhaps 

there is not adequate protection at the moment. We will take a look at 
that, but, if the point that you are trying to make overall, here, is 
that we don't take action as quickly as people would like, I would 
concur with you. We don't take action as quickly as I would like on a 
lot of sites, but there are a large number of sites. We have a very 
active and aggressive program throughout the Region, and in New Jersey 
in particular, we are, in some cases, well on our way to cleanups, and 
in other cases just beginning. And, this falls into the category of 
one of those sites where we are really just beginning despite the fact 
that we may have the information in our files that indicates that there 
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are potential problems. We have information in our files on a lot of 
sites where there may be potential problems, but we aren't able to get 
to them as quickly as we would like to. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: forgive me for being anxious.~ Let me 
just tell you something, I live here! 

MR. DAGGETT: fine. And I respect that. And I can take you 
to places where people live next to sites that are -- we have a great 
deal of information -- potentially very hazardous. Believe me, we are 
not shirking our duties, if you will, but, in fact, operating very 
impressively to move forward on this program. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Mr. Tyler, do you have this 
information that I just read? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: As I said earlier, I don't believe 
so. The process Commissioner Hughey and Chris have set in motion is 
just taking hold now. We expect to have all information on federal 
facilities from Region II shortly. It is part of the letter you noted 
earlier from Commissioner Hughey to Regional Administrator Daggett. I 
think you also have his response which agrees to all of those 
perimeters that we proposed for communication--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: It's just a shame that this Committee 
had to meet to prompt that. 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: --and we're beginning to set that 
process in motion right now. 

MR. DAGGETT: No, this Commit tee did not have to meet to 
prompt that. This process was well underway. 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Absolutely. 
MR. DAGGETT: It had been underway long before this Comnittee 

was even formed, and it was at a st age that, I explained to you, 
evolved from the priority I attached to it since I came, in the whole 
area of federal facilities, and we have been moving progressively along 
in that process. It was not the establishment of this Committee that 
prompted that exchange of information. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: You know, then I would ask why didn't 
it happen years ago, because, here I have a letter dated September 10, 
1985, from Mr. Hughey to Mr. Daggett in which he says, "Also, St ate 
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environmental agencies are to be notified promptly when contamination 
problems pose an il111lediate threat to health, welfare, or the 
environment." 

MR. DAGGETT: Right. And we don't see this as an imediate 
threat, and you said yourself -- if I heard you correctly -- you said 
September 10 of 1985 is the date of that letter, which is, if I look 
correctly, is not more than a month ago. It is all part of the process 
we are undergoing to exchange information. 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: A matter of fact, the federal--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I think what Assemblywoman Walker is 

referring to is the fact that this Commission was constituted on August 
28th by a resolution I sponsored, and then, coincidentally, or for 
whatever purpose, on September 10 the letter was sent suggesting that 
there be better coordination of your agencies. 

MR. DAGGETT: Well, but, I would reemphasize to you that I 
can show you much evidence dating back to the early part of 1985 that 
shows you that we, in fact, were moving along with the Federal 
facilities, and had a program well established and on its way, and that 
this was a progression in that process. Now, whether or not the timing 
of the Committee and the timing of the letter coincide, I can't speak 
to that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: When will Mr. Tyler get that 
information on the security? 

MR. DAGGETT: As I said to you, it will be given to him as 
expeditiously as we can get it together and give it to him. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Now, I got it before he did. 
MR. DAGGETT: Pardon me? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay, for the benefit of the public--
MR. DAGGETT: Excuse me, I missed your point. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I said I got it before he did. 
MR. DAGGETT: Okay. Because of at this point when we were 

preparing materials, we handed you this document. 
ASSE~LYWOMAN WALKER: What is the current status of Fort 

Monmouth with respect to Superfund designation? 
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MR. DAGGETT: As I explained, we are now in the process of 
trying to get additional information to be able to score it in the 
hazardous ranking system, at which point it will then be determined 
whether or not it will be included on the National Priority Lis\. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: What enforcement actions have been 
taken? 

MR. DAGGETT: We don't take enforcement action against 
Federal facilities. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: DEP? 
MR. DAGGETT: Pardon me? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How about DEP? 
ASST. COMMISSIONEk TYLER: We have, on .occasion, taken State 

enforcement actions against Federal facilities. 
MR. DAGGETT: But, not on the Superfund program. 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: No. No, with respect to 

traditional regulatory programs that have water discharge and solid 
waste. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: I have, here, a list of violations 
cited at Fort Monmouth. June 4, 1981. 

MR. DAGGETT: Right. What's the violation? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Down to 10/U9/81. 
MR. DAGGETT: Right. In what area? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: As I indicated, not Superfund. 
MR. DAGGETT: Not Superfund. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: No, this is a DEP document. 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: In addition, it does not involve, 

necessarily, hazardous waste. Those are notices of violation with 
respect to the solid waste facility that the only one on that site that 
operated after we had laws in effect that governed such facilities, and 
there were various violations cited. There are technical types of 
violations; they operated roore than one working base, they failed to 
properly pack material -- this is ordinary type solid waste, now, you 
know, household type of garbage -- they failed to provide adequate 
equipment for digging and spreading composting material, and there was 
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lack of adequate cover. Those violations were cited by the Department 
in '81. Follow-up violations were cited, also, in later '81 with 
respect to failure to cover. I can go on-- No, I'm sorry, that's 
another facility, excuse me. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: But, if you didn't know about these 
other problems in the security--

ASST. COMMISSION ER TYLER: Our regulatory programs, again, 
Federal facilities are regulated by our air program, our water program, 
our solid waste management program, with respect to speci fie areas of 
jurisdiction, our regulatory program with respect to Fort Monmouth, and 
solid waste, involves one landfill and four other sites that are listed 
as closed landfills. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Have they corrected the violations? 
ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Well, the violations are now 

corrected in that the landfill is no longer operating. There is a 
NJPDES permit in effect which governs the monitoring of groundwater and 
surface water around those five facilities, and should that monitoring 
indicate a need for any remedial action, that would trigger some 
remedial action. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: So, prior to even the beginning of 
this process at Fort Monmouth, you have monitoring already in place, 
presently? 

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: Yes, for certain aspects of 
environmental protection where we have a right to do that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: And, nothing has alarmed you to date, 
other than what you obviously cited there, and--

ASST. COMMISSIONER TYLER: I, personally, reviewed the 
monitoring data when I was briefed about fort Monmouth yesterday. 
There were no indications of toxic contamination in any of the samples 
that we had seen. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Okay, when will it be cleaned up 
fort Monmouth? 

MR. DAGGETT: I explained, here, that there is a--
ASSEMBL YW01~Ar~ WALKER: Procedure. 
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MR. DAGGETT: --plan of action that is going to be worked out 
with the people at fort Monmouth. We are in the very early stages of 
that. We are going to proceed to get the information to complete the 

!\' 
hazardous ranking system, then work with them on a plan of action and 
th~~ a facility agreement. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Earliest? 
MR. DAGGETT: I can't put a date to it. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Five years? 
MR. DAGGETT: No. I mean, I wouldn't guess what the date 

was. I mean, I-- Put any date you want to-- Whatever you think it 
will take us to do it. But, I am telling you that we are moving along 
on our federal facilities program, and actually working with the 
people. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How would we know--
MR. DAGGETT: Pardon me? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How would we know, on the State level? 
MR. DAGGETT: How would you know? By ask--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Will DEP be given this information? 
MR. DAGGETT: Yes. DEP will become a part of any agreements 

that we reach, because are with DEP signing agreements that are 
tripartite agreements with the facility in question, DEP, and EPA. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: I might add, too, that in regard to the 
hazardous ranking, when we rank a site that is a Federal facility, the 
State is made aware that that site is being ranked and will be 
proposed. The point I'd like also to make is that the fact that it has 
not been ranked as of this time is because we have insufficient 
information to determine whether there is, in fact, a real potential or 
existing problem that exists at that facility. And, until we get that 
information from the Department of Defense, we cannot rank. So, I 
think that a very important point to recognize is that there is 
insufficient information now to rank the facility. Therefore, we don't 
have a real good handle on what the potential nor existing problem may 
exist there. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: If you think you have insufficient 
in format ion, you can imagine what insufficient in format ion Mr. Ty 1 er 
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has. See, I'm concerned -- this is my last comment -- these landfills 
have there -- this is according to your CIRCLA update -- therocyanide, 
formaldehyde, asbestos, benzene, chloroform, hydrazine, hydrochloric 
acid, sulfuric acid, TCE, and they are unsecured. They are n~ fenced 
in. And, this is what I want Mr. Tyler to know about. That's it. 

MR. DAGGETT: fine. I, again, make the point that I have 
made to you several times that this program, as is the case on all our 
Superfund sites, we are at various stages of the process with those. 
There are other sites that have just as much of a problem; we are 
moving as quickly as we can. We have a very aggressive program, but 
can we do all sites at the same time? No, we don't have the resources, 
and we don't have the staff to be able to be everywhere at once. We 
are moving along as best we can with the resources we have. 

We will certainly take a look at the question of whether or 
not the alleged or contention about the lack of security-- We will 
take a look at that, and if it is not sufficient and we feel it should 
be beefed-up on some sort of emergency basis because of the nature of 
the problem, we would do it. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Kids run all around. 
MR. DAGGETT: We 11, that's what we would take a look at as 

part of what we are examining. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: They go and play, and a landfill might 

look like a fun place to play. 
MR. DAGGETT: It might, but we would take a look at that in 

this particular instance. Do you have specific evidence that that is 
occurring at these sites? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: No, no, but, as I said, I live here 
and I know what kids do all over. 

MR. LIBRIZZI: Those sites, by the way, are fairly well 
fenced. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: You heard what I read. 
MR. LIBRIZZI: Obviously, there's a gate where people who 

work there--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: How about--
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MR. DAGGETT: We'll take a look and see if there's any sort 
of a need for some sort of a response on an expedited basis, and if 
there is you can be assured that we'll be there. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: There are also kids on those bases. 
MR. DAGGETT: Pardon me? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: There are also children on those 

bases, that live on those bases. 
MR. DAGGETT: I understand that. Keep in mind, also, our 

authorities are restricted in that if there is an emergency action of 
some kind necessary, it is going to still be based on whether or not we 
can get the facility to provide the funding to do that, because we're 
restricted from being able to provide such funding. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: I have a question about after sites 
are on the EPA List-- New Jersey is not the only State on that list, 
and with the military I don't know how many install at ions there are 
between here and the States in the New York region--

MR. DAGGETT: A lot. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Yes, and I am wondering about the 

military dollars available to work on those agreements. You know, it 
is going to be very nice to get an agreement as to what will be done, 
but, then comes the next stage of where is the money to do the job. 

MR. DAGGETT: We share, as I indicated before, that concern 
with you as to whether or not the military dollars, or Federal facility 
dollars -- because in some cases it is not military installations -- we 
share the same concern as to whether or not the funds will be available 
and made available by the various agencies. It is not an easy answer. 

ASSEM3LYWOMAN MUHLER: Are we beginning to get any kind of a 
idea as to the size of the cost involved? 

MR. DAGGETT: Every time we get a better assessment of a 
site's problem we get a better handle on it, but it really is a 
site-by-site process. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHL ER: One other-- Is there any er iter ia, 
dealing with the Federal bases, as to population around it, or a threat 
to water contamination. I assume that's the highest priority even on 
Federal installations on the removal of--
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MR. DAGGETT: Sure. What we' re trying to do is identify 
those problem areas that we think are most severe, and going at those 
first. I mean, we have to prioritize this just as anyone else does, 
given the resources we've got. And, if we see or hear of part~cularly 
difficult problems we would work with the facility as quickly as 
possible to try to evade any kind of pollution or hazard. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Do you have any contingency available 
or funds available -- and I guess you'll have to ask the military that 

if there is an immediate danger or emergency, will they be able to 
act to clean up that kind of a site? 

MR. DAGGETT: No, only if it goes off-site. If it goes 
off-site, we can take some emergency action, but we wouldn't be able to 
take it on the site. But, let me back up, I mean, listen 
Assemblywoman, as you mentioned earlier, all these institutions are 
made up of human beings just like these government agencies are. And 
as you mentioned a few minutes ago, there are children and people who 
live on these bases, and I think they have the same concerns that we 
do. They don't want to drink contaminated water or have their children 
play on contaminated sites any more than anyone else does. And, l 

don't think we have any reason to believe that any of those base 
commanders would not cooperate and work with us. But, again, because 
of the nature of the priorities established over the years, we are at 
the early stages, and earlier at some than others, but early in general 
on the whole program. But, where we have worked with people, frankly, 
we have found them very receptive to working with us. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Are those the questions on Monmouth? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WALKER: Yes. Thank you. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Okay, so we move on to-- Let me just 

ask you a few questions about Raritan and the Haritan Arsenal, because 
that is also on the list. Where is that located? I'm not familiar 
with the Raritan Arsenal, I just want to know where it is locatea. 

MR. DAGGETT: Oh, it's located in Edison. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: And what, exactly, is the problem at the 

Raritan Arsenal that would cause it to be an area of concern? 
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MR. DAGGETT: It was, at one time, -- let me look through my 
notes for a moment -- in operation from 1917 until 1964, the main 
mission involving anmunition operations. These included the receiving, 
shipping, storage, transfer, and repacking of ammunitions. 
Reconditioning and demilitarization of ammunition and anwnunition 
compounds were also performed. In 1964, it was formally turned over to 
GSA. Part of it was sold to industrial warehousing concerns, so part 
of the original property is now in private hands. The original 
facility covered 3188 acres of land, of which only 200 plus acres now 
remain as GSA property. Actually, EPA owns, outright, 15 of those 
acres in an arrangement that was made with GSA. Our laboratories are 
located there -- the Region II laboratories. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: That should be real convenient, locating 
the EPA labs right at the site. 

MR. DAGGETT: Yes. We identified-- In 1961, as part of the 
phase-out process, the Army identified 17 areas that were suspected of 
being contaminated with explosives. They were then surface cleaned in 
1963, and 16 of them were included in the property subsequently sold to 
the Federal Storage Warehouse Company and Middlesex County, in 1964 and 
'65. Some of the properties were sold with surface use only, or 
restricted use indicated on the deeds. Only one of those sites listed 
as an explosives demolition ground is located on the area still owned 
by GSA. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Is there a concern about burial areas 
for liquid mustard? 

MR. DAGGETT: Yes, I just was about to move to that. One of 
the 17 areas was subsequently retested in the early '70's for 
contamination. On this approximately 1. 7 acre site, liquid mustard 
gas from 55 gallon drums, 100 pound bombs, and 100 pound containers, 
were reported dumped into open pits containing decontaminated solution, 
and the empty drums were also thrown in on top. There was also reports 
that potassium cyanide and neutralized red foaming nitric acid were 
reported to be dumped. Tests in 1961 were positive for mustard gas --
I'm not sure who conducted those studies at that time, that was prior, 
actually, to even EPA' s existence. The Corps of Engineers would have 
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done it. And, then, in 1971, in new testing, they showed negative, and 
it was sold to the Federal Storage Warehouse Company and reconvnended 
for non-use. 

~ 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: What's the basis for current concerns? 
MR. DAGGETT: Again, potential which might exist. We are --

let me see - the process is there is a work plan currently being 
developed by the Department of Defense's Huntsville Division, which is 
in Alabama. By the way, one of the problems that we face is 
unravelling the DOD hierarchy. I mean, for us, one installation is 
controlled by somebody in Alabama, and another one by somebody in 
Kansas City, and so we aren't in a much different position than any of 
you are in that sense of trying to figure out just who is in charge and 
who has responsibility associated with these various sites. 

Sometimes we find that the authority that is needed isn't 
there and, I mean, it is a long process. We had some sampling that was 
done, which was done in-- Okay, if I can read to you for a moment, "In 
an effort to assess the contamination problems, EPA' s FIT Team was 
directed to conduct a preliminary assessment and site investigation of 
the 200 plus acres that are still owned by GSA. The first phase of the 
FIT review which has been completed was a record search. We reviewed 
all of the data that we had plus what are called EPIC overflights from 
the 1930's to the present. The second phase involved the June 20, 1985 
site inspection sampling effort. Those, approximately, 75 surface 
samples were taken from areas still accessible or where contaminants 
would be expected to migrate based on surface drainage problems." 

Those results are right now in our quality assurance program, 
and we expect to get a final report within the next couple of months. 
We are really, again, at the very early stages on this particular 
facility, and we really don't even have identification of the types of 
contaminants. We're basing our information on paper we've received 
from various locations. Some of it is alleged, some of it is results 
of some testing that had been done by the Corps of Engineers, but we 
are really trying to confirm everything with the samples we've taken. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHL ER: You know, I had a quest ion about the 
liquid mustard gas, and, if I remember history correctly, it has been 
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outlawed for use since 1920, and it has been stored for -- at this 
point it would be -- 65 years. Now, I don't know what the physical 
properties are of it, but I know medications and other chemicals 
neutralize themselves after a certain amount of time, and I don't know 
if anybody here can answer that question, but I would just like to know 
if that is likely to be the case in this instance, or if it keeps its 
life for a long time? And, it is something -- I have to tell you -- I 
know nothing about. 

MR. DAGGETT: I don't know the answer to that. Does anybody 
else? {Referring to others at witness table) 

MR. LIBRIZZI: No, I don't know what the half life of mustard 
gas would be. 

MR. DAGGETT: What you see is we are faced at Federal 
facilities with a, potentially, very big problem. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I don't envy your position, and the full 
picture of it being revealed before these hearings is frightening, 
because, what we' re seeing is not only the known existence of toxic 
waste sites and Superfund sites -- the 97 that we know of and dealt 
with now -- as well as the toxic waste sites throughout the State of 
New Jersey, but what is apparently being revealed here is a whole, 
almost duplicative problem on our military sites that we've never even 
dealt with before. So, I don't-- Possibly at additional sites to 
match what we know of now. 

MR. DAGGETT: Yeah, that's possibly correct. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORU: I, certainly, don't envy your position. 
MR. DAGGETT: One of the things that I would caution you on, 

though, is to say that nothing has happened. One of the things we're 
trying to unravel is just what the Defense Department has done in these 
cases, because I can't sit here and say that nothing has happened. I 
mean, they really have an installation and restoration program; they've 
been moving forward on it for a number of years, and what we're trying 
to do is hook in, and with the limited authority we have, if you will, 
try to work with them. Again, I really have met personally with the 
staff at Picatinny. I am trying to work my way through to demonstrate 
through my presence and my own interest that priority be attached to it 
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to see if we can't move that process along more quickly. But, again, 
it is also a function of resources, and in the Agency I have been to 
date, and we have as an Agency, put most of our efforts toward the 

~ 

non-Federal facilities Superfund program, and even -- You know, the 
question comes out about reauthorization of Superfund and the amount of 
money available -- if it is reauthorized at a very high level of 
funding, I will be honest with you, the capacity or the number of 
contractors out there, capable people out there, we're at the early 
stage of being able to even say that if I had all this money then I 
could go out and get the personnel to do it. It is a difficult 
national problem. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: 
insurance problems. 

And as you mentioned earlier, the 

MR. DAGGETT: Yes, well, that's a separate problem. 
ASSEtlBL YWOMAN FORD: Let me just finish up my questions on 

Raritan, and I think that will probably be it for the day. I 
understand there was some aerial photography taken of that area. Did 
that disclose possible other sites of contamination? 

MR. DAGGETT: That was part of the material we reviewed which 
were oversights that have occurred since the 1930's. I am not sure to 
what extent we have reviewed those-- I am assuming that's what we used 
to identify those sites. 

MR. HARGROVE: Use those as the base of the sampling. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Have there been any evidence of PCBs 

found at the Raritan site? 
MR. DAGGETT: I don't have that with me, as to whether or 

not-- Do you know of any PCB contamination identified at that site? 
(Speaking to Mrs. Coursen) 

MRS. COURSEN: There are old transformers on this site which 
may contain PCBs, but I know of no spills. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Do you know whether the FIT Team had 
found containers of PCBs? 

MR. DAGGETT: I don't. It's only been-- Do you mean as part 
of the sampling plan they did recently? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: June of '85. 
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MR. DAGGETT: Oh, June of '85. Again, I don't have that 
information, and I don't have the results--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Can you check on that, and just convey 
the results to the Committee? 

MR. DAGGETT: Oh, yeah, sure. You know, one of the things 
that was brought up earlier to understand as well, we ere also somewhat 
restricted if we are talking about an area that should be considered 
protected for national security reasons. We are restricted as well 
from getting a handle, if you will, on the problems. I am trying to 
figure out a way around that, because, there are people in the Agency 
that have -- and I don't mean Region II, I don't any longer have any 
people here -- in EPA, overall, high level security clearances. What I 
am trying to do is figure out how I can make use of those people to at 
least go in and let us know whether we have got something that we need 
to worry about, even though they may not be quite able to specifically 
tell me what, because of national security. I'm not sure how I'm going 
to attack that, but I'm trying to figure out how I'm going to do that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Well, maybe that's something, also, for 
us to consider in our deliberations, the problem of national security 
and where that yields to the problem of general public health. Let me 
ask you, only because, in Lakehurst, I guess, there was a radiological 
problem at one of the sites, are there any radiological problems at the 
Raritan site? 

MR. DAGGETT: To my knowledge there is not a radioactive 
problem at Raritan. Do you have any information to lead us to think 
otherwise? (Speaking to Mr. Hargrove who responds negatively) 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Can you check, also, with your FIT Team, 
because I am under the impression that they did find two buildings 
exhibiting some radioactivity, and I would like to have that 
information verified one way or the other. 

MR. DAGGETT: Two buildings that had -- if you could just 
repeat it -- two buildings that had radioactivity? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Two buildings that your FIT Team -- the 
same ones that, supposedly, found the PCBs--

MR. DAGGETT: Found radioactive particles--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Radioactivity in two buildings. 
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MR. DAGGETT: We'll get right back to you on that 
information. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: And--
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHL ER: If I might ask a quest ion, when you 

said that there were over 3000 acres at part of Raritan when a lot of 
these things took place, now there's only 200 acres as part of that 
Base, the other acreage is all under private ownership, now, if sites 
are found, according to Superfund, the first person you are supposed to 
go to is to assume that it is the owner of the property, and--

MR. DAGGETT: We could clean it up now through that, yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: You can? 
MR. DAGGETT: Sure. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHL ER: But, what 's to stop that owner from 

turning around and suing the former owner, which was the Federal 
Government? 

MR. DAGGETT: They can do what they want. I think they can 
do-- -(Confers with Mr. Hargrove) I would have to look into it 
further, but there is a Defense Environmental Restoration Program 
(DERP), which handles studies and cleanups at sites formerly owned by 
DOD, so there must be something they do--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: So, there is a concern about their 
taking on the responsibility again. 

MR. DAGGETT: Oh, yes, there is a concern there. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: That is what I was getting to. 
MR. DAGGETT: But, yes, to answer your quest ion, though, I 

believe, there would be nothing to restrict us from also going after 
the current owners. I mean, that's where Super fund becomes a very 
tough law, it gives us the-- Then it enters a range where I have some 
real broad authority. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: What is the current status of Raritan 
Arsenal, with regard to Superfund designation? 

MR. DAGGETT: We are, as I say, just getting the sampling 
results back from the sampling that was done in June, and then we will 
move from there on to the hazard ranking system. And following the 
hazard ranking system, we will determine whether or not there is a 
problem, and work with GSA to clean it up. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: On the Superfund documents, with regard 
to this site -- and, I guess that is what we are referring to -- it 
states that, "On October 19d4 site inspection by EPA, personnel 
identified the presence of contaminants at the site, including 
containers of PCB, waste oil, end sodium orthocylicate." It then goes 
on to mention that, on June 20, 19d5, after an inspection they found 
elevated radioactivity levels, approximately two to three times 
background in some locations. Having been found by FIT in buildings 
205 and 214, old data show that an AEC building had existed on this 
site. Does that refresh you, or--

Report. 

MR. DAGGETT: Can I ask what you are reading from? 
MRS. COURSEN:. It is our update. 
MR. DAGGETT: Is it? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: It's the Federal Facilities Update 

MR. DAGGETT: Okay. I have a memo here from 29 October, and 
it does list the PCB drums, and it does talk about PCB transformers. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Would you be able to, since we got that 
straightened out, update the Committee? I know you probably have to 
consult with someone as to what the progress is or what happened as a 
result of those findings. 

MR. DAGGETT: Yeah. I know the findings that occurred on 
October 16--

ASSEMBL YWOMAN FORD: October '84 was the PCBs and June '8.J 
was the radiological results. 

MR. DAGGETT: What I want to do is, I indicated on all the 
other than the Lakehurst, where we came with prepared responses--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: I understand. 
MR. DAGGETT: I will pull all this paperwork together, and we 

will give you everything that we've got. I'd be happy to do that. 
ASSEMBL YWUMAN FORu: All right. Those are the questions I 

have. Are there any other questions on Raritan? (Negative response) 
Then, I am going to thank Commissioner Tyler for coming, and we will 
advise you of any 1 ater hear in gs, as we go through 1 is ts and the 
information that we received from the various bases. 



MR. DAGGETT: Can I also ask that you have the staff of your 
Committee work with my staff to make sure that we have the questions, 
in fact that we weren't able to answer today that we have to follow-up 
on? If you have any additional questions that we can all worktogether 
on we will provide you with whatever we can. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Okay. 
ASSEt-BLYWOMAN HJHLER: May I ask a question on the schedule 

for the future of the Committee? We have met three weeks in a row. 
What kind of a schedule are we going to expect from here on in? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Well, I think that, you know, in 
November we'll look at some of the arguments. Obviously, after 
November 5th. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MUHLER: Will there be an agenda ahead of time, 
too, because it has been very sparse, at least from my viewpoint? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: There's been a general agenda, and then 
we have advised the Committee formally and informally as to the 
specific bases on which we'll be focusing. If you need something more 
specific than that, I don't know what that would be, but I'll be happy 
to try to pull something together in the future. 

MR. DAGGETT: I would like to leave with you, also-- I have 
the written answers to the questions that were given to us by telephone 
back on October 8, with respect to the general--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN FORD: Okay. I would like those answers to be 
made part of the record. 

(tEARING ClWCLUDED) 
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Questions answered herein were posed to the u.s. Environmental Protection 
Agency by staff of the committee in a telephone conversation on October 8, 1985. 
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What is EPA's jurisdiction/responsibility/authority for assuring 
federal facilities compliance with environmental statutes? 

Federal environmental statutes require that, facilities owned by 
the U.S. Government comply with federal, state, and lo~l pollu-
tion control requirements to the same extent as non-federal enti-
ties. Exceptions from applicable pollution standards can be 
granted by the President in the interest of the national security, 
or in the paramount interest of the United States. 

On December 31, 1974, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
issued Circular No. A-106, which established reporting require-
ments for control of environmental pollution from federal facili-
ties. A-106 requires federal agencies to develop annual plans to 
ensure that their facilities comply with applicable environmental 
protection requirements. The circular also established an EPA 
review to determine the adequacy (i.e., in terms of cost, timeli-
ness, and engineering feasibility) of the reporting agency plans. 

Executive Order (EO} 12088, which was issued on October 13, 1978, 
establish·~ an Executive Branch program for ensuring federal 
compliance with environmental statutes. The program is admini-
strative and requires full cooperation and coordination between 
federal agencies, EPA, and OMB. Disputes regarding compliance by 
federal facilities are resolved within ~he Executive Branch 
through administrative procedures spesified in EO 12088. 

Federal facility compliance w~th pollution control requirements 
is a special concern of EPA because of its dual responsibilities: 

1. participating as a member of the Executive Branch's program 
for ensuring federal agency compliance~ and .• 

2. implementing the federal environmental laws. 

Unless specific exemptions exist, feqeral facilities have the 
same compliance obligations as non-.federal facilities. Accord-.· 
ingly, EPA's activities to ensure federal facility compliance is 
given the same high priority as other compliance activities. In 
cases where EPA's statutory authority has been delegated (e.g., 
NPDES and air permit compliance), the appropriate state agency 
assumes initial responsibility for ensuring federal facilities 
compliance. 

Compliance solutions at federal facilities are pursued by EPA as 
vigorously as the compliance solutions at non-federal facilities. 
However, it is the policy of EPA and Department of Justice that 
an administrative approach, rather than judicial, be used to ensure 
compliance of federal facilities. 

JX 
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In January 1984, EPA's Office of Federal Activities issued a guidance 
document on •Resolving Compliance Problems at Federal Facilities." 
This guidance includes procedures for promoting formal agreements 
between EPA and federal agencies on appropriate compliance actions. 
The guidance requires the elevation of compliance dispµtes through 
the EPA and other agency hierarchies until appropriate.compliance 
actions can be agreed upon. If agreement cannot be reached, the 
compliance issue is referred to OMB for resolution. This guidance 
has been, and continues to be, fully implemented by EPA Region II. 

An EPA Headquarters' task force is currently working to revise and 
update the 1984 Guidance document to assure that it reflects more 
recent Agency guidance in the areas of the State/EPA partnership 
and enforcement. The revised Federal Facilities Handbook is 
expected to be completed in early 1986. 

·. 
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- What is the history of EPA's program to deal with hazardous 
waste discharges from federal facilities? 

CERCLA 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compenaation1 and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) was passed on December 11, 1980; in 
response to problems resulting from past waste disposal prac-
tices. Section 105 of CERCLA requires the development of the 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP), 
which establishes procedures and standards for responding to 
releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants. 

Federal agencies are specifically required by Section 107(g) 
of CERCLA to comply with its requirements to the same extent 
as ·private parties. Under CERCLA, federal agencies have 
cleanup responsibilities for sites on their present and former 
properties and for hazards caused by activities at such pro-
perties undertaken directly by the agency or by its contractors. 
Additionally, federal agencies are responsible for off-site 
contamination caused by federal facilities as well as problems 
caused by :ts hazardous wastes that were shipped to other sites. 

Although CERCLA established the •superfund" to provide fund-
ing for certain cleanup actions, Sectiln lll(e)(3) of CERCLA 
s ecificall rohibits the use of the uhd for actions on 

e era ac1 it1es. The funding sourc~ for c eanup at federal 
facilities is the budgetary process under OMB Circular No. A-106. 
EPA is required to comment on'all A-106 budget requests for 
technical, cost, and time adequacy. Consequently, EPA has a 
major role in determining the adequacy of CERCLA actions taken 
by other federal agencies. 

Assignment of Presidential responsibilities under CERCLA was 
. addressed in EO 12316, which was issued on August 14, 1981. 

Specifically, the order delegates to the Department of Defense 
(DOD) authority for CERCLA response .. a.~tions with respect to 
releases from DOD facilities, and~t~· the Coast Guard response 
authority with respect to any release or threatened release 
involving the coastal zone, Great Lakes waters, ports, and 
harbors. EPA has authority for response action at any and all 
other facilities. 

In response to EO 12316, the DOD modified its existing instal-
lation restoration program (IRP) to cover CERCLA evaluation and 
response activities. The IRP process includes four phases that 
compare with EPA's "Superfund" process as follows: 

• t 

A) DOD Phase I - Installation Assessment - includes records 
search and site visits to determine extent, 
if any, of past contamination. This phase 
also includes an initial rating using the 
Hazard Assessment Rating Methodology (HARM). 

Superfund - Preliminary assessment and site visit. 



B) DOD Phase II -

Superfund -

C) DOD Phase III-

Superfund -

D) DOD Phase IV -

Superfund -

4 

Confirmation/Quantification - includes a 
comprehensive survey to define the problem 
fully through sampling and analys~s. Survey 
data from all technical areas are~interpreted 
and interrelated. · · 

Site inspection, Hazard Ranking System (HRS) 
scoring, and remedial investigation (RI). 

Technology Development - includes development 
of control technology to address specific 
contamination problems~ however, if appropri-
ate technology exists, this phase is skipped. 

No specific equivalent. 

Remedial Action - includes design, construc-
tion, and operation of contamination abatement 
facilities as well as removal and disposal 
actions. It may include construction of 
containment facilities or decontamination 
processes, and long-term monitoring systems. 

Feasibility studyr. tecord of decision, remedial 
design, and remedial actions. 

Note: The Department of Energy ha~ also recently enacted a five 
phase program that parallels the Superfund program to ensure 
CERCLA compliance. 

As with the Superfund process, if emergency actions are deemed • • 
necessary during any phase of the IRP process, immediate remedial 
actions (i.e., Phase IV) are initiated by DOD. Associated with each 
phase of the process is one (or a series of) reports. EPA receives 
these IRP reports for review and comment, and as a means of provid- -
ing technical assistance to the DOD !~~i~ities. Currently, nine 
DOD facilities in New Jersey are being addressed through the IRP 
process (i.e., Ft. Dix, Ft. Monmouth, ERADCOM Test Flight Activity, 
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, Picatinny Arsenal, Lakehurst NAEC, 
Trenton Naval Air Propulsion Center, Naval Weapons Station Earle, 
and McGuire AFB). 

On August 12, 1983, EPA entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) with the DOD that establishes the respective agency roles 
with respect to CERCLA actions. The MOU requires EPA to provide 
technical assistance to support DOD CERCLA actions. In addition, 
it assigns responsibilities to each agency for investigations of 
contamination if it is unclear whether or not the DOD facility is 
the sole source of the contamination. In such cases, EPA studies 
areas off the facility and DOD conducts the study on facility to 
determine the appropriate responsible party. 
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It should be noted that much of the CERCLA activity conducted by 
EPA is done by the Agency's contractors, known as the Field Inves-
tigation Team (FIT). The FIT, at EPA's direction, will review 
reports, conduct field investigations/sampling, write rePC>rts, and 
perform HRS scoring. Products of the FIT are reviewed by EPA to 
determine appropriate courses of action. 

An EPA memorandum dated February 14, 1984, states that federal 
facilities may be included on updates of the National Priorities 
List (NPL). Generally, federal facilities contain more than one 
site of contamination because of their size and the nature of their 
activities. EPA's policy is to rank the total facility, not indi-
vidual sites within the facillt , usin the HRS. If a facility 
scores above the minimum score currently 28.50), it will be pro-
posed for listing. EPA believes that proposing for NPL listing 
tends to make facilities more receptive to EPA technical assistance, 
and helps to alter budgetary priorities, thereby, expediting approval 
of required remedial actions. At this time, three federal facilities 
in New Jersey have been proposed for listing on the NPL (i.e., Ft. 
Dix, Lakehurst NAEC, and NWS Earle). 

' 
A recent guidance document (entitled "Federal Facilities Program 
Manual for Implementing CERCLA~ Responsibilities of Federal Agencies") 
from EPA'S Office of Federal Activities (~une 1985), presents proce-
dures for EPA interaction with federal facilities on CERCLA actions. 
This guidance calls for the negotiation.~f federal facilities 
agreements to ensure appropriate. actions on CERCLA issues. EPA views 
these agreements as an essential ·method for ensuring that CERCLA 
actions taken by other federal agencies are consistent with the 
NCP. The current guidance requires that federal facility agreements 
be negotiated for all facilities that are proposed for listing on•• 
the NPL. However, EPA is not prohibited from negotiating agreements 
for non-NPL facilities. The use of federal facilities agreements was 
strongly supported by DOD in a July 5, 1985, memo from its Assistant 
Secretary for Manpower, Installations, and Logistics. In New 
Jersey, EPA has already si ned an a re ment with Ft. Dix (September 
16, 1984), and is ne otiatin three dthers i.e., NWS Earle, Lakehurst 
NAEC, and B ue Spruce Corporation Air Force contractor 

EPA Region II will continue to take appropriate actions (e.g., site 
inspections, review and comment on reports, HRS rankings, NPL list-
ings, and federal facility agreements) to ensure that federal 
facilities comply with the requirements of CERCLA. 
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When did EPA know about the problems at Lakehurst? 

EPA' s involvement concerning hazardous waste problems at'" Lakehurst 
dates back to April 1980 when a hazardous waste inspection was 
conducted in response to a complaint from a former employee of the 
base. The inspection report cited the need for additional surface water, 
groundwater, and soil sampling. As a followup measure, EPA 
conducted another aite inspection on November 14, 1980, with the 
Field Investigation Team (FIT) and the NJDEP. Limited field 
measurements were taken which concluded that trichlorethylene (TCE) 
may be present in groundwater at the site: however, the report on 
the inspection states the TCE on base was not affecting the 
groundwater of the Legler housing development in Jackson Township. 

In addition, at this time, EPA was notified of a spill of aviation 
fuel in the amount of 20,000 gallons, that occurred in 1966. In 
response to EPA and Navy concern, the Naval Air Emergency Center 
(NAEC) contracted for sampling around the spill site in January 
1981. The results of the sampling concluded that slight contamina-
tion did ex!st and that it was caused by the aviation fuel. 
Furthermore, the report concluded that the contamination was 
localized and minimal migration had occurted. 

. ~ 
During the early part of 1981, the NAECitook cleanup actions, 
consisting of construction of monitoring wells, sampling and 
actual cleanups (e.g., soil and drum removals) at 29 of the 44 
potentially hazardous waste sites identified by the Navy. 
These actions were reported in cleanup status Reports No. 
1 and No. 2, which were issued on May 1, 1981, and August 17, • 
1981, respectively. In October 1983, Lakehurst submitted to EPA • 
their Initial Assessment Study (IAS) for evaluating the 44 hazardous 
waste sites on the base. EPA's FIT immediately reviewed 
and commented on this report. On November 14, 1983, these comment~
were submitted to the Department of the.Navy. A copy of FIT 
comments on such reports was not routinely forwarded to NJDEP 
at this time. · '· • 

The FIT review pointed out that the presence and levels of conta-
minants found in the 1981 drinking water well sampling data, and 
reported in the 1983 Navy report, would present a health hazard 
"if the data is assumed to be representative." However, the 
report also pointed out that neither the protocol nor sampling 
dates were clearly stated or referenced. Also, the report did 
not identify where in the system the samples were taken from. 
The presence of identical levels of acrolein and acrylonitrile 
at 300 ppb in all six wells sampled raise some question as to 
the validity of these data. EPA is ·suspicious of the consistency 
of results for these and other chemicals reported. 

rx 
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In the spring of 1984, the Navy was in the process of conducting 
it's annual water quality sampling program which would verify 
whether or not a drinking water problem did in fact exist. On 
November 21, 1984 the Navy submitted their Water Quality Report 
to EPA stating that all levels were within established EPA Water 
Quality Criteria. The Navy report implies that the well~·were re-
eampled in 1981 and were found in compliance. For eome reason 
they ~id not provide us that information until November, 1984. 

It should be noted that these criteria are non-regulatory guide-
lines• designed by EPA to aid in assessing toxicological impact 
of chemicals in drinking water. These criteria address cancer 
risk factors for long and short term ingestion of particular 
chemicals. 

EPA was aware in 1983 of the Navy's plan to implement the Phase 
II Confirmation Study which would assess the groundwater impact 
of the hazardous waste sites.(Please see page 3 of the questions). 
To assure that the study and plan would be implemented, and to 
better identify the potential for environmental and health impacts, 
EPA submitted Lakehurst for ranking on the National Priorities List 
(NPL). Thi~ was carried out in April 1984. By placing this 
facility on the NPL, EPA could assure that the Navy implemented 
CERCIA according to the National Contingency Plan (NCP) and that 
all potential groundwater contamination p~oblems were addressed. 
The NCP contains procedures for implementing CERCLA. However, 
due to questions raised during Quality Assurance (OA) review of 
the MITRE score package (EPA's m.odel for scoring sites for inclusion 
on the NPL), this site was resubmitted for ranking three more 
times and finally listed on the National Priorities List in 
September 1985. One of the documentation questions raised during 
QA was the validity of the sampling data. 

In August 1985 the Navy submitted their Plan of Action for the 
confirmation Study to both the State and EPA for review. The 
Plan of Action is essentially a workplan for the first stage of 
the Confirmation Study. The Navy's approach to this study is 
two pronged and involves first, a v~rif.ication and second, a 
characterization study. The verification study is a screening to 
verify if contamination exists. The characterization study further 
investigates these sites to determine the full extent of pollution, 
Under this Confirmation Study, 43 sites at Lakehurst will be 
sampled to verify if alleged contamination exists. Surface water, 
soil and groundwater will also be monitored to assess if conta-
mination exists. The next stage will characterize the full 
extent of contamination at these sites. This Plan of Action has 
been reviewed and commented on by both EPA and NJDEP. In addition, 
since the site has recently been listed on the proposed update of 
the NPL, EP~ has been working with the Navy to draft a Federal 
Facilities Agreement. This would essentially ensure that compliance 
with the NCP in future remedial activities at Lakehurst is met. 
The Navy has cooperated with EPA in this regard. 

In addition, on September 5, 1985 EPA conducted off-site sampling 
of Lakehurst private and municipal wells and conducted stream 
and sediment sampling. This was done in response to public 

~• state Ubr&rf New Jerse, 
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concern of off-site migration of contaminants. These samples 
were split with NJDEP. The results of this sampling effort 
indicate that no water quality problems exist off-site at Lakehurst. 
A copy of the official EP~ report of this sampling effort will 
be available shortly. 

• • 
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What is the nature and extent of contamination at Lakehurst? 

The nbture and extent of on-facility contamination ia addressed 
by the Navy in the 1983 Initial Assessment Study (IAS). Shortly 
after the Navy identified forty-four potential hazardous waste 
sites in this 1983 IAS, EPA submitted this site for ranking 
under the Hazard Ranking System. The site was included on the 
proposed update of the National Priorities List (NPL) in September, 
1985 with a score of 49.48. This score was based on (1) the 
degree of toxicity of the contaminants present: chloroform 
being the highest, (2) the estimated quantity of waste present 
(3) the number of people served by the aquifer of concern (7,000), 
(4) and the potential for contamination of the aquifers (Cohansey 
and Kirkwood). 

It should be pointed out that this particular facility is listed on 
the NPL because of the potential for-contamination of the aguifer. 
It was not'-scored on any observed contamination problem: such con-
tamination would have raised the score. EPA determined-that for 
the purpose of MITRE ranking, the sampling data presented in the 
1983 Navy IAS report regarding contamina~ion of drinking water 
could not be utilized due to the fact that no conclusive background 
information was available. (Please refer to next page for informa-
tion on how this site was scoreQ). 

The Navy is currently entering into Phase II of the Installation 
Restoration Program and has submitted a Work Plan for further 
investigative work to EPA. This Work Plan has been reviewed and • 
commented on by EP~ and entails further sampling by the Navy to 
verify whether or not contaminants are present at facility sites 
or in wells on the facility and to characterize the contaminants 
and scope of contamination. 

In addition, EP~ is initiating a Feder~l Facilities Agreement 
with the Navy in order to assure that compliance with the NCP is 
met during the implementation of the Work Plan and Remedial 
phases of the project. 

To address the nature and extent of potential off-facility con-
tamination, EPA participated in a joint sampling effort on September 
5, 1985 with NJDEP. Lakehurst private and municipal wells were 
sampled for all priority pollutants. Stream and sediment sampling was 
also conducted. The results of this investigation, received on 
October 16, 1985, indicate that there is no evidence of off-facility 
contamination in the drinking water wells. Four sediment samples 
indicated the presence of low levels of pesticides in stream sediment 
samples. This data is currently being evaluated by the Field In-
vestigations Team. A copy of EPA's official report on this sampling 
effort will be available shortly. 



10 

What is Quality Assurance and why did the site fail QA twice? 
t 

once e site has been ranked using the Hazard Ranking System (HRS), 
it is submitted to EPA Headquarters for a review procedure that 
has been termed a Quality Assurance Audit (QA). QA is a process 
conducted by the MITRE Corp., an EPA contractor, that ensures 
the following: 

1) accurate interpretation of technical data and arithmetic 
assignments of HRS values. 

2) consistent application of EPA guidelines and policies. 

3) equitable treatment for all sites, nationally. 

4) professional judgment has been excercised appropriately. 

The Lakehurst facility was first submitted to EPA HO for QA to 
be considered for inclusion on NPL Update 12, which was proposed 
on October 15, 1984. The original HRS package was prepared by 
the Field Investigation Team (FIT). Upo~ completion of QA several 
deficiencies were noted: ' 

1) the site was scored on.an obse~ved release to groundwater: 
however no background well analysis was included: 
therefore an observed release was not justified. 

2) the groundwater population figure used was provided, how-
ever, no justification for the number was given. • 

These deficiencies were then transmitted to the FIT for correction. 
Changes were reportedly made and sent -.~o the MITRE Corp. The · 
site was then re-submitted to EPA RO. for QA to be considered for ~ 
inclusion on NPL Update t3, which was proposed on April 10, 1985. 
During the Update #3 QA it was noted that many of the initial 
comments were not addressed. However, the HRS package was then 
re-worked by EPA personnel and the site finally received QA 
approval for NPL Update 14, which was proposed on September 18, 
1985. 
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What is the Hazard Ranking System? 

The Hazard Ranking System (HRS) is a screening tool to afsist 
EPA in identifying sites for inclusion on the National Priorities 
Liat (~PL). The HRS is a means for applying uniform teehnical 
judgment regarding the potential or existing hazards presented 
by a facility relative to other facilities. It does not address 
the feasibility, desirability, or degree of cleanup required. 
The HRS assigns three scores to a hazardous facility. 

SM reflects the potential for harm to humans or the environment 
from migration of a hazardous substance away from the 
facility by routes involving groundwater, surface water, or 
air. It is a composite of separate scores for each of the 
three routes. 

SFE reflects the potential for harm from substances that can 
explode or cause fires. 

Soc re~lects the potential for harm from direct contact with 
hazardous substances at the facility (i.e., no migration 
need be involved). 

The score for each hazard mode (migratiori., fire and explosion and 
direct contact) or route is obtained by. considering a set of 
factors that characterize the potential of the facility to cause 
harm. For example, the migratian route evaluates groundwater, 
surface water, and air pathways. For the groundwater migration 
route, the individual scoring the site must first determine if an 
observed release to the groundwater has been documented. If not,, 
the potential for contaminants deposited at the site to migrate 
to the groundwater must be evaluated. Factors considered when 
evaluating the potential for contamination includes the depth to 
aquifer of concern, the characteristics of the waste deposited, 
and the population served by potable wells located within three 
miles of the facility. For the Lake}lu~st facility EPA did not 
have the data to document an observed release, therefore, the 
site was scored on the potential migration to groundwater and 
surface water. 

Although the HRS does result in a site score, it does not in any 
way quantify the probability of harm from a facility or the 
magnitude of the harm that could result, although the factors 
have been selected in order to approximate both these elements of 
risk. It is, instead, a procedure for ranking facilities in 
terms of the potential threat they might pose to human health and 
the environment. 
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The Nav maintains that Lakehurst should not be on the National 
Priorities List NPL • What s EPA a Position? 

. 
' EPA believes this facility should be included on the NPL<be-

cauee the potential exists for on and off-site contamination of 
drinking water. In addition, a potential exists for •urface 
water contamination of the Ridgeway Branch which flows within 500 
feet of the landfill at Lakehurst Site t29 (of the 44 sites) and 
drains into the nearby Cranberry Bog. 

The potential for contamination is baaed on the known history of 
waste disposal practices as reported in the Navy's 1983 Installa-
tion Assessment Study (IAS). This potential is also reflected 
by the high MITRE score of 49.48 which is based on the following: 
1) the degree of toxicity of the wastes used or present: chloroform 
being the highest, 2) the quantity of waste present: calculated from 
the 1983 report to be 440,000 drum equivalents, 3) the number of 
people served by the aquifer of concern: 7000 people in this case, 
4) and the distance to and potential for contamination of the 
aquifers (C':\hansey and Kirkwood). 

Listing of this facility on the NPL will hssure that compliance 
with the National Contingency Plan (NCP) is met through the 
development of a Federal Facilities Agr~~ent between EPA and 
the Navy (this agreement would provide :for EPA review of all 
documents and reports and establish schedules for accomplishing 
key activities. The State of N~w Jersey has been, and will 
continue to participate in the review of all reports and workplans 
generated by the Navy which are submitted to EPA for review • 
u·nder the terms of the Agreement. 

It should be pointed out that even when a Federal Facility is 
listed on the NPL, Superfund money cannot be spent at the site 
due to the constraints of CERCLA Sec~i6n lll(e)(3), and the 
August 12, 1983 MOU between DOD and E~A (see page 4 for a more 
detailed explanation). ·, l 

f 
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What is the potential for off-facility contamination from the 44 
sites? 

The potential for off-facility contamination exists baaed on the 
known history of waste disposal practices at the facility, the 
volume of disposed wastes at the individual sites, and th~ toxicity 
of the wastes used. The target aquifers of this potential migration 
serve off-base community water supplies as well as the on-base 
population. The proximity of the identified waste sites to the on-
base wells is indicated on the attached map of the facility. It 
is because this potential exists that the Navy is conducting the 

, second phase of their program (e.g., confirmation study). The 
second phase of this study will include a comprehensive sampling 
effort to verify the presence of contamination at each site and 
the need for remedial action at these sites. If contamination 
is found on-site, and if it is determined to be moving off-facility, 
the Navy must address all aspects of remedial cleanup on and 
off-facility. 

The results of the September 5, 1985 effort indicate that no con-
tamination of the off-base drinking water wells sampled exists. 

If contamination is found on site but deberrnined to have not yet 
moved off-facility, then the Navy must as~ure clean-up of on-
facility contamination and prevent any potential for off-facility 
migration. ; 

. , 

• i 
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What is EPA's role in monitoring off-facility migration -of contamin-
ation? . 
If off-facility migration occurs or is suspected of occurring 
at any non-federal facility Super fund site, EPA (or the Responsible 
Party under order by EPA) is required to monitor this migration 
to determine the impact on drinking and/or surface water targets 
and to take remedial action. 

However, the August 12, 1983 MOU between DOD and EPA states the 
following with regard to monitoring off-facility contamination 
at DOD facilities: 

•When there is off-facility contamination and clear evidence that 
a current DOD facility is the sole source, DOD will conduct and 
finance the response action or assure that another party does so. 
At DOD's request, EPA will provide technical assistance to DOD 
or serve i~ an advisory role." 

•When there is off-facility contamination and no clear evidence 
that a DOD facility is the sole source, EPA will finance and con-
duct investigations and studies off-facility to determine the 
source and extent of the contamination _and recommended response 
action. DOD will finance and conduct investigations and studies 
on the DOD facility to determine the source and extent of the 
contamination and the recommended response action. DOD and EPA 
will coordinate these efforts and resulting decisions to minimize 
costs and duplication of activities, and will exchange all reports, 
studies, and other relevant site information." '· 

This in fact has been accomplished at Lakehurst. Results of the 
September S, 1985 off-facility sampling effort were received by 
EPA on October 16, 1985 and indicate that there are no water 
quality problems at Lakehurst munic~pai wells or at the private 
wells sampled off-facility. Four sediment samples contained trace 
quantities of several common organic pesticides and this data is 
currently under evaluation by EPA's Field Investigations Team. 
A copy of the official EPA report will be available shortly. 

11)' 
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Has anyone analyzed the cummulative effects of the DOD facilities 
on the Pinelands? 

No comprehensive groundwater study addressing the impact of DOD 
facilities on the Pinelands has been done or is currently planned 
by EPA. Three DOD facilities in the Pineland'& area are currently 
listed on the proposed amendments to the National Priorities List 
(NPL). They are Ft. Dix, Naval Weapons Station Earle, and Naval 
Air Engineering Center (NAEC) Lakehurst. Each of these facilities 
has completed Phase I of the Installation Restoration Program 
and is currently in some stage of Phase II • In each case, this 
confirmation stage will involve further sampling of identified 
hazardous waste sites on base as well as ground and/or surface 
water sampling. Groundwater sampling at each base will confirm 
whether or not off-site migration has occurred. If in fact it 
bas, the facility must address the impact of off-facility migr-
ation and propose mitigative action in accordance with the 
August 12, 1983 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between EPA 
and DOD (s~e page 4 for a description of the MOU). 

-. 
. r . 
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GES!.RAL ASSEMBLY 
or Nnr JERSEY 

1 ?.E!\TO:S 

BY HAND 

Mr. George J. Tyler 
.Assistant Carrni.ssioner 
State of New Jersey 
Department of Environrnentcl Protection 
CN 402 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Mr. Tyler: 

MARLENE LYNCH FORD 
ASSEMBL.YWOMAN, DISTRICT 10 lOCtANl 

917 NORTH MAIN STREET 
TOMS RIVER, N. J. 08753 

RES. C20U 899-1209 

BUS. C20U 8 92·2323 
LEGIS. OF"F'ICE C200 24'0·2200 

October 21, 1985 

This is in accordance with your letter of October 16, 1985 
addressed to Mr. ~.ark Smith, Secretary of the New Jersey Genera 1 
Assembly's Special Ccmnittee to Investigate Hazardous Waste 
Dumping Practices at Military Bases in New Jersey; and in 
accordance with correspondence which has occurred between 
Ccmnissioner ~rt Hughey, Speaker Karcher and myself since 
September 5, 1985 regarding your Department's cooperation with 
the business of our Special Carrni.ttee; and furthenrore in 
accordance with paragraph 4 of Assembly Resolution No. 168, 
adq>ted September 12, 1985. 

The Special Cannittee hereby directs you to deliver to 
its Secretary, Mr. Smith, within twenty-four hairs of yair receipt 
of this letter, your written responses to the follodng i.rx;ruiries, 
together with infonnation requested by the Special Ccrrmittee 
hereunder. 

1. On September 5, 1985, by letter addressed to Ccmnissioner 
Hughey, Speaker I<archer requested D.E.P. to transmit forthwith " ••• any and 
all infonnation which is in the possession of your Department, or to which 
D.E.P. has access, pertinent to the Navy's dl.Jnping of hazardous wastes 
at Lakehurst; including hut not limited to all reports or other data, 
p.lblished or unp.lblished, provided or developed to date by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency or the Navy itself." 

On Septenber 11, 1985, by similar letter, the Speaker made 
" ••• an ongoing request for infonnation concerning hazardous waste durriping 
practices not only at Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center, but at all 
United States Departrrent of Defense facilities within this State," inclucino 
" ••• any and all ••• relevant :material which ccrnes to the attention of 
or is generated by your Depart:nent." ,,,, 
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On Septenber 13, 1985, Cartnissioner Hughey indicated 
by letter addressed to Speaker Karcher that there were ten major 
facilities on which there are files in your Department. To date 
the Special Carmittee has received no information concerning three 
of those facilities -- Marine Ocean Tenninal Bayonne, Raritan Arsenal, 
and PedricktCMn Support Facility. You are hereby directed to provide 
forthwith any and all infonnation in the possession of your Department, 
or to which D.E.P. has access, gennane to relevant past or ongoing 
activities at these facilities. 

You are further directed to provide this Special Ccmnittee 
with any and all relevant material which has not been provided to date 
concerning the seven facilities with respect to which various infonnation 
has been provided to the Special Ccmnittee. 

At our public hearing on October 10, you testified (Verbatim 
Public Hearing Transcript, at 72) that "'!here are another 11 Federal 
facilities.that we do not believe are major environmental problens." 
Please identify those facilities. 

2. At the Special Ccmnittee's public hearing on the Lakehurst 
Naval Air Engineering Center, the follc:Ming exchange occurred between 
yourself and Assernblywanan Walker (Verbatim Public Hearing Transcript, 
at 43-44): 

~EMBT..~ WALI<ER: When did the hazardous waste 
sites at the Lakehurst base first cane to the attention 
of the State DEP? 

ASST. CCf.MrSSIOOER TYLER: To the best of my knowledge, 
sane individual sites and spills were reported to us as 
early as 1979. There are reports in our files, at least 
dating back to that point, that indicate spills and 
cleanups. The canprehensive assessment of the facility 
which is in the Navy's initial assessment study was sul::rnitted, 
I believe, in the late ronths of 1983. The status report 
on that, the the rsic] attached EPA ccmnents on that status 
report, were sent to my office in response to an inquiry 
we made in June or July - excuse me, July - of 1985. 

ASSEMBLYW:>tAN WALKER: What way does the Navy use to 
camn.micate with you? How was this infonnation transmitted, 
and by whan? 

ASST. CC»USSIOOER TYLER:. Well, I think in te~ of fonnal 
sul::rnission of environmental reports, they cane to us in two 
ways. One, through the Enviromiental Protection Agency • 

••• But, there is a regular and sustained contact on an 
individual iten basis. 
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ASSEMBL~ WAL'KER: What specific information have you 
received concerning these sites fran the Navy? 

ASST. c:.'C1+1ISSIOOER TYLER: Well, the Ccmnittee Staff has 
had the cpportunity to see all of our files. • •• [w]e have 
received the two reports I referred to earlier •••• 

On October 3, 1985, officials of the Region 2 office of the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency provided the staff of 
this Special Crnrnittee with certain documents including cq:>ies of h-JO 
lPtters dated, respectively, l May 1981 and 17 August 1981, addressed 
to Mr. Iester L. Nagel of Region 2 E.P.A., fran Mr. R.H. I<line of the 
Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center. F.ach of these letters rP.flects 
copies sent to N.J. Department of Environmental Protection and indicates 
the Navy's enclosure of successive status reports on, respectively, 
20 and 29 existing or suspected hazardous waste spill sites at the 
Lakehurst base. Copies of the lett.P..rs provided by EPA are enclosed 
for your reference. 

SUbsequently, on October 8, 1985, the U.S. Navy provided 
this Special Carmittee's staff with duplicate copies of the May and 
August 1981 Navy letters together with the respectively ref P..renced 
Navy status reports on 20 and 29 hazardous waste sites. nte Navy 
copies plus attached status reports are enclosed for your reference. 

'!he Navy has indicated both privately and in testiloony 
at our p.iblic hearing on October 17, which yoo failed to attend, 
that these documents -- including the status reports -- were mailed 
to the D.E.P. in May and August 1981. 

Kindly explain this discrepancy in relation both to the 
above cited testinony you gave us on October 10 as well as Ccmnissioner 
Hughey's prior representations to this Special Cannittee that we had 
received fran D.E.P. all of the relevant infonnation on Lakehurst in 
its possession or to which it had access. 

3. At our p.iblic hearing on October 10, your testimony as to D.E.P. 'E 
course of inaction in respect of Lakehurst relied substantially upon 
D.E.P.'s prior receipt of and familiarity with a certain August 1981 
Navy-contracted qroundwater study referred to as the "Princeton Aqua 
Science" report. 

You testified. that in October 1983 D.E.P. received frcrn 
the Navy a certain tJ..arch 1983 Navy report and that this was the fir~t 
time what you called" ••• the consistent patter [sic] of indiscriminate 
dumping that seems to have been the historic nonn [at Lakehurst) ••• " 
came to the attention of your Department. (Tyler 0pe..'1in? Statement, 
Verbatim Transcript p. 6.) 
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This 1983 Navy Report - the Navy's "IAS" Report on 
Lakehurst - contained in its Appendix C the findings of a July 1981 
Navy-contracted groundwatP-r study on Lakehurst whose results were 
extrenely alanning: indicating levels of various toxic carcincqens 
in LakP.hurst base and borough water ~lies in quantities in excess 
of 100,000 times acceptable levels. As the Navy indicated on p. C-2 
of this Appendix, "(t]he [July] test results ••• indicate extensive 
pollution, both in the number of chemicals involved and their concP..ntratiom~." 
(Upon its receipt of the March 1983 Navy IAS Report, the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency -- D.E.P.'s "lead agency" for the entire 
Lakehurst matter, according to your testimony of October 10 - "'10Uld by 
November of that year produce its own report concluding, inter alia, 
grave threats to human health on and off the Lakehurst base, as well as 
system-wide contamination of the aquifer underlying the base and its 
environs.) 

l\llen Assanblyman Rod asked you to explain your inaction in 
response to these alanning July 1981 test results which the Navy apparently 
never told you al:out until late 1983~ you testified that the D.E.P. 
disnissed the findings of the July 1981 groundwater study presented in 
the I.AS report you receivP.d fran the Navy in 1983 as "c;rarbage" data (e.g., 
Verbatim Transcript p. 31). Assenblyman Rod asked you, "M'len you received 
the [July 1981) data, you went back to this source and tested right away?" 
You replied, "No." You said that at the time you recehred them you doubted 
the July findings on their face as presented and that, in any event, you 
" ••• already had been told by the Navy in maybe 1982 or ]981 that this data 
was no good. They had an independent analysis done of this data by 
Princeton Aqua Science, and that tumed up non-detects." (Id.) 

Subsequently (Verbatim Transcript p. 32) Assenblywanan 
·ICalik asked you to produce a copy of this Princeton Aqua Science report 
and you could not produce it for the Special Ccmnittee. Assenblyman Rod 
asked you (Verbatini Transcript p. 33), "\\'hat were the detection limits 
in the Princeton Aqua Science Test?", and yoo replied, "I don't know 
offhand. I ~ld have studied them and brooght them to yoor attention. 
I thought you had them. We' 11 be glad to - " AsSEJT1blyman Rod then 
asked you to produce the report in question for the next Special Ccr.tnittee 
hearing: ya.i pranised to produce it "be.fore then." (Verbatim Transcript 
at 33-34). You failed to a~ at the next hearing notwithstanding 
oor written re:;ruest that you do so in order to clarify various 
inconsistencies in yrur testirocmy at the first hearing as well as 
contradictions between your October 10 testim:>ny and representations 
made to this Special Carrnittee by the United States Navy and the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

Later Assenblyman Rcxi asked you (Verbatim Transcript p. 
36), if, upon your receipt of the alanning July 1981 Navy water finCings 
in 1983, " ••• did you get saneone else to verify them or to re-test 
the wells?" You replied, "No, • • • • First of all, when we received then, 
one, on their face, they were oo gooj.. '!Wo, we had already receiv~ the 
report that said they were no good, to ignore than." 

&&JC 
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When Assenblywanan Muhler thereupon asked yoo (Verbatim 
Transcript p. 37), "So, they [the Navy] themselves saw that thP.re was no 
validity ii" the first [i.e., July, 1981] analysis of that water?", 
you replied •ye", and they sent that to us at the time." 

On October 11, 1985, Mr. David Cantor of the Special 
CCmni ttee staff began to inquire just when "the time" referred to 
in your testinony might have been. No response was fortheaning 
fran your office until October 16, 1985, when your Mr. Dennis Hart 
infonned Mr. cantor that D.E.P. received the August, 1981 Princeton 
Agua Science report frCITl the Navy on Septenber 10, 1981. 

Subsequently, at our second hearing at the Lakehurst 
base on October 17, 1985, 1 believe the Navy testified that it had 
no knowledge or recollection of ever having sent D.E.P. the Princeton 
Aqua Science report at any time during 1981. Recently the Navy has 
Navy made all its Lakehurst groundwater studies since 1981 available 
to this Special Ccmnittee. 

In any event, on Septenber 9, 1985, CCmnissioner Hughey sent a 
letter to Speaker Karcher which indicated ("Attachment I") that all 
of the infonnation then in the possession of D.E.P. pertinent to Lakehurst 
hazardous waste activities and their impacts had been received by D.E.P. 
during or subsequent to July, 1985; except for the Navy •vs" report of 
1983 (containing the first 1981 Navy groundwater study) (date received by 
D.E.P. not indicated as of Septenber 9), and a recent Pinelands Cmmission 
document also without a date of receipt specified. No "Princeton Aqua 
Science report" or any other groundwater study other than that contained 
in the 1983 Navy IAS appears on Ccmnissioner Hughey's Septembe.r 9 list. 

Ey subsequent corresµ:>ndence between Ccmnissioner Hughey and 
Speaker'Karcher, myself and the Special Ccmnittee's Secretary, D.E.P. 
has consistently represented its gcx:rl faith camrl.t:ment to keep us fully 
apprised on an ongoing basis of any relevant -- not to mention critical --
information on Lakehurst and the other nine militarv bases under our 
scrutiny: in particular, all relevant documents. At the October 10 
hearing I believe you interjected into your testirrony that you personally 
have been drafting Ccmnissioner Hughey's correspondence with Speaker Rarcher 
and the Special Ccrm1ittee since early Septenber. 

On October 7, 1985, the Special CCmnittee's staff met with a 
dozen or so key D.E.P. officials -- including am::>ng others your Hazardous 
Site Mitigation Administrator Dr. Berkov:itz, your Enviromental Evaluation 
and Risk Assessrrent Chief Merry Morris, and your Federal Facilities Coordinator 
Mr. Soboleski -- in preparation for our October 10 hearing. At this fo-dept.'1 
informational meeting with the principal D.E.P. personnel responsible for 
m:mitoring and regulating hazardous waste dumping at Lakehurst, no rnentior: 
whatsoever wa5 made of any Navy groundwater study other than the alanninq 
July 1981.report contained in the 1983 Navy IAS. Dr. Berkowitz, who 
assisted you in your testirrony on October 10, and whCITl we understand is 
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the man credited with coining the term "rronster dump" in reference to 
Lakehurst during the sumner of 1985, was specifically asked at this meeting 
why D.E.P. had disregarded the findings of the July, 19Rl Navy groundwater 
study upon receipt of same in 1983. Neither he nor any other D.E.P. 
official present on October 7 mentioned MSri other Navy groundwater studies. 

The Navy prO\rided the Special Ccmnittee with all its Lakehurst 
groundwater studies through 1984 on the follCMing day, October 8. We 
are also in possession of a letter, dated 26 October 1983, fran A. Rhoads, 
Head, Environmental Protection Section, Department of the Navy, Northern 
Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Ccmnand, addressed to Mr. Marwar. 
Sadat, Director, Division of Waste Managanent, D.E.P., transmittinq the 
Navy's 1983 I.A.S. report - including the alarming July, 1981 ground-
water data as "Appendix C" thereof - to the D.E.P. This letter makes 
no mention of any subsequent (post-July, 1981) Navy or other ground-
water studies concerning Lakehurst. Notwithstanding that this let:ter 
indicates on its face a second copy sent by the Navy to Ccmnissioner 
Hughey, no copy of this letter has ever been p~Tided to this Special 
Ccmnittee by the D.E.P. 

At no time prior to the October 10 public hearing had the 
Special Ccmnittee or its staff been infonned of D.E.P. 's knowledge or 
possession of the Princeton .Aqua Science report of August 1981. Through 
the da~ of this letter your Department has never provided the Special 
Ccmnittee with any 1981 Princeton .Aqua Science report (by the way, there 
are two versions of this report), nor any evidence (other than your 
October 10 testinony and Mr. Hart's telephone conversation with Mr. cantor) 
a'~ to when or through what channels D. E. P. received such a document. 

Yet this was THE critical document upon which yoor October 10 
test:Uoony on behalf of D.E.P. sought to rely in the matter of the 
Department's conduct to date with regard to Lakehurst. 

Explain. 

4. The Navy has recently sul:mitted to this Special 
Ccr.mittee various reports relative to groundwater studies which it has 
contracted to various New Jersey laboratories since 1981. With respect 
to each of these various studies, were the laboratories with which the 
Navy contracted, and the laboratories with \.Jhich principal Navy contractors 
subcontracted, all carrpetent and certified to perform the data collection 
and analysis tasks perfonned? For exanple, was the 1984 Chyun Associates 
data collection and analysis subcontractor, Atlantic Ecology, canpetent 
and certified to perfonn the gas chranatography/mass specttoscopy analyses 
on the basis of which Chyun later asserted Lakehurst water was free of 
carcinogenic volatile organic canpounds? 
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With respect to these various Navy groundwater studies since July 
1981, were the detection limits applied by the various laborat6ry contractors 
ane subcontractprs sufficient to detect the presence or absence of such 
~s at threshold danger levels or above such levels as recamended 
or proposed by the U.S. E.P.A.? 

5. At our October 10 public hearing you testified repeatedly that 
E.P.A. is D.E.P.'s "lead agency" for the overall Lakehurst matter and similar 
military durrping cases. 

Separately {Verbatim Transcript, at 68) you testified that the 
federal Resource Conservation Act applies to Lakehurst, presumably through 
the New Jersey Solid Waste Managerent Act and other State laws~ as well 
as, in part at least, the New Jersey Water Pollution Control Act, and 
possibly the New Jersey Spill Fund Act. 

With respect to enforcement of various State envircnnental laws 
applicable to Lakehurst and other instances of hazardous waste activities 
at U.S. D.o.D. facilities in this State, do you consider the federal E.P.A. 
to be D.E.P.'s "lead agency"? 

6. D.E.P. personnel have repeately represented to this Special 
Ccmnittee that, prior to sul:mission of relevant docurrents to us, D.E.P. 
has been applying sane sort of "legal review" process to the various 
documents prior to their sul:mission. We are told this process is the 
main cause of substantial delays in getting us infonnation requested 
in early Septenber. 

What is the nature and purpose of this "legal review"? ·What 
documents are being withheld and why? 

We expect you to reply inmediately and in writing to these 
six inquiries and requests for infonnation. Failing a timely and 
good faith reply, we shall have little alternative but to canpel 
your responses at cur next plblic hearing. 

Yours sincerely, 

Marlene Lvnch Ford 
Chairwcrnan 
Special Ccmnittee to Investigate 

Hazardous Waste Dumping Practices 
at Military Bases in New Jersey 
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cc: Assenblyman Baer 
Assemblyman Hendrickson 
Assenblywanan Kalik 
Assenblywanan Muhler 
Assemblyman Rod 
Assenblywanan Walker 
Speaker Karcher 
Ccmnissioner Hughey 
Mr. Mark Smi. th 
1-'.ir. David Cantor 
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Mr. Lester L.!Nagel 

.-. 
·.;..,...· 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVAL AIR ENGINEERING CENTER 

LAKEHURST, N. J. 08733 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region II 
Federal Building, Room #832 
26 Federal Plaza 
New York City, New York 10007 

IN ~EP~Y ~EFER ~O 

1824:JAG:ale 
6240/1 

>1MAY 1981 

Subject: Identification and Clean-Up of Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites 
at the Naval Air Engineering Center, Lakehurst, New Jersey 

Dear Mr. Nagel: 

To date, a total of 20 existing or suspected Hazardous Waste Spill Sites 
have been located and documented at the Naval Air Engineering Center. In 
comnliance with Navy, Environmental Protection Agency and N. J. Department 
of Environmental Protection Directives, a11 of the spill sites will be 
cleaned-up, decontaminated and returned to their original condition. 

The enclosed report covers the progress made in the spill site clean-up 
program during the first quarter of 1981 (1 January through 31 March 1981). 

The Naval Air Engineering Center will continue to furnish quarterly status 
~eports until the clean-up program is completed. 

Sincerely, 

or of Engineering 
Public Works Department 
By direction of the Corrrnanding Officer 

Encl : 
(1) Status Report No. 1 

Copy to: (with enclosure) 
N. J. Dept. of Environmental Protection 
Hazardous Substances 
12r'l Route #156 
Yardville, New Jersey 0862~ 

·Attention: Nr. Karl Delaney 

Commanding Officer, Northern Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Corranand (Code 114/DS) 
Naval' Base 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19112 

l ·.• ~ 

MAY 7 

-------·---·----
.-·~ ·~ .. 

lSc 
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i ' ,. , -.-
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

NAVAL AIR ENGINEERING CENTER 
LAKEHURST, N. J. 08733 

Mr. Lester L. Nagel 
U.S. Environmenta1 Protection Agency, Region II 
Federal Building, Room 832 
26 Federal Plaza 
Ne\·1 York City, New York 10007 

IN REPLY AEFtR TO 

1824:JAG:ale 
6240/1 

17 AUG 1981 

Subject: Identification and Cl_ean-up of Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites 
at the Naval Air Engineering Center, Lakehurst, Uew Jersey 

Dear Mr. Nagel: 

To date, a total of 29 existing or suspected hazardous waste spill sites 
have been located and documented at the Naval Air Engineering Center. In 
compliance with Navy, Environmental Proection Agency and New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection Directives, all of the spill sites 
will be cleaned-up, decontaminated and restored to their original condi-
tion. 

The attached report, enclosure (1), covers the progress made in the spill 
site clean-up program through 30 June 1981.-

The main items accomplished in the clean-up program since the last quar-
terly report are: 

a. 720 cubic yards of contaminated soil have been remov~d and 
disposed of. (s,_,,t- .,.,,.tJ, "'cn1r;.1tr ~o t:;.A"ws ~;,, P•.) 

b. A contract has been awarded for an additional 32 monitoring 
wells. 

c. Two sites have been cleaned-up and an additional five have had 
all the contaminated soil removed and are ready for inspection by the 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection prior to restoration. 

The Naval Air Engineering Center will continue to furnish quarterly status 
reports until the clean-up program is completed. 

1 Engineering . 
Public Works Department 
By direction of the Corrrnanding Officer 

Enclosure: 
(1) Status Report No. 2 



.. • 

Copy to: (with enclosure) 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
Hazardous Substances Office 
120 Route #156 
Yardville, New Jersey 08620 
Attn: Mr. ~arl Delaney 

6-;. 

CorTITlanding Officer, Northern Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command (Code 114/DS) 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19112 

1824:JAG:a1e 
624Q/l 
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<~Honorable.Marlene LynchFord 

Assemblywoman, Room 305 :_. · .. · _ · · · 
State Bouse Annex · 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

BY BAND 

:Dear .~sselnblywoman Ford: 

' . . • 

.... 
• 1 •• 

"'' 

.~· ... ~- .>~ ... .-{.£ 
· . This ·is in response to your letter of October 21; 1985 which . · ~---,,;~}-~~ 

was hand delivered to my office yesterday afternoon. -_.· Let me .: · .. !<"~;. 
_. assure you._that I will continue to make every .effort ·to be· fully· .-'.·~}...i;·t~ 

.· .. : .. cooperative .with your ·cpmmittee and to provide ·y~u.with a ·full .-ltr:~~i~i 
· · ·response to the inquiries contained in said letter. ~-·F . : . ·. ·~ ·. ·/·:Y~:f; 

~ - ~ -.. .... . 

·. : .. : :. : _-:.With ·respect to your : questions, 
· responses: 

... ·'.! .. -~-
I offer .the following 

-~ .. f· 

·:_·_.'.-f..{!~ 
- :-·-~ .:., . -_; 
. ,~--(._. ~~:~ 

1. Your question cites Assembly Speaker .Karcher.' s letter of 
September 5, 1985 and his follow-up letter of September 11, 
1985 and restates his requests for information from the 
Department.· While it is a simple matter to request, on very 
short notice, any and all information related .to a qiven 
topic, it is another matter to respond to such a request. 

, . -
'1 ..... , 
~ 

Your letter does ·not note Conunissioner Hughey' s responses: ·· : ·. · 
however, I would point out to you that on September 9, 1985 ·:~~~~~: 
we wrote back to Speaker Karcher and indicated that two days ·-~:.\-; 
was not enough time to provide any and all information with , :~ 
respect to the Lakehurst Naval Air ,Engineering Center. We ·-: .. ··.• 
did enclose some information with respect to Lakehurst and we · .. 
indicated we would forward any additional information as it .·: 
became available. Speaker Karcher, on September _11, wrote to · ~.;\\i 

. us thanking us for our forthcoming reply and requestinq any -~ 
·additional information which "comes to. the attention of or is ·;.,.::· .. ~.~ ... t 
qenerated by your Department.• :In .both cases, Speaker 
Karcher' s letters requested a two-day ·turnaround time for .. ->?t 
voluminous informational requests. As a result, on September · -""" .. · 
13, 1985, Commissioner Hughey made a proposal to the Speaker. _· ~"~~::_-: 
I will not restate it in its entirety, however, we suggested , ·-: ·' .. .' 
that we would subrni t critical information ·on ten major -~. ~)i~i 

._ } .:~ ' .,:, · · ' >~ff I 
. a•x , ~; -, . , ,· .: .. ~.; , . ;. . , . . . ·' --~~1-i-jj 
· · N~.,.,. J,,·s~y ls An Equal Opportunity Employer:;.:":~· ~· .. :: ·. · : ·<. · ~ ·~ :~-;~~~~:. · . .._ .... 



facilities over the next several weeks and if additional 
information was desired, your staff was invited to review our 
files or meet with Departmental staff to obtain that 
additional information. On September 23, Speake~ Karcher 
wrote to us thanking us for our continuing cooperation and 
indicating that your staff would indeed review our files. 
Based on my review of that. exchange of correspondence, I 
believe the Department of Environmental Protection has 
scrupulously complied with the agreements set forth therein. 
We proposed to send to you information on each of the ten 
facilities over the next "several weeks." My records 
indicate that since that initial exchange of correspondence, 
the Department has provided you with information on the 
following facilities as indicated below: 

Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center, September 9, 1985 
FAA Technical Center at Pomona, September 13, 1985 
Naval Weapons Station Earle, September 18, 1985 
Picatinny Arsenal, Rockaway Township, September 26, 1985 
Fort Dix Army Base, September 30, 1985 
Fort Monmouth, Monmouth County, October 9, 1985 
McGuire Air Force Base, October 16, 1985 

Also at your hearing on October 10, 1985 when I appeared 
before the committee, there were no complaints made, that I 
recall, with respect to a lack of information on other 
federal facilities or a need for any more information on the 
seven facilities for which we have already provided you some 
information. There was a request for the additional three 
facilities noted in our Sept~mber 13, 1985 letter to Speaker 
Karcher. That information is enclosed. I will note that 
with respect to the first seven facilities, we have enclosed 
information which is, we believe, sufficient to provide a 
good general description of the facilities and the pertinent 
environmental problems associated therewith. We never agreed 
to send "any and all information" on the ten listed 
facilities and in fact you have not insisted on "any and all 
information" until your letter of October 21st. With respect 
to the three additional facilities, the enclosed files 
(Attachment I) include all information on file with the 
Department. There is a possibility that some additional 
information exists in our field offices covering these three 
facilities. However, it could not be obtained on 24 hours 
notice. Those files are being reviewed today. If additional 
information does exist on those three facilities, it will be 
forwarded immediately. I must point out, however, that these 
three files are far less extensive than the first seven 
files. In order to provide you with every piece of paper on 
the first seven, which I must re-emphasize your staff has had 
ample opportunity to review over the past six weeks and no 
specific additional information has been requested after 
those reviews, will take some time. There are approximately 

- 2 -
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20 linear feet of file on those seven facilities stored at 
ten or more office locations of the Department of 
Environmental Protection. It will require at least five 
working days to put all of that information together. It 
will also require some considerable expenditure 'Pf staff 
resources on our part. Again, since the information has been 
made available to your staff on an inspection basis, ~nd on a 
re~uest basis, we will provide you with any specific piece of 
paper1 I would respectfully request two things: first, that 
you reconsider the requirement for my department to reproduce 
all 20 linear feet of files on these ten files, or second, 
that at least you allow us the five working days we estimate 
will be needed to compile this material. Finally, the list 
of eleven other federal facilities is attached (Attachment 
II). 

2. I have reviewed Assemblywoman Walker's questions and my 
responses which you cited in your letter of October 21st and 
believe my responses on October 10, 1985 were accurate. Your 
question refers to certain reports sent to EPA by the United 
States Navy which on their face indicate copies were sent to 
this Department. Departmental staff initially reviewed our 
files and selected critical information in accordance with 
the agreement between Speaker Karcher and Commissioner 
Hughey. At no time did we represent to you that we had sent 
you all information with respect to the Lakehurst Air Naval 
Engineering Center. Furthermore, a fresh review of our files 
on October 22nd has failed to reveal any copies of the 
reports in question, so that we could not have sent it to 
you. Lastly, I' 11 add again that, at o~r request and with 
Speaker Karcher's apparent concurrence, your staff was in a 
position to review any and all files and to select any 
information they wanted in addition to the information we 
submitted. 

3. In response to your second question, I, in a cursory manner, 
did review the status reports sent to EPA by the United 
States Navy in 1981. Even if those reports were on file with 
the Department, I suggest that a comparison of those status 
reports with the Initial Assessment Study we received in 1983 
supports the statement I made in my tesimony before your 
committee on October 10, namely, that the consistent pattern 
of indiscriminate dumping that seems to have been the norm at 
Lakehurst came to our attention in late 1983. Again, the 
Navy status reports seemed to be focused on individual 
"spills" (their term) rather than on the kind of dumping 
practices described in the 1983 report. 

Furthermore, with respect to 1981 data and Assemblyman Rod's 
question, I have first enclosed a copy of the Princeton Aqua 
Science (PAS) report (Attachment III) which, for some reason, 
you seem to believe was not sent to us in 1981. You will 

- 3 -
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note the cover letter from the Navy dated September 8, 1981 
and the date stamp indicating it was received by the 
Department's Division of Water Resources on September 10, 
1981. Also in accordance with my statement at the October 
10, 1985 hearing, a copy of the PAS report was sent to you on 
October 16, 1985 with the material on McGuire Air Force Base. 
Fir.ally, I saw a United States Navy official hand a copy of 
the report to the committee's staff on October 10, 1985. 

Returning to your restatement of Assemblyman Rod's question, 
I think it is important to view the entire sequence of events 
in a chronological fashion. Namely, the first information 
about the alleged water quality problem in the Lakehurst 
Municipal Well System came in the form of that 1981 report 
which discredited the 1981 data indicating contamination. 
Receiving the same data two years later, therefore, should 
not have triggered any alarm. More importantly and to the 
point, when we received further apparently alarming data in 
1985, we had recently completed four rounds of New Jersey 
Safe Drinking Water Act testing _ which was reviewed 
immediately and which revealed no problem. We also 
immediately began a separate additional monitoring program as 
a further precaution against public heal th problems. I do 
not know what further explanation I can offer other than to 
again restate my understanding of the agreement between 
Speaker Karcher and Commissioner Hughey that we would furnish 
the Committee with critical information, not any and all 
information, on the ten federal facilities and that your 
staff would then be free to review our files and request 
copies of any additional information they wanted. Speaker 
Karcher's letter of September 23, 1985 clearly confirms this 
arrangement. We also committed to keeping the committee up 
to date on Lakehurst Naval Air Center information as it 
became available. I renewed that commitment on October 10th 
and I renew it again now. As new monitoring data or other 
information is received, the committee staff will be copied. 

4. Your question with respect to the Special Committee's concern 
with the laboratories, and the quality assurance programs of 
those laboratories, that have collected and analyzed data 
with respect to the Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center 
requires some technical input from our scientific staff. 
Enclosed for your information is a copy of a memorandum I 
have sent today to Dr. Marwan Sadat, Director of the Division 
of Waste Management (Attachment IV). I have asked him to 
review all of the Department's files with respect to the 
Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center and compile a listing 
of all water quality data that has been gathered together 
with the name of the laboratory or sampling group that 
collected the sample. The analysis contractors employed by 
the Navy including Chyun Associates, Atlantic Ecology and any 
other laboratory contractors or subcontractors that were 

New Jersey State Ubrary 
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involved in testing will also be included. I have then asked 
that he indicate the results of the tests, the levels of 
detection in effect for those laboratories at the time of the 
test, the status of those laboratories at the time ,requests 
were made with respect to certification by DEP under our Safe 
Drinking Water Act laboratory certification program, and any 
additional comment the Department would like to make about 
the quality of the laboratories. I believe this will provide 
you with a full technical picture of the water quality and 
analysis program at the Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering 
Center. I have also asked that our own independent work with 
the Lakehurst Municipal Water Department and their 
independent work to comply with the New Jersey Safe Drinking 
Water Act be included in that document. I respectfully 
request one week to submit that document to you. Even that 
is a very short time frame for the amount of information you 
and subsequently I, have requested from my staff. However, 
we will make every effort to comply. I hope this meets with 
your approval. . 

5. Your question with respect to the ''lead agency" for the 
Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center and other similar 
military dumping cases raises legal issues that we have, in 
fact, referred to the Office of the Attorney General for 
formal opinion. However, it is my understanding that with 
respect to the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) , there is a specific provision that provides that 
federal facilities subject to that Act must comply with local 
and state environmental law. I believe that to be true of 
the federal Clean Air Act and the federal Clean Water Act as 
well. With respect to the federal Comprehensive 
Environmental Response and Liability Act (Superfund) and the 
1984 amendments to the federal Solid and Hazardous Waste Act, 
both of which cover the cleanup of hazardous wastes at 
federal facilities, I do not believe local law is 
automatically applicable. I believe that the federal 
government has retained jurisdiction to oversee such 
cleanups. With respect to the delegated programs under the 
federal Clean Air Act and our state Air Pollution Control 
Act, the federal Clean Water Act, the New Jersey Water 
Pollution Control Act, and the New Jersey Solid Waste 
Management Act as it applies to solid waste and hazardous 
waste from a storage, treatment and disposal facility 
viewpoint, I believe state law applies. With respect to 
cleanup of hazardous waste from non-licensed disposal 
facilities, I believe the federal government is the lead 
agency. I believe a review of all our files with respect to 
various federal facilities will indicate that we have treated 
the federal government as subject to our jurisdiction with 
respect to routine air and water emission and discharge 
permits and regulations, as well as with the state Solid 
Waste Management Act and certain delegated provisions of the 
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federal RCRA. However, with respect to cleanup of hazardous 
waste, we have deferred to the federal qovernment' s lead 
aqency position. 

6. Your question with respect to our "leqal review" '(as first 
addressed in our letter of September 26, 1985 to Speaker 
Karcher. At that time, Commissioner Huqhey stated 

"For each facility, the task of providing 

information to you involves the review of 

files throughout the Department by Division 

staff, an attorney, and also involves sending 

material to the print shop to have copies 

made. As you have been previously informed, 

several voluminous reports have been forwarded 

to you; it would not be prudent for us to 

provide you with our only copies of those 

documents. The Department is, however, 

working as quickly as possible to comply with 

your request and I will ensure that your 

request continues to be a priority until it is 

met." 

In effect, that is a synopsis of our internal policy on requests 
for information from our files. Having heard no objection to it 
since September 26, it was our working assumption that such review 
was no problem. Nevertheless, for your information I have 
enclosed a copy of our standard procedures for reviewing and 
disseminating information from our files which we are following 
here (Attachment V). Once again, I believe we are scrupulously 
adhering to the agreements reached between Commissioner Hughey, 
Speaker Karcher, and your committee. The indication in the last 
question in your letter that we are withholding information is 
completely incorrect. I believe the record speaks for itself. I 
have enclosed copies of all correspondence between Speaker 
Karcher, you and the Department for your personal review 
(Attachment VI). We have, as I indicated above, already submitted 
numerous documents on the seven major federal facilities listed 
above. Enclosed with this letter are informational files on three 
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·more. Your insinuation in your closing sentence that you would 
need to compel my responses for lack of a timely or good faith 
reply is totally without merit and not based on reality. I 
believe our behavior comports fully and completely with the 
correspondence exchanged by Speaker Karcher, Commissioner Hughey 
and yourself. 

I must, in closing, note that I was personally surprised and 
somewhat offended at your comments regarding my not being present 
at the October 17 hearing. If the newspapers ·are to be believed, 
the articles I reviewed indicated that you stated that the 
Department was "hiding out." You also indicated that you wanted 
to •do this in a spirit of cooperation.• In fact, there has been 
nothing but cooperation from this Department with respect to your 
inquiries. 

As my letter of October 16, 1985 indicates, during the 
discussions on October 10 various members of the committee 
informed me that basically it was my turn to testify on October 10 
and that the Navy would have their turn on October 17. At no time 
during those proceedings can I recall your requesting our presence 
at the October 1 7 hearing. When faced with a last minute 
invitation to the October 17 hearing, I provided you with an 
extremely courteous reply, offering to respond to any further 
questions that might arise. 

With respect to the October 24 hearing, we again received 
notice on Tuesday, two days before the hearing, this time 
requesting information with respect to three separate federal 
facilities. I will be there because I reserved the time after 
reviewing press accounts of last week's hearing. I should note 
that I have had my staff make repeated calls to your committee 
staff asking the nature, the date, the time and the place of the 
next hearing, and it was only on Tuesday, October 2 2 when we 
received an invitation indicating the subject matter of the 
hearing. 

Federal defense facilities are complex facilities with many 
different kinds of environmental problems. It is extremely 
difficult, if not impossible, to be conversant in the issues 
surrounding any one facility on one or two days notice. 

As I indicated on October 10, I think it common courtesy to 
establish a schedule of meetings, together with an agenda for 
those meetings. In that way, we could have been much better 
prepared to discuss the situation than we will be this Thursday. 

More importantly, I reiterate that we have already made 
thousands of pages of documents available to you. We have offered 
our files for your staff's review, and we have offered many, many 
hours of staff time to meet with your staff to discuss federal 
facilities and environmental problems in New Jersey. My own 
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. 
personal testimony before your committee took almost three hours, 
and then I was not invited to the October 17 hearing until the day 
before. How this can be construed as "hiding out" and a lack of 
cooperation is, frankly, beyond me. ~ 

Nevertheless, I will remain fully cooperative and ready to 
assist the committee in its inquiry. I will be present on October 
24, 1985 and I will again attempt to respond fully to all the 
inquiries that you have with respect to the ~ssues you have listed 
for discussion on that day. 

plm 
Enclosures 

c: Commissioner Hughey 

Sincerely, 

~:¥ 
Assistant Commissioner 
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ATTACHMENT I - Too Voluminous to Reprint. 
Filed with Committee Records. 



1. D.O.E. Sampling Plant 
239 Mountain Avenue 
Middlesex 

2. ERDA (now DOE) 
New Brunswick Lab 
986 Jersey Avenue 
New Brunswick 

3a. Fort Monmouth 
Tinton Avenue and Pine Brook Road 
Tinton Falls 

3b. Fort Monmouth 
Marconi Road 
Wall Township 

4. Camp Kilmer 
Plainfield Avenue 
Edison/New Brunswick 

S. GSA - Belle Mead Depot 
Route 206 
Belle Mead 

6. VA Hospital 
Knollcroft Road 
Lyons 

7. Edison National Historic site 
Main Street and Lakeside ;,venue 
West O;I'ange 

8. Army Burlington (Ammo) 
Kiern Boulevard at Burlington-Bristol Bridge 
Burlington 

9. USCG - Sandy Hook 
Sandy Hook 

10. GSA/VA Depot 
Route 206 
Somerville 

11. Caven Point Marine Terminal 
Jersey City 



U:xDJ-... 4 =- :nt , 

State of New Jersey 

DEPARTMENY OF 1 ra..: "'"VY 
NAVAL AIR ENGiJ~t..::nJNG CF.:N'T'ER 

LAKEHURST, N. J. 08733 

Department of Environmental Piul~~~~,..... 
Bureau of Poblhle Water 
Division of Water Resourses 
P.O. Box 2809 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Attn: Mr. Ronald Williams, 
Supervi.sing Enviromlental Engineer 

IN REPLY REFER 1v 

1824:JAG:cio. 
11330/l 

, .. 8 SE.f> 1981 

Subject: Analysis of Potable Water in Public Water Systans, ID 1511302, 
ID 151130, and ID 1511010 for Olemical Q:mtarn:inants 

Gentlanen: 

Qver the psst six months, the lmral Air Engineering Center, Lakehurst~ has 
undert:aken C!r1 extensive testing program to determine if ::he drinking l_vater 
in 'the subject syste:ns contained chanical pollutants, and if so, in what 
concentrations. The !'!:'Ogram also :included testing the water systan of the 
Borough of Lakehurst, since this water is supplied to sane Navy housing. 

The water scr.:pling and arialysis was done by Er:vironmental Testing Laborato-
ries, Inc., of Lanoka Harbor and Rossnagel and Associates of Medford. The 
test results.were analysed and int~reted for the Navy by Pr:incetonAqua 
Science of New Brunswick. The program covered all of the 128 chemicals 
found on the Environnental Protection Agency's list of 'hiority Cher.U.cal 
Pollutants". 

Princeton Aqua Science advised the Navy that the test program showed that 
the Naval A±r Engineering Center and Lakehurst drinking water is not con-
taminated by any of the 128 "Priority Chenical Pollutants'~ /my concentra-
tions found we::e at, or near the detection limits of the proce:iures and 
instrunentation used for their detection, and are well below the levels of 
exposure that would initiate concern with regard to health and safety. 

For your infonnation and reviav, we are attaching the f ollowi.ng information 
pertinent to the study: 

a.. Evaluation of Analytical Results Reported fran Ground Water Samples -
Princeton Aqua Science. 

b. Envirorrnental Testing Laboratories, Inc. - Test Report No. 2267. 

c. Rossnagle and Associates, Inc. - Test ReIXJrt No. 11,228 



1824:JAG:db 
11330/1 

"8 SEP 1981 
d. fnvirormental Testir'b ~· -· .nt"' .- Test Report No. 2436. 

......... Copy to: (with encls. ) 
~William F. Althoff 

Sincerely, 

Department of Enviromiental Protection 
Division of Uater Resources 
P.O. Box CN-029 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Ccmnanding Officer, Northern Division, 
Naval.Facilities Engineering Carrcand (Code 1~4/DS) 

. Philadelp~, P~ 19112 ~.... . 

Ccmnander 
Naval Air Systems c:cmrer1d (AJR 104CZ) 
Washington, DC 20361 
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.......... , ... 

·Environmental Jesting L~boratories, Inc. 

Al.p ... l.l ~. 1981 

A12 ROUTE 9, lANOKA H400R, NEW JERSEY 0873•. PHONE 609 693·3100 
A STATE CERTIFIED TESTING lA&OUTORY 

Director of Engineering (Code 182) 
Public W~rks Dept., Bldg. 5 
Naval Air Engineering Center 
Lakehurst> NJ 08733 

At t:i: 1.~cy Bot to!!lly -

Re: ~olatile Organic Contamination 

Dear· Lu~y, 

l. .. 

Ple.ase be advised of the·.following notes regarding my c9nversation With Phil 
Roye~ of the NJDEP's Bureau of Potable Water on April 8, 1981. He infot'L'ted 
me that when a possible volatile organic contamination problem is brought to 
-:heir attention, they proceed as follows: 

1) Samples are retestcc, using a volatile organic scan. 

2) If the results of the retest show the presence of any single 
organic at greater than 50 parts per billion, or several organic 
co~pone~ts, together totaling greater than 100 parts per billion, 
they recommend closure of the well and then conduct follow-up tests. 

Howeve::-, t~ere is a degree of flexibility built into these "action levels" 
and c~~c::- f ~c~o~s are often considered. Mr. Royer stated that this protocol 
was chos:n by the NJDEP without basis from other regulatory agencies, since 
no federal standards are currently available fo~ all organics. 

If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

tJ 5: vj ::-

~"K \- 9 ·. 
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' .C022 51ono.,n~ ""° 
· ~ddleftawrt. Cc:iri.-:. 06457 

(20,l 3-46~1223 . 
(603; 637-7567 

Mid• Atlantic Divi1ion 

.· . .f217 CHtrai A~·· 
• Charlotte, N. C. 21204 

{704) 33~··•11 

····· ........ ;.~ .. 
EnginHring & Testing Con8ultants 

234 RT. 70 
MEOFORn N I 01055 

(609) 654-1441 

Sowth E&1clfd. 01-i.o 
fl16) 777-55-{)0 

Southoutorn Oiwi110., 
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I AIR • WATER • ENERGY • INDUSTRIAL HYGIENE • NOISE • WASTE I 
e STACK a &XHAU ST TESTING 

DE•tGN .f'_. Al" /WATEJll. / NO•SE 
.,.., ... :..,;C'•" CONY,."."i. ""Y5:E:a; 

e 8ACTIJll.IA • LIMNOLOGY STUDIES 

• •~EClf"IC:ATfONS I D"AWINGS 

e WA.TUI / WASTE WATUt I atOASSAYS 

~EST REPORT #11,228 

Director of Engineering (Code 1824) 
·Public Works Department, Bldg. #5 
Naval Air Engineering Center 
Lakehurst, NJ 087JJ 

·Attention: Mr. J. Gardner 

e CHEMICAL .ANALYSES 

e GAS CHllOMATOGllA~HY. I. n 9r />. • 

e l:NVl"ONM~NTAL. IM~AC:T STUOtES 

April 24, 1981 
Lab Report #9098 

The results of the volatile organic analyses performed on the 
four potable samples from your facili~y are ·listed on the following 
pages .. The samples· were·obtained by ROSSNAGEL,& ASSOCIATES on 
April- 8 9 +981. '. . . ~ .. _ · . .. · . · . 

The analyses were performed by EPA Method 601 for purgeable halo-
genated organic compounds. This method employs purge and trap gas 
chro:natcgraphy with a halogen specific detector. This method includes 
the four trihalomethanes (bromofonn, chloroform, bromodichloromethane 

.and dibro~ochloromethane) as wall as the remaining volatile halogenated 
orgar..ic co~pounds listed by the EPA as priority pollutants. 

The maximum allowable limit for total trihalomethanes in drinking 
water is 100 parts per billion. There are no published limits for the 
other volatile compounds in drinking water. 

Method 601 was selected as the analysis method·of choice because 
the ir.itial request was for methylene chloride. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call us. 

JMR/mz 
cc: WBR 

·. 

Note: The liability of ROSSNAGEL & ASSOCIATES and its divisions, 
with respec~ to the services charged for herein, shall in 
no event exceed ~he a~ount of the invoice. 

"TEST IT FIRST SO YOU REALLY KNOW WHAT THE PROSLDf IS'' 
·--.......:. • ··- . ~~· .. ____ • __ : -·-·-.•- - ....... -~ .. ·---. .. ·-~: ·."' ..... • .... ·,.. -· ·.. - - . :-~-- --"r""&-·"-...,.._... __ • ___ ..:_ __ .. __ ~---·· 
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• ..... t. ... -._ 

w..ATILES 

cartxn tetrac:hl.ori.de N> 
chlorobenzene t-0 
~ '2-ttichloroeth.re t-0 
·1, ,t ~~-b.-;.~!c:c~ K> 
1 , 1-dicnloroett\Ci IC N) 
1, 1,2-trichlcroethaie t-0 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroe~ t-0 
d\lcroetha'e t-0 
d\lorof onn t-0 
1, 1-did\loroetny lene t-0 
1,2-tra'\S-dict\loroethy lene t-0 
1, 2-<1.ic:t\lortpnJpcre t-0 
2, 3~cnlor?f!'OPYlene t-0 
m:tnylene mloride t-0 
rretny l c:hlor ide t-0 
nethy l tranide t-0 
brarcform ··- · N) 
dicttlcrobrarorethaie Fb 
trict\lorof ll.a'OT'etncne t-0 
dic:hloro:ii f luorarethcYe t-0 
c:hlorodibrararethaie t-0 
tetradtloroethylene N) 
tr ichloroethylaie t-0 
vinyl chloride Nl 
2-d'\loroethylvinylether tO 
1, 2~c:hlorobenzene t-0 
1z3~d\l.crcbenzene t-0 
1, 4-did'\lorobenzene N) 
cis•1,3-dic:hlorop:op:ne t-0 
tra'\5-1, 3-dic:hlorqrc:pene t-0 

~~!e ID: Bldg. J55 
April al, 1981 

· . 

·. 



. vu.ATIL£S 

carbon tetrachloride NJ 
ctllorobenzene t-0 
13""~.IOroetJ\:lle N:> 
1,1,1-tr!ct\["'"~ N) 
1, 1-<ilc:nlaroethcrle t{) 
1,1,2-tri~ N) 
1,1,2,2-tet:rac:hloroet::naie N) 
dtloroetil~ N) 
dtlorofonn t-0 
1,1-did\l.oroethylene t-0 
1,2-trcY\S~oroeth\'lene t{) 
1, Z-did'llor:w1Y?c!'! t0 
2,3~dtlororropylene t-0 
rrethylene chloride N) 
rrethvl chloride t0 
nethv l 'branide. 1-0 
· brcrrof orm J-0 
d.idtloranu101etticre t-0 
trichlorofll.CI'OT'etlia'le N) 
didlloroiifluorarethcne ~o 

d\lorodi.brarorethcrie f-0 
tetrad'\loroethylene t-0 
trichloroethylene tD 
vi11yl chloride tO 
2-d'\loroethylv.inyleU'E:' t-0 
1, 2-dichlorcilenzene . t-0 
1, 3-<iichloroberufne r{J 
1, 4-did'UorobEraene t-0 
cis•1,~c:hl~ t-0 
tr cY\S-1, >-dict\l.01 QJI were t-0 

1 __ 
3 

tff'X 

91ple ID: l"tlYlger 5 
~il 3), 1981 



... .. 
-·· a "' • • 

N)::nat cZtected at 0.5 R=>b 

~' ,,.;.., I , ~ \ 
) '{-·~ : .. ::.: \ -~. 

.,,;I •• 

carbcn tetradtloride tV 

1, 1,Z-tric:hloroethcn! Nl 
1,1,2,Z-tetrachloroe~ t-0 

..,r d'\loroform O. 3 
1, 1-di.dlloroethylene Nl 
1,2-tra'\5-d.ichloroethylene N.> 
1,2-<iid'\l~ N) 
2, 3-d.ic::hlorocropylene t-0 
m:thy leie dtloride N) 
rrethyl chloride t-0 

• brorroform · · :- · · · 1.3 
• d.ichl~ 0.7 

tric:hlorofluxoTe~ t-0 
dichloraiiflUOt"O'TethcY'e t-0 

1' chlorOOibrarare~ 1.5 
tetrad\loroethv lene t-0 

' • tridtloroethylene 0.3 
vinyl d\loride t-0 

1, 4-d.idtlorobcnzene t-0 
cis-1 ,3~d'\l.oro~ N> 

2.- 4 

scr!ple ID: . tildg. 5 
April al, 1981 

·. 



..... .:··::.· .. -~ 
Va.Am.ES 

....... , ... c.arixJ"t tetrachl6ride t-0 
dllordJenzene t-0 . 
~ • 2-<1 id\l oroethcYle t.[) 

1 -tr-.t::-J. ':""'Oetncne t{) 
1;i~auanithale. · -- ~ 
1, 1 ,2-tr id'\loroettwrae t-0 
1,1,2,2-tetrad\l~ t-0 
chlo~ N> 
d\l.orof orm Nl 
1, 1 -dichl.oroetiwlene t-0 
1,2-tra\5-did'llaroethvlene t-0 
1,2 ~ici\loro~pcrte NJ 
2,3-<ii.d\lorg>1"9?Ylene Nl 
rrethylene d\loride t-0 
!!!:thy 1 dlloride t-0 
. trethy l bro'rtide N) 
brarofonn -~ t-0 
dicruorobrarore~ t.() · 
tricttlorofluo~ t-0 
d.idtlorod.i flLCroTethcne t-0 
dtloro:i.i.bro'rare~cne t-0 
tetr act\loroethy lene ~o 

trid\loroethylere NJ 
vinyl c:t\loride t-0 
2-d'Uoroethylvinylether t{) 
, '2-d.ic:t\lorobenzer'le t.O 
1, 3-did'\.l.orobenzene t'-0 
1, 4-dichl.orcbenzene N) 
c.is- 1, 3-<il.dtlorcorex>ene t-0 
trcTLS-1,3-<ild'\l.oropropene ti> 

I 5 \..--

. . .. ~ " . . . . . .. . . ~ '-"-·· . . ....... __ ·-··· ..... 

saTple ID: ~ell 32 
~rll a:>, 1981 

·. 

.. _ ... _ ........ -. 
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~n"ironmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
•12 ROUTE 9. lANOK .A HAR80R, NEW JERSEY 0873'. PHONE 609 693·3100 

"" .i T..:. H : .. · ."IED TESTl,...C l.A&ORA TOll'f 

June 19. 1981 

NavAl Air Engineering Center 
Depart~ent of Engineering 
Building No. 5 
Lakehurst, NJ 08733 

Attn: Lucy Bottomly, 
ff18241: 

Re: Contract D N68335-81-D-2011 

Dea= ~s: Botto~ly. 

' • I t , -, "\. :°, ,I t /-

...,. -. :- ~ •,_. • l ~ • _, f ·:", ... ' :'\ ', I~ t .. 

· E:lclosecl please find the final complete report no. 2436, for "priority 
pollutants" analyses of six wells sampled on April 20, 1981. 

Thank you for your cooperation regarding the extension of testing comple-
tic::. 

If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate ~o contact us. 

Sincerely, 

6~.-; .. f/,4u~--
Br1an J. ~gorka //,/Tj-o 
Lab Director 

BJS:vjr 
Encl. 



En vi ronn1enta I le~! ing Laboratories, Inc . 
.. ,, •oun ~. L.A.NOa.: A ~AIU0'. NfW Jl ISfY 0973.C, ,H::>Nf 609 61'3·3100 

A SU.1[ CflllflfD TfSllNCi lAaORATOlY 

-!!= 
Test ht:~~: t · 24 36 

Pg. ~ of l .5 

Naval Air Engineering C~~t~r 
Dept. ~f Ensrg., Bldg. :~ 
Lakehurst, NJ 08731 

Date: _.....;;.J~u~ne ........ 5~ .......... 1~9-8~1--------~-

Attn: L. Bottomly, 018241 

PARAMETER 

Samole (i 

Time coEe::::·ed 

Flusri ti:ne 

Sam le {) 

Time collected 

Flush ti':le 

oint 

e>t ~re nf t.-c::cction: see below 

Date of Collect lcn: G /20/81 
C o II ec t e d By: _ __.._B ..... _s .... o ..... s __ o;..;r..-k_a _______ _ 

LAKEHURST 
BORO WELL #1 

· 11 :.JO. 

POWER PLANT 
'WELL 1132 

Flusn_approx. Flush approx. 
2 min. 

I copper bleed 
i e 

Bldg. 542 
Well 1137 

2436-5 

12:30 

2 min. 
pump house 

bleed valve 

Hillside Sec . 
Well 

24 6-

12:42 

2 min. 
man hole 

bleed valve 

HANGAR ii5 
WELL 117 

BLDG. 171 
\.TELL fl 6 

Please see following pages for results, as complete to date. If you should have 
any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

BJS:vjr 

'_,_ - Lfl. 1 X 
NOH• Th. l1ob;li1 1 cf f,,\'iron':'~~tol Ttll;ng .l~borotori~1. Inc c,,d i•• 11.1bt1d1or;e1 w.ih ruptet to the _.,,,ice1 chorgtd for "-t'''"'· 
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Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
t.~lcehJ.lrst Naval Engrg. Center 
Contract # ~68335· ~: ·D-2011 Report * 2436 

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 2436-1 24:-:So-2 2436-3 
I LAKEHCRST lPOWER PLANT #~ HANGAR /;S 1 ·· 

PARAMETER IBORO WELL #13 WELL U32 WELL ff7 j parts/billion . MAN HOLE PUMP HOUSE PUMP AREA 
I I I 

Ac role in f <j{''l !>~ 
: 

~3.0Q_ppb 
I 

: ..... I 
r ----· 

I I 
I 

Acrylonitrile <"Jl.>U ppb <300 ppb <300 ppb I 
I I 

Benzene <s.o· ppb <s. o-: ppb I <5.0 ppb I 
Bis(Chloro~ethyl) Ether I . <1.0 ppb <1.0 ppb <1.0 ppb ! . 
Bro~ofom . <LO ppb <LO ppb <1.0 ppb 

Carbon Tetrachloride . <O.S ppb <0.5 ppb <0.5 ppb I 

I 
Chlorobenzene <5.0 ppb <5.0 ppb <5.0 ppb I 
Chic'!"odibror:o"."le·than~ • <Q. s·=-·p¢> ~0.5 PP°t? .<0;5 ppb 

1· . ! 

Chlo:-oet'ha:ie I . <0.5 ppb <0.5 ppb <0.5 ppb I 
I I 

2-C~:~'!"oe:~vl~invl Ether <2.5 ppb <2.5 ppb <2.5 ppb I 
Chlo::-of cr:n <0.5 p~b <0.5 ppb 4.5 ppb I 
Dichlorobro~o~etha~e 

I <2.5 ppb <2.5 ppb <2.5 ppb I I 

I 
Dichlorodifl~oro~ethane • <0.5 ppb <0.5 ppb I <0.5 ppb 

1.1-Dichloroetr~ne <0.5 ppb 3.5 ppb l 6.0 ppb 

] ?-T'li rn 1 n.,.t"\~ .. r, -:in 2 7.3 ppb I <3.0 ppb 1. <3.0 ppb I I 

, 1-ni ,..n, nT"l'\Ot-hv1 c:>no 21. 0 ppb 4.1 ppb 6.2 ppb I . -
I 1,2-Dichloropropane <3.0 ppb <3.0 ppb <3.0 ppb 

1,2-Dichloropropylene I . <1. 0 ppb <1.0 ppb I <1.0 ppb I 
: 

Ethyl benzene .. <0.5 ppb <O. 5 ppb I <0.5 ppb I 

j 

Methyl Bromide <10 ppb <10 ppb I <10 ppb I 
l I I I 

~fe t ~·: l Chlo~ide 
! <5.0 ppb I <S. 0 ppb I <5 .0 pp:, I 

--~ 

I 2.4 ppb I 2.2 ppb I I Methvlene Chloride 
' 

l 1.1 ppb 
1,1,2,2-Tetra-

I I ! chloroethane 3.3 ppb o.s ppb 
I 2.9 ppb 

l I 
I Tetrachloroethylene 1. 0 ppb I 0.67 ppb! 1.0 ppb ' 

I I 
I I 

4.3 ppb 
I ! Toluene 0.9 ppb I 2.4 ppb 

R-tC -

Pg. 2 5>f 15 

# 
Page 2 cf 1 =-

2436-4 
BLDG. 171 

WELL #6 
PUMP HOUSE 

<300 ppb 

<300 ppb 

<5.0 ppb 

<1.0 ppb 

<1.0 ppb 

<0.5 ppb 

<5.0 ppb 

"<0.5 ppb. 

<0.S ppb 

<2.5 ppb 

<0.S ppC. 

<2.5 ppb 

<0.5 ppb 

2.3 ppb 

<3.0 ppb 

4.1 ppb 

<3.0 ppb 

<1.0 ppb 

<0.5 ppb 

<10 ppb 

<5. 0 P?b J 

2.5 P'"';..., ~ '-" l 
1. 6 ppb 

1.0 ppb 

2.4 ppb 



Environmental Testing I aboratories, Inc . 
. -.. 

.- .. 
Lakehurst Naval Engrg. Center 
Lout..!. c ... _ .. '!68335-81-0-2011 

* Report l436 

VOLATILE CO!'fi'OU~1'S 2436-5 2436-6 ., I BLDG. 542 I HILLSIDE SECT( 'I 
PARAMETER I WELL 1137 WELL 119 I I I . ·..,~::co/billion - I ..... I -

I I "~tulein ~~ ... ~ ~f) n~."' - I <300 nnb 
... I ... 

I - I .. - . 
Acrylonitrile <300 ppb <300 ppb 

I .. 
Benzene <5.0 DDb <5.0 DDb 

Bis(Chloromethyl) Ether I <1. 0 t>Db· <l. 0 DDb I 
' 

-

Bromof or:?: <1. 0 t>t>b <1. 0 t>t>b 

Carbon Tetrachloride <0.5 t>Db I <o.s t>t>b 

Chlorobenzene 
I I <5.0 oob I <5.0 oob 

~ 

i 

'' 
: j .. 

· ·chlc~odibto~c~ethar.e I• <0. 5·-.DDb <a.5 oob 

Chlc-:oe::h.ane ! <O. 5° ppb. I <o.5 ppb 
. , 

l 
I I I I 2-Chloroethvlvinvl Ether ., <2.5 t>Db I <2.5 ppb ! I 

Chlo:-cfo~ 6. 5 Pi'b 2.0 ppb I I I 

Dichlorobro~o~ethane <2.5 ppb <2.5 ppb I I 
Dichlorodif luoro~ethane <0.5 ppb <0.5 ppb I 
1.1-Dichloroethane 6.3 ppb 1. 4 ppb I 
l_2-D~~h1~-ne~~~~P <3.0 ppb 

' 
<3.0 ppb I 

1 1-~irh1~~n~~hv1~~~ 4.1 oob 8.2 oob I -
·I I 1,2-Dichloropropane <3.0 ppb <3.0 ppb 

1,2-Dichloropropylene I <1. 0 ppb <1.0 ppb I I 
! I ' 
I I 

I 

Ethylbenzene I <o.s ppb <o.s oob i I 

?-1ethyl Bromide <10'. ppb <10 ppb i 
I 

I I I I >~e:'.-:vl Chlo~ide 
I <l. 7 ppb <l. 7 P?b ! 

....-------

I I Methvlene Chloride 5.5 ppb 6.4 ppb I I 
I 

1,1,2,2-Tetra-
I l I I chloroethane 1. 8 ppb <0.5 ppb 

Tetrachloroethylene I 1. 0 ppb I <0.5 ppb. I l I 

I 
I 

j 
I I Toluene I 1. 3 ppb I 4.6 ppb 

R- tC 

Pg. 3 of 15 

* ·Fage 3 of 

. 

I 
I 
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EnvironmP.nttil Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
. iak'-!1urst N;ival Engrg. Center 

. ··~ct # N68335-81-D-2011 * .. Report 2435 

VOLATILE CO~OU~"DS (continued) 2436-1 2436-2 2436-3 ., I LAKEHURST I POWER PU~T 2! HA.~GAR 115 i 

iBORO WELL 1113 WELL 1132 I I 

PAP AMETER WELL 117 I I _ 'F.::r~!:/bill~.cn MAN "'m Y: PUMP HOUSE PUMP AREA 

rnicr.4~• ~-·--J ;.~ne I I ·-- I I . . -· .. c; ·. •'"'\ \. I ~-4 PP~- 7.6 EEl' • • L ,_ I 

I i 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 7.3 ppb <0.5 ppb I 2.1 ppb .. 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane . 1.8 ppb I 1.8 ppb 0.6 ppb 

Trichloroethylene I <2.0 ppb <2.0 ppb <2.0 ppb I 
I 

. 
Trichlorof lu~ro~ethane <S.O ppb <5.0 ppb <5.0 ppb 

Vinyl chloride <2.5 ppb <2.5 ppb <2.5 ppb I 
I I I ! 

•, 

.I .I . . 

j . -. ·- I I .. 
i 

l l I I 
I 

I I I I 

' 
I i 

I 
I I I 

I I 
I 
I 

I 
! 

' 

I 
' I I 

I I 
I I I 
I I I 
I I I 

I I I I ; 
- --

i I i I 

I l ! I 

l I I 

I I I 
I I I 

I I i 

I I I 
- () R • (cont.) -"j ~ --:- s .1 ~ 

*I ,..._ ~ ~.f'age _·_....;._.:-~-

2436-4 
BLDG. 171 
WELL 116 

PUMP l·H1USE 

5.6 EEb 

2.0 ppb 

1. s ppb 

<2.0 ppb 

<5.0 ppb 

<2.5 ppb 

I 



Environmental Testing laboratori~c;: lnr 

Lakehurst Naval Engrg r.Pntpr 
Contract 0 N68335-81-D-2011 

..&,L.. .,,.. 
Report 2"!..36 

. ·~OU!ILE CO~!POU~OS (continued) 

I 
2436-5 I 2436-6 

1 l PARA---:-- B~:~ 542 HILLSIDE SECT 
parts/i.. · :. · ·- ""37 \..'ELL 1.:9 I -

1, 7-T,.$11nf;- - - - --. i 
f Dichloroethy!ene 10.8 I L 7 PP~! ppb1 

. 
ppb1 2.0 ppb' 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 2.5 

1,1,2-Trichloroethane " 1. 8 ppbl i.2 ppb I 
I 

3. o j>pb I Trichloroethylene <2.0 ppb . 
Trichlorof luoro~ethane <5.0 ppb <5.0 ppb 

Vinyl chlorice ! <2.5 ppb, <2.5 ppb 
, 
I 

.. : I. 1. -
I 
I 

' I I 
-

I 
I I I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I I I I --
I I 

i 
; 
j ! 

I I 
I 

./'JK I 
I ·='_., - ~ -... I I 

Pg. S of 15 

. :;;: 
Page 5 of 15 



: .. @ Environinc~ia(Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
•12 •ouu 9, lANOIC.A t4AUO•. Nf·.,.; JUSEY 0873• PHONf 609 69)·)100 

/. St.Alf CfltlflfD TESTING lA10U.101Y 

- -• "-""ort =ff.:_ 2436 

Date: June 5. 1981 

• 0. 

Lakehurst Naval Ai1 E";~~- C~nt~r 
Cont:-.:::t ?\68335-81-D-2~ ". f·:~:-· of Collection:--------------

.. 
ACID CO!'!POUNDS 

. 
PARAMETER 

(parts/billion) 

' 2-Chlorophenol 

.: 2., 4-Dic~lo!'cphenol 
. . . I 

• 2,4-Dirnethylphenol 

· ~,t-Di~itrc-0-Cresol 

9 2,4-:Jinit:-('phenol 

• 2-?-a trophenol 

~ 4-Ni t:rophenol 

i P-Chloro-M-Cresol 

Pentachlorophenol 

.- Phenol 

~ 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

Date of Collection: ------ .. _ ---·----
C ollecled By: --------------

WELL f/13 WELL tl32 WELL 117 WELL 116 
2436-1 2436-2 2436-3 2436-4 • I 

< 2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 npb 

< 2 ·ppb ~2 .ppb <2 ppb <2 'PPb 
-. -~ .. 

<" 2 ppb . ~2· ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb. 

< 2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb ~2 ppb 

< 2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

< 2 ppb <2 ppb <i ppb <2 pµb 

< 2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

< 2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

< 2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb -
< 2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

< 2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

.,_..;,--( r~K 
NOH• The f,ob;l.ty cf En .. iroM"'f'"lol Tr.ting lcbo101or;r,, I"< c"o ih t1.1b•idio1;u with rupul lo r),e ••••tU• cho19rd for i..r 1 r 1". 

- '. -1. • ~ • : ... - ,.... : r • 
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Environn1ental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
.. , ....... " ~ 

Lakehurst Naval Air Engrg. Ce~ 
Contract 68335-81-D-2011 

ACID CO?i?OU~"DS 

PARAMETER 
(i>arts/billion) 

~ 2-Chloro?henol 
~ 

' 2 ~ 4-Dichlorophenol 

- 2, L-Di~ct~ylp~~nol 

- ~,E-~in~t~c-C-Cresol 

• 2,4-Dinitroptenol 

• 2-Ni trophenol 

• Lt-Nitrophenol 

. P-Chloro-M-Cresol 

~ Pentachlorophenol 

1 Fhenol 

2,,,6-Trichlorophenol 

/ . 

. Al 101, NtW JflSfY 0973•. PH0Nf 609 6i~·l10n 
.~2Y1flfD 1U11NC lAaOIATORY 

-LL 
Test Report-rr 2436 

.le: _ :··ne 5.,a_ 1981_ -------
Place of Coiie:ct1"'u. •'~t.. r-c- :. !r- exa.:-~ loc..at.iQZ. 

Date of Collect Ion: 
Collected By: 

WELL 037 I WELL l19 
2436-5 2436-6. 

" 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 
·- .. -

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 
-

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 



Environmental Testing Labora iories, Inc. 

. · .. 
..akehurst Naval Air Engrg. Cen .. _· 
Contract N68335-81-D-2011 

PESTICIDES 
..... 

PARAMETER 
!paz:ulbi llio"'' 

"'~cton 

t " ~-BHC 

. B-!HC 

~ v-BHC 
: 

' o-BHC 

' Chlorcane 

Lt .-4 '-:mr - . j 
I 

"" Lt .. 4 '-t:iE I 

. I. .. la' -D!lD 

ni#ai~ .... .;~ 

.. a-Endosulf an ; 

8-Endosulf an 

Endosulf an Sulfate 

Endrin 

~nd.,..in A1rlehvde 

lfp~t~rh1~r 

µp~~~rhinY ~"n~;ne 

PCB-1 ?L2 

pr~-,,~~ 

'Pi'R-1??1 

'PrR-1.,1') 

PCB-1?4R 

PC:~-1260 

L.r.cB.::.lill 6 

- . . - -

WELL iJ13 
2436-1 

: -
<2 ppb . 
<2 PEb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 
• 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 
. ·-

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

.. <2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

< 2 ppb 

< 2 ppb 

* Report 2436 

~32 j \.-TELL 67 
-2 2436-3 

; . --, 
' <.., -,,. 

I - . "'" ~;,~.:.. . 
<2 e.pb <2 ppb 

I .. 
<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 t>t>b 

<2 ppb <2 'Dt>b 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 
: ., a ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb. <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

< 2 ppb < 2 t>Ob 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

< 2 ppb < 2 'Ot>b 

<2 ppb < 2 'OPb 

<2 ppb < 2 ppb 

<2 ppb I < 2 ppb 

<2 ppb I < 2 ppb 

< 2 ppb < 2 ppb 

< 2 ppb < 2 t>Ob 

I s'X 

' 
< 2 ppb < 2 t)Ob 

.JJ. ., . 
.Page b c: 

WELL 06 
2436-4 

-- ~~ ppo -I 
I 

<2 oob 
~-

<2 t>t>b 

<2 Ot>b 

<2 nob 

<2 'O::>b 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2" ppb 

<2 ppb 

<2 Pt>b 

<2 Dt>b 

<2 ppb 

<2 ppb 

< 2 nob 

<2 oob 

< 2 o~b 

< 2 oob 

<2 pnb 

<2 !)~~ 

<2 oob 

< 2 onb 

. < 2 t:?b 

< 2 nr.h 



Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 

skehurst Naval Air Engrg. Center 
>ntract N68335-81-D-2011 

PESTICIDES 
."' .. 

PARAMETER 
(parts /bil 1 inn) 

~drin 

n-BHC .. 
J-B~C 

v-BHC 

6-BHC 

Chlordane 

. 4.t.'-DD7 ~ I 
I .. 

' . I 
lt.lt"-DJE 

'6.1+'-DD~ 

n-Jpie_-.: ... 

a-Endosulf an I 
8-Endosulf an 

Endosulf an Sulfate 

Endrin 

'F:ndT"in Alrt.Phvde 

liPnt::arhl nr . 

'Uon~~rhln-r 'F:"'n'"ire 

PCB-12t.2· 

PC:~-1? t,L 

Pr'P.- 1 7">1 

"Pr'P.-1?":1.? I 

J.cB-1248 

_&B=.12 6 0 

pr.~-1016 

.... - ... --'· -- ~ 

~epcrt 

WELL C37 l \..Tf:LL IJ9 l 2436-5 2436-6 

D~~M 
I 

I 

<? nnn 

I .. 

__ <2 J>pb I <2 pJ>b -
<2 .JU>b...._ I . , 

<2 p]:!b 

<2 nob I <2 nob 
• t 

<2 nob <2 nob 

<2 nnb <2 nob 

<2 P.Db · <2 nnb 
<2 no~-- . , .. <2 nob 

<2 nob <2 nob 

<2 nob <2 nnb 

<2 nob <2 oob 

<2 nob <2 nnb 

<2 'O'Db <2 nnb 

<2 nob <2 oob 

<2 nob <2 nnb 

<2 '01"\h <2 nnb 

<2 nob <2 'O'Ob 

<2 nnb <2 nnb 

<2 nob <2 D!")b I 
<2 nnb <2 nob I 
<2 'J~b <2 p~b I 
<2 nob I <2 onb 

<? T'lnb <? ""'b . .. 

<? nnh <? "'"''"' .. .. 
<2 Pob I .r7 x <2 ppb I 

2436 # 
Page 9 c: 

- • 
-

.. 

I 

---



- ... -· .. Environmer.tal Testing Laboratories, Inc. 

· ··ta.kehur"st NAval Air Engrg. Center 
~ntract N68335-8l~D-2011 

METALS, CYANIDE AND TOTAL PHENOLS 
... - WELL 113 

PAF.AMETER 2436-1 
r:.~/l (totar 

i 
Ant1mu,1v <.05m~/l 

Arsenic <.Olmg/1 

Beryllium <. 02mg/l 

Cadmiu?:l <.Oltng/l 
• 

Chromiuo <.Olmg/l 

Conner .03mg/l 

Lead <.03:ng/1 

Mercc-:-~· <'.002mg/l 
. 

'Nid:~ ~ <.Olmg/l 

C::o1 o.-.~ .• .,, <.Olmg/l 

Silver <.Olmg/1 

Thalliu:n <.OSmg/1 

Zinc .06mg/1 . 
Cyanide <.Olmg/l 

Phenols <.OOlmg/l 

WELL 1!32 · 1 
?/,~(,-~ 

< nl\"'o, 1 -· - . 

<.Olmg/ .. 

<.02mg/L 

<.Olmg/l 

<.Olmg/l 

.02mg/L 

<.03mg/l 
.. 

<.002nig/l 

<.Olmg/l 

<.Olmg/tl. 

<.Olmg/tl. 

<.05mg/'1 

• 06mgA 

<.Olmg/ 

<.OOlmg/tl 

* This limit in excess of Sa fe Drinking Water Act. 

I 

·-I .s-6~ I 

.i:-· ·r 2436 

\..~LL 117 I 2436-3 
' 

<.05::12/11 

<.Olm2/l 

<.02mg/l 

<.Olmg/1 

<.Olmg/l 

.Olmg/l 

;i:.06m~/l 

<.002mg/l 

<.Olmg/l 

<.Olmg/1 

<.Olmg/l 

<.OSmg/1 

.06mg/l 

<.Olmg/l 

<.OOlmg/l 

I 

I 

~ -n-
Page 10 c~ 

h~LL t16 
2436-4 

---1 
I 

<:OSmrz/l 

<.Olm2/l .. .. 
<.02m~/l 

<.Olm~/l 

<.Olrn~/1 

.Olm~/1 

<.~3mg/l 

<c:002mg/l 

<.Olmg/l 

<.Olmg/l 

<.Olmg/l 

<.05mg/l 

.06r.1g/l 

<.Olmg/l 

<.OOlmg/l 



Environmental Testing Labora tofies, Inc. 

·:eKurst ~a~~l Air Engrg. Center 
:~tract N68335-81-D-2011 

METALS, CYANIDE Ah"D 70TAL PHEt~OLS 

(tot a) \.."'ELL ti 37 
... - PARAMETER 2436-5 

I mg/l_ 
I.•. . . . . ..... ~ .. ., . , <.OSm2/l ---.. --

Arsenic <.Olmt/l .. 
Beryllium <. 02m2/l 

Cadrniu:n <.Olm~/l 

• 
Chromium <.Olmg/l 

Cooner .04mg/l 

Lead <.03mg/1 
-:: 

Mercu'l'"~· 
.. . <. 002T"Jg/l 

Nic:kP1 <.Olmg/l 

c: p, 4D'"' i 11- <.Olmg/1 

Silver <.Olmg/l 

Thalliuc <.05mg/l 

Zinc .OSmg/l 

Cvanide <.Olmg/l 

Phenols <.OOlmg/l 

* Report 2L.36 

' 
WELL C9 

2436-6 

; 

< n~m~ 1 

<. Olr.udl 

<.02m~/l 

<.Olm2/l 
~ I 

<.Olm2/l 

.02m~/l 

.05m~/l 

. 
<.002m£/l 

<.Olmg/1 

<.Olmg/1 

<.Olmg/l 

<.OSrn~/l 

.07m~/l 

<.Olm2/l 

<.OOlm2/l 

I 

I 

.frK I 

* ~age 11 of , = 

- -
· ... 

; 

-;. , I -



. . 

.. :nvi1onmentaf Ttsting Lnbcratories, Inc. li15126 

Lakeh~rst Naval Engrg. Center 
Contract U N68335-81-D-2011 
BASE/NEUTRAL cmtrOUNDS 2436-1 2436-2 

Report 2436 

2436-3 2436-4 
· . .c-:-------------~-;"""'r.LA}~r"7'1~E""'H""U,..' K"5"'1-~j"" Y'""Uw,.,.r .t.""'K~t'"'"'l..~A.;\_l_Z_! __ j_A_,..._ .... ,r-·J--_R.--iJ_:> ___ __,B.-:·l..D~G~.-l-1...,..l-

P 6 R AMETER BORO \\9ELL #13 \.'ELL IJ32 WELL 07 \JELL (;6 
{parts/billion) ?-~ HOLE PUMP HOUSE PUMP ARE..~. PTJ'HP HOliSE ----

• Benzidine 

<2 ppb 

t--_A_c e_n_:!_.P.._h_t_h._c_n_c_· -------+----<_2__.;.p..:..p_b __ I 8. 4 ppb 8. 6 ppb '-L ~. --, 

• Acen;iphtylene ' <2 ppb r <2 ppb <2 ppb 

_•_An_t_h_:-a_c_e_n_e_-.._---===--=~- -1·. <2 p-p-b----.--- ~~~~ - ·--, <2 ppb <2 ppb 

f
l. --"'-, ---"'--~ 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <"2 ppb I <2 ppb 

• Benzo(a)Anthracene I , <2 ppb <2 ppb 
, 

<2 ppb <2 ppb 

• Ben=c(a)Pvrene I • 
I <2 ppb <2 ppb. 

• 3,4-Eenzofluoranthene <2 PP? <2 ppb <2 ppb . <2 ppb 

• Be::zo(t:hi)Pe:r .... lene <2 ppb <2 ppb <2·ppb <2 ppb 

• - -- - .... '~·)~1 .,.....-n .. hene .Ci-:: •• -- ,r •• \.:..,.._c ...... <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 
"Bis(2-Chlorocthoxy) .. . ~ -Met:-:ane <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

• Bis ( 2-Chloroethyl) Ether • <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 
Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl) 

• Ether ' <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 
Bis (2-Ethylhexyl) .. 
Phthalate ' <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 
it-Brc:nophenyl 

• Phenvl Ether ' <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb 4.8 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

• "-rh i "'.,..nn..,T'ln t-n!2 i Pni:. 
<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

I · . <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb 5.5 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

• <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

• 1,3-Dichlorobcnzcne 

• 1,4-Dichlorobcnzcne <2 nnh I <? nnb I 
.... ___ 3_,_3_-_D_ic_h_l_o_r_o_b_c_n_z_i_d_i_n_e ___ ~-----<?_;.._~n~nh""---~---=~-'~""""-l~n.~n~h..__.i.-__ ~<7--..,~~~~h..1.-__ .__ __ ~<:>---.~~~~·~..._~ 

"--•___.:.D~i~c~th~y~l~P-h_t_h_n_l_3_t_~ ________ i __ • __ ~<2__...;p~p-b ____ .._ ___ <2~p~~~br-_J ____ <~2.......-..P~~-b----" ___ <~2-~p·~p·b---1 
I , a , ~~~ I t:nh I <2 nnb <9.7~ 



' . . ... 

lak~hur~t.Naval Eng=g. Ce~ter 

Contract D N68335-81-D-2011 Report 2436 # 
Page 13 o: L 

BASE/NEUTRAL cmrPOUNDS 
2436-5 i 2436-6 I 

I I ____ c: __ :.!t:,~rl_-lE_iR_~"_ .. ) ___ ....__B~~jd ~~~_LIL~~i~~f.!~~cr_., _ - ----------
-__ J __ --2..PJ>_!!_L 3 .0 pp~J -------------1 

-~ • <2 ppb ! <2 ppb l I 
-·-- I -~-::-T-- <2 p~~ J_ 

I to <2 ppb <2 ppb J --------------~ 

• Acenaphthene 

Acenaphtylene 

Anthracene 

Benzidine 
• . 

Benzo(a)Ar.thracene • <2 ppb <2 ppb 

.. Benzo(a)Pyrene I • <2 ppb <2 ppb I 
I I 

.J 

. 
3,4-B~r.zofluoranthene .. <2 ppb <2 ppb I 

1 · 
-:; , ' . ·-

Benzo(~hi)Perylene . <2 pp_b <2" ·ppb ... 

Benzo(k)Fiuora~thene .. <2 ppb <2 ppb 
-Bi.s(2-Chloroethoxy) 

Methane . <2 ppb <2_ppb 

Bis(2-Chlcroethvl) Ether • <2 ppb <2 ppb I 
Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl) 
Ether . <2 ppb I <2 ppb I 
Bis (2-Ethylhexyl) I 

• Phthalate <2 ppb 2.9 ppb 
4-Bromophenyl 

<2 ppb <2 ppb Phenvl Ether .. 

• 'A11tvl EP~"vl Ph1"h;:i1 !3t'e . <2 ppb <2 ppb 

?-r.hln,..nn!3nh~n~1ono ' <2 ppb <2 ppb . 
4-Chlorophenyl 
'P}, ""~", 'i:' f" h 0,.. 

. <2 ppb <2 ppb 

4 r'.h'T"V~ono 
I . <2 ppb <2 ppb I 

I 
, 

I T"Hl--on.,,..f"!:> h '\ fl.T"tt-h,.-~f"OnO 
. <2 ppb <2 ppb 

T , 

I I i ' nich1nrohPn?PnP ' <2 ppb <2 ppb 
' I I 

1,3-Dichlorobe~zene I ... <2 P?b <2 ppb i I ----
1.4-Dichlorobenzcne I . <2 ppb <2 ppb I I 

• 3,3-Dichlorobenzidine t <2 ppb 63.1 ppb I I I -- . 
I I I Diethyl Phthalatc <2 ppb <2 EEb I 

I I ''X ! I ...., 
~ Dimethyl Phth~l~tc 17.1 ppb <2 ppb , .. 

~ 



• 

' .,. 

Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. fil5126 

Lak€hUTst Naval Lngrg. ·cente~ 
Contract N68335-81-D-2011 

HASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS(CO~TINUED)2436-l 
LAKEHURST 1 

' . PARAMETER BORO \..~LL II 1 
Cnarts/billion) MANHOLE r- -. ..., ..... - .rvl. 'l..i..r-}.~ ! ··to I <2 ooh .. .. -

I 

2.4-Dinitrotoluene <2 ppb I-· 

2.6-Dinitrotoluene <2 ppb 

Di-N-Octvl Phthalate <2 ppb 
(as Azobenzene) 

1.2-Dinhenvlhvdrazine <2 ppb 

Fluni-~nthoT\o <2 ppb 

Fluorene <2 ppb 

Hex:tr~·~ ,.,,..o'hPr.=ene <2 pp.b 
f 

~PY~~~loi-nhu~~dicnc <2 ppb 
Hexachlorocyclo-
T\OT"I~ ~,.;.; 1:1,,,:a. <2 ppb . 

Uov~~~i~TnP~~.a~~ <2 p~b 
; 

TT"l,.IP ... "' (1 ? 1- r- .. n 'Pvi-ca-n a <2 ppb . 

TcnTi'hn~nno <2 ppb . 
Naphthalene <2 ppb 

Nitrobenzene <2 ppb 

N-Nitrosodimethvlamine <2 ppb 

N-Nitrosodi-N-Pronvlamine <2 ppb 

N-Nitrosodinhenvlamine I <2 -ppb 

Phenanthrene <2 ppb 

PvTene <2 ppb 

1 ?_l-ITjcb]o~~bc~'PnP <2 ppb 
I 

I I 

I 

* * Repvi: 24 ....... ·3 ...... 6_. Page lli o: 

- -?436-? 2436-3 2436-4 
POWER PLANT : HANGAR t:5 , BLDG. 171 

\.."ELL I/ 32 \.:'ELL f.17 WELL !.'6 
PUMP HOUSE PUXP AREA PUMP HOUSE 

<2 pob <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 
~ .. 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 b <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb J . <2 ppb· <2.ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb . <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

5.8 ppb <2 ppb <2 pph 

<2 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

2.9 ppb <2 ppb <2 ppb 

<2 ppb <2 ppb I <2 ppb 
I 

I 

I I ,,.~ I 



. -. --' 

- ... 

[nvironmental Testinn f aboratories, Inc. 1115126 

. 
Lakehurst Naval Engrg. Center * Report 24 ~" *1-. Page ) o: 

· '--v··- .11 N68335-81-D-2011 
BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS(CONTINUED)2436-5 2436-6 ' 

~ -1 BLDG.542 HILLSIDE SECT. I 
PARAMETER WELL 1131 WELL 09 

• 'n ... -r1c;{billion) 
--· 

I. 
., 

Di-N-Butvl Phthalate ~,., . 
~2 ppb - - ' --

# • I 2.4-Dinitrotoluene <2 ppb <2 epb ' .. 

_2.6-Dinitrotoluene <2 ppb <2 ppb 

Di-N-Octvl Phthalate <2 ppb <2 ppb 
(as Azobenzene) 

1.2-Dinhenvlhvdrazine <2 ppb <2 ppb 

Fl nnT':tT't ~nPT"l.1:11 <2 ppb <2 ppb 

·Fluorene <2 ppb <.2 ppb 
: .. . . . . 

. . H • 1 1b . . 
.. 

<2 ppb ·<2 p.pb . :Pv~!:'.~-"-nro enzene 

"L ... H,gx~rn1n~nhn~~~i~ne <2 ppb <2 ppb f 

Hexachlorocyclo- <2 ppb <2 ! 
no~-~~°' '°"'!:l> ppb 
-
U.ov~~~1~?~Qt~~ne <2 ppb <2 ppb 

TT'l~A'l"ll"'\ ,, ? 1-rrn ~Vf - ,0 
<2 ppb <2 ppb -

Tcr-.!'I,__,,-" .,,o <2 ppb <2 ppb . 
Nanbthalene <2 ppb <2 ppb 

Nitrobenzene <2 ppb <2 ppb 

N-Nitrosodimethvlamine <2 ppb <2 ppb 

N-Nitrosodi-N-Prnnvlamin~ <2 ppb <2 ppb 

' N-Nitrosodinhenvlamine <2 ppb 2.1 ppb 
I 

Phenanthrene <2 ppb <2 ppb I 
Pv.,..enP <2 ppb <~ ppb 

, .2,~-I~jcbJc~obenzenP I <2 ppb <2 pp~ 

I lJX 
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EVALUATION OF ANALYTICAL RF~lll 1~ ~1..""•··~
GROUNDWATER SAMPLES COLLECTED AT THE 

LAKEHURST, NAVAL AIR CENTER 

A review of the report "An Investigation of Toxic LC;'lta~"nant~" utEud.r~d 
Ly Dr. R. Tucker of the New Jersey Depa~tment of Enviro~. , 
~"" ... +h~ data submitted from both Environmental Testing Laboraiur·at:~, inc. 
and Rossnagel and Associates, Inc. have yielded tne ru1•vn;ng cogent points. 

A. Review "An Investigation of Toxic Contaminants" NJDEP 

The NJDEP study of groundwater contamination was performed on 670 individual 
wells and 1118 separate samplings of the approximately fifty parameters 
included in the analytical determination (41 halogenated organic compounds 
and 9 heavy metals) the following eight compounds were found most frequently: 
carbontetrach 1 ori de., chloroform, 1, 2-di chJ oroethane, perchl oroethyl ene, tri-
chl oroethyl ene, 1,1,1-triChloroethane, o,m,&p-dichlnrobenzene isomers, and 
1;3,5-trichJorobenzene. In .16:0% of the·.wells ·sampled (111 wells) at least 
one of the above compounds wa·s detected at a con·centration greater than 
10 ~g/l. In addition, 3.1% of the wells sampled (21 wells) exhibited con-
centrations· greater than 100 ~g/1 for at least one of the above compounds. 

The mechanisms of transport of halogenated pollutants and subsequent ground-
water contamination are the result of the following factors: 

1) Aerial transport of volatile halogenated organic compounds 
and recharge of groundwater from contaminated surface waters. 

2) High concentrations of halogenated organic compounds were 
found near sites of highly contaminated soil (leaching). 

3) The concentration break point for most of the volatile 
halogenated organic compounds determined ir. the study was 
approximately 10 ~g/1 that is, evident contamination was 
observed when the concentration of 10 ~g/1 was exceeded 
for any individual halogenated compound. 

High molecular weight, high boiling point halogenated compounds such as organo-
chlorine pesticides and polychlorinated biphenyls were observed in only a small 
number of the wells examine and caused the shut down of 0.5% of the wells (3 
wells). The major concerns with halogenated organic compounds in groundwater 
appears to be atttributed to the following reasons: 

PRINCETON AQUA SCIENCE 



·.~ .. 

1) Relative case of movement for more water sc1~~le spec1e~ 
such as the halomethanes, methylene chloride and tri- ~ 
chloroethane. 

2) The resistance to biological breakdown from soil orQanics 
for these compounds. In some cases more toxic compour1ds 
may be fonned a!i breakdown products in rP.ducti ve atmosphe·rt. 
;_ 0 1 . 1 ,2,2 tetrachloroethane dehydrohalogenates to trichloro-
ethylene. 

3) The widespread use of relatively inexpensive halocarbons as 
industrial degrees and solvents • with 1,1,1-trichloro-
ethane being a prime example. 

4) The potential cancer causing effects of both volatile and 
semivolatile halogenated organic compounds. 

Of the 670 wells 31 were found to be seriously contaminated by either 
halo-or~anics comppunds or heavy metals~ Twenty of the· wells w~re used 

.~for ipdustri~.l .purpose$., the rerTia:inder .were d_omestic· water sources. . 
Although the levels found were minute as compared to acute levels of 
toxicity for the organic compounds, the main concern was the chronic, 
or long term, effects of low dosage of the observed organic compounds. 

Methylene ch 1 ori de was 11ot detect~d in any of the 1118 samp 1 es ( 670 we 11 s) 
above the minimum reportable concentration (MRC) of 90 ~g/1. The test 
procedures used for the examination of volatile halogenated organic com-
pounds in the DEP study exhibited high variability below the MRC for 
methylene chloride. Although a newer more sensitive methods is employed 
for the detection of methylene chloride, present. DEP groundwater mon-
itoring results are not available at this time. The toxological effects 
of methylene chloride were not examined in DEPs report because of the 
non-detection of this compound in the study. 

B. Review of Data submitted Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
and Rossnagel and Associates, Inc. for methylene chloride. 

20 Feb. 1981 Samples 

Data submitted by Environmental Testing Laboratores, Inc. on 8 April 
1981 indicated the following concentrations of methylene chloride and 
toluene. 

Methylene Chloride 

Lakehurst 
Boro 

70 ppb 

Test 
System 

180 ppb 

Westfield 
System 

870 ppb 

Hill 
System 

100 ppb 



ETL 
R&A 

8 April 1981 Samples 

Data submitted by Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. o .. n 

April 1981 and Rossnagel and Associates, Inc. on 24 April 1981 for 
the 8 April 1981 sampling provided the following concentrations of 
methylene chloride. 

Methylene Chloride (ppb) 

Test System Westfield System Hill System 

12 
N.D. 

5 
N.D. 

Note: N.D. = non detectable at 0.5 ppb 

5 
N.D. 

ETL - Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
R&A - Rossnagel & Associates, Inc. 

20 April 1981 Samples 

8 
N.D. 

· Data submitted ~Y Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. on 
' 19 June .1981. indicateo the following concentrations of methylene 

chloride. 

Test System Westfield System 
Lakehurst Bero #32 We 11 Head #7 Well Head 

2.4 ppb 2.2 ppb 1.1 ppb 

Westfield System Hi 11 System Hi 11 System 
#6 Well Head #37 Well Head #9 Well Head 

2.5 ppb <l. 7 ppb <l. 7 ppb 

There appears to be large variability of methylene chloride analytical 
results from sample to sample over time as analyzed by the same labora-
tory and inconsistent results of the sample as analyzed by both Environ-
mental Testing Laboratories, Inc. and Rossnagel and Associates. 

Our explanation for the variability of methylene chloride analytical results 
is based on the following line of reasoning: 

1) If the results were a true indication of the level of ground-
water contamination, the retesting {4/18/81) of the wells 
using two different analytical procedures {Environmental 
testing lab's and Rossnagel Associates) should have given 
a high concentration level for the compound even though 



the deviation of the results may have been large when com-
pared to the initial sample results (2/20/81). Because 
the w~i1~ were in use at the time of sampling and between 
µ~r1n~s of sampling, the concentration difference in anal-
ytica1 res1.1 1 ts for methvlene chloride should not have 
varied more than a factor of five from the initially re-
ported level. 

It has been our experience with priority pollutant analyses 
by both GC and GC/MS procedures that a large degree of methy-
lene chloride contamination is possible when samples to be 
analyzed for volatile organic compounds are stored near 
methylene chloride solvent extracts or if the volatile anal-
yses are performed in the same laboratory where methylene 
chloride extractions are performed. The methylene chloride 
concentration observed when samples are handled in the above 
fashion is extremely ·variable. · 

-=. ... . 

C. Review of Data Submitted by Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
for April 20, 1981 Samples and Analysis of 3,3-dichlorobenzidine 

The results submitted by Envi ro.unenta l Testing Laoora tori es, Inc. for the 
April 2Q, 1981 samples indicated a high concentration of 3,3-dichloroben-
zidine in two of the samples. PAS laboratory retested for benzidine and 
3,3-dichlorobenzidine on samples taken on July 21 1981 by gas chromatog-
raphy mass spectroscopy (GC/MS) and high pressure liquid chromatography 
(HPLC) failed to confirm the April 20 1981 sample results of Environmental 
Testing Laboratories, Inc. In fact, the July 21, 1981 samples analyzed 
by PAS indicated less than detectable concentrations of both benzidine 1 and 3,3-dichlorobenzidine at the detection sensitivity level of both in-

. struments (GC/MS and HPLC) •. This result fails to confirm the April 20, 
1981 analysis by Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. and indicates 
the source of sample contamination to be laboratory handling and/or anal-
ysis and not true contamination of the water source. 

,,~ 



. . 

D. Summary and Conclusions 

\) Review of data submitted by Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
·.;-.~ r'~~::;:•aV.cl dr:~ l'.~sociates, Inc. fer methylene chloride 

The concentrations of methy1e11c ~:.~.::·:de originally reported 
by Environmental Testing Laboratories for the February 20, 
1981 samples on April 8, 1981 appear to be the resu1t of 
laboratory methods of sample handling and analysis and not 
methylene chloride contamination of the wells as indicated. 
This is based on the following: 

a. Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. failed to 
detect similar levels of concentration within a 
factor of 5 of the originally reported results up-
on their retesting of the April 8, 1981 and Ap"ril 
20, 1~81 samples. 

- . 
b. Samples ·taken on·Atfrfl ... 8, 1981 were s·plit ~ith E·nvi-

ronmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. and Rossnagel 
and Associates, Inc. Environmental Testing Labor-
atories results of that data failed to confirm their 
February 20, 1981 concentration levels for the wells 
in question and Ros~nagel and Associates, Inc. re~ 
sults failed to even confirm the low concentrations 
found by Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
for the April 8, 1981 sampling. 

2) Review of data submitted by Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
for April 20, 1981 sampling and analysis of 3,3-dichlorobenzidine 

PAS laboratory retest of samples collected on July 21, 1981 
for benzidine and 3,3-dichlorobenzidine failed to confirm 
the results reported by Environmental Testing Laboratories, 
Inc. for the April 20, 1981 sample and analysis. PAS per-
formed both gas chromatography, mass spectroscopy (GC/MS) and 
high pressure liquid chromatography (HPLC) analysis of the 
July 21, 1981 sample and failed to confirm the levels of con-
tamination originally reported by Environmental Testing Labor-
atories, Inc. for the April 20, 1981 sampling. 

It appears that concentration of 3,3-dichlorobenzidine orig-
ina 1 ly reported by Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
for April 20, 1981 sampling and analysis are not true 

,,~ 
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...,.. __ ._ ··--· ··~·-·· 

contaminations of the wells as indicated in their June 19, 
!~91 report. It is apparent that the concentrations report-

. a res~lt of ~amrle ~andling and analysis. Resampling 
a~~ , "" ...... .:~'."'?g ~:: ! :: :n~ °t':''J rr.er..,">ds of_ in~trumenta1 ar.~lysis 
fail 1.o confirm the original result an,. in~i,..=-+e levels be-
low the detection limit of the analysis performed. 

3) Overall evaluation of water quality for the wells tested by 
Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc.; Rossnagel and Asso-
ciates, Inc., and Princeton Aqua Science. 

,.. __ _ 

Evaluations of the water quality data submitted for ground-
water samples taken on February 20, 1981, April 8 and 20, 
1981, and July 21, 1981 for the 113 organic chemical con-
stituents of the USEPA priority pollutant list of chemicals 
indicates the concentrations to be below the detectable 
limits of the procedures.and instrumentati;n used for their 
d.etec_tion. Additionally~-ana·1ysis"of 13 h.eavy metals,. cya-
nide, and phenol indicate levels well below water quality 
standards and below limits or detection of the standard 
procedures used for analysis. 

Generally, based upon the analysis reports of Environmental 
Testing Laboratories, Inc., Rossnagel and Associates, and 
retesting of 3,3-dichlorobenzidine by PAS, indicates that 
the water quality is not contaminated by any of the 128 
priority pollutants. Previously reported high concentrations 
of methylene chloride and 3,3-dichlorobenzidine are a result 
of laboratory sample handling and analysis and not true con-
tamination of the sample source {i.e. wells}. It is apparent, 
based upon extensive review of the data and Dr. R. Tucker's 
report "An Investigation of Toxic Contaminants, 11 March, 1981, 
that there is no basis for a health concern with regard to 
specific and/or widespread organic and inorganic contamination 
of the water sources sampled and tested on February 20, 1981, 
April 8 and 20, 1981, and July 21, 1981 for the 128 USEPA 
priority pollutants. The priority pollutants concentration 
levels are at or near the detection limits of the procedures 
and instrumentation used for their detection and well below 
levels of exposure that would initiate concern with regard to 
the health and safety of the water users . 
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Environmental Testing Le!~or:~ k·~:t:s, inc . 

, (\n, 

.C12 ROUTE 9, lANOKA HAUOR, :.;: "" JERSEY 08734. PHONE bui 693·3100 
A STATE CERTlflfO TESTING lAIORATORY 

Director of Engineering (Code 182) 
Public ~orks Dept., Bldg. 5 
Naval .ld.r Engineering Center 
Lakeht!rst, NJ 08733 

Attn: Lucy Bottomly 

Re: Contract No. N62472-81-C-4942 
hell testing, 4 sites 

Dear· Lucy, 

r . 

•. 

Enclosed please find the results of the water samples taken by Environmental 
Testing Laboratories, Inc. on February 20, 1981, in reference to the above 
cont:-act. 

It is our reco~.mendatiou that al! wells be reteste~, especially for methylene 
chlo:-i~e, based on these test results. 

If there a:-e any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Since:=e..ly, 

-~ { l '-' 
! )--v:~ I/ /' k-,;<li:... 

. r1 ' 
Brian J ~/ Scgorka 
Lab Director 

BJS: "·jr 
Er.cl. 
cc: C:CC/ROICC (Code 18C) 

Blcg. f 5, Air Engrg. Center 
Lakehurst, NJ 08733 

··71¥ 
MICAL lfSTING • 11.CTUIOLO\;;ICAL •I AOIOLOC ICAL • O&SUVATION WEllS • HAZ.UOOUS WASTES • WAlfl & WASTE WATU • 110.t.SSAY •IM,ACT ST ATE MEN TS 
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,·· Environmental Testing· Laboratories, 10.c •. 
'n r.:·_·•~ ';', iANOICA HAR!~~. NEW JERSEY 08731, PHONE 609 693·3100 

A Sl-'TE CUHftEO TESTING lAtORATOR't 

Test Report~ __ .,..,:.ws ... z __ 

Date: _..A~p~r_1_1 __ a~1 __ 1_9_s~1_, ________ ~-
· Director of Engineering (Code 182) 

Public Works Dept., Bldg. 05 
P lace of Collection: ___ s_e_e_b_e_l_o·_¥I _________ _ 

Naval Air ingrr ,..~.,... ......... · 
Lakehurst, NJ ~-·. • ~ t e tJ f Co II e ~ t ! t:a'l: _2!.l.0~/_.8~1..__ _________ _ 

Collected tsy: ~~~~-k;i _________ _ 
' , .. .. 

Wit l'l 1 '.!2 W! d3 A 4 
PARAMETER BOROUGH OF TEST WESTFIELD HILL • 

(!:12/l) LAKEHURST SYSTEM SYSTEM SYSTEM 

TD1E OF COLLECTION 0910 0935 1000 1020 
lOllD-"D" St. Bldg. 355 South Lean-tc Bldg: 5 

LOCATION Harry Resi. ·1st floor Men's Room Coffee Mess 
kitchen sink j ani. slop sin1 deep·sink sink 

Han5tar flS .. . ·- .. . 
'Mercury <.002 <·.002 <.002 <.002· 

Arse!1i~ <.01 <.01 <·.01 <.01 

Seleni'..!::1 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 

Phenols .017 .004 .014 .001 

Cyanide <.025 <.025 <.025 <. 025 .. 

See f olb~·i:ig pag=s for furtl iler results. 

All p=ocec~res used in this analysis are EPA approved. If you should have any ques-
tions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Brian J. Sogorkaj 
Lab Dire~tor ' 

BJS: vj r 

-.,_ 
NOTE I Th" l;obilily oJ Environme"nlol Te,,;,,9 loborolorie,, Inc. end ih svbsidio1;"' with fe'>pecl 10 the"'"'";'"' chorg"d ror h"re-in, 

aholl in no e•enl ea<~ thr omovnt ot the invoice. 

CM! 1.411'.:Al TgT1...C • l.t.CTUtOLOGICAl •I Ai)IOlOC ICAL • ~flV4TIO~ WfLLS • HAZAIDOUS WASHS • W>.HI ~WAST! W>.lfl • •t04UAl •IM,ACT ST AH Ml"" 



Environmentai Tt..$ting Laboratories, Inc. 

~ .. * Report 22b/ 
~t 

Page ·_· _2 __ _ 

L k h a·e urst Nava 1 Air En1dneer1n2 c enter 
-

..... ·PARAMETER WELL Cl WELL 12 WELL ()3 WELL C4 
- --· I I 

7'f nr <.] 5 ____ <. l --·-' <.. l 
·--~- -- -

I 

Cadmium <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 
: . . 

·chromiur.i <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 
-

Lead <.025 <.025 <.025 <.Q25 

Coooer .03 .01 .01 .04 

Nickel <.01 <.01 <.01 <:01 

Silver <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 

'R~r.vl 1 iu"i· .. .. <O ~~1-- <0.1 -<0.1 <0.1 

Th!--,~·~ <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0;1 

ATl~.:,..r.-.-_. <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

I 

' 
?·JX I 



Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 

Report 2267 * Page -~--
• ...... . 

Lakehurst Naval Air ~t':: i"PP,..ir.2 (p.,..-a,,. 
BASE/NEUTRAL r.nMPOUNu~ * - <2.0 None detected 

I 

Cl WELL IJ2 113 " PARAMETER WELL WELL ' WELL C4 ...... ·( pu-ns/billion) 

Acenaphthene * ~ * * ;. I -
I I ___ , Acenaphtylene * " .\ 1'· 

~ . . I 

Anthracene * * * *. 
Benzidine * * * * 

• • t 

Benzo(a)A..,thracene * * * * 
Benzo (a) !hJrene * * * * 

• 
3.4-Benzofluoranthene * * * * 

. Benzo(2'":li)Perylene * * * * 
-.. ·- .. 

. · 
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 

. * .. * * t 
Bis(2-Chlo~oethoxy) 

* * * * Metha:.e . 

Bi3(~-Ctlo~vethyl) Ether * * * * 
Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl) 

* Ether * * * 
Bis {2-Ethylhexyl) 

* Phthalate * * * 
4-Brcmophenyl 

* * * * Phe:lvl Ethe= 

?h-:.ha.1 ::ite * * * * ~n~vl "E.:......, ,,,,.. ~ 

* * * * ?-rh1~,..~~~n~~h~1~~a 

4-Chloropbenyl * * * * "PhoT'lv1 ~ .. ;..o,.. ., 

* * * * r'h,..,...~a~o -
* * * * ni'hon""'~ }.'\ .-.nf-h.,..!:1,.CnCI 

, . 

* * * * , ~-nir;1n.,..nben7PnP , 

I 1.3-Dic~lorobenzene * * * * 
1.4-Dichlorobenzene * I * * * 

3,3-Dichlorobenzidine * * * * 
Diethyl Phthalate * * * * 

I I 

Dimethyl Phthalate * * I * * I 

I'\ --



Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 

·• •. ·Lakehurs~ Naval Air Engin~erino.Cente= 
PESTICIDES 

I 

PARAMETER WELL Ill 
- (!'IJtlS.&i 11 inn) 

A 1 ~,..'{ n * 
a-BHC * .. .. 
B-BHC * 
v-BHC * 
o-BHC * 
Chlordane * 
4.4'-DDT * 
4.4'-DDE * . . .. 
4. 4 9-DDi:> * . --

' l);p1r.,.--:n * 
n-Encosulf a"!'l * 
B-Endosulf :m * 
Endosulf an Sulfate * 
Endrin * 
F.nd1in Alc~b.vi~ * 
HPnt~r-h1n- * 
l.f on t ~ r h 1 n,.- ~':"'ln·l'.r nP * 
PCB-1242 * 
Pr"R-1? I)~ * 

* Pr"R- 1? 71 

* PrP-1?1.? 

Lf.C!3-l?l8 * 
PrR-1760 * 

* Pr'R 101 ri 

* in'\':'tnhonp 

. 

' I 

=IF 
Rep~rt 

<2 0 none detected . ·- I 
WELL 02 Wt.l..L uJ 

* * ...._ 
I 

* * 
* * 

• • * * 
* * 
* * 
* * 

: 
" . ··* * 

* * 

* * 
* * 
* * 
* * 
* * 
* * 
* * 
* * 
* * 
* * 
* * 
x * 
* * 
* * 

"* * 

2267 * Page __ 4 __ 

"-, WELL /ft4 

* 
.,, I 

' I ---- ;. .. 
* 
*-

-

* 
* -

* 
* 
*-: 
* 
* 
* 

* 
* 

* 
* -

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 



~ .... 

Environmental Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
412 P.OUTf 9, lANOU: HiL.UO•. NEW Jfl5£'f 0173 ... PHONE &09 b93·Jl00 

#. SlAJE CUllflfD 1ESJING LAl0t410R1 

' 

.. ~·Lakehurst Naval Air 
Engineering Center 

Date: -:.::A~p~r~il=--.::8~·~1~9~8.l _____ ~--~--~ 
Place of Coll eel ion: see page 1 for 'info 

_____ p __ a~~. 
Date of Collec.. - ··-· 

Collected By:---------

ACID CO~OL'1'DS . 

-PARAMETER WELL Ill WELL C2 WELL IJ3 WEI:L /)4 
foa-::ts /billion) ' • 

2-Chlorophenol * * * * -
2,4-Dicblorophenol * * * * 
2~'~Di~~thy~phenol •• * * * -.. 

' 
. ·-

·4, 6-Dinitro-0-Cresol * * * 1: 

2,4-Dinitrophenol *· * * * 
2-!:::.. t::-c?:ienol * * * * 
4-~~i trophcnol * * * * 
P-Chloro-~-Cresol * * * * 
Pentachlorc?~enol * * * * -
Phe~ol * * * * 
2,4,6-Tric~lorophenol * * * * 

* - <2.0 none detected. 

-~ 

NOTE• The liobility of En.,;ronm~ntol T~al;ng Loborolor;p•, Inc ond ih tvb•idiorie• with re'p~ct lo lhe •er .. ic•• d1or9ed for h~r~;"· 

1holl in l"IO •·~nl ••tMd th. omovnt of the ;nwoice ?_'K 
-···· ·· ··-·· ······~ ..... '••"'"'Ill~ \>J.L~TH • Wt.1U lWASH W.l.tfl • ''°"H"T •IM,ACt !IT.A.Hi. 



.Environmental TesUng Laboratories, Inc. 

* 2~67 Report 
!! - not confirmed via GC/HS 
~1> - nnn~ d~tert~ 

* Page __ 6 __ 

· · • .. · ·Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center 
VOLATILE COMPOUNDS * - <2 U Uvu~ . """ ..... ~~- - - . 

~ l 

PARAMETER WELL Ill WELL 112 WELL li3 WELL #4 
... . , ... parts/billion -- .. :. . ... ~ - ·- - ·-- ,,...,.. 

Acrolein <200 ND <200 NU <200 Nn <200 ')\:Tl ... - -
' Acryl """ t- ..... i 1 '! <5 ND <5 ND <5 """ <~ 1" I' 

~ .. :. . 
Benzene * * * •• 
Bis(Chlorcn:iethyl) Ether -

• 
Bromof oro • <7 ND <7 ND <7 ND <7 ND 

Carbon Tetrachloride * * * * 
Chlorobenzene * * * * 
Chlorodibro=~ethane 6 fl * * * ·-

Chloro=thane * * 
.. * * . 

·2-Ch lcrcet!::ivl vinvl Ether * * * * 
* * * * Chlor~f o!'i':l 

Dichlo=obro~o~ethane 3 IJ * ; * * 
Dichlorodifluoromethane 

1.1-Dic~loroet~a~e * * * * , ?-nir,.,1n,.,...= .. ·,..~ .... _. * * * * 
, i_n;,..,.,1~~~0~~~,~~~ * * * * 
192-Dichloropropane * * * * 
1,2-Dichloroprcpylene * * * * 
Ethylbenzene * * * * 
Methyl Bromide <10 ND <10 ND <10 ND <10 ND 

:Methvl Chloride <20 KD <20 ND <20 t-.~ <20 ND 

• Methylene Chloride 
.,·1_ 
/;...:: 70 180 870 100 

1,1,2,2-Tet:-a-
chloroethane <10 ND <10 ND <10 ND <10 t-.1) 

Tctrachloro~thvlene T: * * * 

* I 
' 

Toluene ... - <2 ' s 8 <2 
1 _..!.77,K . 



Enviionrrfental Testing Laboratories-. Inc. 

* Report 2267 

Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center 
VOL~TILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

ND - none ~n~0cted 
* - <2. 0 no.. ·4 

• • •• ~ 
i., 

.. . , .. .PARAMETER WELL Cl WELL 02 WELL IJ3 
parts/billion 

1 ..., Tran.s-... , "' 
t Di~hloroethylene * * -~ 

- ·- - : 
l ,· 1, 1-TrichloroeLucsue * * * I --
1,1,2-Trichloroethane * * * 
Trichloroetilylene * * * 

I 
t Trichlorof luoromethane <5 ND <5 ND <5 ND 

Vinyl chloride <5 ~m <5' ND <5 ND 

-: 
. -.. . 

-

' 
~IK 

I 

' 

..u... -rr 
f'age 7 

- I 
WELL (14 

* -
-
.. ' .. .. 
* 
* -

<5 ND 

<5 ND 

. 
. . 
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

GEORGE J. TYLER, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER 
CN402 

TRENTON, N.J. 08626. 
I09. 292. 8068 

October 22, 1985 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Marwan M. Sadat, Director 
Division of Waste Management 

FROM: George J. Tyler, Assistant Commissioner 

SUBJECT: Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center 

The Special Committee to Investigate Hazardous Waste 
Disposal Practices at Military Installations in New Jersey 
has requested information with respect to the laboratories 
and the quality of the work of such laboratories that have 
been involved in testing water at and around the Lakehurst 
Naval Air Engineering Center. They were particularly con-
cerned with the work of Chy~~ Associates and Atlantic Ecology. 

I would appreciate it if you would immediately assign 
a member of your staff to compile a listing of all sampling 
data available in the Department's files for this U. S. 
Navy facility. Please indicate in that report the sampling 
results, the name of the lab or sampling group that collected 
the samples, the analysis subcontractor employed by the 
Navy and any other laboratory contractors or subcontractors 
that were involved in testing. Also, please indicate the 
levels of detection in effect for those labs at the time of 
the testing, the status of the lab at the time the samples 
were done with respect to certification by DEP under our 
Safe Drinking Water Act Program and any other corrnnents ~ou 
would like to make. Also, please include all the recent 
Safe Drinking Water Act sampling in this report. 

The Connnittee has requested we provide them with this 
information immediately. I have requested their approval 
of our submitting the data to them on October 31. Please 
make every effort to comply with this deadline. 

I very much appreciate your cooperation. 

G. J. T. 
fu list: 10/31/85 

71X 
Nth' Jeruy /J An Equal Opportunity Emplo~·er 
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPAltTMENT OP' ENVlltONMl:NTAL PROTECTIOI' 

ROBERT E. HUGHEY,COMMISSIONER 
CN •,02 

TRENTON, NJ. 01625 
609. 292. 2115 

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER NO. 97 

I, ROB.ERT E. HUGHEY, Commissioner of the Department of Environmenta] 
Protection, pursuant to the authority of N.J.S.A. 13:10-1 et seq. 
and N.J.S.A. 13:18-3, and in recognition of state law and the public 
policy of the State that public records shall be readily accessibl~ 
for examination, with certain exceptions for the protection of the 
public interest, hereby adopt the attached Policy and Procedure 
concerning Department records. 

All other Administrative Orders or portions thereof which are 
inconsistent with tne provision~ of this Order are hereby modified 
to the extent netessary to conform herewith. 

Thjs Order shali take effect 

Date 

immediately. ~ 

~4-1~~~ 
------------------------------------

t•X 
I 003 Recycled 



·-
I. PURPOSE:. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

POLICY AND PROCEDURES 
DEPARTMENT RECORDS 

To-· 1tat; depart.i~nt policy 'and procedures govern~ng the maintenance of 
all deparbaental records, and the inspection and sale of copies of 
public -records. 

II. AUTHORITY 

... • N.J,S.A. 47: IA 
Ex•cutive Order No. 9 (1963) 
Executive Order No. 11 (1974) 
Executive Order No. 79 (1979) 

III. SUPERSEDES 

Thia policy and procedure supersedes all previously issued enforcement 
directives, memoranda ··and other directives concerning the issues 
addressed herein, including: 

Environmental Management and Control 
Enforcement Procedures Directive No. 6, 
Custody and Maintenance of Confidential 
and Public Enforcement Files; 

~ All policy memoranda from the Executive 
Enforcement Coanittee. 

IV. DEFINITIONS 

Public Records - shall mean all records which are required by law to be 
made, maintained or kept on file by the department, or by any official 
acting for, or on behalf of, the department. 

Confidential Records - shall mean all public records which are exempted 
by law from public inspection (see Section V, Policy). 

Records Custodian - shall mean the individual in each division/office 
aaaigned .. to control the records of that division/office (see Section 
VI, Re1ponaibilities). 

Reguester - shall mean any person not employed by the department 
seeking access to public records. 

,,~ 
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v. POLICY 

A. 

. . 

Acee•• to Public Records 

1. . The department will retain all originals of p·ublic records 
and will not allow such originals to be removed from 
depart.men~ offices. 

· 2. The department will provide access to public records for 
inspection upon a written request that clearly identifies the 
public records of interest. 

3. The department will provide copies of public records upon a 
written request that clearly identifies the public records of 
interest or will provide facilities for a requester to make 
copies of public records. 

4. The department will provide copies of public records, and 
certify that same are true and accurate copies, in response 
to a subpoena. 

S. The department will provide copies of pu.,lic records, and 
certify that same are true and accurate copies, for use in a 
deposition. 

B. Confidential Records 

1. Public records shall be confidential and, therefore, not 
subject to public inspectioc or copying if they are: 

a. Information required to be confidential by statute or 
regulation; 

b. Correspondence and memoranda between the department and 
the Office of the Attorney General (attorney/client 
privilege); 

c. Enforcement investigation documents concerning ·ongoing 
enforcement matters, if release for public inspection 
would be inimical to the public interest (N.J.S.A 
47:1A·3); 

d. ·Personnel files, except an individual'• name, title, 
position, salary, payroll record, length of service in 
the government, date of separation from government 
service and the reason thereof, amount and type of 
pension, as well as data contained in information which 
disclose conformity with expe~iential, educational or 
medical qualifications required for government 
employment or for receipt of a public pension (Executive 
Order No. 11 (1974)); 

11-K 
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e. Questions on exqinations required to be conducted by 
the department (Executive Order No. 9 (1963)); 

f. Records concerning morbid.tty, mortality and reportable 
diseases of named · persona required t_o be made, 
maintained or kept by the department (Executive order 
Ho •. 9- (1963) ).; 

g. Criminal investigation records (Executive Order No. 9 
(1963)); 

h. Procurement documents concerning (Executive Order No. 79 
(1979)): 

i. Surveillance equipment and investigatory services, 
when disclosure of the equipment type and the 
subject matter of the services could make known to 
the target of an investigation, the fact that an 
investigation is in progress; • 

ii.· Installation of intrusion and detection alarm 
systems, when disclosure could facilitate illegal 
entry; 

iii. Studies of computer system security, including 
final reports, when disclosure could facilitate 
fraudulent use of the information. 

2. Provided, however, that such confidential records shall 
remain subject to such other provisions of law and 
regulations as shall be applicable thereto and this policy 
shall in no way be interpreted as to preclude the appropriate 
State or local officials from: 

a. usini or making available such records for any of the 
purposes for which such records are made, maintained, or 
kept; or 

b. permitting any person who demonstrates a legitimate 
reason for wishing to do so to examine such records 
where such officials shall find it not contrary ·to the 
public interest or an undue interference with the 
operation of the office to permit such an examination. 

VI. RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. Director shall: 

Appoint a records custodian. 



' 
B. Director, Office of Resulatory Services shall: 

Train the·. record• cu1todian1 and help identify public records 
\....) involved ia. litigation. 

j\.-1 

C. Record• Custodian shall: 

. . 

1. C"dntr~i· ·all division/office records by: 

a. maintaining a list of all division/office records; 

b. maintaining a log of the location of all division/office 
records; 

c . controlling access to ~Jl division/office records; 

d. maintaining public records that include all information 
concerning all matters within the jurisdiction of the 
division/office; · 

e. maintaining confidential records separate from other 
public records. 

2. Receive, and respond to, requests for inspection of public 
records by 

a. ~cheduling appointments with the requester to inspect 
public records; 

b. maintaining sufficient security to ensure that publh: 
records are not altered, destroyed, damaged or removed 
during the inspection period; 

3. Receive, .and respond to, requests for copies of public 
records by: 

a. copying public records requested or providing facilities 
for the requester to make copies of public records; 

b. in response to a subpoena, stamping the first page of 
each copy of the subpoenaed documents with a stamp 
designed as follows: 

THIS IS A TRUE CERTIFIED COPY 
(Records Custodian's Signature) 
(Records Custodian's Name) 
(Division/Office Name) 
Department of Environmental Protection 
State of New Jersey 

c. assessing and collecting fees for copying according to 
the appropriate schedule. 
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VII. PROCEDURES 

A. Regueat to Inspect Public Records 

1. All department peraoDJlel shall: 

•- Ref~z:_ all requests to inspect public. records to all 
records custodians; 

b. Inform requester of referral. 

2. Records Custodian shall: 

a. Acknowledge request to inspect public records and keep a 
file copy of the request; 

b. Locate and obtain the Public records requested; 

c. Determine whether the requested public records involve 
litigation; if records are involved in litigation, refer 

··the request to the Deputy Atto't'ney General assigned to 
the case; if not proceed with.step d; 

d. Remove all confidential 
files, contact Office 
assistance, if necessary; 

records from public record 
of Regulatory Services for 

e. Contact requester and schedule inspection; 

f. Monitor the inspection: 

g. Provide copies of public records requested (see VII. Procedure, 
Section 8); 

B. Reguests for Copies of Public Records 

1. All department personnel shall: 

a. Refer all requests for copies of public records to all 
records custodians; 

b. Inform requester of referral. 

2. Records Custodians shall: 

a. Acknowledge request for copies of public records and keep a 
file copy of the request; 

b. Locate and obtain the public records requested; 

c. Determine whether the requested public records involve 
litigation; if records are involved in litigation, refer the 
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request to Deputy Attorney General assigned to the case; if 
not, proceed with step d; 

d. The records custodian •ay require advance payment according 
to Policy and Procedure 3.14; ~ 

e. !oJur~. that public records requested are-not exempted by law 
from· public diacloaure; · 

f ~ Copy public records requested or provide facilities for the 
requester to make copies of public records; 

•· Send copies of public records to requester, or contact 
requester to pick up; include completed billing statement 
according to Policy and Procedure 3.14; 

h. Return public records to the proper location. 
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Honorable Robert E. Hughey 
Commissioner 

October 21, 1985 

Department of Enviro~~~ntal Protection 
CN-402 
Labor and Industry Building 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Commissioner Hughey: 

At the request of the Chairwoman and on behalf 

GLENN E. MOORE. 111 
Ass1sr•nt Reseorch Dire, re· 

of the members of the "Special Committee to Investigate 
Hazardous Waste Disposal at Military Institutions" 
created pursuant to Asse~bly Resolution 168, I would like 
to formally request that you make representatives of your 
Department available to brief the Committee on the 
environmental and public health dangers which may be posed 
by the discharging of hazardous wastes at the military 
installations at Fort Monmouth, the Raritan Arsenal, and 
at Earle Naval Weapons Station. Additionally, further 
questions regarding Navy Lakehurst will be discussed. The 
hearing will be held on Thursday, October 24, 1985, beginning 
at 10:00 A.M. The hearing is to be located in the Council 
Chambers of Middletown Town Hall, 1 Kings Highwav, Middletown 
Township (Monmouth County), New Jersey. 

Specifically, the Corrunittee would like to inquire 
as to the water quality implications of the discharges, 
the aquifer resources which may be affected, and information 
concerning mitigation strategies which have and will be 
implemented. The Committee will also be focusing on when 

LISN e LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION SERVICE NUMBER e 800· 792·8630 

l'IK 
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Honorable Robert E. Hughey 
Page Two 

October 21, 1985 

information became available concerning discharges and 
departmental response. 

I thank you for your cooperation in this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

_flj;!J ('.<x ~ f) 
Mark O. Smith .... 
Aide to the Committee 

MOS:mam 

PtX 



Mr. Mark 0. Smith 
Committee Aide 
Special Connnittee to Investigate 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OP' ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

GEORGE J. TYLER, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER 
CN402 

TRENTON, N.J; 08626 
I09. 292. 8068 

October 16, 1985 

Hazardous Waste Disposal at Military Institutions 
Office of Legislative Services 
Room 206, State House Annex 
CN 042 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

This is in response to your letter of October 15, 
1985 inviting me to attend the October 17, 1985 hearing 
on the Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center. Neither 
I nor any member of my staff will be in attendance. 

Please do not mis~onstrue this as a lack of 
cooperation on our part. As you are aware, we have made 
extensive efforts to be cooperative with the committee. 
We will, of course, continue to respond in this fashion. 

We have already supplied the Committee with thousands 
of pages of documentation and have spent hundreds of man-
hours in discussions with the Committee staff. On October 10, 
I personally appeared before the Committee to provide answers 
to all questions. At that time, I was informed that the U. S. 
Navy, and possibly the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
would be presenting testimony on October 17. As a result, 
we did not schedule any of our staff for this particular 
hearing. 

Please let me know if questions remain after the U.S. 
Navy has testified. We will be more than willing to respond. 

. Tyler 
Commissioner 

,,K 
NeK· Jerur Is An Equal Opportunitv Emp/o~·er 
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Mr. George J. Tyler 

CN·042 
TRENTON. N.J. 08625 

TELEPHONE: (609) 292·4661 

October 15, 1985 

Assistant Commissioner for Environmental 
Management and Control 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Room 805 
Labor and Industry Building 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Mr. Tyler: 

I have been directed ~y the Chairwom~n of the 
"Special Committee to Investigate Hazardous Waste 
Disposal at Military Institutions" to request your 
attendance at the public hearing the Committee will 
hold on Thursday, October 17, 1985, in Building #33, _ 
the Consolidated Mess at the Naval Air Engineering 
Center, Lakehurst. The Chairwoman has also requested 
that Mr. Robert Soboleski attend with you. The 
purpose of your attendance will be to respond to 
questions the Committee may have regarding the 
testimony of the representatives of the Navy and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

MOS:mam 

!~ly,~ 
/f J/'j ()('§...__ ~' 

-~a;k O. Smith 
Committee Aide 

~'K 
LISN e LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION SERVICE NUMBER e 800-792·8630 



Honorable Marlene Lynch Ford 
Assemblywoman, District 10 
Room 305 
State House Annex 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Attention: Mr. Mark Smith 

Dear Assemblywoman Ford: 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

Houun I::. lllf(;ff[Y. COMMISSIONF.R 

CN 402 

TREl'HON, N.J. 08625 
tt09. ~QJ • ass 

October 16, 1985 

Enclosed please find information on the McGuire Air Force 
Base in Burlington County. 

Information on the next site and ~ny updated information on 
all of the previously submit+;.~d sites will t-e forward~d to 
you as it is compiled. .-~ 

,, I 

Sincerely, 

\;t:iJf..,'i 
Enclosures 

'llA' 
100% Recycled 
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Mr. George J. Tyler 

October 15, 1985 

Assistant Commissioner for Environmental 
Management and Control 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Room 805 
Labor and Industry Building 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Mr. Tyler: 

I have been directed by the Chairwoman of the 
"Special Committee to Inve~tigate Hazardous Waste 
Disposal at Military Institutions" to request your 
attendance at the public hearing the Committee will 
hold on Thursday, October 17, 1985, in Building #33, 
the Consolidated Mess at the Naval Air Engineering 
Center, Lakehurst. The Chairwoman has also requested 
that Mr. Robert Soboleski attend with you. The 
purpose of your attendance will be to respond to 
questions the Committee may have regarding the 
testimony of the representatives of the Navy and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

MOS:marn 

sincere CJ.~ 

Mark O. Smith 
Committee Aide 

LISN e LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION SERVICE NUMBER e 800·792·8630 
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ARTHUR 5. AftPLEBAUM 
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GLENN E. MOORE. 111 
Ass1sr11nr Research Dlfecror 



Honorable Marlene Lynch Ford 
Assemblywoman, District 10 
Room 305 
State House Annex 
TrPnton, K~w Jersey 08625 

Attention: Mr. Mark Smith 

Dear Assemblywoman Ford: 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

l<ORFRT E. HUGHEY, COM!\llSSIONER 

October 9, 1985 

CN 40::? 

TRENTON. N.J. 086~5 

oOQ - 2~2 - 2885 

Enclosed please find information on the Department of 
Defense facility at Fort Monmouth in Monmouth County, along 
with some additional information on the Picatinny Arsenal in 
Horris County. 

We are still in the 
McGuire Air Force 
information will be 

Enclosures 

process of compiling iniormation on the 
Base in Burlington County. That 

forwarded to you in the next few days. 

1 OUr:l Recycled 

'IJ~ 
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Honorable Robert E. Hughey 
Commissioner 

October 8, 1985 

Department of Environmental Protection 
CN-402 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Corrunissioner Hughey: 

At the request of the Chairwoman and on behalf 
of the members of the "Special Committee to 
Investigate Hazardous Waste Disposal at Military 
Institutions" created pursuant to Assembly Resolution 
168, I would like to formally request that you make 
representatives of your Department availa~le to brief 
the Committee on the environmental and public health 
dangers which may be posed by the discharging of 
hazardous wastes at the Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering 
Center. The hearing will be held on Thursday, October 10, 
1985, beginning at 10:00 A.M. in Room 348 of the State 
House Annex. Specificall~he Cornrnittee would like to 
inquire as to the water quality implications of the 
discharges, the aquifer resources which may be affected, 
and information concerning mitigation strategies which 
have and will be implemented. 

I thank you for your continued cooperation in 
this matter. 

MOS :mam 

Sincerely, 
/ LV/1} /j /~ 

~/-~: 1(1., ~ 
~k 0. Smith 
Aide to the Conunittee 

LISN e LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION SERVICE NUMBER e 800· 792·8630 
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TELEPHONE: (I09) 292-4681 ~ ~ . ..,_.--_,,. . 

-~'.j! OCT ,J 3 1985 JOHN I''. RUSSO 
WILLIE 8. BROWN 
JOHN ~AUL DOYLE 
CHUCK HARDWICK 
ALAN J. KARCHER 
DENNIS L. RILEY 
ANTHONY M. VILLANE. JR. 
KARL WEIDEL 

MEMORANDUM 

~ n 
TO: SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE HAZARDOUS 

WASTE DISPOSAL AT MILITARY INSTITUTIONS 

FROM: Mark 0. Smith, 
Aide to the Committee 

DATE: 09tober 2, 1985 

SUBJECT: HEARINGS OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE 

The Special C~mmittee to Inve~tigate Hazardous 

Waste Disposal at Military Institutions will meet on 

the following dates: 

October 10, 1985 
October 17, 1985 
October 24, 1985 

The subject of the October 10, 1985 hearing will 

'( 

be the Potential Sources of Groundwater Contamination Posed 

by Hazardous Waste Disposal at the Lakehurst Naval Air 

Engineering Center. The hearing will begin a~ 10:00 A.M. 

in Room 400 of the State House Annex, Trenton, New Jersey. 

The specific subject matters and the places of the 

other two hearinqs will be announced at a later date. 

LISNe LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION SERVICE NUMBEReS00-792-8630 
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Honorable Marlene Lynch Ford 
Assemblywoman, District 10 
State House Annex 
Room 305 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Attention: Mr. Mark Smith 

Dear Assemblywoman Ford: 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

ROBERT E. HUGHEY, COMMISSIONER 
CN 402 

TRENTON, N.J. 08625 

609. 292 - 2885 

September 30, 1985 

As a follow up to my September 26, 1985 letter to you, 
enclosed please find critical information pertaining to the 
Department of Defense facility at Fort Dix in Burlington 
County. 

Information on the McGuire Air Force Base also in Burlington 
County will be forwarded to you shortly. 

cc: Honorable Alan J. Karcher 
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Honorable Marlene Lynch Ford 
Assewblvwoman, District 10 
Room 30S, CN 042 
State House Annex 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Attention: Mr. Mark Smith 

Dear Assemblywoman Ford: 

. .:, .. 

September 26, 1985 

As a continuation of our effort to provide information on 
federal facilities as requested by Assemblyman Alan J. 
Karcher, enclosed please find pertinent information on the 
Picatinny Arsenal in Rockaway Township. 

Our arrangement with Mr. Karcher was to provide certair. 
critical information on each of the ten maJor federal facilit:e~ 
in New Jersey as quickly as we could assemble it. We have 
been transmitting a series of reports on each such facility · 
every few da)s or so. Thns far, reports on the LakEhurst 
Naval Engineering Center, the Federal Aviation Administration 
(NAFEC) Facility at Pomona and the Earle Naval Ordinance 
Depot in Monmouth have been sent. As noted, information on 
the Picatinny Arsenal is enclosed. The next package of 
material will follow in several days. 

If you or members of your staff have questions, please 
contact Dr. Marwan Sadat, Director of the Division of 1·::1ste 
Management, at 292-1250 or Mr. John Gaston. Director c~ t~e 
Division of Water Resources at 292-1637 since these si:es 
impact both our waste and water programs. They will sc~ecule 
appointments and provide any additional information nee6ed 
to resolve your questions. 

Sincerely, 

Enc~osure 
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Honorable Alan J. Karcher, Speaker 
Assemblyman, District 19 
61 Main Street 
Sayreville, New Jersey 08872 

Dear Assemblyman Karcher: 

:' ': ~ ·" ~ ~ •.• :;:: • 7 (""". r :- ··i J : r:: ~ ,, , , ~ . , - ... ::- ~- - -

September 26, 1985 

Unfortunately, it was impossible for the Department to meet 
your September 23, 1985 request for available information on 
the seven remaining federal facilities by September 24, 
1985. Fo~ each facility, the task involves review o~ files 
throughout the Department by Division staff and an attorney 
and also involves sending the material to the print s~op to 
have copies made. As you have been previously inforrnec, 
several voluminous reports on each facility are being 
forwarded to y0u, and it wc~1ld not be prude:1t. for us :.o 
provide y.ou with our only copies of those documents. The 
Department is, however, working as quickly as possible to 
comply with your request and I will ensure that your request 
continues to be a priority until it is met. 

I have fo~·arded the pertinent information on the Pi.ca:.i:--.:Y_: 
Arsenal in Rockaway Township to Assemblywoman Marlene Lv~ch 
Ford, in care of Mr. Mark Smith. Assemblywoman Ford will be 
receiving information on the next site shortly. 

Sincerely, 

,,~ 



VES!R.H .~SS£.)o(Bl.Y 
OF \n1 ,.JERSH 

T1a:\'To" 

Robe=t E. Hughey 
Co~~issioner, Depart~ent of 

E:: ·. · ~ r c ~!:'! e ~ta 2. P = ~ t e ct ion 
Ci\ 402 
Trer.ton, New Jersev 08625 

H~.i~D DELIVER 

Dear Co~~issioner Hughey: 

~· ? SPEAKER 

ALAN J. KARCHER 
•SSEMS ... YMAN. OISTA!CT ,9 IMl:l:li..E:S(XI 

61 MAIN STR:E.ET 
SAYREVILLE, N\J. 08872 

TEL 2 0 I ·239·9 7•5 
609·292·8 4 I I 

September 23, 1985 

Tha~k you for your continuing cooperation on the Assembly's 
current investigation of hazardous waste du~ping practices 2t 
U.S. military facilities in New Jersey. I appreciate receipt 
of DE~ materials concerning Lakehurst, Earle and Pomona. 

Since our last correspondence, members have been appointed to 
the Special Committee to investigate these practices. 
Assemblywoman Marlene Lynch Ford of District 10 will chair 
this Special Committee. Kindly transmit relevant materials 
on the additional seven facilities to Mrs. Ford in care of 
the Committee's Secretary, Mr. Mark Smith, of the Division of 
Legislative Information and Research, Room 305, State House 
Annex, CN 042, Trenton 08625. In order to prepare for the 
hearings the Conunittee needs to be in possession of all 
relevant information via Mr. Smith by Wednesday of this week. 

I appreciate your invitation to review additional D.E.P. 
information. My Special Assistant for this project, Mr. 
David Cantor, will contact you very shortly to do so. 

y~;·y trulyi y~or /L 
11-I ./a 
I !.{At-1<- v. / )C [L I ' 
'-' A1an J. Karcher ~· 

Speaker/ 
/ 

cc: Assemblywoman Marlene Lynch Ford 
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September 18, 1985 

HonorabJe Alan J. Karcher, Speaker 
Assembly, District 19 
61 t-!ain Street 
Sayrevill~, New Jersey 08872 

Dear Assemblyman Karcher: 

- .... '"\ ... ~ 

As a follow up to my September 13, 1985 letter to you, 
enclosed is the critical information we have in our files on 
the Naval Weapons Station Earle. I would again like to take 
this opportunity to urge you to contact the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Defense 
for additional information that those agencies may have 
available on this and the other sites, and tu invite you or 
a member of your staff to come in and review remaining 
information in our files. 

Information on the Picatinny Arsenal in Morris County will be 
forwarded to you shortly. 

Sincerely, 88 

~ooK 



STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
OEPARTMENT OF' ENVIRONMENTAi.. ftROTECTION 

ROOF.RTE. HUCtiEY.COMMlSSIONER 
CN 40:: 

TRF.NTON. N.J. 08b2S 

609 · 292 · lSJS 

September 13, 1985 

Honorable Alan J. Karcher, Speaker 
Assemblyman, District 19 
61 Main Street 
Sayreville, New Jersey 08872 

Dear Assemblyman Karcher: 

We were glad to comply with your request for information on 
the Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center. We will 
continue to provide you with new information on that site as 
it becomes available to us. 

With regard to your September 11, 1985 request, again I must. 
note that you have requested an extensive amount of informa-
tion in an extremely short time frame. I would appreciate 
your considering the following proposal to meet your needs. 
There are ten major federal facilities on which there are 
files throughout this Department. Those facili~ies ar~ 
listed below: 

'Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center 
• Picati:my Arsenal 
•Fort Dix 
•Fort Monmouth 
•Earle Naval Weapons Station 
•McGuire Air Force Base 

Marine Ocean Terminal Bayonne 
Rarita:-i Arsenal 

•·FAA Technical Center Pomona 
Pedricktown Support Facility 

What I propose is to provide you with critic al information 
from our files on those sites over the next several weeks. 
~.s a follo ..... ·-up to the material previously forwarded to you 
concerning the Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center, I 
have enclosed information on the FAA Technical Center at 
Pomona in Atlantic County. In a matter of days I will have 
the information on the next site for you. We will continue 
to provide you with information in this fashion unti 1 the 
list has been exhausted. In the meantime, please feel free 
to come in personally or dispatch a member of your staff to 
review the information in our files. 

101,f' 



Please let me know if this proposed course of action meets 
with your approva~. I would be happy to discuss it with you 
at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 
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HAND DELIVE~D 

SPEAKER 

ALAN J. KARCHER 
ASSEM8L.YMAN, OISTRICT 19 lMIOOL.tSEXl 

61 MAIN STREET 
SAYREVILLE. N.J. 08872 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
OP Nn; JERS!r 

TRENTON 

TEL.. Z 0 I ·23&.-8 74!5 

e09·Z9Z·8 4 I I 

September 11, 1985 

Conunissioner Robert E. Hughey 
Department of Environmental Protection 
CN-402 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Commissioner Hughey: 

Thank you for your timely and forthcoming response to rny 
recent initial request for information on hazardous waste 
dumping practices at U.S. military facilities located in 
New Jersey. 

In the interest of a thorough legislative investigation of 
these practices, I will indeed appreciate prompt receipt of 
any and all additional relevant material which comes to the 
attention of or is generated by your Department. Please 
consider this letter an ongoing request for information 
concerning hazardous waste dumping practices not only at 
Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center, but at all United 
States Department of Defense facilities within this State. 

Kindly provide a list of additional federal D.O.D. hazardous 
waste sites, together with such material as may currently be 
in D.E.P.'s possession in respect of same, by this Friday, 
September 13, 1985. 

We look forward to your continuing cooperation in this area 
of urgent public concern. 

Very truly yours, 

z~! ~JfeJw1; ~. 
~ -.. , 



STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ~ROTECTION 

ROOF.RTE. HUGHEY. COMMISSIONER 
CN 402 

TRENTON, N.J. 08625 

609 - l92 - 2185 

September 9, 1985 

Honorable Alan J. Karcher, Speaker 
Assemblyman, District 19 
61 Main Street 
Sayreville, New Jersey 08872 

Dear Assemblyman Karcher: 

I have received your September 5, 1985 letter regarding the 
Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center in which you request 
all of the information in the Department's possession or to 
which we have access concerning this site. Unfortunately, 
two working days is not enough time to compile all of that 
information for you. However, I have enclosed numerous 
reports and documents from the files of our Division of Waste 
Management (see· Attachment I). 

Other information concerning the Lakehurst facility is, or 
will become, available through the on-going enforcement 
process. If you wish to receive such material or if you 
require anything further at this point, please let me know. 

For your. information, I have initiated discussions with 
Regional Administrator Daggett of the United States Environ-
mental Protection Agency's Region II office to ensure that 
the State of New Jersey routinely receives all such informa-
tion and, more importantly, to outline a process for 
continuous interaction on the question of ha:ardous sites at 
all of the federal facilities in New Jersey. I suggest, 
therefore, that you also write to the United States Environ-
mental Protection Agency and the Departoent of Defense. 

If after review 
to discuss this 
any time. 

Enclosures 

of the enclosed materials you wish to meet 
issue, please feel free to call upon me at 



. . . 
ATTACHMENT I 

- Environmental Program Briefing (August 30, 1985) ~ t'?I { g\ 
Dames & Moore Plan of Action I J (ST 
Step I Verification/Confirmation Study (February 1985) l I~ 

Report on the Status of the 44 Potentially Contaminate/ ) ,,,,. 
Sites Identified by the Navy Assessment & Control of Ir s~ 
Installation Pollutants Survey of the Naval Air Engineering l 
Center, Lakehurst (May 1984) ~ 

Initial Report on the Ground Water Monitoring Program at the 
Closed Solid Waste Facilities (March 1983) 

Annual Report on the Groundwater Monitoring Program at 
Closed Solid Waste Facilities, Naval Air Engineering Center, 
Lakehurst (April 1985) 

Initial Assessment Study of Naval Air Engineering Center, 
Lakehurst (March 1983) (copy not attached due to size of 
document but is available for review from the Department 
during working hours; arrangements to do so can be made 

f through Dr. Jorge Berkowitz - 609-984-2902) 

Recap of August 8, 1985 Meeting with the United States. Navy 
representatives and the Department of Environmental 
Protection 

Comments prepared by the Pinelands Commission, the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, and the Department 
of Environmental Protection on the Dames & Moore Proposed 
Work Plan 

Draft Site Status Report 

Addendum to July 17, 1985 Memorandum Regarding Department of 
Defense Facilities, Specifically Lakehurst 
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Gtn~AL .A.ss!MBLY 
or Nt-.· Jusn 

TR!NTOH 

Commissioner Robert E. Hughey 
Department of Environmental Protection 
CN-402 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Commissioner Hughey: 

SPE.AltltB 

.. ~LAN J. K.6.BCHER 
A55EM8L.YMAN, Ot5T9'1C:T 1• tMIDOL.tSCXI 

61 MAIN STllltET 
SAYREVILLE, N.J."'oee12 

TEL.. Z 0 I ·1>•·17•5 
608·181·1 ••• 

'.t\ · .. '\ 'f 
-'l't; .t-

,..-:--\. ' ' I '. I . 

The New Jersey Assembly has resolved to create a Special 
Committee to investigate hazardous waste durnpinq practices at 
federal military bases located within the State (AR-160, August 
28, 1985). 

In particular, we are extremely alarmed to learn of a 
reportedly severe and protracted course of dumping of toxic 
pollutants by the U.S. Navy at the Lakehurst Naval Air 
Engineering, Center, and of potentially grave impacts on New 
Jersey's potable water resources, environmentally protected 
areas, and food chain, inter alia. 

I hereby request that you transmit to me forthwith any and all 
information which is in the possession of your Department, or 
to which D.E.P. has access, pertinent to the Navy's dumping of 
hazardous wastes at Lakehurst: including but not limited to all 
reports or other data, published or unpublished, provided or 
developed to date by the Environmental~c't:'ion Agency 
Navy itself. · -· ------- ------·-------------·-·--. ·--..~. -.. 
Kindly have such material delivered to my Trenton office.in 
time for me to inspect it on Monday, September 9, 1985. 

ALAN J. K clftt~1cr. 
Vea&;_~y you , 

Speaker 

AJK:paw 
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TESTIMONY OF 
THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

BEFORE THE 
SPECIAL LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 

TO INVESTIGATE HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL 
AT MILITARY INSTITUTIONS 

OCTOBER 24, 1985 
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Good morning, Madam Chairwoman and members of the Committee. 

There is really only one issue I would like to address in my 
opening statement, and that is the issue of our presence here 
today and our cooperation with you in this endeavor. I want to 
assure you at the outset that the department will continue to make 
every effort to be fully cooperative with your Committee, and with 
your staff, in order to provide you with a full and complete 
response to any inquiries you may have concerning hazardous waste 
disposal at military installations. 

As my letter of October 22, 1985 indicates, the Department of 
Environmental Protection has complied scrupulously with the letter 
agreements set forth in correspondence between Assembly Speaker 
Karcher, yourself and Commissioner Hughey. No member of this 
Committee nor any member of its staff has ever been denied access 
to, or a copy of, any particular piece of information in any of 
the files of the department. That continues to be and will 
continue to be the case. The only issue we have ever raised with 
respect to the conduct of business by this committee has been the 
time permitted for us to respond to your informational requests 
and conversely the timeliness of the specific agendas and requests 
for departmental representation at your hearings. 

Without belaboring the point, the shear volume of material we 
have supplied you already is enormous. That alone should speak to 
our intent to fully comply with your informational requests. We 
have expended hundreds of man hours thus far in responding to 
those requests and in meetings with your staff. We have already 
supplied you with thousands of pages of documentation. I 
personally appeared, as you know, at your hearing on October 10, 
1985 and responded to your questions for nearly three hours. On 
extremely short notice, in fact less than 24 hours, I responded to 
an eight page letter of inquiry and set forth our positions on all 
of the issues raised. I am here again today, volitionally I might 
note, to answer any other questions you might have and I' 11 be 
happy to do so in a few minutes. 

Therefore, it should be clear that we are here to cooperate 
with you, we are here to respond to your questions, and if we 
cannot answer a question on the spot, we will provide you with a 
full answer as soon as possible. We have nothing to hide about 
our hazardous waste program because, quite frankly, we are very 
proud of our hazardous waste cleanup program. New Jersey operates 
the nation's, and perhaps the world's, finest complement of 
environmental protection programs. That's not just the Department 
of Environmental ~rotection staff bragging: that's a compliment to 
the State Legislature as well. Over the ·years, successive New 
Jersey L~gislatures have enacted some of the nation's most 
powerful environmental laws. Al though we have often appeared 
before Appropriation Committees to ask for additional resources, I 
must say, in recent years, those resources have been forthcoming 
and have been substantial. Moreover, Governor Kean and 
Commissioner Hughey have more than carried on New Jersey's long 
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and proud tradition of bi-partisan concern for the environment; 
they have, in fact, epitimized it. There is, therefore, 
absolutely no reason to avoid this Committee, and the facts of our 
cooperation speak for themselves. ~ 

With that in mind, there are two issues which we raised with 
respect to your October 21, 1985 letter that was hand delivered to 
our offices on that day. As I explained in my response, in order 
to provide you with "any and all information" on the seven largest 
federal facilities in New Jersey would require at least five 
additional working days. Those files comprise at least twenty 
linear feet of documents in the Department and, therefore, I have 
asked in that letter: first, your reconsideration of the request 
and, secondly, if you indeed require duplication of all of that 
information, that you then provide us with the five days necessary 
to physically copy it all. I also asked in that letter for one 
week to prepare a special report on laboratory analyses on all of 
the samples taken thus far at, or near, the Lakehurst Naval Air 
Engineering Center. I have already directed my staff to begin to 
prepare that report and I believe we will have it complete by 
October 31, 1985. I respectfully renew those requests at this 
time. 

With respect to the first seven facilities, I believe we have 
already submitted sufficient data to provide your staff with a 
general understanding of the environmental situations at those 
facilities and a ready ability to target any file they may wish to 
review in more depth. Because of the great staff expense involved 
thus far in responding to your inquiries, I would appreciate your 
finding that level of response sufficient. 

With respect to the agenda we were provided for today's 
hearing, namely a discussion of Fort Monmouth, the Earle Naval 
Weapons Depot, and the Raritan Arsenal, I have with me Dr. Jorge 
Berkowitz, Administrator of our Hazardous Site Mitigation 
Administration. He and I will attempt to generally describe the 
environmental situations at those facilities and to answer your 
questions concerning them. 

Finally, I once again request that you view the cleanup of 
federal facilities in the proper context. 

Over the years, New Jersey's environmental programs have 
identified approximately 1100 sites in New Jersey which require or 
may require some form of remedial action with resp~Gt to ~azardous 
waste disposal. As it turns. out, a fair number. of those sites 
have already been addressed. In fact, in the last two years 
alone, the department has overseen.the cleanup of more than 300 
individual sites or portions of sites. That's actual shovels in 
the ground or barrels moved--real cleanups. These cleanups 
include 39 actions taken at Superfund sites, those on the National 
Priorities List, approximately 60 enforcement-forced cleanup 
situations at industrial sites in the state, more than 100 drum 
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dumps ranging in size from 1 to 200 drums, and 30 other small to 
mid-size sites. 

Finally, more than 150 sites have been cleaned up in the last 
year and a half through our pioneering ECRA program, the 
Environmental Cleanup Responsibility Act, which requires property 
owners to clean up before they sell out and move. The department 
operates a vigorous cleanup effort which maximizes the enforcement 
powers available to us under various State and Federal laws, and 
utilizes as much Federal money as is available for the larger 
sites where no private responsible parties are ready, willing or 
capable of cleanup operations. 

It is against this backdrop that you must review any 
individual cleanup including the potential cleanups that may be 
necessary at federal installations. 

At this time we can respond to your questions or discuss the 
three federal facilities you mentioned in your letter of October 
21, 1985. 

Thank you. 

- 4 -
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Statement by Sen. Richard Van Wagner 10-24-85 

I APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT TESTIMONY BEFORE YOUR COMMITTEE ON 
THE IMPORTANT ISSUE OF THE PROPER DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTES, PROBABLY 
THE OTUSTANDING ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEM IN NEW JERSEY TODAY. 

AS YOU KNOW THE NEW JERSEY INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY tNJIT) AND THE UNIVERSITY 
OF MEDICINE AND DENTISTRY (UMDNJ) HAS FORMED WITH REPRESENTATIVES OF PRIVATE 
INDUSTRY A RESEARCH CONSORTIUM TO SEEK INNOVATIVE APPROACHES TO THE IDENTIFICATIO:. 
PRE-TREATMENT, NEUTRALIZATION AND SAFE DISPOSAL OF TOXIC CHEMICAL WASTES. 

THE CONSORTIUM IS CURRENTLY JOINTLY FUNDED BY THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY, A GRANT 
FROM THE NATIONAL SCIENCES FOUNDATION AND CONTRIBUTIONS FROM THE PRIVATE 
SECTOR MEMBERS. 

WITH THE SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNOLOGICAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE IN NEW JERSEY AT 
RUTGERS, PRINCETON AND STEVENS INSTITUTE AND WITH A PROPER LEVEL OF FUNDING 
FROM THE LEGISLATURE THERE IS EVERY REASONABLE HOPE THAT NEW JERSEY CAN DEVELOPE 
A STATE OF THE ART APPROACH TO DEALING WITH THIS PROBLEM EFFECTIVELY WITHIN A 
FEW YEARS. 

CONSIDERING THAT THE NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION'S GRANT WAS ONLY FOR THE 
PLANNING AND EVALUATION PHASE OF THE CONSORTIUM'S DEVELOPMENT AND THAT A 
SUBSTANTIAL PORTION OF THE CONSORTIUM'S PROJECTED BUDGETS ARE PREDICATED UPON 
VOLUNTARY COMMITMENTS FROM THE PRIVATE SECTOR, I BELIEVE THERE IS AN IMPORTANT 
ROLE TO BE PLAYED BY THE LEGISLATURE TO SUSTAIN THE CONSORTIUM'S RESEARCH 
EFFORTS AT AN ADEQUATE LEVEL OF FUNDING. 

I WOULD HOPE THAT THIS WOULD BE ONE OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS THAT THIS COMMITTEE 
MAKES TO THE LEGISLATURE AT THE COMPLETION OF YOUR HEARINGS. 

WHILE IT IS TRUE THAT MONEY ALONE WILL NOT SOLVE THIS PROBLEM, IT IS EQUALLY 
TRUE THAT CURRENTLY THERE ARE SEVERAL HIGHLY PROMISING EXPERIMENTS THAT HOLD 
OUT THE POSSIBILITY OF ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE AND ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE APPROACHES 
TO DEALING WITH THE WIDE RANGE OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES THAT ARE BUILDING UP IN 
OUR ENVIRONMENT. 

THE EXPENDITURE OF A FEW HUNDRED THOUSAND OR EVEN A FEW MILLION DOLLARS TODAY 
AND TOMORROW MAY DO MORE THAN ANYTHING ELSE TO AVERT A MUCH MORE DANGEROUS 
SITUATION FROM DEVELOPING IN THE LATER PART OF THIS DECADE AND THE EARLY 1990'S. 

THE TECHNOLOGY IS CLOSE TO BECOMING A REALITY. WE MUST MATCH OUR STATE'S 
SCIENTIFIC CREATIVITY AND OUR RESPONSIBLE CORPORATE INVESTMENTS WITH A 
FIRM COMMITMENT OF POLITICAL SUPPORT AND STABLE FUNDING. 

'''" 



ASS!ST ... NT ~ ..,;JR.TY LEADER 

JOHN T. HENDRICKSON, JR. 
ASSEMBLYMAN, OISTR!CT 9 COCEAN-BURLINGTONl 

157 NORTH MAIN STREET 
MANAHAWKIN, N. J. 08050 

(609) 597-4151 
<201) 65-,·7751 

Box 150 FORGE ROAD 
WEST GREEK, N. J. 08092 

BUS. t6C 9) 296-2048 

FOR 8ELE/l3!i: 
IMMEDIATE RELEASE - Monday, 

~ October 2J, 
1985 

G 0 Ii J'Jl Ii J Jinhn T. HcnclriL'l.,;· .. , , 
Asser.-it1' . . '"'· I v l • . yr: clJ; I D j s ' '.- I . ' ' ' 

(609) 597-4]5] -- ---· -

HENDRICKSON IN SEARCH OF MYSTERY COMMITTEE 

Assemblyman Jack Hendrickson (R-9, Ocean-Burlington) is a man 

in search of a committee. 

"I have been trying since my appointment on October 4 (attached) 

to find out the location of the October 24 hearing of the 'Special 

Committee to Investigate Hazardous Waste Disposal at Military 

Institutions,' chaired by Assemblywoman Marlene Ford (D-10, Ocean)." 

Hendrickson is a member of the committee. "It is now three days 

before this alleged hearing and I still don't know where it is going 

to be held." 

Hendrickson continued, "At the committee hearing on Thursday, 

October 17, Acting Chairman Jorge Rod (D-9, Ocean-Burlington) said 

the hearing was going to be held at Earle Ammunition Depot in Colts 

Neck. Committee aide David Canter indicated it was to be held at 

Picatinny Arsenal in Morris County, and made a request for information 
. 

there two weeks ago. Conunittee aide Mark Smith sent a memo to 

conunittee members (attached) stating he didn't know where it was 

to be held. 

M 0 R E 



page 2 of 3 
mystery hearing 

"On Friday, October 18 my office called Picatinny, Earle, and 

Assemblywoman Ford's office. Picatinny legislative affairs chief 

Peter Rowland said, "We have no notification that the panel is coming 

here." Earle public information officer Mike Ring said, "We don't 

know anything about a meeting here." At Mrs. Ford's·office, an 

aide named Pat who declined to give her surname said, "We haven't 

got a location yet, ·I'll have to call you back." No return call was 

received. 

"In addition," Hendrickson continued, "I have received neither 

an agenda nor a list of witnesses for any of the committee's three 

hearings. How am I supposed to prepare for these hearings? Hearings 

on complicated and vitally important issues such as toxic waste 

usually take months to prepare and carry out. This committee is 

an ill prepared, hastily formed three ring circus using thousands 

of dollars of taxpayer money to re-elect endangered Democrats Marlene 

Ford, Jcrge Rod, and Jacqueline Walker (D-13, Monmouth-Middlesex). 

"Mrs. Ford has called me "undignified" for making these requests. 

(See Ocean County Observer, 10/18, page 11, and Asbury Park Press, 

10/18, page A2.) Is it undignified for me, as a member of an 

investigative committee, to ask where conunittee hearings are going 

to be held, what the agenda is, and who the witnesses are? Is it 

undignified to make these requests less than one week before each 

hearing~ October 10, 17, and 24, are to be held? 

M 0 R E 
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mystery hearing 

"Mrs. Ford is ignoring the requests of a member of her own 

so-called investigative committee. Perhaps she will not ignore 

the press. I encourage the press to call Mrs. Ford at her legislative 

off ice at 201-240-2200 and find out what is going on. 

"Where's the beef, Marlene???" concluded Hendrickson. 

* * * 30 * * * 

, , .,:.J( 



liENEHAL Ass.EMBLY 
OJI' NEW JERSEY 

TRENTON 

Honorable John T. Hendrickson, Jr. 
157 North Main Street 
Manahawkin, New Jersey 08050 

Dear John: 
-- .. 

SPEAKER 

ALAN J. KARCHER 
ASSEMBLYMAN, DISTRICT 19 IMIDDLESEXl 

61 MAIN STREET 
SAYREVILLE,N.J.08872 :.. 

TEL. 2 0 1-238-8745 

609-292-6 4 I I 

October 4, 1985 

Please be advised that I have appointed you to the 
/ Conunission to Investigate the Hazardous Waste Dumping 
. Practices at Military Bases in New Jersey and to Develop 
'~to Protect the Public Heal th and Environrnen~-. 

--------- .. - "•4""---........... - .. ~.-... ..., - ..... -. - .. -... . ... . .. . 
Very truly yours, 

.· ( , .. 

Alan J. Karcher 
SPEAKER 

..... 



DATE: 

lfr11 -. ••• Illar~ 
OFFICS Of' LKMI ATIW ERVICES 

W91G1110f ........... lll& IWJA9-IYCH 

MOii -· 81'aT1 NOU8I MNIX .... ...... , ..... ~... ,. _ ...... , 
lllllOl!RDOM -

October ro-, · · 1985 

SUBJECT: BEARINGS OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE 

The Special Committee to Investigate Hazardous 

Waste Disposal at Military Institutions will meet on 

the following dates: 

October 17, 1985 
October 24, 1985 

The aubject of the October 17, 1985 hearing 

All'l"HUI' S. AP~UU M 
~hDitWCtcr 

..... It MOOR&. ttl 
A1111,.,., ll•••rcll D1r•;tor 

will be the Potential Sources of Groundwater Contamination 

Poaed by Hazardous Waste DisPosal at the Lakehurst Naval 

Air Engineering Center. The hearing will begin at 10:00 A.M. 

in Building 133, the Consolidated Mess, at the Naval 

Air Engineering Center at Lakehurst. 

~he specific subje~t matter• and.Place of the _______ _ 
October 24th hearing will be announced at a later date. 

---,,\ 

--------------------------------------~-----~~ ......... ~ ~ 

USN• LEGISLATIVE INFORMA TtON IE RVICE NUMBER e 800· 792·8630 
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:·y' ·:~~ •••• ....,.MT MtNORITV &.£ADER 

.-.JOHN T. HmmmoxsoN. JR. 
. M8cM8LYMAN, DISTRICT 9 <OCEAN-BURLINGTON> 

1S7 NORTH MAIN STREET 
~WKIN,N.J.oeo~o 

fl8 RE1EASE: 
"509) S97-41!SI 
G!Ot> ts!S?·n!51 

Iltllf'l£Mil~ • MCNMJ; ocrot3£~ 11, 
~~LEA.sG. • t9'is , 

Box 1s9 FoaoB ROAD 
· ",W1tsT CREEK, N. J. 08092 

a.JS. '509> 296-2048 111 r AG r f:1ohn T. H"'ndrickso:i, J,-, 
Assernblyi~.m, District 9 
<609) 597-·HSl 

DD«>CRATS' ELECTION REPORTS BE AMENDED 

Aaaemblyman Jack Hendrickeon (R-9, ocean-Burlington) today 

demanded that Assemblywoman Marlene Ford (D-10, ocean), Jorge Rod 

(D-9, Ocean-Burlington), and Jacqueline Walker (D-13, Monmouth-

Middlesex) amend their Election Law Enforcement Conunission reports 

to reflect the thousands of dollars of taxpayer money being spent 

to promote their re-election campaigns. 

"The'Special Committee to Investigate Hazardous Waste Disposal 

at Military Institutions' is covering ground already gone over by 

other groups," said Hendrickson. ''For example, the Lakehurst 

hearing on Thursday, october 17 covered information already presented 

at four other hearings, on August 8, 26, and 30 aponsored by Lake-

hur•t. and again this week on OCtober 24 by the Pinelands Commission. 

Mra. Pord waa invited to the August 30 hearing, and did not attend. 

Bendrickaon continued, "These hearings are serving few infor-

utional .purposes. They are a three ring circus starring Mr. Rod, 

,. 

.Mra. Walker, and in the center ring,Chmn. Ford. These three Democrats, 

all facing tough re-election battles, are attempting to take toxic 

waate, the moat important issue facing New Jerseyans today, and use 

it aa a political football, all at taxpayer expense." 

M 0 RE 
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Rendrickaon detailed the committee's expenses. "The conunittee has 

hired a full time environmental expert, David canter, to feed 

ciue•tiona to the committee's Democratic members to ask witnesses. 

1 · 'l'bere are extensive printing and copying coats. ·Rundreda of hours 
l' 

.llU8t ._ ttJ)ent transcribing oral teatimony into written form. A report 

of the comnittee's findings must be prepared, printed, and produced 

in book form. Thie includes all testimony, committee members 

•tat ... nta, and hundreds of pages of appendixes entered into the 

C0111Dittee'a records. 

•Thia is in effect a contribution of thousands of dollars by 

taxpayers to the re-election campaigns of the three endangered 

Democrats on the committee. 

"I will withdraw this demand if Chairwoman Marlene Ford agrees 

to cancel the third hearing and end this travesty," concluded 

Hendrickson. 

* * * 30 * * * 
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