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Anthony Zarillo, Milltown-Ford Avenue Redevelopment Agency
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John Stefani, CME Associates
Andrew Cyr, NJDEP
Gloria DePaolis, NJDEP
Michael Deely, DEP
Denise Nickel, Middlesex County Improvement Authority (MCIA)
Sam Boraie, Boraie Development
Richard Cardineau, Enviro-Science, Inc. (ESD)

. Rich Chapin, Chapin Engineering/Edison Wetlands Association

. Richard LoCastro, Langan Engineering

. Jim Mack, New Jersey Institute of Technology

. Jeong Seop Shim, New Jersey Institute of Technology

. Vajira Gunawardana, Najarian Associates

. Jeff Simonsen, Najarian Associates

. Rebecca Cummings, Najarian Associates

. Jessica Illaszewicz, Najarian Associates

. Steve Gelb, S,C; Inc.

. Jason Ruf, S,C; Inc.

. Todd Morgan, S>C; Inc.
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AGENDA

1. Discussion of Results of Stage 3 Investigation Activities as of 10/27/06

Using the computerized database and data visualization system, we will review the
results of sampling and analysis activities listed on the 10/27/06 progress report. This will
be an interactive process, in that Stakeholders will be able to query the database and
review the results (both Stage 2 & Stage 3) using the imaging and visualization system.
The following items will be discussed:

a. Former Disposal Area: All sampling, with the exception of permanent monitoring
wells has been completed in this study area

Transformer Pads: Additional samples collected to confirm Stage 2 results
Old Gasoline Wells: Samples collected in suspected locations

Mercury Spill Area: Soil gas and soil sampling

Soil Sampling Under Building Slabs; Twenty borings were installed under
building slabs

Storm Water Collection System: Additional samples collect near manholes
(combine with Stage 2 results)

Non Operational Air Filtration System: Three borings through concrete pad
Utility Corridors: Borings and soil samples within projected ROW

100 Foot Buffer: Borings and soil samples

Sediment along Pond Edge: Further information on Pond edge
Chlorobenzene Plume Membrane Interface Probe Model: Review of revised
conceptual site model and impact on future work
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2. Discussion of Minimally Impacted Area (MIA) Remedial Approach

With the completion of investigations in the Minimally Impacted Area, remedial
approach analysis has begun. As agreed at the beginning of the Stage 3 Investigation
program, the baseline condition for the MIA will be a restricted soil use scenario. Thus a
large component of the remedial approach will be the use of institutional and engineering
controls. The proposed redevelopment design for the MIA has been integrated into the
Stage 2 and 3 sampling results. Preliminary drawings will be presented regarding capping
system layouts and types as well as projected soil excavations due to redevelopment
grade changes within the MIA. The goal is to agree on the MIA remedial approach to a
degree sufficient to all development of engineering cost estimates. A HDSRF application
will be submitted in mid-November to obtain additional funding for remedial activities in
the MIA.




MEETING MINUTES

1. Former Disposal Area (FDA)

o FDA Description and Extent

o FDA fill is comprised primarily of demolition debris from buildings torn
down from the old manufacturing facility, coal ash from the coal burning
power plant, and other material from building interiors. The fill material
is very heterogeneous and difficult to generalize.

o Najarian/S,C; interpretation of landfill extent takes into account all work
done to date, including conductivity probes, soil samples, water samples,
surveys, and visual assessment. FDA extent covers approx. 2 acres of the
MIA, with the southwestern outer limits approaching the pond edge.

o FDA extent under existing warehouses is less certain, but it is possible that
soil and fill were removed during construction of the buildings for
structural reasons. In addition, the rock surface on the opposite side of the
existing warehouse becomes very shallow. As a result, the current CSM
speculates that the amount of FDA-related fill underneath the warehouse is
not substantial.

o The RAW will include a plan to investigate soils under the buildings
during demolition to ensure that all possible potential sources of impacts
are investigated and to complete delineation of the FDA.

o FDA Sampling Plan and Analytical Results

o Analytical results of soil samples show some metals impacts, primarily
arsenic, lead and zinc. All lead hits were above the marsh surfaces. There
was no significant difference in magnitudes of contaminant concentrations
in the FDA compared to the remainder of the MIA for most of the
contaminants. In isolated areas where significantly high concentrations of
metals were observed, they will be excavated and removed for offsite
disposal.

o A peat layer representing the former marsh surface underlies much of the
FDA. This is a critical marker bed because it is the interface between
native material and the landfill material.

o The bottom of fill material has been defined. Soil samples from above and
below the bottom surface of the landfill material were collected to
examine possible migration pathways. There was no evidence of outward
migration of contaminants laterally or vertically. From visual inspection,
there is no evidence of seepage, staining or leachate seeps at the toe of the
FDA to indicate migration into Mill Pond.

o Of the nine pre-pack wells installed in the FDA, five were installed with
screens below the marsh surface.
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Three pre-pack wells were installed with screens set within the landfill
material. Groundwater samples were collected using low flow techniques.
There is no evidence of contamination from oil drain-off from existing
warehouse operations. Based on the condition of the pavement in the
FDA, runoff is likely to seep through the surface rather than draining
directly to Mill Pond.

Overall, the FDA presents no real threat from an environmental
perspective, but the area needs to be closed, confined and stabilized. From
a geotechnical perspective, some of the fill in the FDA may need to be
replaced with a structure-bearing fill. However, the vast majority of the
FDA falls within the 100-foot buffer.

o Further Investigation in the FDA

o]

o]

O

Because the FDA has been identified as a landfill, there may be a
perception that it will have the same issues, such as methane release.
Vapor samples for methane should be conducted in order to ensure there is
no methane problem associated with the site. Vapor monitoring will be
included as part of the remedial action.

Additional sampling was performed along the proposed utility corridor,
Plans should be checked to ensure whether any of the utility corridor
passes through the FDA. Deed restrictions should note FDA location.

A storm water discharge pipe passes through the FDA according to the site
development plans.

Groundwater pH should be examined to ensure that groundwater will not
impact proposed pipes and utilities.

e FDA Remediation :
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Participants agreed that the Stage 3 PDI investigation of the FDA was
sufficient enough to begin remedial action selection and design.
Delineation is complete with the exception of undemeath existing
buildings.

Since a large portion of the FDA will be within the passive recreation area
of the 100-ft buffer a cap more stringent than a typical landfill will be
required. At least 2’ of clean fill cover will be required through the 100-ft
buffer.

There was a suggestion to consolidate all debris from the FDA into the
100-foot buffer, which will be owned and controlled by the county, to
minimize future risks associated with changes in land ownership. If debris
fill is located in the approximate area of proposed structures it may make
more sense to remove this debris/fill and properly manifest it for off-site
disposal.

Options will be examined whether to close the FDA as a landfill under the
NIDEP Solid Waste Management Regulations, which would require
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disruption and closure permits. This would provide for opportunities to
consolidate rubble and fill with similar properties from other portions of
the site. This may not be necessary, as all fill was placed prior to 1982.
Andrew Cyr to check with Division of Solid and Hazardous Wastes to see
whether they need to be involved.

Remediation and Capping Plan: Entire MIA

Figure 2 in meeting handouts (see attached) indicated typical cross-sections for
three different cap scenarios: pervious, impervious, and landscaped areas.
Pervious areas will require a 2.5’ cap (6” of topsoil and 2’ of certified clean fill).
Landscaped areas require 2’ of clean fill below the root ball. Utility corridor will
require a 2-foot buffer of clean fill on either side of and below planned utilities.
For paved areas, the top coat of asphalt and the road sub-base are the only cap
required. If all pavement and buildings are considered part of the cap for the site,
these will have to be included in the Deed Notice. These will require monitoring
and maintenance, as well as proper notification of any cap disturbance activities.
In addition, if there will be individual homeowners, each property owner must
agree to the deed notice, cap and biennial certification requirements.

Most planned units in the redevelopment will have basements. Slabs and sub-
base of the buildings are considered the to be impervious cap. However, building
codes require basements to be at least 2’ above groundwater. Groundwater depths
must be verified and basement elevations may need to be raised to account for
this.

Basements raise the issue of leaching contaminants from fill through basement
walls and the possibility for potentially contaminated groundwater to enter sumps.
Basement wall design and disposal of sump pump water should be addressed in
the remedial design.

NJDEP recommended that the remediation include the placement of a one-foot
layer of clean fill beneath the sub-base of basements/buildings to allow for future
cap disturbance if necessary (i.e., basement renovations). Cap disturbance
requires DEP approval.

Conceptually, the capping plan presented met the approval of all attendees.
Former Disposal Area:

o Remediation and capping for the FDA will be identical to that of the entire
MIA. However, the regulatory and administrative process may be slightly
different. The FDA may have to be treated as an unregulated landfill. If
determined to require closure under NJDEP Solid Waste Regulations it
could be considered a separate area, with a different closure process,
permitting, and monitoring required.
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o Two remediation plans will be prepared and submitted: one to the NJDEP
Site Remediation Program for closure and NDA and the other to the
NJDEP Division of Solid Waste. All remedial actions proposed for all
AOCs within the MIA (including the FDA) will be included in the report
to the SRP program,

o FDA remediation remains eligible for HDRSF funding because soil
contamination exceeds NJDEP Residential Direct Contact Soil Clean up
Criteria (RDCSCC) and therefore the site requires remediation.

o HDRSF application will indicate that we are working with the Division of
Solid Wastes administratively for this area.

Mercury Spill Area

NIJIT provided an overview of investigations completed in the mercury spill area.
40 soil vapor measurements were taken at 20 locations throughout the mercury
spill area. Three vapor measurements were taken at other locations within the
MIA for comparison.

On-site ambient air was measured each day at the start of testing, as well as one
weekend in order to obtain long-term ambient air measurements. Ambient air
measurements ranged from 1-3 nanograms/cubic meter (ng/m’).

The mercury concentrations in most soil vapor concentrations were 1-4 ng/m’,
similar to ambient concentrations.

The highest concentration detected was 15 ng/m’, which may have been due to
moisture in the ground. The instrument is very sensitive to humidity.

Five soil samples were taken and sent for Category 1 mercury analysis at
locations with the highest vapor readings. No mercury detected in any soil
samples. :

Documented cleanup of the mercury spill has been confirmed.

Chlorobenzene Area

Although the Chlorobenzene Area is outside the MIA, S,C; provided an overview
of the findings to date. Of six tasks identified to investigate the area, one has been
completed: MIP (total volatiles).
MIP and conductivity measurements were conducted at 46 locations in the area of
concern. Two of the MIP locations were on the other side of Main Street.
Two patterns have generally been defined:
o Shallow plume to the east of the vat area (as per original plume identified
in Stage 2 SI/RI).
o Deeper plume in the weathered bedrock northeast of the vat area — this
plume is currently the least well defined.




Extent of the plume still needs to be further defined. The pond creates a positive
pressure head, and bridge and dam foundations cause an additional barrier to the
plume, and as such the current CSM assumes that the plume is fairly stagnant.
Existing bridge over Main Street was built approx. 12 years ago as a major
reconstruction project. The old bridge did not have the same retention and
fortifications. Accurate as-built diagrams are to be obtained from the county
engineer.

A new issue that has risen is the presence of oil in the area not associated with
solvents. This may affect the remedial approach taken.

Tasks and scope of work in the Chlorobenzene Area should be modified based on
work done to date (MIPs, oil presence, etc.).

A revised Supplemental Remedial Investigation Work Plan needs to be submitted
to NJDEP for review prior to any new investigation work in Chlorobenzene
Plume Area.

Treatability studies and final delineation are projected to begin in January
assuming funding is available.

Funding issues: Chlorobenzene work has been approved but the funding cannot
yet be released, pending revision to current legislation. Work is on hold until
funding issues are resolved.

5. Powerhouse and Asbestos Abatement Progress to Date

Richard Cardineau of Enviro-Science, Inc. (environmental consultant to property
owner) gave an overview of progress to date in the powerhouse asbestos
abatement and general cleanup.

Timeline: Asbestos abatement continues and is expected to conclude In
December. Work in the area south of the powerhouse and in the former coal yard
will continue for 6-8 weeks following asbestos abatement. Completion of all
work is expected by February 2007.

Following sampling analysis, a report documenting remedial activities will be
prepared and submitted to EPA. Additional time will be required for EPA review
and approval, at which point EPA’s involvement ceases. All work discussed
within the Work Plan previously submitted to the EPA should be completed by
the Spring of 2007.

A pipe with asbestos was discovered outside of Building 3. After examination, it
was determined that there was no concem of adverse effects on ambient air, and
the pipe was removed. In addition, the insulation was properly abated and
removed along with the piping itself.




Stage 3 RI activities can proceed in the EPA emergency action site with proper
coordination with EPA and ESI. Coordination of efforts will be beneficial to both
parties.

. Other Areas in MIA

Transformer Pads

o Category 1 analysis, all non-detects.

o One untested transformer pad remaining in powerhouse.

o With exception of one sample at Transformer Pad 5, all PCB results are
below NJDEP residential criteria of 0.49 ppm.

Gasoline Wells

o Geophysics inconclusive, with a depression and possible collapse near
Ford Avenue.

o Stage 3 PDI work consisted of soil borings and collecting soil samples for
analysis in areas targeted by geophysics and Sanborn maps.

o No evidence of contamination based on analysis of soil samples.

Building Slabs

o USTs abandoned in-place under Building 11.  Strong gas odor
encountered during drilling and soil sampling. This must be investigated
further during demolition in order to address residual contamination.

Storm Water Collection System

o Stage 2 results will be linked to Stage 3 results to create a collaborative
dataset.

o NIDEP confirmed that the system can be abandoned in-place unless there
are structural issues. This should be included in the site plan.

Air Filtration System

o Analytical results were similar to the rest of the site: no PCBs, some

metals (arsenic and lead), some PAHs, but nothing significant.
Utility Corridor

o A portion of the projected utility corridor extends underneath the existing
powerhouse.

o Analytical results were similar to the rest of the site.

o Location 1078 had elevated TPHs (13,000 at 1.5-2°, 15,000 at 6-6.5’,
14,000 at 7.5-8’). These numbers need to be checked — they may be
entered incorrectly due to a lab dilution. If they are elevated, the location
is to be re-sampled and sent for certified analysis as per the work plan.

100-Foot Buffer

o Sediment and soil samples were taken and sent for Category 1 analysis
(metals, PAHs, TPH, PCBs, mercury).







