D OCUMENTATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATOR D ETERMIN ATION

RCRA Corrective Action
Environme ntal Indicator (EI) RCRIS code (CA725)
Current Human Exposures Under Control

Facility Name: Allie dSig nal Incorporated
Facility A ddress: Columbia Road and Park Avenue, M orristown, NJ 0796 0
Facility EPA ID#: NJD048794986

De finition of Environme ntal Indicators (for the RCRA Corrective Action)

Environmental Indicators (EIl) are measures being used by the RCRA Corrective Action program to go
beyond programmatic activity measures (e.g., reports received and approved, etc.) to track changes in the
qudlity of the environment. The two El developed to-date indicate the qudlity of the environment in
relation to current human exposures to contaminaion and the migration of contaminated groundwater. An
El for non-human (ecological) receptors is intended to be developed in thefuture.

De finition o f “Current Human E xposures Under Control” EI

A positive “Current Human Exposures Under Control” El determination (“YE’ status code) indicates that
there are no unacceptable human expasures to “contamination” (i.e., contaminants in concentrations in
excess of appropriate risk-based levels) that can be reasonably expected under current land- and
groundwater-use conditions (for all contamination subject to RCRA corrective action at or from the
identified fecility [i.e., site-wide]).

Relationship of EI to Final R e me dies

WhileFinal remedies remain the long-term objective of the RCRA Corrective Action program the El are
near-term objectives w hich are currently being used as Program measures for the Government
Performance and Results Act of 1993, (GPRA). The “Current Human Exposures Under Control’ El ae
for ressonably ex pected human exposures under current land- and groundw ater-use conditions ONLY,
and do not consider potential future land- or groundw ater-use conditions or ecological receptors. The
RCRA Corrective Action programs overall mission to protect human health and the environment requires
that Final remedies address these issues (i.e., potential future human exposure scenarios, future land and
groundwater uses, and ecological receptors).

Duration / Applicability of EI De terminations

El Determination status codes should remain in the RCRIS national database ONLY as long as they
remain true (i.e., RCRIS status codes must be changed when the regulatory authorities become aware of
contrary information).

Facility Inform ation
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Honeywdl International, Inc. (formerly known as AlliedSignd Inc.) occupied al70-acre site located in
Morris Township in Morristown, New Jersey. A merger between AlliedSignal Inc. and Honeywell Inc.
occurred in January 2000. For convenience, the following discussion shall use the former f acility name,
for much of the discussion concerns past activities. The AlliedSignal site was comprised of three areas:
the AlliedSignal Headquarters Main Site, the A.M. Best Site, and the Park Avenue Facility. AlliedSignal
conducted research activities at the site from 1946 to 1999. Past research operations at the Main Site
included, but were not limited to, research in pdymers, meads, ceramics, electronic materials and devices,
biosciences, and andytical sciences. Laboratory testing associated with AlliedSignal’s research
generated approximately 268,500 pounds of w aste per year. The w astes materials managed included
solvents, flammable and reactive materials, acids, bases, and waste gases. Research activities at the A.M.
Best Site were limited to metal alloys research. No research activities were conducted & the Park
Avenue Facility. Waste management activities at AlliedSignal have resulted in releases of contaminants
to soil, groundw ater, and sediment. Fourteen SWMUs were identified at the Main Site in the
Administrative Consent Order that AlliedSignal entered into with the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP) on November 3, 1989. In addtion, five areas of concern were
identified in other facility documentaion. Thesiteis currently owned by Honeywell and similar research
activities are conducted at the site. T he land immediately surrounding the site is used for industrial,
commercial, research, and residential purposes. An industrial area located northeast of the site includes
the Morristow n Municipal Airport, which is approximately % mile from the site. A large residential area
is located north and west of the site and asmaller residential area is located southeast of the site. The
Morris County Golf Club borders the siteto the south-southw est.
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1. Has all available relevant/significant information on known and reasonably suspected releases to
soil, groundwater, surfece water/sediments, and air, subject to RCRA Corrective Action (eg.,
from Solid Waste Management Units (SWMU), Regulaed Units (RU), and Areas of Concern
(AOCQC)), been conside red in this El determination?

X If yes - check here and continue with #2 below.
If no - re-evaluate existing data or
If daaarenot available skip to#6 and enter IN (moreinformation needed) status

code

Summary of Solid Waste M anagement Units (SWM Us) and Areas of Concern (AOCs): A
SWMU and AOC map has been provided as Attachment 1.

SWMU 1, Groundwater Pumping: This unit consists of tw o recovery wells (Well 2 and Well
10, see Attachment 1) that collect contaminated groundwater at the AlliedSignal site. 1n 1976,
carbon tetrachloride was detected in the groundwater northeast of the Materids Research
Center. The extraction of the contaminated groundwater began at well number 2 at a rate of 400
gallons per minute. In 1981, an additional well was instdled (number 10) and thetwo wells were
pumped at a combined rate of 400 gallons per minute, and discharged to the county storm sewer
in accordance with New Jersey Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit No. NJO031305.
Well number 2 was shut down in Mach, 1993.

SWMU 2A/2B., Rear Ponds: This unit consists of two interconnected retention ponds present in
the western corner of the site. Pond A is approximately 1.2 million gallons in capacity and Pond

B is approximately 0.75 million gallons in capacity. The ponds currently receive storm w ater

runoff and air conditioner condensate via an interconnected storm drainage system. From 1957 to
1981 the ponds received boiler and cooling tower blowdow ns. These blowdowns contained a
chromate-based water treatment chemical, a slimicide, and an amine-based water treatment
chemical. The ponds were treated annually with an algeecide. No documented releases have
occurred in these ponds. Sampling results have indicated there has been no impact to surf ace
water or sediment ebove relevant screening criteria. The ponds are currently in operation.

SWM U 3., Nichols Complex Disposal Area: This disposal site was located near the existing
Solvay building. Solid wastes and drums of materials from laboratories were deposited at this
location. The wastes contained cyclohexane caustic washes. The period of operation is not
known. Site operaions beganin 1946 and the on-site disposal of waste materials stopped in 1962.
In 1969, during the construction of the Solvay building, the waste materials w ere removed and
disposed of off site. Sampling conducted as part of the Remedial Investigation indicated that soil
had been impacted by SVOCs above relevant screening criteria. AlliedSignal has since installed

a 3- to 4-inch sod cover over the area to reduce the potential for direct human ex posure.

SWM U 4., AB Dis posal Area: This disposal site was located near where the Administration
building now stands. Only nonhazardous construction materials are believed to have been
disposed of at thislocation. The period of operation is not known. No known or documented
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releases have been associated with this unit. Site operations began in 1946 and the on-site
disposal of waste materials stopped in 1962.

SWM U 5, M RC Dis posal Area: This disposal siteis located near the M aterial Research
Center. Only nonhazardous construction materids are believed to have been disposed of at this
location. The period of operation is not known. Site operations began in 1946 and the on-site
disposal of waste materials as stopped in 1962. No know n or documented releases have been
associated with this unit. AlliedSignal has since installed a3- to 4-inch sod cover over the area to
reduce the potential for direct human ex posure.

SWMU 6, CRC Neutralization Tank: From 1947 to 1962, this below-ground concrete
neutralization tank w as used to neutralize dilute laboratory wastewater from the CRC's closed
drainage system. T he tank contained limestone and may have treated wastes that contained
hazardous constituents. Thesize of thetank and the quantity of the waste treaed is unknown.
Dieldrin is the only contaminant that has been detected in surface soil above relevant screening
criteria No know n or documented releases have been associated with this unit. AlliedSignal has
since installed a 3- to 4-inch sod cover over the areato reduce the potential for direct human
exposur e.

SWMU6A, CRC Leach Field: From 1947 to 1962, dilute chemical waste was discharged to a
leach field behind the CRC/TPL buildings. The dilute laboratory wastew aters drained into the
CRC Neutralization Tank prior to dischar ge to the CRC Leach Field. The wastewater contained
pyridine and dichloroethane. The exact location and the quantity of wastewater discharged to the
leech field is not known. No know n or documented rel eases have been associated with this unit.
AlliedSignal has since installed a3- to 4-inch sod cover over the area to reduce the potential for
direct human exposure. The potential exists for historical releases to groundwater from this unit.
However, given the documented groundwater flow directionto the east, paalld to the southern
property boundary, and the capture zone of Well 10, all historical contamination form this unit is
contained within the site boundaries.

SWMU 7. MRC Neutralization Tank: From 1960 to 1962, this below-ground concrete
neutralization tank was used to neutralize dilute laboratory wastewater from the MRC's closed
drainage system. The tank contained limestone and treated wastes that contained pyridine and
dichloroethane. The quantity of the waste treated is unknown. The tank was 4 feet by 8 feet and
was removed in 1962. No known or documented releases have been associaed with this unit.
AlliedSignal has since installed a3- to 4-inch sod cover over the area to reduce the potential for
direct human exposure.

SWMU 7A, MRC Leach Field: From 1960 to 1962, dilute chemical waste was discharged to a
leach field east of the MRC building. The dilute laboratory wastewaters drained into the MRC
Neutralization T ank prior to dischargeto the MRC Leach Fidd. The types of materials

discharged to the leach field are unknow n although the w astew aters may have contained

hazardous waste constituents. The exact location and the quantity of wastewater discharged to

the leach field is not known. No know n or documented releases have been associated with this
unit. AlliedSignal has since installed a 3- to 4-inch sod cover over the area to reduc e the potential
for direct human exposure. The potential exists for historical relesses to groundw ater from this
area. However, SWMU 7A is directly upgradient of former extraction Well 2. This well was
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shut down in 1993 due to non-det ectable level of contaminants. Theref ore, no historical
contamination form this unit is apparent.

SWMU 8, CRL Ne utralization Tank: From 1953 to 1962, this below ground concrete
neutralization tank w as used to neutralize dilute laboratory wastewater from the Chemical
Research Laboratories. The tank contained limestone and may have tr eated wastes that
contained hazardous constituents. The quantity of the waste treated is unknown. This tank was
10 feet in diameter. No known or documented releases have been associaed with this unit.
AlliedSignal has since installed a3- to 4-inch sod cover over the area to reduce the potential for
direct human exposure.

SWMU 8/9, Open Pipe Dis charge From CRL/DEV: From 1953 to 1962, dilute laboraory
wastewater from the CRL and DEV neutralization tanks was discharged from open pipes. The
quantity of wastew ater discharged at these location is not known and the pipes have been
removed. Benzo[b]fluoranthene is the only contaminant that has been detected in surface soil in
this area aboverelevant screening criteria AlliedSignal has since installed a3- to 4-inch thick sod
cap over this unit and a portion of the Nichols Complex was constructed over this unit.

SWMU 9. DEV N eutralization Tank: From 1957 to 1962, this below-ground concrete
neutralization tank was used to neutralize dilute leboratory wastewater from the Development
Building. The tank contained limestone and may havetreated wastes that contained hazardous
constituents. T he size of the tank is unknow n. No known or documented releases have been
associated with this unit. A 3- to 4-inch thick sod cap covers this unit and a portion of the Nichols
Complex was constructed ove this unit.

SWMU 10, Toxicology Underground Storage Tank: From 1979 to 1982, dilute wastewaters
containing silica, toluene, hexane, hydrochloric acid, ethyl ether, ethanol, formalin, animal
urine/feces, ammoniate zinc nitrate, NFE (nitrogen iron fertilizer containing ammonium nitrate,
ferric ammonium citrate, and urea), and boron trifluoride were stored in the 3,000-gallon

fiberglass underground storage tank located near the Toxicology Building. During the period of
operation, 2000 to 3000 gallons of waste w ere handled in the tank. No know n or doc umented
releases have been associated with this unit. The tank w as emptied and the w aste w as disposed

of off site. The tank was removed in 1985 and no evidence of leaks w as detected. AlliedSignal
has since installed a 3- to 4-inch sod cover over the area to reduce the potential for direct human
exposur e,

SWMU 11, CRL Underground Storage Tank: From 1979 to 1983, dilute wastewaters
containing fish wastes, aldicarbe oxime, acid aldehydeoxime, solid waste extracts, chlorine and
sodium hypoc hlorite were stored in the 1,000- gallon fiberglass under ground storage tank located
near the Aquatics Laboratory. During the peiod of operation less than 5,000 gallons of waste
were handled in thetank. No known or documented releases have been associaed with this unit.
The tank was removed in 1985 and no evidence of leaks was detected. AlliedSignal has since
installed a 3- to 4-inch sod cover over the area to reduce the potential for direct human ex posure.

SWM U 12, CRC Open Pipe Dis charge: From 1947 to 1962, dilute laboratory wastewat er
from the CRC neutralization tank w as discharge from an open pipe. The quantity of w astew ater
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discharged at this location is not know n and the pipe has been removed. Dieldrin is the only
contaminant that has been detected in surface sail in this area above relevant screening criteria.
AlliedSignal has since installed a3- to 4-inch sod cover over the area to reduce the potential for
direct human exposure.

SWMU 13, Permitted Waste Storage Facility: A permitted waste storage facility is located
northwest of the Development building. The facility has operated since 1981. The quantity of
waste stored a this location is not known and no releases have been reported.

SWMU 14, Be/Cu (A.M. Best) Proposed Dis charge Lo cation: This unit consists of an area
at the A.M. Best site where, during a NJDEP field visit in 1980, a NJDEP representative

observed what appeared to be a ponding of discharge from a beryllium/copper waste stream from
the pilot plant. Based upon available documentation, the entire A.M. Best sitereceived a No

Further Action determination on December 27, 1994, from NJD EP and this portion of the site

was removed from the Administrative Consent Order. This portion of the property has since

been transferred.

AOC A, UST E-4: This unit was located in a paved parking lot near the PTL building and
consisted of a 7,500-gallon UST which was used to storeNo. 2 fud al. During tank closure
activities on August 24, 1994 contaminated sails were detected both visually and with field
monitoring equipment. The UST was excavated, cleaned, and disposed w ith any contaminated
soils also taken off site. Confirmatory sampling results wer e collected and the excavation was
backfilled with clean fill. NJDEP approved a No Further Action Recommendation for this unit on
June 14, 1995.

AOC B, UST E-7: This unit was located at the Park Avenue facility and consisted of a 10,000
gallon UST used to store No. 2 heating oil. During excavation of the tank, visual contamination
was observed which indicated that overfill of the tank may have occurred. The tank was
excavated, visually contaminaed soil removed, and confirmatory samples collected. Once results
wer e received the excavation was backfilled with clean soil. NJDEP approved the Remedial
Investigations and Remedid Actions undertaken at this unit and extended a No Further Action
Recommendation on Novanber 14, 199%.

AOC C, USTE-8,.E-9,E-10,and E-11: This unit was a tank system consisting of four tanks
used to store gasoline near the Facilities and Services (F& S) building on site. During closure of
these tanks in 1993, some visual signs of staining were observed. The tanks were excavated,
contaminated soils removed, and confirmatory samples collected. Once results were received,
the excavation was backfilled with clean soils. NJDEP approved the Remedial Investigations
undertaken at this unit and extended a No Further Action Recommendation on February 17, 1994.

AOC D, UST E-2, E-3: This unit consisted of two USTs, one 20,000 gallon (E-2) and one 1,500
gallon (E-3), which were used to store No. 2 and No. 6 fuel oil, respectively. These tanks were
located near the Administration building on site. During closure activities for these tanks in 1998,
visual signs of contamination were observed. The tanks were excavated, contaminated soil
removed, and confirmatory samples collected. Once results wer e received, the exc avation was
backfilled with clean soil. No further action was recommended f or this area.
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AOCE.A.M. Best Building Excavation: This area consisted of petroleum contaminated soils
beneath a parking lot which were discovered during routine geotechnical work. The source of

this contamination was unknow n. Contaminated soil in the area was excavated and analyzed until
the vertical and horizontal extent of the contamination was delineated. Contaminated soil was
disposed of off site and the excavation was backfilled with clean fill. No further action was
recommended for this area.

Al SWMUs/AQCs at the AlliedSignal site with the exception of SWMUs 1, 2A, 2B, and 13, are
no longer in operation and have either been designated as requiring no further action or have been
taken out of operaion and covered with a3-to4-inchsod layer. SWMUs 1, 2A, 2B, and 13, still
exist at thesite. SWMU 2A/2B is tw o storm w ater retention ponds that do not manage waste
materials, and theref ore do not require additional action at this time. SWMUs 1 and 13 managed
hazardous wastes. However, they are currently opeated in compliance with relevant permits and
do not require any additional action at this time.

References:

(1) RCRA Preliminary Assessment, prepared by NJDEP - September 1987.

(2) Administrative Consent Order, prepared by NJDEP - November 1989.

3) Remedial Investigation, prepared by Geaghty & Miller - October 1991.

(4 Site Assessment Report for UST Nos. E-8, E-9, E-10, E-11, prepared by Storch Engineers -
Octobe 6, 1993.

(5) Feasibility Study, prepared by Geraghty & Miller - January 1994.

(6) Letter from Bruce Venner, NJDEP to David Paley, AlliedSignal, re: Approval of Remedial
Investigation and Closure of USTs E-8, E-9, E-10, E-11 - February 17, 1994.

(7 Remedial Investigation Report for UST E-4, prepared by Storch Engineers - December 1994.

(8) Letter form Pamela Lange, NJDEP, to Pamela Cissik, AlliedSignal, re: No Further Action
decision for the A.M. Best Property and Removd of the A.M. Best property from the ACO -
December 27, 1994,

(9 Letter from Pamela Lange, NJDEP, to David Paley, AlliedSignal, re: Approval of closure for
UST E-4 - June 14, 1995.

(10) Letter from Robert Savarese AlliedSignal, to Bureau of UST, NJDEP re: UST E-7 Tank Clasure
- July 17, 1995.

(12) Remedid Investigation Report for the A.M. Best Building, prepared by Storch Engineers -
February 1996.

(12) Letter from Pamela Lange, NJD EP, to David Paley, AlliedSignal, re: Approval of Remedial
Investigation/Remedial Actions for UST E-7 - November 14, 1996.

(13) Site Investigation Report for AlliedSignal Inc. Administration Building (UST E-2 and E-3),
prepared by Storch Environmental - November 1998.

(14) RCRA Corrective Action Site Fact Sheet, prepared by USEPA - date unknown.
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2. Aregroundwater, soil, surface water, sediments, or air me dia known or reasonably suspected to
be “contaminated”! above appropriately protective risk-based levels (applicable promulgated
standards, as well as other appropriate standards, guidelines, guidance, or criteria) from releases
subject to RCRA Corrective Action (from SWMUs, RUs or AOCs)?

Media Yes No ?  Rationale/Key Contaminants
Groundw ater X VOCs, metals, pesticides

Air (indoors)? X

Surface Soil (e.g., <2 ft) X SVOCGs, diddrin

Surf ace Water X

Sediment X

Subsurface Soil (e.g., >2 X SVOCs, diddrin

ft)

Air (Outdoar) X

If no (for all media) - skip to #6, and enter YE, status code after providing or
citing appropriate levds, and referencing sufficient supporting documentation
demonstrating that these levels are not exceeded.

X If yes (for any media) - continue after identifying key contaminants in each
contaminated medium, citing appropriatelevds (or provide an explanation for the
determination that the medium could pose an unacceptable risk), and referencing
supporting documentation.

If unknown (for any media) - skip to #6 and enter IN status code.
Ratio nale :

Groundwater: Numerous wells are in place to assess groundw ater contamination at the site.
These wells include background w ells, off- site downgradient wells, on-site production wells, and
on-site monitoring wells. Documentation indicates that in the past, AlliedSignal disposed of

1 «Contamination” and “ contaminated” des cribes media contai ning contaminants (in any form, NAPL
and/or dissolved, vapors, or salids, that are subjectto RCRA ) in concentrations inexcess of appropriately protective
risk-based “levels” (forthemedia, that identify riskswithin the acceptablerisk range).

2 Recent evidence (from the Colorado Dept. of Public Health and Environment, and others) suggest that
unacceptableindoor air concentrations are morecommonin structures abovegroundweater with volatile
contaminants than previously believed. Thisisarapidly developing field and reviewers are encouraged to ook to
the latest guidance for the appropriate methods and scale of demonstration necessary to be reasonably certain that
indoor air (in structures located above (and adjacent to) groundwater with vol atile contaminants) does not present
unacceptablerisks.
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laboratory wastes directly onto or into the ground surfece in different areas of the fecility (i.e.,
SWMU 3). Two aquifers exist beneah the site: the terminal moraine and the outwash deposits.
The terminal moraine is a poorly yielding aguifer, while the outwash deposits, w hich underlie the
terminal moraine, is the only glacial unit that yields a significant quantity of groundw ater at the
site.

VOCs have been detected in both the terminal moraine and outwash deposits at levels above the

NJ Groundw ater Classification Criteria for Class I1-A, potable groundwater. T he predominant
VOCs detected in the terminal moraine deposit, in order of decreasing concentrations, include
carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, trichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethane, and 1,2-dichloroethane. The
predominant VOCs detected in the outwash deposits, in order of decreasing concentrations,
include carbon tetrachloride, trichloroethene, and toluene VOCs were not detected in wells
completed in thebedrock. Routine groundwater monitoring has been conducted since 1976.
Recovery of contaminated groundwater from SWMU 1 has also been occurring since 1976.

Since the Feasibility Study in 1994, semi-annual groundwater monitoring has been conducted.

The concentrations of metals reported in groundwater samples from w ells screened in the
terminal moraine and outwash deposits are below the N.J. Groundw ater Quality Standards with
the exception of total chromium. The concentrations of total chromium ranged from
nondetectable to 1750 ug/L (Well 17S).

Tests conducted as part of the 1991 Remedial Investigation have shown that the groundw ater
recovery system (SWMU 1), consisting of Wells 2 and 10, extends beyond the eastern site
boundary and is sufficient to contain VOCs in both the terminal moraine and outwash deposits,
and control migration of contaminants in groundwater. This conclusion is supported by the
absence of VOCsin Well 12, which is screened in the terminal moraine downgr adient from Well
10, andthe A.M. Best Well, and Well 18, which are compleed in the outwash deposits, and are
dow ngradient of Wells 2 and 10. Additionally, sampling results from the semi-annual groundwat er
monitoring show stahility in all contaminant levds inthe monitoring wells that are part of the semi-
annual groundwater monitoring program.

Therefore, it appears, based upon the current information available, that the current monitoring
and extraction program in place is sufficient to control the migration of contaminant to off-site
locations. It also appears that contaminant levels in groundwater have been stabilized.

Air (Indoors): Groundw ater beneath the site is contaminated with elevated levels of VOCs

(e.g., carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, trichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethane 1,2-dichlrooethane, and
toluene). Therefore contaminant volatilization into indoor ar may be of concern. However,

based upon the review of available documentation, potential VOC migration to indoor air is not a
concern & the AlliedSignd site for the following reasons.

There are no distinct groundw ater contamination plumes beneath the site, but rather localized
areas of contamination that are generally related to SWMUS/AOCs locations. The majority of
these hot spots arenot located near current buildings on site and no off-site residences are
affected. Additionally, depth to groundw ater at the site ranges from approximately 50 to 150 feet
below ground surface (bgs). Typically the frequency of contaminant migration to indoor air
decreases as the depth to groundwater increases.
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The Johnson and Ettinger Screening Level Model for Groundwater Contamination was used to
obtain an estimation of the incremental risk associated with the concentrations of volatile
hazardous constituents detected by the groundwate monitoring program. The input paamete's
used and the result are included as Attachment 5. T he result indicates that the incremental risks
for the various constituents ranged from 1 x 10°to 9.9 x 107

Based upon the depth of the aquifer beneath the site and application of the Johnson and Ettinger
Model, volatile contaminant migration from soil and groundwater into indoor air does not appea to
be of concern.

Surface /Subs urface Soil: During the Remedial I nvestigation, conducted by Geraghty & Miller,
Inc. between November 1990 and July 191, soil samples were collected from 66 soil borings in
areas throughout thesite Soil samples collected a depths less than or equal to four fest were
designated as surficial soil samples; therefore, for the purposes of this El determination, results
encompass contaminant concentrations in surface and subsurf ace soil. The analytical results
were compared to the New Jersey Soil Cleanup Criteria (NJSCC) for residential surface soil and
the Impact to Ground Water Criteriafor subsurface soil. Soils in SWMUSs 5, 6A, 7, 7A, and 11
werefound to bein compliance with the NJSCC for residential soil. Detected concentrations in
SWMUs 3, 6, 8/9 and 12, were found to exceed the NJSCC for residential surfece soil as fdlows:

. SWMU 3, Nichols Comple x Disposal Area: Results indicated the following SVOCs
wer e above the NJSCC for residential surf ace soil: benz[a]anthracene, benzo[a] pyrene,
chrysene, and indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrenre.

. SWMU 6, CRC Neutralization Tank: Only dieldrin was detected above the NJSCC
for residential surface soil.

. SWMU 8/9, Open Pipe Discharge From C RL/DEV: Only benzo[b]fluoranthene was
detected above the NJSCC for residential surface soil.

. SWM U 12, CRC Open Pipe Dis charge : Only dieldrin was detected above the
NJSCC for residential surface soil.

Based upon materials reviewed, the presence of dieldrin, a pesticide, is thought to be due to
horiticulturd activities & thesite. Also, the presence of PAHSs is thought to be reated to asphdt
covering that was located in the area where these samples were collected.

Surface Water: During the Remedid Investigation studies conducted between November 1990
to July 1991, surface w ater data were collected from the three stormw ater retention ponds at the
Main Site, Pond A (SWMU 2A), Pond B (SWMU 2B), and Pond 1 (not designated as a
SWMU/AOC). Only dieldrin was detected in Pond 1 at 0.011 ug/L, which was slightly abovethe
New Jersey Surface Water Criteria (0.0019 ug/L) (New Jersey Water Padllution Control Act
(NJAC 79-4).
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Contaminated groundw aer retrieved from SWMU 1 (Recovey Wdls 2 and 10) is dso
discharged through a NPDES per mit to Black Brook, a small brook w hich is located
approximately one mileeast of the property. (Only Recovery well 10 is currently operating.) Per
NPDES requirements, samples have been collected at this outfall for over 10 years. With the
exception of two anomal ous sampling rounds, no constituents have been detected in the
discharge. The tw o incidents w ere chlorof orm being reported in one sampling round at 1 ug/L,
and carbon tetrachloride in a different sampling round & levds below the method detection limit.
Based upon this information, on- and off-site surface w ater does not appear to be significantly
impacted by contamination from this facility.

Sediment: During the Ramedial Investigation studies conducted betw een November 1990 to July
1991, and further remedial investigations conducted in 1993, sediment samples w ere collected
from the three retention ponds at the Main Site, Pond A (SWMU 2A), Pond B (SWMU 2B), and
Pond 1 (not designated as a SWMU/AOC). Sediment results from Pond A and B did not indicate
any significant contaminant levels. However, due to results from the initial investigations
indicating elevated levels of PAHs, metals, and PCBs in Pond 1, sediments in Pond 1 were
dredged and andyzed.

During the second sampling round of sedimentsin Pond 1 in 1993, the detected concentrations of
metals, pesticides, and PCBs w ere below the NOAA Effects Range-Low (ER-L), the chosen
benchmark for this analysis due to the limited sediment exposure to humans on site. Additionally,
dredged soils were found to have concentrations of metals, PAHs, and pesticides below the
NJSCC residential soil criteia. Slightly elevated levels of PCBs were found in a small amount of
the dredged materials. This PCB-contaminated soil w as shipped off site for treament. All
remaining clean soils were used as fill material at the site. Therefore, no further action was
recommended for sedimentsinPonds A, B, and 1.

Air (Outdo ors): There is no reason to believe outdoor air has been contaminated based on the
levds of contaminants detected and the mixing that would occur due to normd air flow.
Additionally, a soil-gas survey conducted at the site indicated that “soil conditions at the[sitd are
not conducive to the active transport of soil gas because of the moist and clayey nature of soilin
the unsaturated zone” (Reference No. 1).

References:

(D Remedial Investigation, prepared by Geraghty & Miller - October 1991.

(2 Feasibility Study, prepaed by Geraghty & Miller - January 1994.

(3) Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report f or Surface W ater and Sediment at the AlliedSignal
Inc. Facility, prepared by Geraghty & Miller - January 1994.

(4 Letter from David Paley, AlliedSignal, to Carol Graubart, NJDEP, re: Most Recent Semi-Annual
Groundw ater Monitoring Reports - April 16, 1999

(5) Letter from David Paley, Honeywell, to Carol Graubart, NJDEP, re: Most Recent Semi-Annual
Groundwater Monitoring Reports - December 16, 1999.

(6) State of Connecticut Regulation of the Department of Environmental Protection concerning
Remediation Standard, Section 22a-133k-1 through 22a-133k-3, updated July 1996.
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Are there comple te pathways between “contamination” and human receptors such that

exposur es can be reasonably expected under the current (land- and groundw ater-use) conditions?

Summay Exposure Pahw ay Evduation Table

Potential Hum an Receptors (Under Current Conditions)

“Contaminated” M edia Resident = Worker Day- Constructio  Trespasse Recreatio Fosod
S S Care n r n

Groundwater No No No No -- -- No
Alr(indoor)

\ 7
Surface-Soie-g—<21) No No No No No No No
Surface Water
Scd;l TICT It
Subsurface Soil (e.9., > 2 -- -- -- No -- -- No

Air (outdoors)

Instruction for Summary Exposure Pahw ay Evduaion Table;

1. Strike-out specific Media including Human Receptors’ spaces for Media which are
not “contaminated” as identified in #2 éove

2. Enter “yes” or “no” for potential “completeness’ under each “ Contaminated” Media
— Human Receptor combination (Pahway).

Note: In order to focus the evaluation to the most probable combinations some potential
“Contaminated” Media - Human Receptor combinations (Pathways) do not have check spaces.
These spaces instead have dashes (“--"). While these combinations may not be probable in most
situaions they may be possible in some settings and should be added as necessary.

X

If no (pathways are not complete for any contaminated media-receptor
combination) - skip to #6, and enter “YE” status code, after explaining and/or
referencing condition(s) in-place, whether natural or man-made, preventing a
complete exposure pathw ay from each contaminated medium (e.g., use optional
Pathw ay Evaluation Work Sheet to analyze major pahways).

If yes (pathw ays are complete for any “Contaminated” Media - Human
Receptor combination) - continue &ter providing supporting explanation.

If unknown (for any “Contaminated” Media - Human Receptor combination) -
skip to #6 and ente “IN” status code

3 Indirect Pat hway/ Receptor (e.g., vegetables, fruits, crops, meat and dairy products, fish, shdlfish, etc.)
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Ratio nale :

Groundwater: The Risk Assessment Report, submitted as part of the 1991 Remedial
Investigation, indicates that there are no risks associated with contaminated groundwater in the
terminal moraine because this deposit generally cannot yield sufficient quantities of water to be
regarded as an aquifer. Additionally, there are no risks associated with the groundwater in the
outwash deposits while Well 10 continues to pump and the water continues to be discharged to
the storm sewer. Also, thefacility nolonger obtains potable water from wells on site.
AlliedSignal purchases potablewater from Southeast Morris County Municipal Utility Authority
for useat the site.

Tests conducted as part of the 1991 Remedial Investigation have shown that the groundw ater
recovery system (SWMU 1) capture zone, which then consisted of Wells 2 and 10, extends
beyond the eastern site boundary and is sufficient to contain VOCs in the both the terminal
morane and outwash deposits from moving off ste. Groundwater studies and measurements,
documented in the Remedial Investigation report, indicate that groundwater flow in both the
terminal moraine and outwash deposits is eastw ardly, and parallel to the boundary between the
AlliedSignal property and the Morris County Golf Club. With respect to contamination in the
outwash deposits, the highest detections of groundw ater contaminants in the outwash deposits
have been detected in the area of Well 10. Therefore, because of the placement of Well 10 (see
Attachment 2), and the capture zone associated with groundwater extraction in this well (radius
of approximately 300 feet), it has been detamined that contaminant levds in the outwash deposits
aenot migrating to off -site locaions. This has been supported by the absence of VOCs in Wl
12, which is screened in the terminal moraine downgradient from Well 10, and Wdl 18, which ae
completed in the outwash deposits (gpproximately 500 feet off-site), and downgradient of Wels 2
and 10. See Attachment 4 for the historical and most recent groundwater monitoring daa.

Based upon the avail ale information, it appears that no current drect exposureto groundwater is
occurring on- or off-site.

Surface /Subs urface Soil: All soil contamination exists on site and within thefacility boundaries.
Documentation indicates that all areas of residual contaminated soil on site have been covered by
an approximatdy 3- to 4-inch thick layer of sod to reduce the potential for direct exposure to
contaminated soils. The site dso maintains a fence that completely surrounds the facility, and a
24-hour security system. Any intrusive activities at the site are conducted under thefacility’s
health and safety plan to mitigate potential exposure to contaminated soils at the facility.

Additionally, the Risk Assessment Report calculated risk to a potential landscape w orker at the
site, and reported a calculated cancer risk for exposure to soil as 8.0x10°° and a non cancer
Hazard Index (HI) of 0.2 (includng dermd, ingestion, and inhalation [parti culates and vapors]
pathways). Both of these estimates are within or below EPA’s acceptable risk range of 1.0x10*
to 1.0x10°® for excess lifetime cancer risk (ELCR), and HI of 1.0.

Reference(s):

(1) Remedial Investigation, prepared by Geraghty & Miller - October 1991.
(2) Feasibility Study, prepaed by Geraghty & Miller - January 1994.
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4. Can the exposures from any of the complete pathw ays identified in #3 be reasonably expected
to be significant* (i.e., potentially “unacceptable” because exposures can be reasonably expected
to be: 1) greater in magnitude (intensity, frequency and/or duration) than assumed in the derivation
of the acceptable “levels” (used to identify the “contamination”); or 2) the combination of
exposure magnitude (perhaps even though low) and contaminant concentrations (which may be
substantially above the acceptable “levels’) could result in greater than acceptable risks?

If no (exposures cannot be reasonably expected to be significant (i.e., potentially
“unacceptable”) for any complete exposur e pathway) - skip to #6 and enter
“YE' status code after explaining and/or referencing documentation justifying
why the exposures (from each of the complete pathways) to “contamination”
(identified in #3) are not expected to be “significant.”

If yes (exposures could bereasonally expected to be “significant” (i.e.,
potentially “unacceptable”) for any complete exposur e pathway) - continue after
providing a description (of each potentially “unacceptable” exposure pathway)
and explaining and/or refer encing documentation justifying why the exposures
(from each of the remaining complete pathways) to “contamination” (identified in
#3) are not expected to be “significant.”

If unknow n (for any complete pathway) - skip to #6 and enter “IN” status code

Rationale and Reference(s):

This question is not applicable. See response to question #3.

4 Ifthereis any questiononwhether the identified exposures are “significant” (i.e, potentialy

“unacceptable”) consult a human health Risk Assessment specialist with appropriate education, training and
experience.
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Can the “significant” exposures (identified in #4) be show n to be within acceptable limits?

If yes (all “significant” exposures have been shown to be within acceptable
limits) - continueand enter “ YE” after summarizing and referencing
documentaion justifying why all “significant” exposures to “ contamination” are
within acceptable limits (e.g., a site-specific Human Health Risk Assessment).

If no (there are current exposur es that can be reasonably expected to be
“unacceptable”)- continue and enter “NO” status code after providing a

description of each potentially “ unacceptable” exposure.

If unknown (for any potentially “unacc eptable” exposure) - continue and enter
“IN" status code

Rationale and Reference(s):

This question is not applicable. See response to question #3.
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Check the appropriate RCRIS status codes for the Current Human Exposur es Under Control El
event code (CA725), and obtain Supervisor (or appropriate Manager) signature and date on the
El determinaion below (and attach appropriate supporting documentation as well as a map of the
facility):

X YE - Yes, “Current Human Exposures Under Control” has been verified.
Based on a review of theinformation contaned in this EI Deermination,
“Current Human Exposures’ are expected to be “Under Control” at the
AlliedSignal, Inc. facility EPA 1D# NJD 048794986, located at Columbia Road
and Pak Avenue, in Morristown, New Jersey, under current and reasonably
expected conditions. This determination will be re-evaluaed when the
Agency/State becomes aware of significant changes at the facility.

NO - “Current Human Exposures” are NOT “Under Control.”

IN - Moreinformation is needed to make a determination.
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Comple ted by: original signed by Date;__09/27/00

Kristin McKenney
Risk Assessor

Booz Allen & Hamilton

Reviewed by: original signed by Date;_09/27/00
Kathy Rogovin
Sr. Risk Assessor
Booz Allen & Hamilton

original signed by Date:  09/27/00
Clifford Ng, RPM

RCRA Programs Branch
EPA Region 2

original signed by Date;  09/27/00
Barry Tornick, Section Chief
RCRA Programs Branch
EPA Region 2

Approved by: original signed by Date:_09/28/00
Raymond Basso, Chief
RCRA Programs Branch
EPA Region 2

Locations where references may be found:

References reviewed to prepare this El determination are identified after each response. Reference
materials are available at the USEPA Region 2, RCRA Records Center, located at 290 Broadway, 15"
Floor, New York, New York, andthe New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection Off ice
located at 401 East State Street, Records Center, 6" Floor, Trenton, New Jersey.

Contact telephone and e -mail numbers: Clifford Ng, EPA RPM
(212) 637-4113
ng.clifford@epa.gov
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FINALNOTE: THE HUMAN EXPOSURES EIIS A QUALITATIVE SCREENING OF EXPOSURES AND THE

DETERMINATIONS WITHIN THIS DOCUMENT SHOULD NOT BEUSED AS THE SOLE BASIS FOR
RESTRICTING THE SCOP E OF MOREDETAILED (E.G., SITE-SPECIFIC) AS SESSMENTS OF RIS K.

Attachm e nts

The following attachments have been provided to support this El determination.

Attachment 1 - SWMU/AOC Map (taken from the Administrative Consent Order, November 2,
1989).

Attachment 2 - Location of Existing Wells, Well 10 Capture Zone, Groundwater Flow Direction,
and Areas of Soil Contamination.

Attachment 3 - Summary of Media Impacts Table

Attachments truncated, see facility file (MSS, 06/13/02)



