DOCUMENTATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATOR DETERMINATION

RCRA Corrective Action
Environme ntal Indicator (EI) RCRIS Code (CA750)
Migration of Contaminate d Groundwater Under Control

Facility Name: Hunts man Polypro pylene Corporation
Facility A ddress: M antua Grove Road, West Deptford Towns hip, New Jersey
Facility EPA ID#: NJD002482602

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

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

De finition o f “Migration of Contaminated Groundwate r Under Control” EI

A positive “Migration of Contaminated Groundw ater Under Control” El determination (“YE” status code)
indicates that the migration of “contaminated” groundwater has stabilized, and that monitoring will be
conducted to confirm that contaminated groundwater remains within the original “area of contaminated
groundwater” (for all groundwater “contamination” subject to RCRA corrective action at or from the
identified fecility (i.e., site-wide)).

Re lationship of EI to Final Reme dies

Whilefinal remedies remain the long-term objective of the RCRA Corrective Action program, the El are
near-term objectives which are currently being used as Program measures for the Government

Perfor mance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA). The “Migration of Contaminated Groundw ater Under
Control” El pertains ONLY to the physical migration (i.e., further spread) of contaminated groundw ater
and contaminants w ithin groundw ater (e.g., hon-aqueous phase liquids or NAPLS). Achieving this El
does not substitute for achieving other stabilization or final remedy requirements and expectations
associated with sources of contamination and the need to restore, w herever practicable, contaminated
groundwater to be suitable for its designaed current and future uses.

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
contray information).
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Facility Inform ation

Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation (Huntsman) is located on a 300- acre par cel of land in West
Deptford Tow nship, Gloucester County, New Jersey. The property consists of about 210 acres of
woodland and pasture, and about 90 acres w as formerly used for the production of polypropylene. From
1962 to 1987, Shell Chemical Corporation (Shell) conducted pdypropylene manufacturing on the site. In
1987, Huntsman purchased the site and continued operations until 1999. Beginning in 1987, at the time of
the sale to Huntsman, Shell conducted an environmental evduation under the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection’s (NJDEP) Environmental Cleanup and Responsibility Act (ECRA). ECRA
activities included soil and groundwater sampling and hot-spot removal of impacted soils. The evaluation
continued until 1992, when Shell received ano further action determination from NJDEP.

Three main processes were used during the production of polypropylene at the facility: (1) the Wet End
Process, (2) the Dry End Process, and (3) the Utilities Process. Water w as supplied to the site through
four on-site wells. T hree of the on-site wells were process w ater wells, and one was a potable wat er
well. All water obtained from these wells was treated on-site prior to its use. Currently, none of the four
wells are beng used. Process materids were stored in various quartities in tanks within the Boile-
Utilities Area. Three boilers generated steam required for the process operations. Boiler #3 also burned
waste oil. Burning of waste oil ceased in 1995, and the boiler was closed in 1998. Boila's #1 and#2 were
both taken out of service in June 1999 and cleaned as apart of the fecility’ s decommissioning activities.
The plant chemical and sanitary sewers drained to an on-site wastewater treatment facility. From 1962 to
1972, effluent from the on-sitewastewater treament system was discharged directly to the Delaware
River under an NJDEP permit. From 1972 to 1975, treated wastewater w as discharged to Mantua
Creek. From 1975 until the cessation of manufacturing operations, all discharges went directly to the
Gloucester County Utilities Authority (GCUA) treatment plant.

On March 4, 1999, Huntsman announced the cessation of operations at the facility. Thirty-two areas of
concern (AOC) (namely, AOCs A through FF - thereisno AOC | nor AOC O - and Groundwater) were
identified in the facility’s Preliminary Assessment (PA) Report, dated January 19, 2000. T he PA was
conducted under the NJDEP Industrial Site Recovey Act (ISRA), the successor program to ECRA.
Nine of those AOCs (identified as AOCs 1 through 9) warranted further investigation, according to the
PA. Additional investigation of thenine AOCs was conducted by Huntsman, and results of this
investigation are contained in the Site Investigation/ Remedial I nvestigation/ Remedial Action Report
(SI/RI/RAR) prepared by Roux Associates Inc., dated January 19, 2000. NJDEP responded with
comments to both the PA and the SI/RI/RAR in a letter to Huntsman dated July 27, 2000. As a resullt,
Huntsman performed some additional investigations, w hich occurred betw een September and October
2000. Huntsman prepar ed a response letter to the comments that w ere made by NJDEP in a letter dated
November 29, 2000.
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1. Has all available relevant/significant information on known and reasonably suspected releases to

the groundwater media, subject to RCRA Corrective Action (e.g., from Solid Waste Management
Units (SWMU), Regulated Units (RU), and Areas of Concern (AOC)), been conside red in this
El determinaion?

X If yes - check here and continue with #2 below.

If no - re-evaluate existing data, or

If data are not available, skip to #8 and enter “IN” (more information needed) status
code.

Summary of Areas of Concern (AOCs): A facility AOC (both former and cur rent) map has been
provided as Attachment 1.

AOC A (Catalyst Pre paration Area): This areawas used for the preparation and storage of catalysts
used in the polypropylene manufacturing process. The catalyst mixing vessels were periodically cleaned
with kerosene and steam, and the condensate from the cleaning process w as flushed. During the
Environmental Cleanup Responsibility Act (ECRA) investigations, several phases of excavation, post-
excavation, and additional delineation sampling were conducted. A no further action determination was
granted by the New Jersey Department of Environmentd Protection (NJDEP) in December 1992.
However, during the Preliminary Assessment (PA) sitevisit in January 2000, several small cracks were
noted in a portion of the chemical sewer. In the Site Investigation/Remedial Investigation/Remedial
Action Report (SI/RI/RAR), dated January 2000, this area was renamed AOC 1. Samples were

collected from two dow ngradient monitoring wells (W-9 and W-10) during the July 1999 gr oundw ater
sampling event. During this sampling event, several metal conentrations were found to exceed the
NJDEP groundw ater criteria. Groundw ater sampling conducted at these two wells in October 1999 using
the low-flow methodology indicated no exceedances of the NJDEP groundw ater criteria. In addition,
localized oil staining was identified on the ground near a compressor in this area. The soils around the
compressor pad w ere excav ated, and post-excavation samples w ere collected and analyzed for T otal
Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH). All samples were below the most stringent NJDEP Soil Cleanup
Criteria (SCC), and the excavated area was backfilled with certified clean soil. The facility is awaiting a
declaration of no further action (NFA) for this AOC. NJDEP is concerned with the chemical sewer’s
integrity throughout the site, but once the integrity of the chemical sewer is further documented, an NFA
determination will be issued for this AOC.

AOC B (Cooling Tower Pump Area): The tower w as used to cool noncontact process water, and the
pumps wer e associated with the former on-site cooling tower. Soil samples w ere taken during the ECRA
investigations, and none of the samples exceeded the most stringent applicable SCC. This AOC received
an NFA determination from NJDEP on December 16, 1992. The cooling tower was decommissioned in
1999. However, during the PA site visit in January 2000, oil-stained soils were identified surrounding
several concrete pads associated with the cooling tower pumps. In the SI/RI/RAR, this AOC was
renamed AOC 2. The oil-stained soils w ere excavated, 22 post-excavation soil samples were taken and
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andyzed for TPH, and four of those were also analyzed for Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH).
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All soil sample results were below the most stringent SCC. The excavated area was backfilled with
certified clean soil. The facility is aw aiting an NFA for this AOC.

AOC C (Maintenance/Fabrication Shop A rea): The maintenance/fabrication shop was a steel
structur e that was used to store metal-wor king equipment, and it was used to maintain and steam clean
equipment. A 275-gallon fuel oil aboveground storage tank (AST) was previously located in the

southw estern corner of the shop area. The AST replaced a former undergr ound storage tank (UST) that
had been removed. A diked concrete ditch formerly was used to drain waste to the chemical sewer, and
the concreteditch showed signs of cracking. Under the ECRA investigations, soils within this area were
excavated, post-excavation soil samples were taken, and the area was filled with clean backfill. This
AOC recaved an NFA determination on December 16, 1992 from NJDEP. During the PA site visit in
Januay 2000, oil-stained soils were observed. In the SI/RI/RAR, this AOC was renamed AOC 3.
Stained soils were excavated and backfilled with clean soil. Nine post-excavation soil samples were
collected and analyzed for T PH: three of those w ere also analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOC)
and base neutrals (BN), and one was also analyzed for chromium. All soil sample results were below the
most stringent SCC. The facility is aw aiting an NFA determination for this AOC.

AOC D (Scrap Yard Area): This site was used for the temporary storage of scrap metal, old machinery,
piping, and industrid equipment. All materials were removed from this area during the decommissioning
activities for the site. A former building concrete foundation, an AST, and a septic system w ere located
in this area. Under the ECRA investigation, 48 investigative soil samples were collected, excavations of
soil were performed intwo areas, and an NFA deermination was issued by NJDEP on December 16,
1992. During the PA site visit in January 2000, oil-stained soils were observed on the ground near one of
the compressors. In the SI/RI/RAR, this AOC was renamed AOC 4. Stained soils were excavated from
nine locations, 24 post-excavaion soil samples were collected and anayzed for TPH, and 9 of those
samples w ere also analyzed for VOCs, BNs, metals, and Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB). All analytical
results were below the most stringent SCC. Excavated areas were backfilled with certified clean fill. The
facility is awaiting an NFA determination for this AOC.

AOCE (Empty Drum Storage Area): This area was formerly used to store cleaned drums inverted on
wooden pallets that were located on a paved area of the AOC. The paved areais located adjacent to the
drum storage building and to a gravel-covered area used for equipment storage. D uring the earlier ECRA
investigation, soil samples were collected that reveded elevated levels of TPH. The elevated areas were
excavated, post-excavation samples were taken, and the areas were backfilled with clean soil. No spills

or releases have been reported since the ECRA investigation. According to a letter from NJDEP to
Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation (Huntsman), dated July 27, 2000, an NFA will be issued for this
AOC.

AOC F (Extruder Building D rum Staging A rea): This area formerly was used to stage drums of oil,
and it consisted of a gravel-covered area located west of the extruder building. During the previous
ECRA investigation, 75 investigative soil samples were collected and elevated levels of TPH were
detected. Soils were excavated, post-excavation samples were taken, and the resulting TPH levels were
below the NJDEP SCC. The area was filled with clean backfill. According to a letter from NJDEP to
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Huntsman, dated July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued for this AOC.
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AOC G (Former Overflow Holding Ponds): Shell Chemical Corporation (Shell) operated a holding
pond from November 1972 to October 1974. The purpose of this pond w as to hold process w ater w hen
the isopropyl alcohol distillation column was being descaled. The pond w as constructed of earthen w alls
lined with plastic. It was used about two times per year. In August 1979, theponds wereremoved from
service by pumping collected storm w ater to the pretreatment unit and cleaning the sludge from the
bottom of the primary and secondary ponds. T he plastic liner was then removed and disposed of, and the
earthen walls were demolished and graded. The soils beneath the former impoundments were
investigated, and no exceedances of the NJDEP SCC werefound. This area has been vacant since its
closure and remediation under the ECRA investigation. According to a letter from NJDEP to Huntsman,
dated July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued for this AOC.

AOC H (Flare Stack Separator Basin Area): A separator stack is located directly beneath the flare
stack. The flare was used to collect routine and emergency vents from various process sources. The
separaor basin, which consisted of aconcrete vault, was used to reclaim polypropylene and oils that were
flushed from the lines to the stack. The separated material was then pumped to the on-site wastew ater
treatment plant through the chemical sewer. Sludges were removed periodically from the concrete vault,
and during theremoval, inspections of the integrity of the concrete were performed. No cracks or pitting
were ever reported. During the ECRA investigation, evidence of overflow and stained soil were
observed. The areawas investigated, and 47 soil samples were collected downgradient from the vault.
No exceedances of the NJDEP SCC were found. This AOC received an NFA from NJD EP on
December 16, 1992. T his area was decommissioned in June 1999. The PA recommended no further
action for this area. NJDEP will not issue an NFA determination for this AOC until information on the
intggrity of the separator basin has been recaved. Ina letter from Huntsmanto NJDEP on November
29, 2000, Huntsman indicated that soil samples were collected in this area on September 29, 2000. The
results will be provided in afollow-up report to the NJDEP. The draft results indicated that no
exceedances of the NJDEP SCCwerefound. An NFA determination is expected to beissued for this
AOC.

AOC J (Former Discharge Pipe): A discharge pipe that drained water from the pretreatment unit from
1972 to 1975 was located to the southw est of the separator basin. The discharge pipe was sealed in 1975,
when the wastew ater treatment facility was connected to the public sewer. During the ECRA
investigation, two soil samples and one soil boring for TPH were collected. In addition, one downgradient
monitoring well was sampled. The soil sample results for TPHwere dl below the most stringent SCC.
This AOC received an NFA determination from NJDEP on December 16, 1992. T his area has not been
used for effluent drainage since 1975, and no spills or releases have been reported since then. The PA
dsorecommended an NFA for this area. NJDEP will not issue an NFA determination for this AOC until
the integrity of the drainage line is received. In aletter from Huntsman to the NJDEP on November 29,
2000, Huntsman indicated that based on discussions with facility personnel, the dischar ge pipe was
routinely inspected and no cracks or leaks were observed during the use of the chamnel. AnNFA
determination is expected to be issued for this AOC.
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AOCK (No. 6 Fuel Oil Tank Area): This aea contaned a No. 6 fuel oil AST within a secondary
containment area that consisted of a clay-base berm filled with gravel containment media. The area
contained a culvert which was sealed, and a sump had been installed in the sout heastern corner that
discharged accumulated storm w ater to the chemical sewer. Adjacent to the secondary containment to
the north was a loading and unloading area that drained to the chemical sewer. In addition, a waste oil
AST formerly was located to the east of thediked area. Thewaste ol AST was removed in 1979.
During the ECRA investigation, 58 soil samples wer e collected both inside the secondary containment
aen, as wdl as inthe surrounding area of the AOC. Soils wereexcavaed northw est of the AST, within
the dike and east of the fuel unloading aea, all to a depth of 1 foot below ground surface (bgs). Post-
excavation soil samples were taken and two rounds of groundw ater samples were collected from
Monitoring Wells W-14 and W-15. No constituents w ere found above the most stringent criteria in either
the soil or groundw ater samples. This AOC received an NFA determination from NJD EP on December
16, 1992. The PA also recommended an NFA for thisarea. The waste oil AST and clay base have been
remediated, and an NFA determination is expected to beissued for this AOCC.

AOC L (Fire Training Area): This area consisted of a steel pan and a circular pit. The pit, and later
the steel pan, were used to hold hydrocarbons that were ignited for fire suppression training. Waste oils
were used as fuels and were stored in a 290-gallon AST located adjacent to the pit area Under the

ECRA investigation, the AST was removed, and staned soil, stressed vegeation, and odors were
observed. The soil in the area was sampled and excavated, post-excavation samples were collected and
the area was backfilled with certified clean soil. The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC.

According to a letter from NJDEP to Huntsman, dated July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued
for this AOC.

AOCM (Drum Decontamination Area): This areais located in the central portion of the facility. The
aeapreviously consiged of awaste ol pad and sump and aResource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) drum dec ontamination pad with an oil-water separator. Both pads included basins constr ucted
of concrete. The waste oil pad included a sump that extended to 3.5 feet (ft) bgs. The drum
decontamination pad included a separator that extended to 4.0 ft bgs. Cracks and stains were observed in
the walls of the basins, and staining was observed on the surrounding gravel during the ECRA
investigations. Sixty-two soil samples were collected, and groundwater w as sampled at two wells (W-28
and W-29) located downgradient of the AOC. The groundw ater samples were analyzed for VOCs and
BNs. Low levels of benzene; 1,1, 1-dichloroethane and trichloroethene were detected in W-29. The area
was completely decommissioned and demoalished during the ECRA investigation, and anew RCRA-
permitted drum decontamination unit and small accumulation tank were constr ucted near the for mer
decontamination pads. This AOC received an NFA determination from NJDEP on December 16, 1992.
The new unit was decommissioned in June 1999, in accordance with the RCRA closure plan. During the
PA sitevisit in January 2000, oil-stained soil was identified adjacent to the current drum decontamination
unit. In the SI/RI/RAR, this AOC was renamed AOC5. The stained soils were excavated, and 10 post-
excavaion soil samples were calected and andyzedfor TPH. Three of those sail samples were also
analyzed for VOCs, BNs, metals, and PCBs. All samples were below the most stringent SCC. The
excavated area was backfilled with certified clean soil. No additional actions have been required
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specifically by NJDEP for this AOC. The facility is awaiting a declaration of no further action (NFA) for
this AOC. NJDEP is concerned with the chemical sewer’s integrity throughout the site, but once the
integrity of the chemical sewer is further documented, an NFA determination will be issued for this AOC.

AOC N (Chemical Storage Area): This area contained a 36,000-gallon sodium hydroxide AST; a
6,000- gallon sulfuric acid AST; and a 12,000-gallon No. 2 fuel oil AST. A cement pad was located
directly in front of the ASTs. Stained gravel was observed during the previous ECRA investigations.
Thirty-four soil samples were collected, and TPH was found to exceed soil criteria Seventy cubic yards
(yd?) of soil were excavaed, post-excavdion soil samples were collected and the excavations were
backfilled with clean soil. Two groundwater monitoring wells (W-7 and W-8) in the vicinity of the AOC
were sampled and sample results indicated no exceedances of NJDEP groundwater criteria. This AOC
received an NFA determination from NJDEP on December 16, 1992. All three ASTs were removed as
part of the decommissioning activities in July 1999. T he PA also recommended an NFA for this AOC.
The facility is aw ating an NFA determination for this AOC, but the NJDEP will not issue it until
information on the integrity of the secondary containment unit and the drain leading to the chemical sewer
is received. In aldter from Huntsman to NJDEP on November 29, 2000, Huntsman documented the
integrity of the containment system, and no spills or releases were identified. An NFA determination is
expected to be issued for this AOC.

AOC P (Tile Field): Thetile field served as an emergency overflow for a pumping station, which
connected the maintenance shop and stores building to the chemical sewer system. This area is about 40
ft by 40 ft and included the pumping station, a distribution box, and five effluent laterds located aout 5 ft
bgs. The pumping station w as upgraded during the ECRA investigation, andthe overflow line to thetile
fieldw as sealed. Fivesail borings were performed, and no exceedances of the NJDEP SCCfor TPHs in
the areawere found. The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC. According to aletter from NJD EP
to Huntsman on July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued for this AOC.

AOC Q (Pump House): This structure is located adjacent to Mantua Creek. The pump house had floor
drains that were used to drain creek water back to Mantua Creek during rain events. A 55-gallon drum

of antifreeze and a drum containing oily water were located in this area. No evidence of staining or
releases were reported for this area and there was no ECRA investigation in this area. Thedrums were
removed from the area. The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC. According to a letter from

NJDEP to Huntsman on July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued for this AOC.

AOCR (Water Line Leak): During the original ECRA inspection, NJDEP identified a leaking
aboveground pipelocated in an overhead rack. The leaking pipewas determined to contain water and
was repaired. The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC. According to a letter from NJDEP to
Huntsman, dated July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued for this AOC.

AOC S (Sulfuric Acid Spill): About 400 gallons of sulfuric acid were released to the ground surface
from an overhead pipe. The area where the acid spilled is located in the south-central portion of the site.
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Immediate response to the accident included stopping and repairing the leak and using soda ash to
neutralize the acid. The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC. According to a letter from NJDEP to
Huntsman, dated July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued for this AOC.
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AOC T (Transformers): This areaincluded soils surrounding eleven of the Trect-2 facility transformers
that were grouped into four locations. Soil sampling was conducted during the previous ECRA
investigation. Two areas w ere determined to be in need of remedid action (T-1 and T-2). Excavation of
contaminated soils was performed, post-excavation soil samples were below the most stringent SCC, and
the excavation sites were filled with clean backfill. During the PA investigation, soils in the vicinity of two
transformers were found to have PCBs in the soil above the current residential soil criteria. In the
SI/RI/RAR, this AOC was renamed AOC 6. Soils from the tw o0 areas w ere excav ated, and soil samples
were collected and analyzed for TPH and PCBs. All post-excavation soil samples were below the
nonresidential SCC. Excavated areas wer e backfilled with certified clean soil. The facility is awaiting an
NFA determination for this AOC.

AOCU (Mantua Creek We tland): The Huntsman facility is located adjacent to Mantua Creek, a
tidally influenced tributary of the Delavare River. Storm water from the facility drains directly to the
creek. However, any storm water from production areas is diverted to the chemical sewer system.
Pretreated facility effluent was discharged under permit to the Mantua Creek from 1972 to 1975. The
effluent pipe was addressed previously as Area J. During the ECRA investigation, polypropylene pdlets
were observed within the w etland ar ea bor dering the facility and M antua Creek. Shell petitioned NJDEP
for an NFA determination for the area, claiming that the pdlets were inert and that they degrade
photochemically. The facility contended that removal of the pellets would cause ecological damage and
that it was not w orth the aesthetic benefit. This AOC received an NFA determination on December 16,
1992 from NJDEP. The PA also recommended an NFA for this AOC. The facility is waiting an NFA
determination for this AOC.

AOC YV (Underground Fuel Storage Tank Area): A 1,000-gallon diesel fuel UST and a 2,000-gallon
gasoline UST were located in this area. The USTs were removed in December 1987, in accordance with
an NJDEP closure plan. Thetanks were located 3 ft bgs and were covered by backfill and grass. Fill
pipes associated with the tanks were located on a concrete pad above the tanks. Upon removal of the
tanks, all visible stained soils w ere removed. Post-excavation soil sampling show ed elevated levels of
TPH, VOCs, and BNs. Four phases of excavation were performed to adequately remove all

contaminated soils. The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC. According to a letter from NJDEP to
Huntsman, dated July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued for this AOC.

AOC W (Field West of Service Area): The field was a gravel-covered area located directly south of
the extruder building drum staging area (AOC F). Soil and groundwater sampling were performed under
the ECRA investigation, and none of the samples had any exceedances of the NJDEP SCC or

groundw ater criteria. The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC. According to aletter from NJDEP
to Huntsman, dated July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued for this AOC.

AOC X (Plant Laboratory Area): This areais a grassy area located south of the plant laboratory and
west of the paved asphalt lot. Waste oil and laboraory chemicals were stored adjacent to the laboraory
on a concr ete covered pad. The storage area was constructed with concrete secondary containment and
has been regulaed under the facility’s Spill Prevention Control and Counter Measure/Disaster Prevention
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Contrd and Counter Measure Plan (SPCC/DPCC) since completion of the ECRA investigation.
Contaminaed soils w ere identified, and 5 yd? of soil were excavated to a depth of 1 foot. Post-
excavation soil samples were taken for TPH, BNs, and PCBs and none of the constituents exceeded the
NJDEP SCC. This AOC received an NFA determination from NJDEP on Decembe 16, 1992. The PA
also recommended an NFA for this AOC. In aléter from Huntsman to NJDEP on November 29, 2000,
Huntsman documented the integrity of the secondary containment system and no spills or releases were
identified. The facility is aw aiting an NFA determination for this AOC.

AOC Y (Field South of Mainte nance Shop): The area consists of a grassy field, south of the

mai ntenance/fabrication shop (AOC C), that extends from the gravel-covered area surrounding the
maintenance shop south to Fourth Street. This area was added as an AOC based on soil sample results
from AOC C. According to a letter from NJDEP to Huntsman, dated July 27, 2000, an NFA
determination will be issued for this AOC.

AOC Z (Background Sample): One soil sanple was collected in the topogrgphically high, northeastern
corner of the site. The soil boring was completed to identify background conditions at thefacility. No
elevated targeted parameters were detected. The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC. According

to aletter from NJDEP to Huntsman, dated July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued for this
AOC.

AOC AA (Air Compress or Are a): The compressor area consists of a gravel-covered area surrounding
the compressor building. According to plant personnel, temporary compressors historically were used in
this area. During the ECRA investigation, this area was sampled and those areas that were found to have
levds of TPH tha exceeded themost stringent SCC were excavated during afive-phase excavation.
About 107 yd? of soil were removed, post-excavation soil samples were collected and the areas were
filled with clean backfill. This AOC received an NFA determination from NJD EP on December 16,

1992. During the PA site visit in January 2000, oil-stained soils were identified adjacent to the compressor
building. In the SI/RI/RAR, this AOC was renamed AOC 7. Test pits wereexcavaed, and three soil
samples were taken from the most visibly stained areas. The samples were analyzed for TPH, and none
of them exceeded the most stringent SCC. NJDEP will not issue an NFA determination for this AOC
until the results from additional post-excavation soil samples are received to veify a clean zone in this
aea. If results indicate levels below the NJDEP SCC, an NFA determination will be issued for this

AOC.

AOC BB (Area East of Flare Gas Recovery): This area consists of asmall gravel arealocated
beneath a pipe rack in the central portion of the site. Stained surface soils w ere observed beneath the
piperack in this area during previous ECRA activities. Soil investigations wereconducted, and 5 cubic
feet of soil were removed from the area. This AOC received an NFA determination from NJD EP on
December 16, 1992. The PA dsorecommended an NFA determination for this AOC. The facility is
awaiting an NFA determination for this AOC.

AOC CC (EPON Resin Facility Area): This area consisted of a paved area and a gravel-covered area
surrounded by a gravel berm. The area is bordered on the east by railroad siding. EPON resin, a viscous
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plastic-like substance, was transferred to and from railroad tank cars inthis area Therewas some
evidence of cracking and spillage on the pavement in this area during the ECRA investigation. Following
the ECRA investigation, the area w as repaved and all surf ace drains w ere diverted to the chemical
sewer. This AOC received an NFA determination from NJDEP on December 16, 1992. T his area was
taken out of service in 1994 and decommissioned by Huntsman in 1995. T he PA also recommended an
NFA for this AOC. However, an NFA determination will not beissued until results of integrity testing of
the paved area are received. In aletter to NJDEP from Huntsman, dated November 29, 2000, Huntsman
documented theintegrity of the paved aea The fecility is awaiting an NFA determination for this AOC.

AOCDD (Boiler Area): This area consisted of three boilers that used No.6 fuel oil and naural gas.
During the previous ECRA investigation, staning of gravel and soil beneath a pipe rack was observed.
The soil was sampled for TPH. None of the soil samples exceeded the NJDEP SCC. The three boilas
were taken out of service in June 1999 and were cleaned as a part of the facility’ s decommissioning
activities. During the PA siteinspection in January 2000, stained soils were observed surrounding a
concrete pad associated with a fan motor. In the SI/RI/RAR, this AOC was renamed AOC 8. The
stained soils were excavated, and f our post-excavation soil samples w ere collected. According to a letter
from NJDEP to Huntsman, dated July 27, 2000, an NFA determination will be issued for this AOC.

AOCEE (Service Area): Thisareais located in the central portion of the facility. Surficial soil staining
was observed during the previous ECRA investigaions. The stained soils were sampled for TPH, and it
was determined that no constituents of concern were present above the NJDEP SCC. This AOC

received an NFA determination from NJDEP on December 16, 1992. T he PA also recommended an

NFA for this AOC. Thefacility is awaiting an NFA determiantion for this AOC.

AOC FF (Central Operations Area): In June 1988, whileworkers were excavaing to uncover a
leaking water line in the center of the production area, visibly impacted groundw ater (sheen) was
observed. Five monitoring wells were installed, but free product was not observed, and sample
constituents werenot detected above the most stringent SCC. During the ECRA investigation, sails in
this area were excav ated to a depth of 2 ft because of elevated TPH levels. The soilsin this area
received an NFA determination from NJDEP in December 1992. The PA also recommended an NFA.
The facility is awaiting an NFA determination for groundwate for this AOC.

Groundwate r: The groundwater immediately below the site has been classified as an NJDEP Class I11A
aquifer. The depth to groundwater is between 4.0 and 9.0 ft bgs. The groundw ater flows south-
southwest and discharges to Mantua Creek. Because NJDEP Class |1 |A standards have not been
established for the site yet, NJDEP Class Il A groundwaer standards wereused when preparing this
checklist. Groundwater has been found to be contaminated with 1,1,2-trichloroethane; benzene; arsenic;
and nickel above the NJDEP Class || A groundw ater standards in areas located within and downgradient
of the main production area and chemical sewer system. Attachment 2 is a Ground Water Elevation
Contour Map, which depicts the location of the groundwater monitoring wells that have been sampled
ove time.

Chemical Sewer: NJDEP is concerned with the integrity of the chemical sewer that runs thr oughout the
manufacturing and production area of the facility. Previous investigations of the sewer were limited to
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groundwater sampling, which NJDEP has indicated is not adequate. Therefore, additional investigation of
the chamical sewer has been required by NJDEP.
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References:
(D Final Groundwater Monitoring Report of Environmental Cleanup Responsibility Act Compliance
Activities for Shell Chemical Company, March 1999, BCM Engineers, Planners, Scientists and
L aoratory Services.
(2 Preliminary Assessment for Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation, January 19, 2000, Roux
Associates, Inc.
3) Site Investigation/Remedid Investigation/Remedid Action Report for Huntsman Polypropylene
Corporation, January 19, 2000, Roux Associaes, Inc.
(4 Letter from NJDEP to Huntsman Corporation dated May 15, 2000, Subject: Inspection Results.
(5) Letter from NJDEP to Huntsman Corporation dated July, 27, 2000, Subject: Preliminary
Assessment Report, Site Investigation Report, Remedial Investigation Report, and Remedial
Action Report, dated January 19, 2000.
(6) Letter from Roux Associates, Inc., on behalf of Huntsman Corporation daed November 29, 2000,

Subiject: Response to the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection’s (NJDEP’s)
comment |etter dated July 27, 2000.
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2. I's gro und wate r known or reasonably suspected to be “con taminated”* above appropriately

protective “levels” (i.e., applicable promulgated standards, as well as other appropriate standards,
guidelines, guidance, or criteria) from releases subject to RCRA Corrective Action, anywhere at,
or from, the f acility?

X If yes - continue after identifying key contaminants, citing appropriate“leves,”
and referencing supporting documentation.

If no - skip to #8 and enter “YE” status code after citing gopropriate “ levds,”
and referencing supporting documentation to demonstrate that groundwater is not
“contaminated.”

If unknown - skip to #8 and enter “IN” status code.
Ratio nale:

Groundwater: The groundw ater beneath the site has been classified as an NJDEP Class |1 1A aquifer
because of the thickness and the aerial extent of the clay laye which is present and acts as an aquitard.
Because NJDEP Class |1 A standards have not yet been established for thesite NJDEP Class 1A
groundwater standards were used for comparison with contaminants detected in groundwater onsite. The
depth to groundwater is between 4.0 and 9.0 ft bgs. The SI/RI/RAR included two groundw ater sampling
events, one in July 1999 and the second in October 1999. During the July 1999 groundwater sampling
event, 12 monitoring wells (W-5, W-7, W-8, W-9, W-10, W-14, W-16, W-17, W-18, W-31, W-32, and W-
3A)weesampled for VOCs, BNs, metals, and PCBs. The locaion of the groundw ater monitoring wels
can be found in Attachment 2, the Ground Waer Hevation Contour Mg. The following paamete's

were found to exceed the Class IIA groundw ater quality standards for at least one well: 1,1,2-
trichloroethane (TCA); auminum; arsenic; cadmium: iron; lead; manganese; nickel; and sodium. The
aluminum, iron, and manganese are considered to be representative of background conditions at the site;
therefore, based on the presence of silts and clays throughout the site, they were not sampled for during
the October 1999 event. The sodium is not considered to be aresult of facility operations, and the local
surfacew aer bodes areclassified as sdineestuary. The TCA w as detected in only one monitoring wel
(W-5) at 5.1 micrograms per liter (ug/L). The NJDEP Class IIA groundw ater quality standard for TCA
is1ug/L. This contaminant was not found in any othe well during this sampling event. This constituent
was not resampled for during the October 1999 event.

A second groundwater sampling event was conducted in October 1999. Based on the turbid appearance

1 “Contamination” and “ contaminated” describes media containing contaminants (in any form, NAPL and/or
dissolved, vapors, or solids, tha are subjectto RCRA) in concentrations inexcess of appropriate” leves”
(appropriatefor the protection of the groundwater resource and its beneficia uses).
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of the groundwater samples and detected metal exceedances, a low-flow sampling method was used to
more accuratdy characterize the metd concentrations detected in the groundwater. A total of 8
monitoring wells out of the original 12 sampled in July 1999 were sampled for one or more of the
following parameters, based on selected metal exceedances from the July 1999 sampling event: arsenic,
cadmium, lead, and nickel. The @ght monitoring wells sampled in October 1999 are as follows: W-7, W-
9, W-10, W-16, W-17, W-18, W-31, and W-34.

In addition, three groundwater grab samples were collected using Geoprobe® sampling techniques. The
samples were collectad in areas of potential concern where monitoring wells were not located. Two
samples (GW Grab-2 and GW Grab-3) were collected at AOC 4, the Scrap Yard. GW Grab-1was
collected dow ngradient of the chemical sewer where cracks were noted in the concrete sew er drain (see
Attachment 2 for grab sample locations). Table 1 summarizes the constituents detected in groundwater
from the most recent sampling event (October 1999) and the prec eding round of sampling (July 1999) that
exceeded the Class I|A Groundw ater Quality Standard: 1,1,2-trichloroethane; benzene; arsenic; and

nickel. Benzene was detected in a groundw ater grab sample (GW Grab- 3) collected at the Scrap Yard at
a concentration of 4.2 ug/L. No other exceedances of benzene have been found at this site. The

groundw ater contamination is located within and dow ngradient of the main production area.

TABLE 1

NJDEP Class ITA
Groundwater Quality GW Grab-

Constitue nt Standard 3 W-5 W-7
Nickel 100

1,1,2-Trichloroethane 3

Benzene 1

Note:

Shaded areas indicate exceedances of Class || A Groundwater Quality Standards.
* |ndicates the results were from the July 1999 sampling event.

** |ndicates the results were from the October 1999 sampling event.

ND means non-detect.

All values are in micrograms per liter (ug/L).

The above information was derived from the Site Investigaion/Ranedial Investigation/Remedial Action
Report for Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation, dated January 19, 2000, Roux Associates, Inc.
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References:

(7 Site Investigation/Remedid |nvestigation/Remedid Action Report for Huntsman Polypropylene
Corporation, daed January 19, 2000, Roux Assocides, Inc.

(8) Letter from NJDEP to Huntsman Corporation dated July, 27, 2000, Subject: Preliminary
Assessment Report, Site Investigation Report, Remedial Investigation Report, and Remedial
Action Report, dated January 19, 2000.

(9) Letter from Roux Associates, Inc., on behalf of Huntsman Corporation dated November 29, 2000,
Subject: Response to the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection’s comment letter
dated July 27, 2000.
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3. Has the mig ration of contaminated groundwater stabilized (such that contaminated

groundwater is expected to reman within “existing area of contaminated groundwate”? as
defined by the monitoring locations designated at the time of this determination)?

X If yes - continue, afte presenting or referencing the physical evidence (e.g.,
groundwater sampling/measurement/migration barrier datg) and rationde why
contaminated groundwater is expected to remain within the (horizontd or
vertical) dimensions of the “existing area of groundwater contamination”?.

If no (contaminated groundwater is observed or expected to migrate beyond the
designated locations defining the “existing area of groundwater contamination”?)
- skip to #8 and enter “NQ” status code, after providing an explanation.

If unknown - skip to #8 and enter “IN” status code.

Ratio nale :

Geology and Hvdrogeology:

The facility is located in the Atlantic Coastal Plan Physiographic Providence, which is characterized by a
southeast-dipping wedge of unconsolidated sediments. The sediments consist of interbedded sands, silts,
and clays that thicken down dip. The coastal plain sediments are underlain by Pre-Cambrian crystalline
rock.

The site is directly underlain by the Woodbury Clay and the Merchantville Formation. The Woodbury
Clay, a regional confining unit, is described as a thick, massive, clayey silt. The underlying Mechantville
Formation consists primarily of clays and silts, with localized lenses of fine to coarse sands. The
Merchantville Formation, together with the Woodbury Clay, serve as an effective aquitard overlying the
Potamac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system. The Merchantville-Woodbury confining bed has a thickness
of about 60 ft in the area of the site.

In some areas of the site, the Merchantville-Woodbury bed is covered with athin veneer of recent silty
sand fill material from site construction ectivities. The thickness of the silty sand fill ranges in thickness
from 0.5 to 2ft bgs.

2 “existing area of contaminated groundwater” is an area(with horizontal and vertical dimensions) that has been
verifiably demonstrated to contain all relevant groundwater contamination for this determination, and is defined by
designated (monitoring) locations proximate to theouter p erimeter of “contamination” that canand will be
sampled/tested in the future to physically verify that all “ contaminated” groundwater remains within this area, and
that the further migration of “contaminated” groundwater is not occurring. Reasonable allowances in the proximity
of themonitoring locaions are permissible to incorporateforma remedy decisions (i.e.,includingpublic
participation) allowing a limited area for natural attenuation.
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The surficial geologic unit located at the site is the Woodbury Clay, w hich f als within the NJDEP
Groundw ater Class |11 A aquitard region. The shallow groundw ater flow in the Woodbury Clay is to the
south toward MantuaCreek. The Woodbury Clay meds the following reguirements for the Class |11 A
classification: (1) The formation has to be at least 50 ft in thickness, (2) hydraulic conductivity must be
approximately 0.1 foot per day or less, and (3) the aquitard aerial extent of at least 100 acres exists.

Attachment 2 depicts the facility with monitoring well locations and the groundwater flow patterns for the
site. Groundwater below the site flows in a south-southwest direction toward Mantua Creek.
Attachment 3, Site Mg, depicts the facility location in relation to Mantua Creek.

As shown below in Table 2, Monitoring Wells W-16, W-17, and W-18, located furthest dow ngradient of
the main production area and at the southern edge of thefacility, did not have any exceedances above the
NJDEP Class IIA GWQS for those constituents identified in Table 1 for either the July 1999 or the
Octobe 1999 sampling events. Additiondly, the'e were no detections of any othe constituents.

TABLE 2
NJDEP Class
IIA
Groundwater
Quality Date
Constitue nt Standard W-16 Ww-17 W-18 Sample d
Arsenic 8 ND ND ND 10/99
Nickel 100 ND 29 36 10/99
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 3 0.58 0.58 0.58 7/99
Benzene 1 0.47 0.47 0.47 7/99

Note:
All values are in micrograms per liter (ug/L).

The above information was derived from the Site Investigaion/Remedial Investigation/Remedial Action
Report for Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation, dated January 19, 2000, Roux Associates, Inc.
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In aletter from NJDEP to Huntsman Cor poration dated July, 27, 2000, NJDEP r equested that the TCA
detected in Monitoring Well W-5 (inthe production area of thefacility), be further delineated. On
November 29, 2000, Huntsman prepared a |etter in response to NJDEP's request for further delineation
of TCA, indicating that the exceedance of TCA had already been delineated because this constituent w as
not detected in upgradient, sidegradient, or downgradient wells. Additionally, Huntsman stated that the
migration of TCA is expected to be very slow because of the low hydraulic conductivity of the Woodbury
Clay geologic unit. They also stated that the concentrations of any of the constituents at the center of the
site would decrease through the effects of dilution prior to reaching themost dow ngradient wells. This
has been substantiated by the daa collected, as discussed in the response to Question 2. Therefore, the
contaminants have stabilized and are not expected to migrate beyond the facility boundary.

References:

(10) Site Investigation/Remedid |nvestigation/Remedid Action Report for Huntsman Polypropylene
Corporation, daed January 19, 2000, Roux Assocides, Inc.

(12) Letter from NJDEP to Huntsman Corporation dated July, 27, 2000, Subject: Preliminary
Assessment Report, Site Investigation Report, Remedial Investigation Report, and Remedial
Action Report, dated January 19, 2000.

(12) Letter from Roux Associates, Inc., on behalf of Huntsman Corporation daed November 29, 2000,
Subject: Response to the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection’s comment letter
dated July 27, 2000.
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4. Does “contaminated’ groundwater dis charge intosurface water bodies?
If yes - continue afte identifying potertially affected surface water bodies.
X If no - skip to #7 (and enter a“YE” status code in #8, if #7 = yes) after providing

an explanation and/or referencing documentation supporting that groundw ater
“contamination”does not enter surface water bodies.

If unknown - skip to #8 and enter “IN” status code.

Rationale and Re ference(s):

The highest concentrations of the constituents in groundwater have beenfound in thecenter of the site.
The wells closest to MantuaCreek had constituents that were dther non-detect or below the GWQS. It
is expected that the concentrations of the constituents at the center of the site would be reduced through
the effects of dilution prior to discharging to Mantua Creek. |n addition, because of the Woodbury Clay
geologic unit, constituent migration is expected to be very slow because of the hydraulic conductivity of
the clay unit. A river dilution study w as conducted to determine the potential impact of groundw ater
contamination from the facility on Mantua Creek. The constituents that were targeted in thedilution study
were: benzene; TCA,; arsenic; and nickel. The model that was used does not account for biodegradation
(for benzene and TCA) or dispersion, w hich would reduce groundw ater constituent concentrations even
further before reaching Mantua Creek. The dilution model depicts that through mixing alone the
constituents of concern will not impact Mantua Creek above applicable Surface Water Quality Standards
(SWQS). For the purpose of theriver dilution study, the constituents of concern were defined as those
that have been deected in the facility groundwater at concentrations exceeding both the GWQS and the
SWQS. TCA and nickel have been detected above the GWQS, but they were not detected above the
SWQS. Therefore, TCA and nickel were not considered for this dilution study. The model was based on
mixing effects and assumed a constituent loading based on the highest concentrations of the constituents
inthe groundwater. Listed bdow is asummary of the surfacewaer constituent concentraions in
Mantua Creek based on the results of the river dilution model:

TABLE 3
M aximum Calculated
Concentrations Surface Water Calculated
Surface Water in Site Constitue nt Surface Water
Quality Standard Groundwater Loading Conce ntration
Constitue nts (ug/L) (ug/L) (pounds / day) (ug/L)
Benzene 0.15 4.2 1.24E-05 0.0002
Arsenic 0.017 41 1.21E-04 0.0023
Note:

All values arein micrograms per liter (ug/L).
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Source: Information w as taken from the Letter from Roux Associates, Inc. on behalf of Huntsman
Corporation dated November 29, 2000, Subject: Response to the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection’s (NJDEP's) comment letter dated July 27, 2000.

The results show that the calculated surface water concentration is less than the SWQS for Mantua
Creek. Therefore, the results of the river dilution study demonstrate that the groundw ater constituents at
the site will not have a significant impact on Mantua Creek. Huntsman has requested an NFA
determination from NJDEP for the groundwater at the fecility as a Class I11A aquifer classification.

References:

(13) Site Investigation/Remedid Investigation/Remedid Action Report for Huntsman Polypropylene
Corporation, daed January 19, 2000, Roux Assocides, Inc.

(19) Letter from NJDEP to Huntsman Corporation dated July, 27, 2000, Subject: Preliminary
Assessment Report, Site Investigation Report, Remedial Investigation Report, and Remedial
Action Report, dated January 19, 2000.

(15) Letter from Roux Associates, Inc., on behalf of Huntsman Corporation daed November 29, 2000,
Subject: Response to the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection’s comment letter
dated July 27, 2000.
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5. Isthe dis charge of “contaminated” groundw ater into surface w ater likely to be “insignificant”

(i.e., the maximum concentration® of each contaminant discharging into surf ace w ater is less than
10 times their appropriate groundw ater “level,” and there ar e no other conditions (e.g., the nature,
and number, of discharging contaminants, or environmenta setting), which significantly increase
the potential for unacceptable impacts to surfece water, sediments, or ecosystems at these
concentrations)?

If yes - skip to #7 (and enter “YE” status code in #8 if #7 = yes), after
documenting: 1) the maximum known or reasonably suspected concentration® of
key contaminants discharged above their groundw ater “level,” the value of the
appropriae “level(s),” and if thereis evidence that the concentrations are
increasing; and 2) provide a statement of professional judgement/explandion (or
referenc e documentation) supporting that the discharge of groundw ater
contaminants into the surface water is not anticipated to have unacceptable
impacts to the receiving surface water, sediments, or ecosystem.

If no - (thedischarge of “contaminated” groundwater into surface water is
potentidly significant) - continue after documenting: 1) the maximum known or
reasonably suspected concentration® of each contaminant discharged above its
groundw ater “level,” the value of the appropriate “level(s),” and if thereis
evidence that the concentrations are increasing; and 2) for any contaminants
discharging into surface water in concentrations® greater than 100 times their
appropriate groundwater “levels,” the estimated total amount (mass in kg/yr) of
each of these contaminants that are being discharged (loaded) into the surf ace
water body (at the time of the determination), and identify if there is evidence
tha theamount of discharging contaminants is increasing.

If unknown - enter “IN” status code in #8.

Rationale and Reference(s):

This question is not goplicable (see answer to Question 4).

* Asmeasured in groundwater prior to entry to the groundwater-surface water/sediment interaction (e.g., hyporheic)
zone.
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6. Can the dis charge of “contaminated” groundwater into surface water be show n to be

“curre ntly acceptable” (i.e.,, not cause impacts to surface water, sediments or ecosystems that
should not be allowed to continue until a final remedy decision can be made and implemented*)?

If yes - continue dter either: 1) identifying the Final Remedy decision
incorporating these conditions, or other site-specific criteria (developed for the
protection of the site’s surface w ater, sediments, and ecosystems), and
referencing supporting documentation demonstrating that these criteria are not
exceeded by the dischar ging groundw ater; OR 2) providing or referencing an
interim-assessment®, appropriate to the potential for impact, that show s the
discharge of groundw ater contaminants into the surface w ater is (in the opinion
of atrained specialist, including an ecologist) adequately protective of receiving
surface water, sediments, and ecosystems, until such time when a full
assessment and final remedy decision can be made. Factors w hich should be
considered in theinterim-assessment (w here appropriateto help identify the
impact associated with discharging groundw ater) include: surface water body
size, flow, use/classification/habitats and contaminant loading limits, other sour ces
of surface water/sediment contamination, surface water and sediment sample
results and comparisons to available and appropriae surface w ater and sediment
“levels,” as well as any ather factors, such as effects on ecological receptors
(e.g., via bio-assays/benthic surveys or site-specific ecological Risk
Assessments), that the overseeing regulatory agency would deem appropriate for
making the B determination.

If no - (the discharge of “contaminated” groundwater can not be show n to be
“curre ntly acceptable”) - skip to #8 and enter “NO” status code, after
documenting the currently unacceptable impacts to the surface w ater body,

sediments, and/or ecosystem.

If unknown - skip to 8 and enter “IN” status code.

Rationale and Reference(s):

This question is not goplicable (see answer to Question 4).

* Note, because areas of inflowing groundwater can be critical habitats (eg., nurseries or themal refugia) for many
species, appropriate specialist (eg.,ecologist) should be included in management decisions that could eliminate
these areas by significantly altering or reversing groundwater flow pathways near surface water bodies.

° Theunderstanding of theimpacts of contaminated groundwater discharges intosurfacewater bodies is arapidly
developing field andreviewers are encouraged to look to thelatest guidance fortheappropriate methods and scale
of demonstration to be reasonably certain that discharges are not causing currently unacceptable impacts to the
surface waters, sediments or eco-systems.
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7. Will groundwater monitoring / measur ement data (and surf ace w ater/sediment/ecological data,

as necessary) be collected in the future to verify that contaminated groundwater has remained
within the horizontal (or vertical, as necessary) dimensions of the “existing area of contaminated
groundw ater?’

If yes - continue dter providing or citing documentation for planned activities or
future sampling/measurement events. Specifically identify the well/measurement
locations which will betested in thefuture to verify the expectation (identified in
#3) that groundwater contamination will not be migrating horizontaly (or
vertically, as necessary) beyond the “existing area of groundw ater
contamination.”

If no- enter “NO” status code in #8.
If unknown - enter “IN” status code in #8.
** See rationde summarized below.

Rationale and Reference(s):

Due to the unique geology and hydrogeology at this site, NJDEP has determined that continued
groundwater monitoring is not necessary, since contamination detected at the site is minimal and it is
confined. The downgradient monitoring wells at the site show no exceedances of the NJDEP GWQS
and, as show n in the modeling perfor med by Huntsman, the limited contamination that exists in the center
of the site will decrease to levels below standards before reaching Mantua Creek. The aguifer under
Huntsman is classified as Class I11A, due to the thickness and aerial extent of the clay layer underlying
the site. This clay laye impedes the limited groundwater contamination from migrating through it to the
underlying Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system. Additionally, there will never be

any potable uses for this aguif er sincethere is not enough availablew aer to supply wels. The NJDEP is
expected to issue a site-wide NFA determination.
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8. Check the appropriate RCRIS status codes for the Migration of Contaminated Groundw ater

Under Control El (event code CA750), and obtan Supervisor (or appropriate Manager) signature
and date on the EI deter mination below (attach appropriate supporting documentation as w ell as a
map of the facility).

X YE - Yes, “Migration of Contaminated Groundw ater Under Control” has been
verified. Based on areview of the information contained in this El determination,
it has been determined that the “Migration of Contaminated Groundw ater” is
“Under Control’ at the Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation, EPA 1D
#NJD 002482602 located at Mantua Grove Road, West Deptford Tow nship, New
Jersey. Specifically, this determinaion indicates that the migration of
“contaminated” groundwater is under control, and that monitoring will be
conducted to confirm that contaminated groundwater remains within the “existing
area of contaminated groundwater” This determination will be re-evaluated when
the Agency becomes aware of significant changes at the facility.

NO - Unacceptable migration of contaminaed groundwater is observed or
expected.

IN - Moreinformation is needed to make a determination.
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Locations where references may be found:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
RCRA Records Center

290 Broadway, 15" Floor
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New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection

Bureau of Environmental Evaluaion and Cleanup Responsibility Assessment
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401 East State Street

Trenton, NJ 08625-0432
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Date:

Date:

Huntsman Polypropylene Corporaion
CA750
Page 31

Date;_ 03/21/01
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212-637-4163
Butler.Elizabeth@epamail .epa.gov
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Attachm ents

The following attachments have been provided to support this El determination.
Attachment 1 Areas of Concern (AOC) Map
Attachment 2 Ground Water Elevation Contour Map

Attachment 3 Facility Site Map

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



