
DOCU M ENTA TION  OF ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATOR DE T ER M I N A TI O N

RCRA Correct ive  Action

Env ironme ntal Indicator (EI) R CR IS Co de  (CA 75 0)

M igratio n o f Co ntam inate d Gro undwate r Un de r Co ntro l

Facility Name: H unts man P olypro pyle ne  Co rporatio n

Fac ility A ddre s s : M antua Gro ve  Ro ad, W e s t D e ptford Towns hip,  Ne w Je rs e y

Facility EPA ID# : NJD002482602

De finition of Environme ntal Indicators (for the RC RA  Co rrective  Actio n)

Env ironmental Indic ators (EI)  are meas ures  being us ed by the Resourc e Cons ervation and Rec overy Ac t

(RCRA) Correc tive Action progr am to go beyond progr ammatic ac tivity measu res (e. g., r eports  received

and approved, etc.) to trac k changes in the quality of the environment.  The two EIs 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 EI for non-human (ecological) receptors  is intended to be

developed in the future.  

De finition o f “M igratio n of C ontaminate d Gro undwate r Und e r Co ntro l” E I

A positive “Migration of Contaminated Groundw ater Under Control” EI determination (“YE” status c ode)

indicates that the migration of “contaminated” groundwater has stabilized, and that monitoring will be

conducted to confirm that c ontaminated groundwater  remains w ithin the original “area of contaminated

groundwater” (for  all groundwater “c ontamination” subject to RCRA correc tive action at or from the

identified facility (i.e., site-wide)).  

Re lation s hip o f EI to  Final R e me die s

While final remedies remain the long-term objective of the RCRA Corrective Action program, the EI are

near-term objectives w hich are currently being used as Program m easures for the Government

Perfor mance and Results Act of  1993 (GP RA).  The “Migration of Contaminated Groundw ater Under

Control” EI pertains ONLY to the phys ical migration (i.e., further s pread) of  contam inated groundw ater

and c ontaminants w ithin groundw ater  (e.g.,  non- aqueous phase liquids or NAPLs) .  Ach ieving this EI

does not substitute for achieving other stabilization or final remedy requirements and expectations

associated with sourc es of c ontamination and the need to res tore, w herever practicable, c ontaminated

groundwater to be suitable for its designated current and future uses.

Duration/Applicability of EI De te rminations

EI Determination status  codes  should remain in the RCRIS national database ONLY as long as they

remain true (i.e., RCRIS status  codes mus t be changed when the regulatory authorities become aware of

contrary information). 
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Facilit y Inform ation

Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation (Huntsman) is located on a 300- acre par cel of land in West

Deptford Tow nship, Gloucester County, New Jers ey.  The property cons ists 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 polypropylene 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 evaluation under the New Jers ey Department of

Environmental Protec tion’s (NJ DEP) 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 a no further action determination from NJDEP.

Three main processes  were used during the production of polypropylene at the facility: (1) the Wet End

Proces s, (2) the Dry End Proc ess, and (3) the Utilities Proc ess.  Water w as supplied to the site through

four on-site wells.  T hree of the on-site wells w ere proc ess w ater w ells, and  one was a potable water

well.  All water obtained from these wells was treated on-site prior to its use.  Currently, none of the four

wells are being used.  Process materials were stored in various quantities in tanks within the Boiler-

Utilities Area.  Three boilers generated s team required for  the proc ess operations.  Boiler #3 also burned

was te oil.  Burning of was te oil ceased in 1995, and the boiler was closed in 1998.  Boilers #1 and#2 were

both taken out of service in June 1999 and cleaned as a part of the facility’s decommissioning activities. 

The plant chemical and sanitary sewers  drained to an on-site wastewater treatment fac ility.  From 1962 to

1972, effluent from the on-site wastewater treatment system was discharged directly to the Delaware

River under an NJDEP permit.  From 1972 to 1975, treated was tewater 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 announc ed the cessation of operations at the facility.  Thirty-two areas of

conc ern (AOC) (nam ely, AOCs A through FF -  there is no AOC I nor AOC O - and Groundwater) were

identified in the fac ility’s Preliminary Assessment (P A) Report, dated J anuary 19,  2000. T he PA was

conducted under the NJDEP Industrial Site Recovery Act (ISRA), the successor program to ECRA. 

Nine of those AOCs (identified as AOCs 1 through 9) w arranted further investigation, according to the

PA.  Additional inves tigation of  the nine AOCs was  conducted by Huntsman, and results of  this

investigation are contained in the Site Investigation/ Remedial Investigation/ Remedial Action Report

(SI/RI/RAR) prepared by Roux Assoc iates Inc ., dated January 19, 2000.  NJ DEP responded with

comm ents to both the PA and the SI/RI/RAR in a letter to Huntsman dated July 27, 2000.  As a result,

Huntsman per formed some additional investigations, w hich occur red betw een September  and October

2000.  Huntsman prepared a response letter to the c omments that w ere made by NJ DEP 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 co ns ide re d in this

EI determination?

   X  If yes - c heck 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 Are as o f Conce rn (AO Cs ): A facility AOC (both former and cur rent) map has been

provided as Attachment 1.

AO C A  (Catalyst Pre paration Are a):  This area was used for  the preparation and storage of catalysts

used in the polypropylene manufac turing proc ess.   The c atalyst mixing vessels w ere periodically cleaned

with kerosene and steam, and the condensate from the c leaning 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 Environmental Protection (NJDEP) in December 1992. 

However, during the Preliminary Assessment (PA) site visit in January 2000, several small cracks were

noted in a portion of the c hemical sewer.   In the Site Investigation/Remedial Invest igation/Remedial

Action Report (SI/RI/RAR), dated January 2000, this area was renamed AOC 1.  Samples were

collected from  two  downgradient monitoring wells (W-9 and W-10)  during the July 1999 groundw ater

sampling event.  During this sampling event, several metal conentrations were found to exceed the

NJDEP groundw ater criteria.  Groundw ater sampling conduc ted at these two w ells 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

com press or pad w ere excavated, and pos t-exc avation samples w ere collected and analyzed for T otal

Petroleum Hydrocarbons  (TPH).  All samples were below the mos t 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. 

AO C B  (Co oling T owe r Pump Are a): The tower w as used to cool noncontac t process  water, and the

pumps  were associated with the former on-site cooling tow er.  So il samples w ere taken during the ECRA

investigations, and none of the samples exceeded the most stringent applicable SCC.  This AOC received

an NF A determ ination f rom NJ DEP on December 16,  1992.  The cooling tower  was  decom missioned in

1999.  However, during the PA site visit in January 2000, oil-stained soils were identified surrounding

several concrete pads as soc iated with the cooling tower  pumps .  In the S I/RI/RAR, this AOC was

renamed AOC 2.  The oil-stained soils w ere excavated, 22 post-excavation soil samples were taken and



Huntsman Polypropylene

Corporat ion

CA 750

Page 5

analyzed 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 str ingent SCC. The excavated area was bac kfilled with

cert ified clean soil.  The fac ility is aw aiting an NFA for th is AOC.

AO C C  (M aintenanc e /Fabrication Shop A rea):  The maintenanc e/fabrication shop was  a steel

structur e that was used to stor e metal-wor king equipment, and it was  used to m aintain and steam  clean

equipment.  A 275-gallon fuel oil aboveground storage tank (AST) w as previously located in the

southw estern c orner of  the shop ar ea.  The AST replaced a form er 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 concrete ditch showed signs of cracking.  Under the ECRA investigations, soils within this area were

excavated, post-exc avation soil samples were taken, and the area was filled with clean backfill.  This

AOC received an NF A determ ination on Dec ember 16,  1992 fr om  NJ DEP.  During the PA site vis it in

January 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 TPH: three of those w ere also analyzed for volatile organic c ompounds (VOC)

and base neutrals (BN), and one was also analyzed for chromium.  All soil sample results were below the

most  stringent SCC.   The fac ility is aw aiting an NFA determination for this AOC.

AO C D  (Scrap Yard Area): This site was used for the temporary s torage of scr ap metal, old machinery,

piping, and industrial equipment.  All materials were removed from this area during the decommissioning

activities for  the site.  A former  building conc rete foundation, an AST, and a s eptic sys tem w ere located

in this area.  Under the ECRA investigation, 48 investigative soil samples were collected, excavations of

soil were perform ed in two areas,  and an NFA determination was issued by NJ DEP on December 16,

1992.  During the PA site visit in January 2000, oil-stained soils were observed on the ground near one of

the compress ors.  In the SI /RI/RAR, this AOC was r enamed AOC 4.  Stained soils were excavated from

nine locations, 24 post-excavation soil samples were collected and analyzed for TPH, and 9 of those

samples w ere also analyzed for VOCs, BNs, m etals, and Polych lorinated Biphenyls (PCB).  All analytical

results were below the most s tringent SCC.  Excavated areas were bac kfilled with certified clean fill. The

facility is awaiting an NFA determination for this AOC.

AO C E  (Empty D rum Storage  Are a): This area was form erly used to store cleaned drums inverted on

wooden pallets that were located on a paved area of the AOC.  The paved area is located adjacent to the

drum s torage building and to a gravel-c overed area us ed for equipment s torage.  During the earlier ECRA

investigation, soil samples were collected that revealed elevated levels of TPH.  The elevated areas were

excavated, post-exc avation samples were taken, and the areas were backf illed with clean soil.   No spills

or releases have been reported since the ECRA investigation.  Acc ording to a letter from NJDEP to

Hunts man Po lypropylene Corporation (Hunts man),  dated J uly 27, 2000, an NF A will be issued for  this

AOC.

AO C F (E xtrude r 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 wes t 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 f illed with clean backfill.  Acc ording to a letter from NJDEP to
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Huntsman,  dated July 27, 2000, an NF A determination will be issued for th is AOC.



Huntsman Polypropylene

Corporat ion

CA 750

Page 8

AO C G (Fo rme r Ov e rflow H olding P onds ): Shell Chemical Corporation (Shell) operated a holding

pond from Novem ber 1972 to  October 1974.   The purpose of  this pond w as to hold proc ess w ater w hen

the isopropyl alcohol distillation co lumn was  being descaled.  The pond w as constr ucted o f earthen w alls

lined with plastic.  It was used about two times per year.  In August 1979, the ponds were removed 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 were found.  This area has been vacant since its

closure and remediation under the ECRA investigation.  Acc ording to a letter from NJDEP to Huntsman,

dated July 27, 2000, an NF A determination will be issued for th is AOC.

AO C H  (Flare Stack  Se parator Bas in Are a): A separator stack is located directly beneath the flare

stack.   The flare was used to c ollect routine and emergency vents from various process  sourc es.  The

separator basin, which consisted of a concrete vault, was used to reclaim polypropylene and oils that were

flushed from the lines to the stac k.  The separated m aterial was  then pumped  to the on-s ite wastew ater

treatment plant through the chemical sewer.  Sludges were removed periodically from the concrete vault,

and during the removal, inspections of the integrity of the conc rete were performed.   No crac ks or pitting

were ever reported.  During the ECRA investigation, evidence of overflow and stained soil were

observed.  The area was investigated, and 47 soil samples were collected downgradient from the vault. 

No exceedances of the NJ DEP SCC were found.  T his AOC received an NFA from NJD EP on

Decem ber 16, 1992.  T his area was  decom missioned in June 1999.   The PA rec ommended no further

action for this area.  NJDEP will not issue an NFA determination for this AOC until information on the

integrity of the separator basin has been received.  In a letter from Huntsman to 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 a follow-up r eport to the NJDEP.  The draft res ults indicated that no

exceedanc es  of  the NJDEP SCC w ere found.  An NFA determ ination is  expected to be is sued for  this

AOC.

AO C J  (Forme r Disc harge  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 fac ility was c onnect ed to the public sew er.  Dur ing 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 TPH were all below the most stringent SCC. 

This AOC received an NFA determination from  NJDEP on Decem ber 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

also rec om mended an NFA fo r this  area.  NJ DEP will not is sue an NF A determ ination for  this AOC until

the integrity of the drainage line is received.  In a letter from Huntsman to the NJDEP on November 29,

2000, Huntsman indicated that based  on discus sions w ith facility personnel, the dischar ge pipe was

routinely inspected and no cracks or leaks were observed during the use of the channel.  An NFA

determination is expected to be iss ued for th is AOC.
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AO C K  (No . 6 Fue l Oil Tank  Are a): This area contained a No. 6 fuel oil AST within a secondary

containment area that consisted of  a clay-base ber m filled with gravel containment media.  The area

contained a culvert which  was  sealed, and a sum p had been installed in the southeastern  corner that

discharged accum ulated storm w ater to the chemical sew er.  Adjacent to the secondary c ontainment to

the north was a loading and unloading area that drained to the chemical sew er.  In addition, a was te oil

AST formerly was located to the east of the diked area.  The waste oil AST was removed in 1979. 

During the ECRA investigation, 58 soil samples were collected both inside the secondary containment

area, as  well as in the sur rounding area of the AOC.  So ils were exc avated northw es t of the AST, within

the dike, and east of the fuel unloading area, all to a depth of 1 foot below ground s urface (bgs ).  Post-

excavation soil samples were taken and tw o rounds of groundw ater samples were collected from

Monitoring Wells W-14 and W-15.   No constituents w ere found above the mos t stringent c riteria in either

the soil or groundw ater samples.  This AOC rec eived an NFA determination from NJD EP on Dec ember

16, 1992 .  The P A also rec ommended an NFA for this area.   The w aste oil AST and  clay base have been

remediated, and an NFA determination is expected to be issued for this AOC. 

AO C L  (Fire T raining Are a): This area c onsisted of  a steel pan and a circu lar pit.  The pit, and later

the steel pan, w ere 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 stained soil, stressed vegetation, and odors were

observed.  The s oil in the area was sam pled and excavated, post-exc avation samples were collected and

the area was backfilled with certified clean soil.  The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC. 

Accor ding to a letter from NJ DEP to Huntsman, dated J uly 27, 2000,  an NFA determination will be issued

for this AOC.

AO C M  (Drum D e con tamination Are a): This area is located in the central portion of the facility.  The

area p revious ly c onsisted of  a w as te oil pad and s ump and a Resourc e Cons ervation and  Rec overy Ac t

(RCRA) drum dec ontamination pad with an oil-water s eparator.   Both pads included basins constr ucted

of conc rete.  The w aste 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. Crac ks and stains were observed in

the walls of the basins, and  staining was observed on the sur rounding 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 tr ichloroethene were detect ed in W-29.  The area

was  completely dec ommis sioned and demolished dur ing the ECRA inves tigation, and a new  RCRA-

permitted drum  decontamination unit and small acc umulation tank were c onstr ucted near the former

decontamination pads. This AOC received an NFA determination from NJDEP on December 16, 1992.  

The new unit was dec ommissioned in June 1999, in accordanc e with the RCRA closure plan.  During the

PA site visit in January 2000, oil-stained soil was identified adjacent to the current drum  decontamination

unit.  In the SI/RI/RAR, this AOC was r enamed AOC 5.  The stained soils w ere excavated, and 10 post-

excavation soil s amples were c ollected and analyzed for  TPH.  Three of  thos e soil s amples were also

analyzed for VOCs, BNs, metals, and PCBs.  All samples were below the mos t stringent SCC.  The

excavated ar ea was  backf illed with certified clean soil.  No additional actions have been requ ired
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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 conc erned with the chemical sew er’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.

AO C N  (Che mical Storage  Are a): This area contained a 36,000-gallon sodium hydroxide AST; a

6,000- gallon sulfuric ac id AST; and a 12,000-gallon No. 2 fuel oil AST.  A cement pad w as located

directly in front of the ASTs.  Stained gravel was observed during the previous ECRA investigations. 

Thirty-four soil samples were c ollected, and TPH was  found to exceed soil criteria.  Seventy cubic yards

(yd³) of soil were excavated, post-excavation 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 Decem ber 16, 1992.  All three ASTs  were removed as

part of the decom missioning activities in July 1999.  T he PA also recommended an NF A for this AOC. 

The facility  is aw aiting an NFA determ ination for  this AOC, but the NJ DEP will not is sue it unt il

information on the integrity of the sec ondary c ontainment unit and the drain leading to the c hemical sewer

is received.    In a letter 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 determ ination is

expected  to be issued for this AOC.

AO C P (T ile Fie ld): The tile field served as an emergency overflow for  a pumping station, w hich

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 laterals located about 5 ft

bgs.  The pumping s tation w as  upgraded during the ECRA investigation, and the overflow line to  the tile

fie ld w as  sealed.  Five soil bor ings were perfo rm ed, and no exc eedanc es  of  the NJDEP SCC for  TPHs in

the ar ea w ere found .  The PA recommended  an NFA for this AOC.    According to a lette r fr om NJDEP

to Huntsman on  July 27, 2000 , an NFA determination w ill be issued for th is AOC.

AO C Q  (Pump H ous e ): This struc ture 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 w ere located in this area.  No evidence of staining or

releases were reported for this area and there was no ECRA investigation in this area.  The drums were

removed from the area.  The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC.  Acc ording to a letter from

NJDEP to Huntsman on  July 27, 2000 , an NFA determination w ill be issued for th is AOC.

AO C R  (Wate r Line  Le ak):  During the original ECRA inspection, NJDEP identified a leaking

aboveground pipe located in an overhead rack.  The leaking pipe was  determined to contain water and

was  repaired.  The PA recommended an NFA for this AOC.  Acc ording to a letter from NJDEP to

Huntsman,  dated July 27, 2000, an NF A determination will be issued for th is AOC.

AO C S (Sulfuric Acid Spill): About 400 gallons of  sulfuric ac id were released to the g round s urfac e

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.  Acc ording to a letter from NJDEP to

Huntsman,  dated July 27, 2000, an NF A determination will be issued for th is AOC.
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AO C T  (Transforme rs):  This area included soils surrounding eleven of the Tract-2 facility transformers

that w ere grouped  into four locations.   Soil sampling was conduc ted during the previous ECRA

investigation.  Two areas w ere determined to be in need of remedial action (T-1 and T- 2).  Excavation of

contaminated soils w as performed, pos t-excavation soil samples were below the mos t 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 renam ed AOC 6.  Soils from the tw o areas w ere excavated, and s oil samples

were c ollected and analyzed for TPH and PCBs.  All post-excavation soil samples were below the

nonres idential SCC.  Excavated areas  were backf illed with certified clean soil.  The facility is awaiting an

NFA determination for this AOC.  

   

AO C U  (M antua Cre e k We tland): The Huntsman facility is located adjacent to Mantua Creek, a

tidally influenced tributary of the Delaware River.  Storm w ater 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 addres sed previously as Area J.  During the ECRA investigation, polypropylene pellets

were observed  within the w etland area bor dering the facility and Mantua Creek .  Shell petitioned NJ DEP

for an NFA determination for the area, claiming that the pellets 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.

AO C V (U nde rground Fue l Storage  Tank  Are a): 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 accordanc e with

an NJDEP closure plan.  The tanks 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-exc avation soil sampling show ed elevated levels of

TPH, VOCs,  and BNs.  Four  phases  of excavation were per formed to adequately remove all

contaminated soils.  The P A 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. 

AO C W (Fie ld We st o f Service  Are a): The field was a gravel-covered area located directly south of

the extruder  building drum s taging area (AOC F).  So il and groundwater  sampling were per formed under

the ECRA investigation, and none of the samples had any exceedances of the NJDEP SCC or

groundw ater  cr iteria.  The PA recommended  an NFA for this AOC.   According to a lette r fr om NJDEP

to Huntsman,  dated July 27, 2000, an NF A determination will be issued for th is AOC.

AO C X (Plant Labo ratory Area):  This area is a grassy area located south of the plant laboratory and

west of the paved asphalt lot.  Waste oil and laboratory chemicals were stored adjacent to the laboratory

on a concr ete covered pad.  The storage area was  constr ucted w ith concrete secondary c ontainment and

has been regulated under the facility’s Spill Prevention Control and Counter Measure/Disaster Prevention
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Control and Counter Measure Plan (SPCC/DPCC) since completion of the ECRA investigation. 

Contaminated soils w ere identified, and 5 yd³ of soil were excavated to a depth of 1 foot.  Pos t-

excavation soil samples were taken for T PH, BNs, and PCBs and none of the constituents exceeded the

NJDEP SCC.  This AOC received an NFA determination from NJDEP on December 16, 1992. The PA

also recom mended an NF A for this AOC.   In a letter 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 fac ility is aw aiting an NFA determination for this AOC.

AO C Y (Fie ld South o f Mainte nance  Shop):  The area consists of a gras sy field, south of the

maintenance/fabrication shop (AOC C), that extends from the gravel-covered area surrounding the

maintenance shop s outh 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.

AO C Z (B ackg round Sample ): One soil sample was collected in the topographically high, northeastern

corner of the site.  The soil boring was completed to identify background conditions at the facility.  No

elevated targeted parameters were detected.  The PA recomm ended an NFA for this AOC.  According

to a letter  fr om  NJ DEP to Hunts man, dated J uly 27, 2000, an NF A determ ination w ill be issued for  this

AOC.

AO C A A (A ir Compre ss or Are a): The compr essor area cons ists of a gravel-covered area surrounding

the compress or building.  Acc ording to plant personnel, temporary compress ors historically were used in

this area.  During the ECRA investigation, this area was  sampled and those areas that were found to have

levels of TPH that exceeded the most stringent SCC were excavated during a five-phase excavation. 

About 107 yd³ 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 compres sor

building.   In  the SI/RI/RAR,  this AOC was  renamed AOC 7.   Tes t pits  were exc avated, and three soil

samples were taken from the mos t 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 verify a clean zone in this

area.  If  results indicate levels below  the NJDEP SCC,  an NF A determ ination w ill be issued for  this

AOC.

AO C B B  (Are a East o f Flare  Gas R e cov e ry): This area c onsists  of a sm all gravel area located

beneath a pipe rack in the central portion of the site.  Stained surface soils w ere observed beneath the

pipe rac k in this area during previous  ECRA activities.  So il inves tigations were c onducted,  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 also rec om mended an NFA determ ination for  this AOC.  The facility  is

awaiting an NFA determination for this AOC. 

AO C C C (EP ON  Re sin Fac ility Area): This area c onsisted 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 in this area.  There was some

evidence of c racking 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 c hemical

sew er.  This AOC received an NFA determination from NJ DEP on Dec ember 16,  1992.  T his area was

taken out of s ervice in 1994 and decommiss ioned by Huntsman in 1995.  T he PA also recommended an

NFA for this AOC.  However, an NFA determination will not be issued until results of integrity testing of

the paved area are rec eived.  In a letter to NJDEP from Huntsman,  dated November 29, 2000, Huntsm an

documented the integrity of the paved area.  The facility is awaiting an NFA determination for this AOC. 

A O C D D (B o ile r A re a): This area consisted of three boilers that used No.6 fuel oil and  natural gas.

During the previous ECRA investigation, staining 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 boilers

were taken out of service in June 1999 and were cleaned as a part of the facility’s decom missioning

activities.  During the PA site inspection in January 2000, stained soils w ere observed surrounding a

conc rete pad associated with a fan motor.  In the SI/RI/RAR, this AOC was renamed AOC 8.  The

stained soils were exc avated, and four pos t-exc avation soil samples w ere collected.  Acc ording to a letter

from NJDEP to Huntsman,  dated July 27, 2000, an NF A determination will be issued for th is AOC.

AO C E E (Se rvice  Are a): This area is located in the central portion of the facility.  Surficial soil staining

was  observed dur ing the previous  ECRA investigations.  The stained s oils  were s ampled 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 Decem ber 16, 1992.  T he PA also recommended an

NFA for this AOC.  The facility is awaiting an NFA determiantion for this AOC. 

AO C FF  (Ce ntral Ope rations A rea):    In June 1988, while workers were excavating to uncover a

leaking water line in the center of  the produc tion area, visibly impacted groundw ater (sheen) w as

observed.  Five monitoring wells were installed, but free product was not obs erved, and sample

constituents were not  detected above the mos t s tr ingent SCC.  During the ECRA investigation, soils  in

this area were excavated to a depth of  2 ft bec ause of elevated TP H levels.  The s oils in 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 groundwater for this AOC. 

Gro undwate r: The groundwater immediately below the site has been classified as an NJDEP Class IIIA

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 II IA standards  have not been

es tablis hed for  the s ite yet,  NJ DEP Class II A groundwater  standards  were used when preparing this

checklist.  Groundwater has  been found to be contaminated with 1,1,2-trichloroethane; benzene; arsenic;

and nickel above the NJDEP Class IIA 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 sam pled

over time. 

Ch e mic al Se we r:  NJDEP is conc erned with the integrity of the chemical sewer that runs thr oughout the

manufacturing and production area of the facility.  Previous investigations of the sewer w ere  limited to
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groundwater s ampling, w hich NJDEP has indicated is not adequate.  Therefore, additional investigation of

the chemical sewer has been required by NJDEP.
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R e fe re nc e s:

(1) Final Groundwater Monitoring Report of Environmental Cleanup Responsibility Act Compliance

Activities for Shell Chemical Company, March 1999,  BCM Engineers, Planners, Sc ientists and

Laboratory Services.

(2) Preliminary Assess ment for Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation, January 19, 2000, Roux

Associates, Inc.

(3) Site Investigation/Remedial Investigation/Remedial Action Report for Huntsman Polypropylene

Corporation, January 19, 2000, Roux Associates, 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

Assess ment Report , Site Inves tigation Report,  Remedial Invest igation Report,  and Remedial

Action Report, dated January 19, 2000.

(6) 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)

comm ent letter dated July 27, 2000.
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1  “Contamination” and “contaminated” describes media containing contaminants (in any form, NAPL and/or

dis solv ed , vap ors , or s olid s , th at  are  sub jec t t o RCRA ) in co nc en tra tio ns  in e xces s  of  ap prop riat e “ lev els ”

(ap pro priat e fo r th e p rot ec tion  of t he  gro un dwa ter res ou rce  an d its  be ne ficial us es ).  

2. Is gro undwate r know n or reas onably suspec ted to be “con taminated ”1 above appropr iately

protective “levels” (i.e., applicable promulgated standards, as well as other appropriate standards,

guidelines, guidance, or c riteria) from releases subject to RCRA Corrective Action, anywhere at,

or from, the f acility?  

  X If yes - continue after identifying key contaminants, citing appropriate “levels,”

and referencing supporting documentation.

      If no - skip to #8 and enter “YE” status code, after citing appropriate “levels,”

and referencing supporting documentation to demonstrate that groundwater is not

“contaminated.”

      If unknown - skip to #8 and en ter “IN” s tatus c ode.

Ratio nale :

Groundwate r: The groundw ater beneath the s ite has been class ified as an NJ DEP Class II IA aquifer

because of  the thickness and the aerial extent of the clay layer which is present and acts as an aquitard. 

Because NJDEP Class IIIA standards have not yet been established for the site, NJDEP Class IIA

groundwater s tandards were us ed for comparison w ith 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-

34) w ere s ampled for  VOCs, BNs , metals, and PCBs .  The loc ation of  the groundw ater  monitor ing wells

can be found in Attachment 2, the Ground Water Elevation Contour Map.  The following parameters

were found to exc eed the Class IIA groundw ater quality standards for at least one well: 1,1,2-

trichloroethane (TCA); aluminum; arsenic; cadmium: iron; lead; manganese; nickel; and sodium.  The

aluminum, iron, and manganese are c onsidered to be representative of background c onditions at the site;

therefore, based on the presence of s ilts and clays throughout the site, they were not sampled for during

the October 1999 event.  The s odium is not considered to be a res ult of facility operations,  and the local

sur face w ater  bodies are c las sified as saline estuary.   The TCA w as  detected in only one monitor ing well

(W-5)  at 5.1 micr ograms  per liter (ug/L) .  The NJDEP Class  IIA groundw ater quality standard for  TCA

is 1 ug/L.  This contaminant was not found in any other well during this sampling event.  This constituent

was  not resampled for during the October 1999 event.

A second groundwater s ampling event was c onducted in October 1999.  Based on the turbid appearance
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of the groundwater s amples and detected metal exceedances, a low-flow sampling method was used to

more accurately characterize the metal 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 eight 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 s amples were collected using Geoprobe® sampling techniques.  The

samples were collected in areas of potential concern where monitoring wells were not located.  Two

samples (G W Grab-2 and GW Grab-3) w ere collected at AOC 4, the Sc rap Yard.  GW Gr ab-1 w as

collected dow ngradient of the c hemical sewer where cr acks  were noted in the conc rete sew er drain (see

Attachment 2  for grab sample locations).   Table 1 summ arizes the constituents detected in groundwater

from the mos t recen t sampling event (Oc tober 1999) and the prec eding round of s ampling (July 1999) that

exceeded the Class IIA Groundw ater Quality Standard: 1,1,2-trichloroethane; benzene; arsenic; and

nickel.  Benzene was detec ted in a groundw ater grab s ample (GW Grab- 3) collected at the Scr ap 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 w ithin and dow ngradient of the main production area.

TABLE 1

Co nstitue nt

NJD EP Class  IIA

Groundwate r Quality

Standard

GW Grab-

3 W-5 W-7

Arsenic 8 33** ND* 27**

Nickel 100 66** 41* 350**

1,1,2-T richloroethane 3 0.58** 5.1* ND*

Benzene 1 4.2** 0.47* 0.47*

Note:

Shaded areas indicate exceedances of  Class II A Groundwater Quality Standards.

* Indicates the results were from the July 1999 sampling event.

** Indicates the results were from the Oc tober 1999 sampling event.

ND means non-detect.

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

The above information was derived from the Site Investigation/Remedial Investigation/Remedial Action

Report for Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation, dated January 19, 2000, Roux Associates, Inc .
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R e fe re nc e s:

(7) Site Investigation/Remedial Investigation/Remedial Action Report for Huntsman Polypropylene

Corporation, dated January 19, 2000, Roux Associates, Inc. 

(8) Letter from NJDEP to Huntsman Corporation dated July, 27, 2000, Subject: Preliminary

Assess ment Report , Site Inves tigation Report,  Remedial Invest igation 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: Respons e to the New  Jers ey Department of Environmental Protection’s  comment letter

dated July 27, 2000.



Huntsman Polypropylene

Corporat ion

CA 750

Pag e 20

2  “existing area of contaminated groundwater” is an area (with horizontal and vertical dimensions) that has b een

verifiably demonstrated to contain all relevant groundwater contamination for this determination, and is defined by

de s ign at ed  (monit or ing ) loca tio ns  proximate  to  th e o ut er p erime te r of “c on ta mina tio n”  th at  ca n a nd  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 occu rring.  Reasonable allowances in the proximity

of  th e mo nit or ing  loc at ion s  are  pe rmis s ible  to  inc orpo rat e fo rmal reme dy  de cis ion s  (i.e ., inclu din g p ub lic

pa rticip at ion ) allowin g a  limited a rea  for n atura l att en ua tion . 

3. Has the mig ration  of contaminated groundwater s tabili ze d (suc h that contaminated

groundwater is expected to remain within “existing area of contaminated groundwater”2 as

defined by the monitoring locations designated at the time of this determination)?

  X If yes - continue, after presenting or referencing the physical evidence (e.g.,

groundwater s ampling/measurement/migration barrier data) and rationale why

contaminated groundwater is expected to remain within the (horizontal or

vertical) dimensions of the “existing area of groundwater c ontamination”2.  

      If no (contam inated groundwater is observed or expected to migrate beyond the

designated locations defining the “existing area of groundwater contamination”2)

- skip to #8 and enter “NO” status code, after providing an explanation.

      If unknown - skip to #8 and en ter “IN” s tatus c ode.

Ratio nale :

Ge olo gy and  Hyd rog e olo gy :

The facility is located in the Atlantic Coastal Plain Physiographic Providence, which is characterized by a

southeast-dipping wedge of unconsolidated sediments.  The sediments consist of interbedded sands, silts,

and clays that thicken dow n 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, m assive, clayey silt. The underlying Merchantville

Formation consists primarily of clays and silts, w ith 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 s ite.

In some areas of the site, the Merchantville-Woodbury bed is covered w ith a thin veneer of recent silty

sand fill material from site construction activities.  The thickness of the silty sand fill ranges in thickness

from 0.5 to 2 ft bgs. 
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The sur ficial geologic  unit located at  the s ite is the Woodbury Clay, w hich f alls within the NJ DEP

Groundw ater Class III A aquitard region. The shallow groundw ater flow in the Woodbury Clay is to the

south toward Mantua Creek.  The Woodbury Clay meets the following requirements for the Class IIIA

classification: (1) The form ation has to be at least 50 ft in thickness , (2) hydraulic c onductivity 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 fac ility 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 Map, 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 the facility, did not have any exceedances above the

NJDEP Class IIA GWQS for those c onstituents identified in Table 1 for either the July 1999 or the

October 1999 sampling events.  Additionally, there were no detections of any other constituents.  

TABLE 2

Co nstitue nt

N J DE P C las s

IIA

Groundwate r

Quality

Standard W-16 W-17 W-18

Date

Sample d

Arsenic 8 ND ND ND 10/99

Nickel 100 ND 29 36 10/99

1,1,2-T richloroethane 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 Investigation/Remedial Investigation/Remedial Action

Report for Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation, dated January 19, 2000, Roux Associates, Inc .
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In a letter from NJDEP to Huntsman Corporation dated July, 27 , 2000,  NJDEP r equested that the TCA

detected in Monitoring Well W-5 (in the production area of the facility), be further delineated. On

November 29, 2000, Huntsman prepared a letter in response to NJDEP’s request for  further delineation

of TCA, indicating that the exceedance of  TCA had already been delineated because this c onstituent w as

not detected in upgradient, sidegradient, or downgr adient 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 the most dow ngradient wells.  This

has been substantiated by the data collected, as discus sed in the response to Question 2.  Therefore, the

contaminants have stabilized and are not expected to migrate beyond the facility boundary.  

R e fe re nc e s:

(10) Site Investigation/Remedial Investigation/Remedial Action Report for Huntsman Polypropylene

Corporation, dated January 19, 2000, Roux Associates, Inc. 

(11) Letter from NJDEP to Huntsman Corporation dated July, 27, 2000, Subject: Preliminary

Assess ment Report , Site Inves tigation Report,  Remedial Invest igation Report,  and Remedial

Action Report, dated January 19, 2000.

(12) Letter from Roux Associates, Inc.,  on behalf of Huntsman Corporation dated November 29, 2000,

Subject: Respons e to the New  Jers ey Department of Environmental Protection’s  comment letter

dated July 27, 2000.
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4. Does “contaminated” groundwater dis charge  into surface  water  bodies?  

      If yes - continue after identifying potentially 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 referenc ing documentation support ing that groundw ater

“contamination”does not enter surface water bodies.

  

      If unknown - skip to #8 and en ter “IN” s tatus c ode.

Rationale  and Re fere nce (s) :

The highest concentrations of the constituents in groundwater have been found in the center of the site. 

The wells closest to Mantua Creek had constituents that were either 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 effec ts of d ilution prior to discharging to Mantua Creek.  In addition, because o f the Woodbury Clay

geologic unit, constituent migration is expected to be very slow bec ause of the hydraulic c onductivity of

the clay unit.  A river dilution study w as conduc ted to determ ine the potential impact of gr oundw ater

contamination from the facility on Mantua Creek.  The constituents that were targeted in the dilution study

were: benzene; TCA; arsenic; and nickel.   The model that was used does not acc ount for biodegradation

(for benzene and TCA) or dispersion, w hich w ould reduce gr oundw ater constituent c oncent rations even

further before reaching Mantua Creek.  The dilution model depicts that through m ixing alone, the

constituents of c oncern w ill not impact Mantua Creek above applicable Surface Water Quality Standards

(SWQS).  For the purpose of the river dilution study, the constituents of concern were defined as those

that have been detected in the facility groundwater at c oncentrations exceeding both the GWQS and the

SWQS.  T CA and nickel have been detected above the GWQS, but they w ere not detected above the

SWQS.  T herefore, TCA and nickel were not cons idered for this dilution study.  The model was based on

mixing effects and ass umed a constituent loading based on the highest concentrations of the constituents

in the groundwater .  Lis ted below is a sum mary of the sur face w ater  constituent  concentrations in

Mantua Creek based on the res ults of the river dilution model:

TABLE 3

Co nstitue nts

Surface  Wate r

Q uality  Standard

(ug/L)

M aximum

Co nce ntrations

in Site

Groundwate r

(ug/L)

Calculate d

Surface  Wate r

Co nstitue nt

Loading

(po unds  / day)

Calculate d

Surface  Wate r

Co nce ntratio n

(ug/L)

Benzene 0.15 4.2 1.24E-05 0.0002

Arsenic 0.017 41 1.21E-04 0.0023

Note:

All values are in micrograms per liter (ug/L).
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Sourc e: Information w as taken fr om the Letter f rom Roux  Assoc iates, Inc . on behalf of Huntsm an

Corporation dated November 29, 2000, Subject: Response to the New Jers ey Department of

Environmental Protection’s (NJDEP’s)  comment letter dated July 27, 2000.

The results show  that the calculated surface w ater concentration is less than the SWQS for  Mantua

Creek.  Therefore, the res ults of the river dilution study demons trate that the gr oundw 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 facility as a Class IIIA aquifer classification. 

R e fe re nc e s:

(13) Site Investigation/Remedial Investigation/Remedial Action Report for Huntsman Polypropylene

Corporation, dated January 19, 2000, Roux Associates, Inc. 

(14) Letter from NJDEP to Huntsman Corporation dated July, 27, 2000, Subject: Preliminary

Assess ment Report , Site Inves tigation Report,  Remedial Invest igation Report,  and Remedial

Action Report, dated January 19, 2000.

(15) Letter from Roux Associates, Inc.,  on behalf of Huntsman Corporation dated November 29, 2000,

Subject: Respons e to the New  Jers ey Department of Environmental Protection’s  comment letter

dated July 27, 2000.
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3  As measured in groundwater prior to entry to the groundwater-surface water/sediment interaction (e.g., hyporheic)

zone.  

5. Is the dis charge  of “contaminated” groundw ater into surf ace w ater likely to be “ins ignificant”

(i.e., the maximum concentration3 of each  contam inant discharging into surf ace w ater is less than

10 times their appropr iate groundwater “level,” and there ar e no other c onditions (e.g.,  the nature,

and number, of discharging contaminants, or environmental setting), which significantly increase

the potential for unacceptable impacts to surface water, sediments, or ecosystems at these

concentrations)?

      If yes  - skip to #7 (and enter “YE” status c ode in #8 if #7 = yes),  after

documenting: 1) the maximum known or reasonably suspected c oncentration3 of

key contaminants discharged above their groundw ater “level,” the value of the

appropriate “level(s),” and if there is evidence that the concentrations are

increasing; and 2) provide a statement of professional judgement/explanation (or

referenc e docum entation) supporting that the discharge of groundw ater

contaminants into the surfac e water is not anticipated to have unacc eptable

impacts to the receiving surface water, sediments, or ecosystem.

      If no - (the discharge of “contaminated” groundwater into surface water is

potentially significant) - continue after documenting: 1) the maximum known or

reasonably suspected conc entration3 of each contaminant discharged above its

groundw ater “level,” the value of the appropriate “level(s),” and if there is

evidence that the conc entrations are increasing; and 2) for any contaminants

discharging into surfac e water in concentrations3 greater than 100 times their

appropriate groundwater “levels,” the estimated total amount (mass  in kg/yr) of

each of  these c ontaminants that are being discharged  (loaded) into the surf ace

water body (at the time of the determination), and identify if there is evidence

that the amount of discharging contaminants is increasing.  

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

Rationale  and Re fere nce (s) :

This question is not applicable (see answer to Question 4). 
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4  Note, because areas of inflowing groundwater can be critical habitats (e.g., nurseries or thermal refugia) for many

species, appropriate specialist (e.g., ecologist) should be included in management decisions that could eliminate

these areas by s ignificantly altering or reversing groundwater flow pathways near surface water bodies.

5  Th e u nd ers ta nd ing  of  th e imp ac ts  of  co nt amin at ed  grou nd wate r d isch arg es  int o s urfac e wat er b od ies  is  a ra pid ly

de ve lop ing  field  an d rev iewers  are  en co urag ed  to  loo k to  th e la te s t g uid an ce  for th e a pp ropr iat e me th od s  an d s ca le

of demonstration to be reasonably certain that discharges are not causing currently unacceptable impacts to the

su rface wa ters , se dimen ts  or e co -sys tems. 

6. Can the dis charge  of “contaminated” groundwater into surface water be show n to be

“curre ntly acc e ptable ” (i.e., not c ause impact s to s urfac e water , sediments  or ecosys tems that

should not be allowed to c ontinue until a final remedy dec ision can be made and implemented4)?

      If yes - c ontinue after either: 1) identifying the Final Remedy decision

incorporating these conditions, or other site-specific c riteria (developed for the

protection of the site’s surface w ater, sediments, and ecosys tems), and

referencing supporting documentation demonstrating that these criteria are not

exceeded by  the discharging groundw ater; OR  2) pr oviding or referenc ing an

interim-assessment 5, 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 a trained specialist, including an ecologist) adequately protective of receiving

surfac e water, s ediments, and ecosystems , until such time when a full

assess ment and final remedy decision can be made.  Factors w hich should be

considered in the interim-assessment (w here appropriate to help identify the

impact associated with discharging groundw ater) include: surface water body

size, flow,  use/c lassification/habitats and contaminant loading limits, other sour ces

of surfac e water/sediment contamination, surfac e water and sediment sample

results and comparisons to available and appropriate surface w ater and sediment

“levels,” as well as any other 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 EI determination.

      If no - (the discharge of “contaminated” groundwater can not be show n to be

“curre ntly acc e ptable ”) - sk ip to #8 and enter “NO” s tatus c ode, after

documenting the currently unacceptable impacts  to the surface w ater body,

sediments, and/or ecosystem.

      If unknown - skip to 8 and enter “IN” s tatus c ode.

Rationale  and Re fere nce (s) :

This question is not applicable (see answer to Question 4). 
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7. Will groundwater monitoring  / measur ement data (and  surf ace w ater/sed iment/ecological data,

as nec essar y) be collected in the future to verify that c ontaminated groundwater  has remained

within the horizontal (or vertical, as nec essar y) dimensions of  the “existing area of con taminated

groundw ater?”

 

     If yes - c ontinue after providing or citing documentation for planned activities or

future sampling/measurement events.  Spec ifically identify the well/measurement

locations w hich will be tested in the future to verify the expectation (identified in

#3) that groundwater c ontamination will not be migrating horizontally (or

vertically, as neces sary)  beyond the “existing area of groundw ater

contamination.”  

      If no -  enter “NO” status c ode in #8.

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

** See rationale summarized below.

Rationale  and Re fere nce (s) :

Due to the unique geology and hydrogeology at this site, NJDEP has determined that continued

groundwater monitoring is not necess ary, 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 Huntsm an, the limited con tamination that exists in the center

of the s ite will decrease to levels below st andards  before reac hing Mantua Creek.  The aquifer under

Huntsman is classified as Class IIIA, due to the thickness  and aerial extent of the clay layer underlying

the site.  This clay layer impedes the limited groundwater c ontamination from migrating through it to the

underlying Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system.   Additionally, there will never be

any potable uses  fo r this  aquifer  sinc e there  is not enough available w ater  to  supply wells .  The NJ DEP is

expected to issue a site-wide NFA determination.
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8. Check the appropriate RCRIS s tatus c odes fo r the Migration of Contaminated Groundw ater

Under Control EI (event code CA750), and obtain Supervisor (or appropriate Manager) signature

and date on the EI deter mination below (attach appropr iate supporting doc umentation as w ell as a

map of the facility).

  X YE  -  Yes, “Migration of Contam inated Groundw ater Under Control” has been

verified.  Based on a review of the information contained in this EI determination,

it has been determined that the “Migration of Contaminated Groundw ater” is

“Under Control” at the Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation, EPA ID

#NJD002482602  located at Mantua Grove Road, Wes t Deptfor d Tow nship, New

Jersey.  S pecifically, this determination indicates that the migration of

“contaminated” groundwater is under control, and that monitoring will be

conduc ted to confirm that contaminated groundwater remains within the “existing

area of c ontaminated groundwater ” This determ ination w ill be re-evaluated when

the Agency becom es aware of s ignificant changes at the facility.

      NO  -  Unacceptable migration of contaminated groundwater is observed or

expected. 

      IN  -  More information is needed to make a determination.
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Co mple te d by:        __original signed by____________ Date:__03/21/01_____

_____

Kristie Siroonian

Environmental Scientist

Tetra Tech EM Inc .

R e vie we d by: __original signed by_____________ Date:__03/21/01__________

Douglas Sullivan

Project Manager

Tetra Tech EM Inc .

__original signed by_____________ Date:__03/15/01_________

Elizabeth Butler, Pr oject  Manager

RCRA Programs Branch

EPA Region 2

__original signed by_____________ Date:__03/15/01_________

Barry Tornick , Sec tion Chief

RCRA Programs Branch

EPA Region 2

Ap prov e d by: __original signed by_____________ Date:__03/19/01_________

Raymond Basso , Chief

RCRA Programs Branch

EPA Region 2

Loc ations whe re re ferenc e s m ay be found:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

RCRA Records Center

290 Broadway, 15th Floor

New York, New  York  10007-1866

New J ersey Department of Environmental Protection

Bureau of Environmental Evaluation and Cleanup Responsibility Assessment

Industrial Site Evaluation Element

401 East S tate Street

Trenton, NJ  08625-0432

Co ntac t te le pho ne  and e -mai l num be rs :

Elizabeth Butler
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212-637-4163

Butler.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov



Huntsman Polypropylene Corporation

CA750

Page 33

Attachm e nts

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

 Attachment 1 Areas of Concern (AOC) Map 

 Attachment 2  Ground Water Elevation Contour Map 

 Attachment 3  Fac ility Site Map

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


