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DECLARATION 

J.B. Baxter site 
Weed, CA 

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURpoSE 

This decision document presents the selected remedial actions for 
the J.H. Baxter Site in Weed, California, chosen in accordance 
with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and to the extent practicable, 
the National oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution contingency 
Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the administrative record 
file for this site. 

The State of california concurs with the selected remedies. 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI~ 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this 
site, if not addressed by implementing the response actions 
selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an 
imminent and sUbstantial endangerment to public health, welfare, 
or the environment. 

DESCR~iON OF THE REMEIlX 

The response actions address the documented principle public 
health and environmental threats from the site contamination. 
Actions have been selected to address the contaminated soils, 
groundwater, and surface water. The major components of the 
selected remedie.s include the following: 

BAXROD.DCL 

Extract.ion of the contaminated groundwater 
followed by biological treatment and chemical 
precipitation, polishing, and disposal. The end 
use of the treated groundwater will combine one or 
more of the following methods: reinjection to 
groundwater, release to subsurface drains or 
trenches, industrial process use, and/or disposal 
to percolation ponds. 

Excavation of the organic contaminated soils and 
biological treatment in lined treatment cells. 

ii 



Excavation of the inorganic soils and chemical 
fixation followed by on-aite disposal in lined 
treatment cells for treated soils designated as 
hazardous waste. 

Excavation of the combined organic/inorganic 
soils, biological treatment in lined treatment 
cells, excavation, chemical fixation, and on-site 
disposal into lined cells. 

STA'l'UTORX PETERlU~ 

The selected remedies are protective of human health and the 
enviror~ant, they comply with Federal and state requirements that 
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the 
remedial action, and they are cost-effective. The remedies use 
permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource 
recovery) technologies to the maximum extel,c practicable and 
satisfy the statutory preference for remedies that employ 
treatment to reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal 
element. The groundwater remedy involves treatment estimated to 
take at least 30 years to reach remedial objectives; and the 
organic and combined organic/inorganic soil remedies involve 
treatment estimated to take approximately 10 years to reach 
remedial objectives. Because this remedy will result in 
hazardous substances remaining on-site above health-based 
standards, a review will be conducted within 5 years of 
commencement of remedial actions to ensure that the remedies for 
groundwater, surface water and soils continue to provide adequate 
protection of human health and the environment. 

Signature ""","'r. 
____ ~q~._2~7._q~O ____________ ____ 
Date 

Regional Administrator 
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1.0 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The J.H. Baxter site, also known as the Baxter/International 
Paper/Roseburg (B/IP/R) site, is composed of properties 
previously owned by International Paper and predecessor 
companies, and is currently owned by J. H. Baxter & Company and 
Roseburg Forest Products. The properties have been hi$torically 
used and continue to be used for wood treatment operations and 
lumber product manufacturing. 

The site is located on the northeastern margin of the city of 
Weed, Siskiyou County, California (F'igure 1-1). Weed is located 
in the southeastern margin of Shasta Valley, about 1.0 miles west­
northwest of the peak of Mount Shasta, and approximately 40 miles 
south of the Oregon/California border (Figure 1-2). The city is 
situated at the crossroads of Interstate Highway 5 and 
Highway 97, which connect the Shasta Valley area with nearby 
cities in Oregon and northern California. 

The site is bordered on the west and north ' ... est by residential 
areas of Weed including Siskiyou Union High School, to the north 
by Angel Valley Subdivision and Lincoln Park, to the east by 
mixed-woodlands, and to the south by irrigated pasture. 
Beaughton Creek runs through the eastern portion of the site and 
forms the northern boundary of the site (Figure 1-3). I.and use 
in the site area consists of industrial activities carried out by 
J.H. Baxter, Roseburg Forest Products, and Morgan Wood Products. 
Land use adjacent to the site consists of pasture, mixed­
woodland, wildlife habitat, and residential development. 

Regional physiographic features include Shasta Valley, along with 
Mount Shasta, Mount Shastina, and Black Butte. The site is 
underlain by coalescent fans of pyroclastic, mUdflow, glacial, 
and fluvial deposits off the northwestern flank of Mount Shasta 
and Mount Shastina. The water table is shallow, 0-10 feet below 
ground surface, emergent in some areas of the site, and exhibits 
fluctuation with variable recharge conditions due to rainfall and 
snow melt. 

The study area sits at an elevation of 3,400 feet above sea 
level. The site receives most of its average 27 inches of 
precipitation during the winter as rain and snow. Temperatures 
in the area are generally quite warm in the summer (daytime 
average of 90°F) and cold in the winter (daytime average of 
32°F). Prevailing winds are from the north at 320 degrees and 
from the southeast at 120 degrees. Winds can gust to speeds in 
excess of 50 miles per hour from the south. 

The wood treatment plant and its numerous structures and 
surrounding grounds comprise approximately 33 acres. Roseburg 
Forest Products owns approximately 870 acres adjacent to the J.B. 
Baxter facility. Wood treatment operations on the J. H. Baxter 

BAXRODF.01 1-1 
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property consist of a retort building with two pressurized wood 
treating vessels (retorts), a kiln fot' wood drying, storage shed 
for treated lumber, an incisor building to prepare wood for 
treatment, a chemical mixing building, chemical storage tanks, a 
500,OOO-gallon tank once used for creosote and currently used for 
process water storage, treated wood storage areas, drip pads in 
front of the retort, a poleyard, office building, and abandoned 
wastewater impoundments. The two cement-lined i.mpoundments had a 
capacity of 163,537 and 81,480 gallons each. 

Lumber operations on the Roseburg property include several 
sprinkler decks for irrigating logs, dry log-storage decks, 
sprinkler system recovery ponds, a lumber mill and veneer plant, 
processed wood storage yard, and a wood-fuel power plant. 
Notable features on Roseburg's property include an excavation and 
french drain system placed on site in 1983. The excavation 
exposed contaminated groundwater and the french drain system 
intercepts and redirects groundwater downgradlent of the eastern 
half of the wood treatment property. Neither the french drain 
nOr the excavation were constructed as pa~t of any remedial 
effort. Prior to the winter of 1987-88, water collected by the 
french drain was discharged to Beaughton Creek. During the 
summer of 1988, Roseburg installed an activated carbon treatment 
plant to treat extracted groundwater. The treated water is 
either pumped into the log deck sprinkler system or discharged 
into Beaughton Creek. The National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the discharge has expired 
and Roseburg has applied to the North Coast Regional water 
Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) for renewal of the permit. 

Man-made and natural wetlands exist within site boundaries. Only 
man-made wetlands have been affected by contamination. 'l'hese 
wetlands consist of irrigated pasture, Roseburg excavation pond, 
and wet areas created by discharges from the Roseburg power 
plant. The former Baxter spray field, used for disposal of 
wastewater, also exhibits wetland characteristics. Of these 
wetlands, the Roseburg excavation pond and tIle Baxter spray field 
will be affected by the proposed remedy. The disposal options 
for treated groundwater present opportunities for increasing 
wetlands in the vicinity of the site through surface discharge 
options. 

BAXROD.01 1-5 



2.0 SITE AND ENFORCEf.tENT HISTORY 

Wood treatment operations using chemicals to preserve lumber 
products were initiated at the site in 1937. The complete 
history of chemicals used in the early years of operation is not 
known. Tanalith and Minalith were used in treatment processes 
until the mid-1950's. Tanalith is a mixture of sodium fluoride, 
sodium dichromate, arsenic, and d"initrophenol. Minalith is a 
mixture of diammonium phosphate, ammonium sulfate, sodium 
tetraborate, and boric acid. FCAP, a fluoride-chrome-arsenic­
phenol mixture, is reported to also have been used. In the late 
1960's, the use of chromated zinc chloride was removed from the 
on-site wood treatment process. ~~moniacal copper arsenate (ACA) 
was also used as a preservative. 

Reports indicate that pentachlorophenol (PCP) was used for ,.,ood 
treatment at least as far back as the 1950's, and was used until 
1982. During the period of use, PCP was Co .)plied to wood in an 
oil-based mixture. commercial grades of pentachlorophenol 
manufactured during this period contained various isomers of 
chlorinated dibenzo-dioxins and dibenzo-furans. 

Additional chemicals used by J.H. Baxter Company from the 
beginning of its wood treatment operations in 1962 through the 
current operations of the treatment facility include ammonical 
copper-zinc-arsenate (ACZA), creosote, 50/50 (a 50:50 petroleum 
creosote mixture), D-blaze, and pyresote. pyresote, a flame 
retardant, is a mixture of zinc chloride, sodium dichromate, 
ammonium sulfate, and boric acid. 

Waste disposal, handling, and discharge practices over the 50 
years of plant operations have resulted in site soil, 
groundwater, and surface water contamination by chemicals 
described in the. previous paragraphs. Waste generated at the 
site include retort drippings, tank and retort sludges, process 
water, wastewater, drying area drippings, storage area drippings, 
empty containers, and spilled raw preservative compounds. Prior 
to 1983, when the facility was ordered to cease its waste 
disposal practices by the North Coast Regional water Quality 
Control Board (NCRWQCB), waste management involved on-site 
disposal and discharge, spray irrigation of waste water on site, 
storage in ponds and tanks on site, and possible disposal of 
sludges into a local landfill. Discharge of wastewater into the 
bermed area around the 500,000 gallon tank was also reported. 
Leakage from storage tanks may also have contributed to 
subsurface contamination. 

BAXROD.2 2-1 



The following is a chronology of important Baxter/IP/Roseburg 
site activities and investigations by the potentially responsible 
parties (PRPs), state agencies, and EPA. 

March 1982 NCRWQCB inspected J.H. Baxter and requested report 
of waste discharge. 

November 1982 California Depa:r:'tment of Health Services (OIlS) 
inspected J.H. Baxter and reported improper 
handling and storage of wastes. 

December 1982 DHS required J.H. Baxter to begin a surface and 
groundwater monitoring program. 

March 1983 Elevated levels of arsenic, creosote, and 
pentachlorophenol. \>lere discovered by OHS and 
NCRWQCB in site soils, surface water runoff, and 
groundwater. Additional soil samples collected in 
Lincoln Park also showed elevated arsenic. The 
NCRWQCB issued Cleanup and Abatement Order to J.H. 
Baxter to cease waste disposal practices. 

March 1983 J. H. Baxter installed two monitor wells at the 
request of OHS and NCRWQCB. I~esul ts showed 
elevated levels of wood treatment chemicals in 
groundwater. 

April 1983 

May 1983 

July 1983 

siskiyou County Health Departnlent temporarily 
closed Lincoln Park to evaluate soil contamination 
results. 

NCRWQCB sampled soil, sediment, and surface water 
within Lincoln Park, the drainage through the 
park, and on Baxter property. Results showed that 
a discharge was occurring and the NCRWQCB issued a 
Cease and Desist order to J.H. Baxter. 

J. H. Baxter sampled soil within its sprayfield 
and reported elevated arsenic. 

september 1983 DHS cited Baxter for violation of an interim 
hazardous waste facility permit and t.he state 
Hazardous waste Control Laws. 

BAXROD.2 2-2 



January 1984 NCRWQCB advised J.H. Baxter of continued non­
compliance with existing orders. 

February to NCRWQCB and DHS met with J.H. Baxter 
September 1984 regarding remedial investigations and waste 

discharge requirements. 

October 1984 

July 1985 

EPA proposed the J. H. Baxter site for the 
National Priorities List (NPL). 

DRS held public meetings to discuss addition of 
the site to the state Superfund List. 

September 1985 The NCRWQCB issued Cease and Desist Orders to .] .fI. 
Baxter, IP, and Roseburg requiring that the 
companies submit a plan for investigating and 
cleaning up groundwater and surface water. 

December 1985 NCRWQCB issued Cease and Desist Order to IJ .li. 
Baxter, IP, and Roseburg to implament 
investigation work plan. 

January 1986 Site formally included on state's Priority Ranking 
List. 

January 1986 EPA became the lead agency for site remedial 
studies and enforcement. 

January to EPA attempted to negotiate consent decree with the 
September 1986 PRPs for conduct of the RIjFS. 

september 1986 Consent Decree negotiations failed and EPA 
prepared for EPA-sponsored RI/FS. 

March 1987 

l.ate 1987/ 
Early 1988 

BAXROD.2 

EPA initiated a Remedial Investigation (RI). The 
RI Report was released in January 1989. 

The California Department of Fish and Game 
conducted a fisheries study of Beaughton Creek 
above and below the site. The Fisll and Game 
reported that discharges from the site bad 
adversely affected aquatic life downstream of the 
site. 

2-3 



December 1988 NCRWQCB issued Cease and Desist Orders to J.B. 
Baxter and Roseburg to address surface runoff 
violations and TPCA compliance. Cleanup and 
Abatement Orders issued to IP to implement 
groundwater remediation program. 

May 1989 NCRWQCB issued Waste Discharge Requirements to 
J.H. Baxter, IP, and Roseburg for groundwater 
biological treatment feasibility study. 

June 1989 The Baxter/IP/Roseburg site was added to the NPL. 

April 1990 EPA's Draft Feasibility study and Proposed Plan 
were released. 

BAXROD.2 2-4 
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3.0 COMMUNITY RELATIONS 

EPA has encouraged public participation during the RIfFS process 
and has met the requirements for public participation under 
CERCLA section 113(K) (2) (B) (i-v). Public participation has 
occurred through the following activities: 

April 1986 Community interviews and meetings with local 
officials and media regarding EPA's role on the 
RI/FS. 

February 1987 Release of Fact Sheet requesting public comment on 
the RI work plan. Document repositori.es 
established in four locations near the site. 

February 1987 EPA sponsored public meeti~J in Weed to discuss 
community concerns with RI work plan. 

April 1987 Release of EPA Community Relations Work Plan for 
the site. 

June 1988 

April 1990 

l>lay 1990 

public Notice in two local newspapers and release 
of draft Remedial Investigation Report for public 
comment. 

Public notice in two local newspapers and release 
of draft Feasibility Study report and Proposed 
Plan for public comment. comment period extended 
to 60 days. 

A formal public meeting in accordance with CERCLA 
section 117 (a) (2) was held on May 7, 1990 to 
discuss FS and Proposed Plan. No public 
opposition voiced. Main concern expressed was to 
maintain plant operations and economic viability 
of community. 

EPA has prepared the attached response summary which provides 
EPA's responses to comments submitted in writing during the 
public comment period, and to comments that Were presented during 
the May 7 public meeting (See Appendix A). 

BAXROD.3 3-1 
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4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTIONS 

The selected response actions address contamination in soil, 
groundwater, and surface water caused by operations at the 
Baxter/IP/Roseburg site. The response actions will be performed 
to meet the final site treatment standards exhibited in 
Table 4-1. These levels are based on Applicable or Relevant and 
Appropriate Requirement (ARAR) considerations and health 
protection criteria. The contaminant-specific ARAR 
considerations for groundwater treatment and release of treated 
water as process water on the log decks, to percolation/evapo­
ration ponds, and reinjection into the contaminated aquifer are 
presented in Table 4-2. Health protection criteria for the soils 
remedies are presented in Table 4-3. 

For the site, arsenic, carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAlls), pentachlorophenol, and dioxins have been 
identified as the primary contaminants of concern. All of these 
contaminants are known or suspected carcinogens and are present 
in each medium at concentrations exceeding ,ealth standards. 
Chromium, copper, zinc, benzene, and noncarcinogenic PAMs have 
been identified as contaminants of less concern. These 
contaminants are present at levels below health-based standards, 
are not widespread, or are considered to be less toxic than the 
primary site contaminants. 

The selected remedies presented herein address the documented 
potential threats from the site. Treatment of the contaminated 
soil and groundwater will significantly reduce the potential for 
future exposure to contaminated soil, groundwater, surface water. 
particulates, and vapor. Because all remedies will reduce 
contamination to either background, non-detection based on 
current accepted analytical methods,' or to a 10.6 risk level, 
the point of compliance will be achieved when all contaminants 
are treated to the standards identified in this ROD. 

Soil contamination 

contaminated soils have been divided into areas based on 
contamination levels and types of chemicals present in the soils. 
The remedy selected for soils is specific to each area and the 
type of contamination present (Figure 4-1). 

with regards to dioxins and furans in the soils, the remedy will 
reduce contamination to levels specified by the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), consistent with 

, Non-detection based on EPA's Test Methods j;.ill7_ Eva.lllil.Ung 
Solid waste (SW-S46) procedures. Minor procedural modification 
may be necessary to allow practical quantiflcation of results. 

BAXRODF.4 4-1 



TABLE 4-1 

CONTAMINANT CONCENTRA'rIONS AND 
CLEAN-UP STANDARDS 

Average site Maximum site 
contaminant Levels Levels 

SURFACE SOILS (ppm) (ppm) 
Arsenic 240 38,500 
Chromium 130 45,000 
Copper 37,100 
Zinc 58,400 
Pentachlorophenol 9 2,440 
Carcinogenic PAlIsb 6 2,jOO 
Dioxins 0.0035 5.7 
F'urans 0.002 0.98 

SUBSURFACE SOILS/ 
FIXED SOIL LEACHATE (ppm) (ppm) 

Arsenic 21 12,100 
Chromium 12 1,350 
Copper 11 604 
Zinc 40 1,120 
Pentachlorophenol 160 1,300 
carcinogenic PAlls 18 420 
Noncarcinogens PAlIse 30 6,100 
Dioxins 0.0035 5.7 

SEDIMENT (ppm) (ppm) 
Arsenic 60 353 
Chromium 33 216 
Zinc 170 1,750 
Carcinogenic PAlls 54 
Noncarcinogens PAHs 220 
Pentachlorophenol 11 
Tetrachlorophenol 35 

BAXRODF.4-1 p-1 

4-2 

Clean-up 
standards 

(ppm) 
8 

500 
2,500 
5,000 

17 
0.51(1 
0.001 
0.001 

Leachate 
Limits (ppm) 

5 
5 

25 
250 

1.7 
0.005" 
0.15 

.001 

(ppm) 
8 

18 
26 
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TABLE 4-1 

CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS AND 
CLEAN-UP STANDARDS 

contaminant 
Average site 

Levels 
Maximum Site 

Levels 
Clean-up 
standards 

GROUNDWATER/TREATED 
WATER DISCHARGE LIMITS (ppb) (ppb) (ppb) 

8 

b 

e 

Arsenic 37 1,740 5 
Chromium 13 122 8 
Copper 37,1"0 11 
Zinc 170 23,000 90 
Benzene 8 170 18 

Pentachlorophenol 2 210 2.2° • 1- '] r\',' 
carcinogenic PARs 360 6,000 5" 
Noncarcinogens PARs 635 251,800 58 

Dioxins 12 13 o . .Jl22,.9,?.51i 

Analytical detection limit. 
carcinogenic PARs: Benzo(a) anthracene, Chrysene, Benzo(b)­
fluoranthene, Benzo(a)pyrene, Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Indeno­
(123-cd)pyrene. 
Non-carcinogenic PAHs: Naphthalene, 2-Methylnaphthalene, 
Acenaphthylene, Acenaphthene, Dibenzofuran, Fluorene, 
Phenanthrene, Anthracene, Fluoranthene, Pyrena, Benzo­
(g,h,i)perylene. 

(",," 
I" 

. . 
,: I I 
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contaminant 

Arsenic 
Chromium 
Copper 
Zinc 

Pentachlorophenol 
PAHs-carcinogenic 
PARs-noncarcinogenic 
Benzene 

TABLE 4-2 

COMPARISON OF TREATMENT STANDARDS WITH 
ARAR LEVELS FOR WATER (ppb) 

Federal Federal State State Risk 
MCLGs MCLs MCLs AALs Level 

50 50 50 74 0.158 

120 50 50 51 1808 

1,300 1,000 1,000 4 1,300b 

NE 1,000 1,000 26 7,OOOb 

0 200 NE 2.2 18011 

NE NE NE NE 0.02511 

NE NE NE NE 14,000b 
0 5 1 0.7 10D 

site 
Background 

Level 

<1· 
8 
7 

90 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Dioxin NE r.IE NE NE 0.00000198 0 

!'Risk level reflects a 1 x 10-6 risk level for carcinogens. 
~isk level reflects reference dose level for non-carcinogens. 
cValue= 0.000025 ppb 
ciAnalytical quantification limit 
1m = None Established 
l~CLGs = Maximum contaminant Level Goals 
j~CLs = Maximum contaminant Levels 
l~L = Applied Action Levels (California) 
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COlntaminant 

ArsenicB 

ChromiumB 

copperb 
Zincb 

Pentachlorophenol-
Tetrachlorophenolb 

P~~s-carcinogenicB 
PAHs-noncarcinogenicb 

Dioxinsll 

TABLE 4-3 

COMPARISON OF EXCAVATION STANDARDS 
RISK LEVELS FOR SOILS 

(ppm) 

Soil ~oDgeDtration Risk Level 
CUrrent Future Future 
Workers Children Adults 

17 0.89 13 
5,320 570 13,000 

39,000 4,200 94,000 
210,000 23,000 510,000 

1,100 74 840 
20,000 2,800 49,000 

5.7 0.51 4.5 
43,000 100,000 1,000,000 

0.00072 0.000051 0.00058 

~i3k level reflects a 1 x 10-6 risk level for carcinogens 
~isk level reflects reference dose level for non-carcinogens 

Soil 
Soil Excavation 

Background Standard 

8.4 8 
40.3 500c 

13 2,500c 
88.3 5,OOOc 

0 17c 

0 2,800d 

0 0.51 
0 43,000d 
0 0.001 

cExcavation standard reflects California Title 22 waste designatic~n level for Chromium, 
Copper, Zinc, and Pentachlorophenol 
dgPA TCLP leachate concentration cannot exceed 1 ppm for PARs and 1 ppm for 
Tetrachlorophenol for groundwater protection considerations. 
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potential future residential exposure to these soils. For 
arsenic and carcinogenic PARs in soils, the remedy will 
reduceuncontrolled contamination to background levels and non­
detect, respectively. Background at 8 ppm is the standard for 
arsenic. For carcinogenic PAHs, 0.5 ppm, the analytical 
detection limit, has been selected. These levels reflect a 
1 x 10-5 risk level for arsenic and 1 )C 10-6 risk level for 
carcinogenic PARs. other soil contaminants will be removed and 
treated to address EPA's Toxicity Characteristic Leachate 
Procedure (TCLP) standard, and California CCR Title 22 total 
threshold limit concentrations (TTLC) and soluble threshold limit 
concentrations (STLe) standards. These standards are listed in 
Tables 4-1 and 4-3. Non-carcinogenic PAHs will be excavated to a 
level that limits the soil leachate concentration to 1 ppm total 
PARs in the leachate. 

Near surface soils (i.e., all soils greater than 2 feet in depth 
and to a depth of approximately 12 feet or to the top of 
groundwater table) will be excavated to remove all soils 
exceeding California Title 22 TTLC and STT£ criteria for metals 
and pentachlorophenol, leachable carcinogenic PMis to 0.005 ppm, 
and leachable non-carcinogenic PARs to 0.15 ppm. 

Groundwater contamination 

Contaminated groundwater extends from below the wood treatment 
area towards the northwest approximately 1,000 feet. A separate 
body of creosote product also exists below the wood treatment 
property (Figure 4-2). 

For arsenic, EPA's proposed standard for the affected aquifer is 
5 ppb which reflects a 1 x 10-5 risk level and the practical 
quantification limit for arsenic. Pentachlorophenol has a 
proposed standard of 2.2 ppb which reflects the California 
Applied Action Level and the practical quantification limit for 
this contaminant. This level of 2.2 ppb considers 
pentachlorophenol a carcinogen and represents the 1 x 10-6 risk 
level as established by the state. 

The 1 x 10-6 risk level for carcinogenic PAHs, as established by 
the site Endanqerment Assessment, is 0.025 ppb. Thi.s level 
reflects EPA's goal for the aquifer. However, the analytical 
quantification U.mit for PAHs in water is approximately 5 ppb, 
which is EPA's current standard. Should analytical methods be 
developed which reduce the quantification limit below 5 ppb, EPA 
will reduce the carcinogenic PAH standard to the new level to be. 
more consistent with EPA's gonls for the aquifer. 

For benzene, the remedy will clean up the aquifer to 1 ppb 
(benzene) which reflects a one in a one million excess cancer 
threat. For non-carcinogenic PAHs, chromium, copper, and zinc, 
the remedy will clean up to background levels to be consistent 
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with the NCRWQCB's Basin Plan. Dioxins were detected in the 
oily-phase material extracted from contaminated groundwater, but 
not in the groundwater itself, at a detection limit of about 1 
part per trillion. Because detection at the 1 x 10-6 risk level 
of 2 parts per quadrillion is currently not achievable, 
thegroundwater and surface water remedy will treat dioxins and 
furans to the currently available detection limit of 25 parts per 
quadrillion. Eventually, it may be possible to detect dioxins 
and furans at levels as low as our heal th-·based clean-up goal of 
2 parts per quadrillion (1 x 10-6 risk), and cleanup will e){tend 
to this standard at that time. 

All treated groundwater intended for release to reinjection 
wells, percolation/evaporation ponds, or the log deck sprinkler 
system initially will be treated to health-based standards 
presented in this ROD. Final treatment standards will reflect 
the aquifer clean-up standards. 

Surface water and Sediments 

EPA is not proposing a remedy for Beaughton Creek sediments at 
this time. Recent surveys of the creek indicate that the fishery 
is recovering and a remedy may be more harmful to the fishery if 
implemented. EPA proposes to continue to sample Creek sediments 
and aquatic biota in coordination with California Fish and Game, 
the Regional Board, Department of Health Services and the 
Potentially Responsible Parties. Any detectable wood treatment 
chemicals in sediments or fish tissue would warrant continued 
investigations of the Creek, regardless of levels reported. 
Should concentrations of wood treatment chemicals remain in 
sediments at levels deemed by EPA and the state to pose a 
significant risk to human health and the environment, a Beaughton 
Creek remedy will be proposed and implemented. The criteria used 
for the sediment remedy will be developed based on results of the 
creek studies in coordination with the state. 

To protect the creek, EPA is proposing to remove from site 
drainages leading to the creek all sediment containing detectable 
or above-background concentrations of site chemicals. Removal of 
sediments to these standards is necessary to be consistent with 
the NCRWQCB's Basin Plan. 

BAXRODF.4 4-9 



., 

5.0 SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

waste disposal, handling, and discharge practices over more than 
50 years of plant operation have resulted in site soil, 
groundwater, surface water, and sediment contamination. In 1983, 
the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) 
ordered the facility to cease its waste disposal practices. 
Prior to 1983, waste management involved on-site disposal in 
unlined pits or hermed areas, discharge into ditches leading to 
Beaughton Creek, spray irrigation of process water onsite, 
storage in ponds and tanks onsite, and possible off-site disposal 
of sludges into a local landfill. Discharge of wastewater into 
the hermed area around the 500,OOO-gallon tank (No. 3 tank) was 
reported to have occurred. Leakage from storage tanks may also 
have contributed to subsurface contamination. 

For the site, arsenic, carcinogenic PARs, pentachlorophenol, and 
dioxins have been identified as the primary contaminants of 
concern. All of these contaminants are known or suspected 
carcinogens and are present in each medium at concentrations 
exceeding health standards. Therefore these contaminants are 
considered principle health threats. Chromium, copper, zinc, 
benzene, and non-carcinogenic PARs have been identified as 
contaminants of less concern and are considered low-level threat 
contaminants. These contaminants are present at levels below 
health-based standards, are not widespread, or are considered to 
be less toxic than the primary site contaminants. 

5.1 GROUNDWATER 

Groundwater sample results showed the presence of a creosote and 
arsenic plume, originating at the Baxter wood treatment area and 
extending to the northwest into the Roseburg property towards the 
Angel Valley subdivision (Figures 1-3 and 4-2). This subdivision 
includes an estimated 108 households. Several domestic wells 
used for household and yard watering are present in the 
sUbdivision and are less than 2,000 feet downgradient of the 
sources of groundwater contamination. EPA has notified all 
residences in the area of the potential for groundwater 
contamination. To EPA's knowledge, no-one is currently using the 
domestic wells as a primary source of drinking water. 

Arsenic at 1,740 ppb and creosote compounds at 233,000 ppb were 
detected in Roseburg monitor well ~ml, which was located 
immediately downgradient of the wood treatment property and 1,600 
feet upgradient of the subdivision. A portion of this arsenic 
and creosote plume is being captured by the Roseburg french 
drain. According to the RI Report and December 1989 monitoring 
data, wells do\tmgradient of the french drain and adjacent to and 
within the subdivision did not show the presence of site 
contaminants. 
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Results of surface soil samples collected across the wood 
treatment property indicated widespread arsenic contamination (40 
to 38,500 ppm) to a depth of at least one foot. The majority of 
surface soil samples collected contained in excess of 100 ppm 
arsenic. Arsenic contamination extended deeper (up to 5 feet) 
below the retort, wastewater impoundments, and tan1c-bermed areas 
of the property. contamination of surface soils by creosote 
(N.D. to 10,384 ppm) and pentachlorophenol (N.D. to 2,440 ppm) 
was less widespread than the inorganic contamination, but much 
deeper. Organic contamination below the tank berm, retort, and 
wastewater vault areas extends to at least 30 feet below ground 
surface. A subsurface creosote body of up to 15 feet in 
thickness exists under the wood tre:.tment property. The 
remaining creosote body exists as lenses of 1: to-2-foot 
thickness that continues through the Roseburg excavation and is 
partially captured by the Roseburg french drain. 

Surface soil samples collected on the Ros burg log deck to the 
northwest of the wood treatment area contained slightly elevated 
(up to 78 ppm) arsenic concentrations. The distribution of 
contamination was toward the northwest, which is a primary wind 
direction from the site. Elevated concentrations of site 
contaminants were not detected in any of the subsurface samples 
collected away from the wood treatment area. 

Results of high-volume air particulate (air quality) samples 
collected off site also showed elevated particulate levels and 
arsenic concentrations to the northwest (23 to 183 ppm), as 
compared to the background area (N.D. to 15 ppm). 

In 1983, the California Department of Health Services sampled 
soil from Lincoln Park and sediments within the drainage ditch 
that flows adjacent to the Park and found elevated levels arsenic 
and other chemicals related to wood treatment operations. 
Lincoln Park was closed temporarily while local health officials 
reviewed the soil data. EPA also sampled soil in Linooln Park, 
Angel Valley subdivision, and the site drainage ditoh during the 
overall site remedial investigation. EPA found elevated arsenic 
and other wood treatment chemicals in the ditch that flows 
adjacent to the Park. The arsenic levels that EPA detected 
ranged between 50 and 95 ppm, which is above the 8 ppm level that 
EPA considers as naturally occurring in these soils. 

Recently, EPA conducted a more extensive sampling effort of soils 
in residential areas around the Baxter property, including 
Lincoln Park, Angel Valley Subdivision, and the Liberty street 
area adjacent to the Baxter property. Results of this study 
showed that wood treatment chemicals are not present in 
residential areas at levels above background, with one exception. 
Chromium was detected at 82 ppm in Llncoln Park, which is above 
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the background level of 40 ppm. However, this result is far 
below the 1 x 10-6 risk level for direct contact to children, 
which is 570 ppm. 

5.3 SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT~ 

Beaughton Creek, the main surface water body for the site, 
originates from springs located 3,000 feet upgradient of the 
Baxter property. The stream flows directly through the site in a 
northwest to west direction. All major and minor site 
stormwater/surface runoff drainages eventually flow into the 
creek, either on the site, or immediately downgradient of the 
site. 

Surface water analyses revealed that releases of site chemicals 
were occurring from the Baxter wood treatment area. Elevated 
arsenic (552 ppb) was detected in a sample collected from a 
drainage that receives a portion of the runoff from the wood 
treatment facility. Elevated arsenic was detected throughout the 
drainage to its confluence with Beaughtol Creek. Arsenic and 
creosote in contaminated groundwater captured by the Roseburg 
french drain were also being released to Beaughton Creek at the 
NPDES #1 discharge point. This release was abated when Roseburg 
installed a water treatment facility to remove organics from 
water extracted from the french drain and then pumping the 
treated waters into the their log deck sprinkler system 
(Figure 5-1). 

Over the years there have been several releases of wood treatment 
chemicals into Beaughton Creek resulting in fish kills. The most 
recent release in November 1987 was of creosote from NPDES #1 
discharge point. The California Department of Fish and Game 
remains concerned over the impacts to the fishery and potential 
effects upon anglers consuming the fish. 

Remedial Investigation results indicated that sediments within 
two channel segments contain elevated concentrations of wood 
treatment chemicals at levels of environmental and human health 
concern. These segments include a 50-foot long stretch of the 
site drainage, irunlediately north of the Baxter property, and a 
100-foot segment of Beaughton Creek at the confluence with the 
Roseburg NPDES #1 discharge point (Figure 5-1). 

Analysis of stream sediment samples indicated elevated arsenic 
(113 ppm) within the drainage that receives runoff from the wood 
treatment property. Sediment throughout the site area was also 
contaminated with tetrachlorophenol (35 ppm), a compound 
associated with pentachlorophenol. stream sediment downgradient 

BAXRODF.5 5-3 



... G""'~' 9' 

" II 
Jl_)\ -) ~~J/INJ 
'le -) ) " 

" "~;'I \ f\ 'If ::1, 
. Iii \: \1 Ic ~ I II C I \i \ • w;, \LI Jr '- i,\ ';.) ",I r- ";"_J;, " ",' ,0 " 0 _, .H ' I \\\ U .. ~.;: \:-~~ -: ___ . -----. 

;' )'-1,0,( ':-1\ \ ~:, 
I . // I '\\ 
I '/ /:. " " 

1(( (" ., __ 1\' 
i .. . /1 : ,,- '",'4,MII \..\ :', i[ I~-' '-

II '\) 
/ \ 

) 
('/ ",<. , 

JC )1 ) ;. 
)( J: . 
JL Jl.1 (\ 
J( )V" \ 
\\)/ I~-

_,,_/ / I " 
)/ 

./ 

, \\. 
/ \' 

" 

I I I ' 
.( 

'v 

~\ 

?=O';,~~ 
)., ) 

, ", J~\\\ 
), l'.. J 

t I 
J 

I 
I; 
Ii 

\..-

il~'.<:> o Z 
"'-

-'-, -, 

It ' " 
j.... '\ 

,', 
" 

"-: 
- ~ ,_. ( -, ' 

.;' 

-,:::- . 
'~"--.-

r 
(, 

), 
I 

., 

j'. . , 
1 :,1 
I 

Ji 

'\. 

4 LEGEND 
-,,-

~ IlJUT1!A ' •• 'UITY Ullil --
<.~ -
)::::::{ CWISIIT 

_11~ 

--
6 C_ .... m......rr 
aD ---

IND.I4J. COC=C!l1II1IUln_ .. 

''',4ZI AAIIIUac, CO_I>.. 
CIIJIOOIIII:I:I .. bIC 

~PReIlllAR'I' 
'.\~P.L 

J
I 

/ / 

ND .or .'feC1'IiUt 

J !IN.= " IISVUAT\l9 

~ IIIlUEIllAa. MiliA 

¥Z
' -' 

/C' 

" ~ 

p 
___ aOTe: All W_ 100 ..... ,-.. __ . 

"~" ~ .. 
~y '\. 

I CI<CACOIaGL cq., 
j :) - #'.-

iBallt~/lntern&tlon&1 "~I ~o~rg SUe 
WGled, CA 

SEDIMENT REMEDIAL AREAS 
o 2$0 100 1000 I 
,~ 9i, 1 
"fIaT ~ I<k{ u.s. EPA I ...., 

1-1 



<,., 

of the NPDES #1 discharge was visibly contaminated with creosote 
(1987 observation). 

5.4 CONCLUSION 

EPA's remedy for soil cleanup will involve approximately 41,000 
cubic yards of soil. This includes 18,750 cubic yards of soil 
contaminated with inorganics only, 12,500 cubic yards of soil 
contaminated with organics only, and 9,380 cubic yards of soil 
contaminated with both inorganic and organic chemicals. EPA 
expects that up to 150,000 gallons of contaminated groundwater 
may need to be treated each day for approximately 30 years. Soil 
and groundwater treatment remedies should be adequate to prevent 
surface water releases and a surface water remedy is not proposed 
at this time. EPA will coordinate existinq and future 
environmental study results with the California Department of 
Fish and Game to determine the necessity for any action regarding 
sediments. 

site-related chemicals, the media affected, ~nd the current 
corresponding concentration ranges are given in Table 5-1. All 
data used by EPA to develop the Feasibility study, to select 
remedial alternatives and to develop conclusions and clean-up 
standards presented in this Record of Decision were based on the 
following data quality requirements. 

1. All data were collected under the guidance of a Quality 
Assurance Project Plan developed under EPA protocols 
and reviewed and approved by EPA Quality Assurance 
Management staff. 

2. All data were collected in accordance with procedures 
presented in sampling and Analysis Plans, one plan 
developed for each discrete sampling episode. The 
Sampling and Analysis Plans were developed in 
accordance with EPA Region 9 guidance and were reviewed 
and approved by EPA Quality Assurance Management staff. 

3. with the exception of air quality samples, all soil and 
groundwater saulples were analyzed by an EPA Contract 
Laboratory Program Laboratory using CLP analytical 
methods. Air quality samples \o/ere analyzed by an EPA 
CLP laboratory using non-CLP methods. CLF methods do 
not exist for the analysis of air quality samples. 

4. All analytical data collected by EPA, including air 
quality samples, were subject to data validation in 
accordance \dth EPA data validation procedures. Only 
those data that met the data validation criteria for 
this site \o/ere used in development of the Record of 
Decision. 
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Chemical 

Arsenic 

Berlzenec 

U'I 
I 

01 

Chromium 

Copper 

Ethylbenzenec 
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TABLE 5-1 

SITE RELATED CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED IN ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT 
AS POTENTIALLY POSING THE GREATEST THREATS 

TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

Media Affectedll 
Frequency of 

Concentration Rangeb Detection 

Groundwater 52/143 <3 1,740 ppb 
Surface Water 50/94 <3 558 ppb 
Soils 102/199 <0.46 - 38,500 ppm 
Sediment 15/31 <6 113 ppm 

Groundwater 11/72 <0.8 180 ppb 
Surface water 1/55 <0.8 9 ppb 
Soils 1/84 <5. 10 ppm 

Groundwater 26/143 <4.0 164 ppb 
Surface Water 33/94 <4.0 19 ppb 
Soils 196/199 <2.2 - 45,000 ppm 
Sediment 31/31 <9.0 148 ppm 

Groundwater 51/143 <5.0 137 ppb 
Surface water 50/94 <4.0 52 ppb 
Soils 199/199 <1.8 - 37,100 ppm 
Sediment 30/31 <1.8 359 ppm 

Groundwater 11/72 <0.5 360 ppb 
Surface Water 2/55 <0.8 73 ppb 
Soils 5/84 <5.0 450 ppm 
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TABLE 5-1 

SITE RELATED CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED IN ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT 
AS POTENTIALLY POSING THE GREATEST THREATS 

TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE EW/IRONMENT (cant.) 

Frequency of 
Concentration Rangeb Chemical Media Affected8 Detection 

Carcinogenic PARs Groundwater 20/153 < 5 6,000 ppb 
Surface Water 12/51 <10 15 ppb 
Soils 23/131 <0.074 2,600 ppm 
Sediment 15/47 <0.060 54 ppm 

Non-Carcinogenic Groundwater 49/123 <50 -251,800 ppb 
PAHs Surface water 23/52 <10 1,632 ppb 

Soils 34/131 <0.048 - 10,384 ppm 
Sediment 9/47 <0.060 220 ppm 

Pentachlorophenol Groundwater 55/157 0.06 30 ppb 
Surface water 14/88 <1.0 3.0 ppb 
Soils 13/131 <0.26 2,440 ppm 
Sediment 1/47 <3.2 11.0 ppm 

Dioxins/d Soil 27/28 v' <0.001 ~-~ 
.' '.J.4 .1, .. ppm 

Furans Soil 21/28 <0.001 0.989 ppm 
Sediment 12/20 L.c. (:( I r: (7;2 

Tetrachlorophenol Groundwater 47/157 0.003 11 ppb 
Surface Water 12/88 <0.06 0.90 ppb 
Soils 9/130 <1 510 ppm 
Sediment 8/47 <0.290 35 ppm 
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TABLE 5-1 

SITE RELATED CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED IN ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT 
AS POTENTIALLY POSING THE GREATEST THREATS 
TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT (cont.:) 

Chemical Media Affected8 
Frequency of 

Detection 

Zinc Groundwater 101/103 
Surface Water 70/93 
Soils 199/199 
Sediment 31/31 

TOnly the media with concentrations of chemicals exceeding health 
criteria are presented here. 
~wer value reflects the lowest concentration detected and 

should be used as the lower limit for background. The upper 
value in the range reflects the maximum concentration detected 
duri~g EPA's RI. 

cBenzene and ethylbenzene are associated with a former 
undergrol4,d fuel tank and are not considered widespread 
contaminants. 
~CDD equivalents: Dioxins: <0.001 - 5.71; Furans: <0.001 -

0.333. 

Source: Baxter/IP/Roseburg Feasibility Study, April 
1990. 
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Concentration Rangeb 

<5 - 19,200 
<4.4 6,940 
<4 - 58,400 
<16 1,060 

ppb 
ppb 
ppm 

ppm 
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EPA reviewed data collected by the State and 
Potentially Responsible party contractors for use in 
defining nature and extent of contamination at the 
site. Only the data that were documented with the 
identity of the sampler, sampling date, sample 
location, sampling methods, identity of analytical 
laboratory, analytical method, and original laboratory 
results were incorporated into EPA's analysis . 
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6.0 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

EPA prepared an Endangerment Assessment to document the potential 
risks associated with the actual or threatened releases of 
hazardous sUbstances from the Baxter/IP/Roseburg site. The 
following paragraphs summarize the information found in this 
document (U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Apr.il 30, 1990. 
Endangerment Assessment. Baxter/IPLRoseburg CBIPRL site. Weed, 
California, Volumes 1 and 2, EPA WA 205-9L74). 

6.1 HEALTH RIS~ 

The risk assessment identified chemicals of concern for human 
receptors. The chemicals were selected primarily on the basis of 
the concentration detected, or the known or suspected 
toxicological properties of the SUbstance. The wood treatment 
inorganic (metal) chemicals of concern include arsenic, chromium, 
copper, and zinc, with arsenic being identified as a high threat 
contaminant. The organic chemicals of co~cern include 
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic PARs, pentachlorophenol, 
tetrachlorophenol, chlorinated dibenzo dioxins and chlorinated 
dibenzo furans. Carcinogenic PARs, pentachlorophenol, and 
dioxins have been identified as high threat contaminants. The 
organic compounds benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene 
(possibly present due to a former underground storage tan}~) were 
also identified as chemicals of concern. 

To assess risks, cancer potency factors (mg/kg/day)·l of 
2.9 X 10'2 for benzene, 1.6 x 10'2 for pentachlorophenol, 
1.56 x 105 for carcinogenic PMls, and 2 for arsenic ware used. 
Reference Dose (RfD; mg/kg/dal) of 5 x 10.3 for chromium (VI), 
3.7 X 10'2 for copper, 2 x 10' for zinc, and 4 x 10'1 fel: non­
carcinogenic PARs were used. Assumptions used for soil exposure 
assessment included an exposure frequency of 240 days/year, 
ingestion rate of 100 mg/day, and a lifetime exposure of 70 
years. Assumptions used to assess groundwater exposure included 
ingestion of 2 liters of water per day for 70 years and exposure 
at a frequency of 365 days per year. 

The chemicals of concern were each detected in at least one 
environmental mediulll (soils, air, groundwater, surface water, 
and/or sediments) in the vicinity of the site. Several of the 
contaminants (benzene, certain PARs, PCDDs/ PCDFS, 
pentachlorophenol) have been shown to be carcinogenic in animals 
and have been classified by EPA as possible or probable human 
carcinogens: arsenic is a known human carcinogen. The non­
carcinogenic contaminants have been observed to have toxic 
potentials based on laboratory studies and effects on humans 
under certain exposure situations . 
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Table 6-1 presents the contaminants of concern with respect to 
the media in which they are found. Table 5-1 depicts the 
concentrations of the chemicals of concern upon which the risk 
assessment was based. 

The evaluation performed under the risk assessment indicated 
that, under current land-use conditions, the principal exposure 
pathways by which human receptors could potentially be exposed to 
site contaminants are direct contact by workers at the Baxter 
facility with contaminated soils, direct contact by children with 
contaminated off-site soils (Lincoln Park and Angel Valley 
subdivision), inhalation of fugitive dust emissions on and off 
site, and direct contact with surface water and sediments near 
Lincoln Park. Within the risk assessment, the exposure point 
concentrations of site chemicals were estimated using measured 
concentrations or models to estimate fugitive dust emissions. 

Exposure was assessed for both an average case and a maximum 
plausible case for each exposure scenario. For the average case, 
geometric mean concentrations were used, ~ogether with what were 
considered to be the most likely exposure conditions. For the 
maximum plausible case, the highest measured concentrations were 
generally used, together with high, although plausible, estimates 
of the range of potential exposure parameters relating to 
frequency and duration of exposure and quantity of contaminated 
media contacted. 

The risk assessment evaluated two main baseU.ne (No Action) 
scenarios: continued use of the property as industrial (wood 
treatment) and future-use development of the property as 
residential. A summary of risks posed by site chemicals for 
current-use conditions assuming no cleanup has occurred is 
presented in Table 6-2. A summary of risks posed by site 
chemicals for future-use conditions, assuming no cleanup has 
occurred is presented in Table 6-3. 

As Table 6-2 illustrates, the highest current-use potential 
health risk due to arsenic, PARs, and dioxin is exposure by 
workers at the Baxter Facility to the soil by direct contact 
(Plausible Maximum Case risk of 8 x 10.2). Total maximum risk to 
site workers from all contaminants and pathways is 1.4 X 10". 
The maximum non-carcinogenic risks from direct contact with soil 
by workers at the Baxter Facility exceeds a hazard index of 1. 
Inhalation of arseni.c-contaminated fugitive dust by adults li.ving 
in the area of Union Street p-oses a current-use maximum potential 
excess cancer risk of 2 x 10'2. The corresponding maximum non·· 
carcinogenic risk from inhalation by union street adults does not 
exceed a hazard index of 1. 

Higher health risks are associated with future residential use of 
the site (see Table 6-3). Children in direct contact with Baxter 
soil have a maximum excess cancer risk of 1 x 10" due to 

BAXRODPD.6 6-2 



TABLe 6-·2 

SUMMARY OF RISKS FOR CURRENT-USE CONDITIONS 
A'!' THE BIPR SITE 

POPULATION 

CURRENT-USE; 

Workers at the Baxter Facility 

Direct contact with soil 
Inhalation of fugitive dust 

Workers at the Roseburg Facility 

Direct contact with soil 
Inhalation of fugitive dust 

Children Liying in the area 

Direct contact with soil 
Angel valley 
Lincoln Park 

Direct contact with surface 
water and sediments 

Adults l/iving in the area 

Inhalation of fugitive dust 
Liberty street 
Union street 

POTENTIAL UPPER BOUND 
EXCESS CANCER RIS~ 

AVERAGE 
PlAUSIBLE 

I'iAXIMUM 

NON-CAHCINOGENICb 

HAZARD INDEX 
CDI:RfD RATIO 

AVERAGE 

<1 
<1 

<1 
<1 

<1 
<1 

<1 

<1 
<1 

PLAUSIBLE 
MAXIMUM 

>1 
<1 

<1 
<1 

<1 
>1 

<1 

<1 
<1 

-----,_._-----_. 
IIA lxlO·6 (one in one million) level is EPA's risk l~eduction target. 
~fD definition: RfD is reference dose toxicity level for non-carcinogens. 
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TABLE 6-3 

SUMlofARY OF FOR FUTURE-USE CONDITIONS 
AT THE BIPR SITE 

POPULATION 

FUTURE-USE 

Adults 

Direct contact with soil 
Baxter 
Roseburg 

Ingestion of groundwater 

Children 

Direct contact with soil 
Baxter 
Roseburg 

Ingestion of groundwater 

Inhalation of volatiles 
released from groundwater 

Direct contact with surface 
water and sediments 

POTENTIAL UPPER BOUND 
EXCESS CANCER RIS~ 

AVERAGE 

4x10·4 

6X10·4 

7x10·2 

4x10·2 

2X1O·6 

PLAUSIBLE 
MAXUruM 

1X10·' 
6X10·3 

5x10·' 

3xlO·' 

lX10· 4 

NON-CARCINOGENICb 

HAZARD INDEX 
COI:RfD RATIO 

-----------------
AVERAGE 

<1. 
<1 

>1 

>1 
<1 

>1 

<1 

<1 

PI.AUSIBLE 
MAXIMUM 

>1 
<1 

>1 

>1 
>1 

>1 

>1 

<1 
_._-------_ .... 

°A 1E-6 (one in one million) level is EPA's risk reduction target. 
~fD Definition: RfD is reference dose toxicity for non-carcinogens. 
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C~ou-d Soil 
Baxter Roseburg 
Property Excavation 

Arsenic x x 

Benzene 

Chrcmitn x 

Copper x 

Eth),l- x 
benzene 

Carcino- x x 
genic PANs 

Noncarcino- x x 
genic PAils 

PalOs!PCOFs x· x' 

Pentachloro- x 
phenol 

i etrzch l oro- x 
phenol 

Tolr.Jene x x· 

Xyl.enes x 

Zin: x x' 

• S\lb!sur18Ce so! l en! y 
• Surf&ee soil only 

i:W:ilOO .6-1 

Angel Lincoln 
Valley Park 

x 

x 

x 

x 

j 

TABLE 6-1 

CHE~ICAlS OF POTENTIAL CONCERM FOR THE BIPR SITE 

Groundllater Surface lIater Se~iment lli 
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Offafte streaa ImtIed_ IPllrk strel!lll 
Offsite 

x x x x x x 
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x x x x x 

x x x x x 
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x x x x 

x x x 

x x 

x x x 

x x x x 

x X 
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x x x x x 



arsenic, PAlls, and dioxins. The future risk to children for 
consumption of contaminated groundwater is 5 x 10·'. Total 
maximum risk to children from all. sources is 6 X 10·'. The 
corresponding malcimum non-carcinogenic risks from children in 
direct contact with Baxter soil exceeds a hazard index of 1. 
Adults in direct contact with Baxter soil have a maximum excess 
cancer risk of 6 x 10-2 due to arsenic, carcinogenic PARs, and 
dioxins. The future risk to adults for consumption of 
contaminated groundwater is 8 X 10·'. The total maximum risk to 
adults from all sources is 8.6 X 10.1 The corresponding maximum 
non-carcinogenic risk exceeds a hazard index of 1. 

6.2 ENVIRONHENTllL RISKS 

Wildlife habitat in the study area includes Beaughton Creek, its 
tributaries, and woodland and pasture areas immediately adjacent 
to these surface waters. Wildlife use of the site is expected to 
be limited because of industrial and residential development. No 
State or Federal threatened or endangered species are known to 
reside on or in the vicinity of the site. No critical habitats 
are known to exist in the vicinity of the site. Man-made and 
natural wetlands occur within and adjacent to this site. 

6.2.1 AQUATIC LIFE 

The State of California has developed applied action levels 
(AALS) for arsenic, chromium, copper, and zinc for the protection 
of aquatic life. EPA has developed ambient water quality 
criteria (AWQC) for the protection of aquatic life for these four 
metals and for pentachlorophenol. In addition, EPA has 
identified the lowest-observable-effect level (LOEL) for 
acenaphthene and fluoranthene for which insuffici.ent data are 
available to derive AWQC. (AALs, AWQC, and LOELs are refer.red to 
collectively as aquatic life toxicity values.) Table 6-4 
presents a comparison of the surface water contaminant 
concentrations detected during the RI with the AWQC and AALs. 

The data presented in Table 6-4 show that surface ~later at the 
site has the potential to affect aquatic life and may continue to 
affect aquatic life in Beaughton Creek if the site is not cleaned 
up. Arsenic at 558 ppb and zinc at 6,940 ppb exceed their 
respective AALs of 74 ppb and 26 ppb, respectively. These 
contaminants exceed aquatic life toxicity values greatest in the 
area nearest the Baxter property, but the contaminants also 
exceed their AALs at areas closer to the main channel of 
Beaughton Creek. Potential impacts associated ",1th these other 
chemicals are expected to be greatest next to the Baxter 
property, given the greater number and concentrations of 
chemicals present in this area. 
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contaminant 

Arsenic 
Chromium 
Copper 
Zinc 

TABLE 6-4 

COMPARISON OF SITE STJRFACE WATER LEVELS 
WITH FEDERAL AWQC AND STATE AALs 

(ppb) 

Beaughton site 
Creek Drainage 

Levels r..evels AWQC 

<5 558 0.0022 
<5 19 11-
<5 41 12. 
65 6,940 110. 

Pentachlorophenol 0 0 13. 
PAHs 0 119 0.0028 

Abreviations: AWQC = Ambient Wat:er Quality Criteria 
AALs == Applied Action Levels (California) 
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6.2.2 TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE 

Terrestrial wildlife may be exposed to chemicals of potential 
concern in surface water and sediment by several pathways: (1) 
ingestion of food that has accumulated chemicals from surface 
water or sediment; (2) ingestion of surface water; (3) ingestion 
of sediment while foraging or grooming; and, (4) dermal 
absorption. HO~lever, evaluations of receptor-specific exposures 
via some of these pathways are limited by the lack of appropriate 
exposure assessment information. Therefore, the evaluation of 
potential wildlife exposures and impacts at the Baxter site is 
limited to an evaluation of potential impacts associated with 
ingestion of surface water and contaminated food. Potential 
exposures via either of these pathways are not expected to occur 
on the Baxter property or immediately adjacent areas because 
these areas provide little habitat for wildlife. Potential 
exposures are more likely to occur in off-site areas where. 
habitat has been less disturbed. As a result, it is considered 
unlikely that wildlife would be exposed to chemicals in the most 
contaminated areas (i.e., immediately adj.cent to the site) and 
that exposures are more likely to occur in the less-contaminated 
areas. 

Potential impacts from ingestion of surface water in the less 
contaminated areas are not expected to be significant. Use of 
Beaughton Creek and its tributaries as a drinking water source by 
big game, other terrestrial wildlife, and cattle adjacent to the 
site is expected to be limited. The creek is unlikely to be used 
as a drinking water source by the small mammals of the area 
(i.e., rabbit, ground squirrel) because these animals generally 
obtain much of their daily water from dietary sources; the 
possible occasional use of these surface waters for drinking 
water is not expected to result in significant exposure in these 
species. 

Many birds also obtain much of their daily water via the diet; 
therefore, birds also would be expected to have limited drinking 
water exposure to chemicals detected in surface water at the 
site. For those bird species that do supplement dietary water 
with surface water, some exposures could occur. However, none of 
the chemicals of potential concern detected in surface water in 
the less contaminated areas are expected to be acutely or 
chronically toxic at the low level of exposure potentially 
experienced by these species. Therefore, wildlife impacts 
associated with ingestion of surface water from Beaughton Creek 
are not expected to be significant. 

Wildlife may be exposed to chemi.cals of potential concern in 
surface water and sediment that have accumulated in food. 
However, with exception of PAHs, none of the chemicals present in 
surface water and/or sediment are expected to accumUlate to a 
significant degree in the aquatic food chain. PARs can exhibit 
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bioconcentration factors than can exceed a factor of 1,000, when 
comparing ambient concentrations with animal tissue 
concentrations. Exposure to wildli.fe feeding near Beaughton 
Creek is expected to be insignificant given the low 
concentrations (about 0.5 ppm in sediment) and infrequent 
occurrence of PAHs in the creek in areas downstream of the Baxter 
property (i.e., benzo(a)pyrene was the only PAM detected in 
samples collected downstream of the Baxter property) . 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this 
site, if not addressed by implementing the response actions 
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and sUbstantial 
endanqerment to public health, welfare, or the environment. The 
current risk afforded by site chemicals that have been and 
continue to be released into the environment represents a total 
risk of 1.4 x 10.4 to current workers. Total future site risk to 
children is 6 X 10.1 , while the total future risk to adults is 
8.6 X 10.1 • EPA's acceptable risk range .'.3 1 X 10-4 to 1 X 10-6 • 

The risk to terrestrial wildlife appears to be low. Aquatic life 
continues to be threatened by releases from the site. 
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7.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The following discussion presents a brief description of soil, 
surface water, sediment, and groundwater remedial alternatives 
that have survived the preliminary screening and have been 
carried through a detailed analysis in the Baxter/IP/Roseburg 
Feasibility Study (FS) report. To facilitate the analysis of 
alternatives, the alternatives were categorized into six groups 
based on media affected and contaminant type. These groups are 
as follows: 

o Soils contaminated with inorganics 
o Soils contaminated with organics 
o Soils contaminated with inorganics and organics 
o Groundwater 
o Sediment.s 
o Surface water 

Table 7-1 lists the alternatives subject to detailed analysis in 
the FS. 

7 • 1 SOIL REMEDIAL AL'rERNATlYES 

Contaminated soils have been divided into SUb-unit areas based on 
contamination levels and the types of chemicals present in the 
soils. The SUb-unit soil areas include the wood treatment 
property soils, retort and drip pad area soils, No. 3 tank­
barmed area soils, wastewater vault area soils, spray field 
soils, subsurface creosote area soils, Roseburg excavation pond 
and french drain soils. Proposed soil cleanup will involve 
approximately 41,000 cubic yards of soil. 

7.1.1 SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH INORGANICS 

The SUb-units contaminated with inorganics only are the Baxter 
spray field soils, and wood treatment property soils. Total 
volume of inorganic soils is estimated at 18,750 cubic yards. 

Alternative 1 - No ActiQn 

Under this alternative, no remedial activity would be empl.oyed. 
Continued groundwater and surface water monitoring would be 
required. contaminants would be left at the site untreated and 
uncontrolled. No risk reduction woul.d result. 'rhe alternative 
would not comply with ARARs, water quality standards, or state 
discharge limitations. 

BAXRODF.7 7-1 



- No Action 

TABLE 7-1 

LIST OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN 
BAXTER SITE FEASIBILITY STUDY 

- Excavation and Off-site Disposal 
- Excavation, Fixation, and On-site Disposal 

capping 

Soils Contaminat~d with org~nics 

- No Action 
- Excavation and Off-site Disposal 
- Excavation and Off-site Incineration 
- Excavation, Biological Treatment, and On-Site Disposal 

Soils Contaminated with InQrganics ~ng Organics 

- No Aotion 
- Exoavation and Off-Site Disposal 
- Exoavation and Off-site Incineration 
- capping 

Excavation, Biological 'freatment, On-Site Fixation, and On­
site Disposal 

Groundwater 

- No Aotion 
- Groundwater Extraction, Biological and Chemical 'freatment 

and Discharge to Percoloation/Evaporation Ponds or 
Reinjeotion 
Groundwater Extraction, Physical and Chemical Treatment, and 

Discharge to Percololation/Evaporation Ponds or Reinjectlon 
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Surface Wat~ 

TABLE 7··1 

LIST OF ALTERNA'fIVF!S CONSIDERED IN 
BAXTER SITE PEASIBILITY STUDY (cont.) 

- No Action 
- Treatment and/or Isolation of Contaminated Surface Soils 
- Collection, Storage, and Treatment of contaminated Surface 

Water 

Sedimen.t 

- No Action 
- Excavation, Treatment, and Disposal 
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Alternative 2 - Excavation and Off-site Dis~osai 

The excavation and off-site disposal alternative would involve 
excavation of contaminated surface soil containing arsenic 
exceeding the 8 ppm clean-up standard1 (approximate 0 to 1 foot 
interval, but potentially deeper at localized areas on the site), 
placement of excavated soil in haul trucks, transport of soil to 
an off-site disposal facility, and disposal of soil in a 
contained land-disposal unit permitted to accept the waste. The 
haul truck loads would be covered with tarps and the exterior of 
the trucks decontaminated prior to leaving the site. Dust 
suppression measures ~10uld be employed to control dust emissions 
during excavation and hauling. At the facility, the soil would 
be placed in a lined and controlled unit meeting ReRA standards. 
Clean soil would be used to backfill the excavated area. 

Alternative 3-Excavation. Fixation. an9 on-Site pispos§l 

This alternative would involve excavation of soil contaminated 
with arsenic exceeding the 8 ppm clean-up )oal (approximate 0 to 
1 foot interval, but potentially deeper at localized areas of the 
site), mixing of the soil with a fixation agent (such as Portland 
Cement), and replacement of the fixed soil on the site. Fixed 
soil containing arsenic, chromium, copper, and/or zinc at 
concentrations exceeding the TTLC or STLC criteria will be placed 
into lined cells. The purpose of the treatment is to stabilize 
the contaminants and prevent mobilization. The stabilized soil. 
mass would eliminate fugitive dust emissions, prevent surface 
water erosion of contaminated soil, and reduce leachability of 
contaminants. EPA has performed treatability studies using site 
soils. Results of these studies indicate that fixation with a 
portland cement mixture would be effective in reducing metals 
leachability to clean-up standards (5 ppm for arsenic). Measures 
would be taken to protect the surface of the fixed soil mass from 
physical decomposition. Institutional controls would be put in 
place to ensure that future land use practices are compatible 
with the fixed soil mass. The risk posed by the site would be 

"reassessed at 5-year intervals to confirm that this remedy 
continues to protect public health and the environment. 

Alternative 4 - Capping 

The capping alternative would involve consolidating contaminated 
soils exceeding the 8 ppm arsenic clean-up standard in fringe 
areas and placing the soils on a central portion of the site. 
The surface of the capping area would be graded to the design 
contours of the cap. A multilayer cap would be designed to meet 

1 Inorganic contaminants are commingled. 'l'hrou9h removal of 
arsenic to 8 ppm, all lesser threat contaminants are expected to 
be removed and treated. 
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RCRA cap permeability standards and would direct surface water 
runoff around and away from it. If subsequent plans for the use 
of the capped area include wood treatment activities, the surface 
of the cap would need to be protected. Either an asphalt or 
concrete cover would need to be placed on the cap to maintain its 
structural integrity. As contaminants would be left in the 
ground untreated, long-term cap maintenance, institutional 
controls and site monitoring would be required for: this 
alternative to remain protective. 

7.1.2 SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH ORGANICS 

The sub-units contaminated with creosote organics are only the 
wastewater vault area soils, subsurface creosote area soils, and 
the Roseburg excavation pond and french drain area soils. 

Total volume of organic soils is estimated at 12,500 cubic yards. 

Alternative 1 - No~tJ.Qn 

This No Action alternative would be the same as that described in 
the No Action alternative for soils contaminated with inorganics. 

Alternative 2 - Excavation and Off-site Disposal 

This alternative would be the same as Excavation and Off-site 
Disposal for soils contaminated with inorganics. This 
alternative would involve excavation of soil containing creosote 
in the approximate 2- to 12-foot depth range (or to the top of 
the groundwater table) on the wood treatment property, and 0- to 
5-foot range on the Roseburg property, and transport of soil in 
haul trucks to an approved landfHI. Soil would be excavated to 
meet the 0.5 ppm standard for carcinogenic PAHs2. 

Alternative 3 - Exgg~qtion and Qff-sitg Inciner~tion 

This alternative would involve excavation of soil in the 
approximate 2- to 12-foot depth range (or to the top of the 
groundwater table) on the wood treatment property, and in the 
0- to 5-foot range on the Roseburg property, and transport of 
soil in haul trucks to an off-site incinerator. Soil would be 
excavated to meet the 0.5 ppm clean-up standard for carcinogenic 
PAHs. This portion of the alternative would be identical to the 
excavation and off-site disposal alternatives. At the 
incineration facility, the soils would be processed for thermal 
destruction, and the ash would be treated and disposed of as 
hazardous waste. 

2carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic PAns are commingled. The 
excavation of carc.inogenic FAHe to the proposed standclrd will also 
remove non-carcinogenic PAHs below 1 ppm. 
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~rnat1ve 4 - ExcavatiQn, BiQlogicaL.'l.'.r:eatment. and On-sit~ 
Di"lRosa l 

This alternative would involve the excavation of near surface 
soil in the approximate 2- to 12-foot depth range (or to the top 
of the groundwater table) on the wood treatment property, and in 
the 0- to 5-foot range on the Roseburg property. Soil would be 
excavated to meet the 0.5 ppm clean-up standard for carcinogenic 
PAHs. After excavation, soil would be placed in a controlled 
land-t.reatment unit consisting of a shallow excavation 
(approximately 10 feet deep), lined with clay and synthetic 
material, (i.e., the cell would be constructed to meet RCRA liner 
requirements). The synthetic liner would be designed to collect 
leachate and prevent contaminants from migrating from the 
treatment units into groundwater or surface water. The leachate 
collected would be either retUrned to the land treatment unit or 
treated in the groundwater treatment system. 

We estimate that eight I-acre lined treatment cells will be 
required for this action. Soil from contaminated areas will be 
excavated based on total allowable concen~rations of 
contaminants in soil. These total concentrations are 0.510 ppm 
for carcinogenic PAHs, 0.150 ppm for non-carcinogenic PAHs, and 
17 ppm for pentachlorophenol. Soil exceeding leachate limits of 
0.005 ppm for carcinogenic PARs, 0.150 ppm for non-carcinogenic 
PARs, and 1.7 ppm for pentachlorophenol will also be excavated. 
The excavated soil will be treated biologically to reduce the 
leachability of contaminants to the leachate concentration 
standards of 0.005 ppm for carcinogenic PAHs, 1 ppm for non­
carcinogenic PARs, and 1.7 ppm for pentachlorophenol. The cells 
will be designed and constructed to prevent release of leachate. 

Soil would be treated using natural microbial populations, the 
effectiveness of which would be enhanced through the mixing of 
nutrients and fertilizers into the soil. Biological treatment 
would continue in these cells until the leachate collected 
consistently shows PAR concentrations below 5 ppb for total 
carcinogens and 1 ppm for total noncarcinogens. 

The soil would be regularly tilled to mix the fertilhers, and to 
aerate and expose the soil to sunlight. The soil would be 
irrigated regularly to maintain a proper moisture level. The 
soil would be sampled at specific intervals to monitor the rate 
of biological degradation and to verify the achievement of the 
action levels for contaminants, primarily for PARs. Once the 
action level is achieved and the soil considered treated, another 
layer of soil would be placed over the treated soil in the 
treatment unit. The next layer would be treated as described 
above. When the soil layers reach near the level of the top of 
the unit land surface (approximately 8 feet ot treated soil), the 
unit will be closed. Closure will be accomplished by placing an 
elevated "soft" cover of clean soil matel"ial over the treated 
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elevated "soft" cover of clean soil material over the treated 
soil. A vegetative cover will be established over the cover 
soils. Leachate collection monitoring and institutional controls 
will be necessary after remedy to completion to assure that the 
residuals are not disturbed or removed. At completion of th(~ 
remedy, the approximately 12,500 cubic yards of treated soils 
would be expected to contain low levels of PARs. 

The PRPs have conducted treatability studies using site soils. 
Results of these studies show bioremediation to be an effective 
alternative for reducing the creosote levels in soils to meet the 
leachability standard. Institutional controls will be necessary 
to ensure that the long-term soil storage units are maintained 
and are not disturbed until residual concentrations of creosote 
compounds are less than 0.5 ppm for total carcinogenic PMis. 

7.1.3 SOILS CON'l'AMINATED WITH ORGANICS AND INORGANICS 

The site areas containing soils contaminated with both organics 
and inorganics are the retort and drip pal. areas and the No. 3 
tank-bermed area. Total volume of combined organic and inorganic 
soils is approximately at 9,380 cubic yards. 

Alternative 1 - No Action 

This No Action alternative would be the same as that described in 
the No Action alternative for soils contaminated with inorgani.cs. 

Alternative 2 - Excayation and Off-site pispgsal 

This alternative would be the same as Excavation and Off-site 
Disposal for soils contaminated with inorganics. Excavation and 
treatment standards would be the same as for the inorganics and 
organics in soils previously discussed. Excavation would occur 
from ground surface to a depth of 12 feet. or to the point where 
groundwater prevents further excavation. Implementation of the 
alternative would require demolition, relocation, and/or 
replacement of the retort building, storage tanks, 500,000 gallon 
tank, and associated structures and utilities. 

Alternative 3 - Excavation and Off-sit.e Incinerat..1J?.n 

This alternative would be the same as Excavation and Off-Site 
Incineration for organic contaminated soils. 

Alternatiye i-~~~ 

This alternative \r/ould be the same as Capping for solIs 
contaminated with inorganics. 
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Alternatiye 5 - EXQavati2n. Biologic~~~qt~ll~QD-S~ 
Fixation, and on-site Disposal 

This alternative would involve the excavation of contaminated 
soils above clean-up standards (8 ppm for arsenic, 17 ppm for 
pentachlorophenol 0.001 ppm for dioxins, and 0.5 ppm for 
carcinogenic PMISi ), coupled with soil biological treatment to 
reduce or destroy organic contaminants (as described in the 
organics section). Excavation would involve the approximate 0 to 
12 foot interval of contaminated soils (or to the point where 
groundwater prevents further excavation) and placement of the 
soils in lined-treatment cells for microbial destruction of 
organics. The biologically treated soil would be fixed with a 
stabilization agent (e.g., cement) to control mobility of the 
inorganics and residual organics (as described in the inorganics 
section). Leachability standards for the stabilized soil would 
be 5 ppm for arsenic, 0.005 ppb for carcinogenic PAHs, and 1.7 
ppm for pentachlorophenol. The treated and fixed soil would then 
be placed back into lined cells meeting RCRA requirements and 
handled in a manner protective of human health and the 
environment. Treatment to reduce organic levels would be 
required because pilot studies indicate that the organics cannot 
be immobilized in the fixed mass. 

7.2 GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL ALTERNATIYES 

The shallow aquifer beneath the site is contaminated with arsenic 
and creosote compounds. This shallow aquifer exists from near 
ground surface (2 feet to 8 feet) to approximately 40 feet in 
depth at its deepest point. Arsenic and creosote contami.nated 
groundwater extends from below the wood treatment area towards 
the northwest approximately 1,000 feet in the direction of Angel 
Valley subdivision. Approximately 6 acres are affected below the 
Baxter wood treatment property and 15 acres below Roseburg's 
property. A separate body of creosote product also exists below 
the wood treatment property. The areas of groundwater most 
seriously affected at the site include areas beneath the wood 
treatment property, the Roseburg excavation pond, and its french 
drain collection system. 

Although the shallow aquifer below the site is not currently used 
as a drinking water source, it is a Class I aquifer of high 
quality and is a potential source that requires minimal treatment 
for drinking water purposes. The community presently obtains its 
water supply from wells drilled into deeper aquif.ers and from 
springs located upgradient of the site. The shallow aquifer is 
used locally for yard irrigation purposes. 

3The principal threat contaminants are commingled. Through 
removal of the principal threat contaminants to these levels, all 
low level threat contaminants are expected to be removed. 
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Alte..lJlatiye 5 m. ~cavatiQn. ~101.Q9.iru....Tr!;trt~nt...A...-QD-sH:e 
Eixation~ On-site DisPQsa~ 

This alternative would involve the excavation of contaminated 
soils above clean-up standards (8 ppm for arsenic, 17 ppm for 
pentachlorophenol 0.001 ppm for dioxins, and 0.5 ppm for 
carcinogenic PMls

j
), coupled with soil biological treatment to 

reduce or destroy organic contaminants (as described in the 
organics section). Excavation would involve the approximate 0 to 
12 foot interval of contaminated soils (or to the point where 
groundwater prevents further excavation) and placement of the 
soils in lined-treatment cells for microbial destruction of 
organics. The biologically treated soil would be fixed with a 
stabilization agent (e.g., cement) to control mobi.lity of the 
inorganics and residual orqanics (as described in the inorganics 
section). Leachability standards for the stabilized soil would 
be 5 ppm for arsenic, 0.005 ppb for carcinogenic PARs, and 1.7 
ppm for pentachlorophenol. The treated and fixed soil would then 
be placed back into lined cells meeting RCRA requirements and 
handled in a manner protective of human health and the 
environment. Treatment to reduce organic levels would be 
required because pilot studies indicate that the organics cannot 
be immobilized in the fixed mass. 

7.2 GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 

The shallow aquifer beneath the site is contaminated with arsenic 
and creosote compounds. 'fhis shallow aquifer exists from near 
ground surface (2 feet to 8 feet) to approximately 40 feet in 
depth at its deepest point. Arsenic and creosote contaminated 
groundwater extends from below the wood treatment area towards 
the northwest approximately 1,000 feet in the direction of Angel 
Valley subdivision. Approximately 6 acres are affected below the 
Baxter wood treatment property and 15 acres below Roseburg's 
property. A separate body of creosote product also exists below 
the wood treatment property. The areas of groundwater most 
seriously affected at the site include areas beneath the wood 
treatment property, the Roseburg e>ccavation pond, and it.s french 
drain collection system. 

Although the shallow aquifer below the site is not currently used 
as a drinking water source, it is a Class I aquifer of high 
quality and is a potential source that requires mi.nimal treatment 
for drinking water purposes. The community presently obtains lts 
water supply from wells drilled into deeper aquifers and from 
springs located upgradient of the site. The shallow aquifer is 
used locally for yard irrigation purposes. 

3The principal threat contaminants are commingled. Through 
removal of the principal threat contaminants to these levels, all 
low level threat contaminants are expected to be removed. 
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Alternatlve 1 - No Action 

This alternative 'Would allow wood treatment (;:hemicals to remain 
in groundwater with the potential for off-site movement to wells 
in the Angel Valley area. No risk reduction would result. The 
alternative would not comply with ARARs or state discharge 
limitations. The No Action alternative would not preclude 10ng­
term groundwater monitoring. Risks posed by the site would be 
reexamined at 5-year intel~als. 

Alternative 2 - Groundwater ~xtraction, Biological and Chemical 
Treatment, ~g Disqbarge 

This alternative would involve pumping the contaminated 
groundwater using extraction wells and biologically treating the 
water with naturally occurring microorganisms to remove organics 
contaminants. Treatment would occur until carcinogenic PAH 
concentrations were reduced to 5 ppb and pentachlorophenol to 2.2 
ppb. All principal and low level threat ( >ntaminants will be 
treated to their respective standards by this remedy. Final 
reduction to clean-up standards will require the use of an 
activated carbon or uv/ozonation destruction polishing step. 

Inorganics would be removed from the extracted groundwater using 
a chemical precipitation process. The addition of lime to the 
extracted groundwater will cause metals to form a precipitate 
which is filtered from the waste stream. A sludge is formed 
which is dewatered in a filter press. Polishing of the lime 
treated effluent using either activated alumina or ion exchange 
techniques may be necessary to meet clean-up standards. '1'he 
required treatment standard for arsenic is 5 ppb and for zinc is 
90 ppb. All principal and low level threat inorganic 
contaminants will be treated to their respective standards by 
this remedy. 

EPA expects that up to 150,000 gallons of contaminated water may 
need to be treated and discharged each day. water would continue 
to be extracted from the contaminated aquifer until in situ 
concentrations meet the clean-up standards. This is expected to 
take at least 30 years to occur. The initial proposed area of 
groundwater contamination containment will be the boundaries of 
the wood treatment property during remediation. The point of 
compliance at the end of the remedial action will be throughout. 
the aquifer below and adjacent to the site, where clean-up 
standards addressed in this ROD will be attained. 

The biological treatment process will produce a sludge waste 
comprised of bodies of dead microorganisms, suspended solids that 
have settled in the tanks, and a minor amount of metals that have 
precipitated or adsorbed to the bodies of microorganisms. 'fhe 
metals treatment process will produce a sludge containing 
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residual metals that will need to be handled as a hazardous 
waste. If activated carbon is used, the spent activated carbon 
will need to be handled as a hazardous waste. The activated 
alumina and ion exchange processes will also produce a 
concentrated waste that will require special handling and 
disposal. 

International Paper, Roseburg and Baxter have installed a full­
scale water treatment unit at the site which will be used for the 
final remedy. Pilot tests and lnitial treatment results for this 
facility indicate that it is capable of meeting the identified 
standards. 

Discharge of up to 150,000 gallons per day of treated groundwater 
is an implementation requirement. Discharge water would be 
initially treated to health-based standards listed in Tables 4-1 
and 4-2. The proposed point of compliance will be the effluent 
as it leaves the treatment plant. Several disposal alternatives 
for treated groundwater may be used to release this volume of 
water, including the following: 

o Disposal to groundwater. Treated water could be 
discharged by injection wells back to the aquifer. 
Water treated to health-based standards can be injected 
into contaminated areas to speed removal of 
contamination from the aquifer. 

o Disposal to subsurface drains or trenches. water 
treated to health-based standards could be discharged 
to a grid system of pipes below the surface. These 
pipes would contain holes to allow controlled 
distribution of the treated water into the gr.ound above 
the aquifer. Again, this could speed removal of 
contamination from the aquifer. 

o Industrial process use. Water treated to health-based 
standards could be used for industrial operations at 
the site such as sprinkler system wate~, wood treatment 
make-up water, and boiler water. 

o Percolation/Evaporation Ponds. Water treated to 
health-based standards could be distributed into the 
ground above the aquifer with percolation ponds. 

The groundwater pump and treatment alternative can be implemented 
to address all Federal ARARs for the action. Institutional 
controls to prevent access to the contaminated aquifer. will be 
necessary while the action is being implemented. 
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Alternative 3 - Ji);'Quodwater l:;~traction. Physic<\l_~lliL...QllW.cal 
Treatment. and Dischar~e 

This alternative would involve all of the process steps included 
in Alternative 2 of this section except that biological treatment 
for organics would be replaced with either activated carbon 
adsorption or UV-oxidation treatment. All other aspects 
including clean-up goals, time frame for completion, and 
residuals management would remain the same. 

7.3 SURFACE WA~~B-APTERNATIYE~ 

Prior to construction of surface water drainage berms and 
ditches, water from the retort, drip pad, and tank berm areas 
flowed to the northwest into the site discharge drainage. Runoff 
of this area is presently being collected for storage in above 
ground tanks and subsequent use as process water in the wood 
treatment process. Runoff from the remaining portion of the wood 
treatment property is uncontrolled, flowing either to the north 
out the main gates or to the west along th~ railroad tracks. 
Because surface soils in these areas are significantly 
contaminated with arsenic and other chemicals, these actions do 
not prevent precipitation from coming in contact with the soils, 
'thus creating contaminated surface water on the property and 
which either runs off or infiltrates into the shallow aquifer. 

Alternative 1 - No Action 

The No Action alternative would not prevent precipitation from 
coming in contact with contaminated soils. The action could 
involve monitoring the surface water runoff to measure 
contamination levels. No action would likely result in violation 
of current NCRWQCB orders. 

Alternative 2 - Treatment and/or Isol<\tion of Cont<\minateq 
ID!r.f...ace So il s 

Remedial alternatives presented in Section 7.1 for contaminated 
soils would effectively remove, treat, and/or isolate 
contaminated soils. These actions would prevent or greatly 
reduce contact between precipitation/surface water and 
contaminated soil, thereby preventing or minimizing future 
surface water contamination. 

Alternative 3 - CQllectiQO. StQrage. and Treatment of 
CQntaminated Surf<\Qe Watm~ 

contaminated surface water would be collected and temporarily 
stored for process water use or treatment and disposal in the 
same manner as contaminated groundwater. This would require 
installation of surface water control benna and ditches and 
collection of water in sumps. Water would be. pumped i.nto storage 
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vessels for use as process water or for treatment and discharge. 
Significant storage capacity in excess of 1,000,000 gallons of 
water would be required to contain anticipated rainfall for the 
most contaminated areas of the site. Clean-up standards for the 
alternative would be 5 ppb for arsenic and 0.5 ppb for 
carcinogenic PAHs for water released fronl the site. 

This alternative would represent a temporary remedy for the site. 
A continued threat for offsite release would remain as long as 
contaminated soHs remained in place. Only through removal. or 
treatment of soils and proper precipitation management on the 
treated lumber storage areas could a permanent remedy for the 
surface water problem be achieved. 

7.4 SEDIMENT ALTERNA~~ 

The potential remedial alternatives for contaminated sediments, 
sediments in Beaughton Creek near NPDES U and si.te drainage 
sediments, are limited to (1) no action and (2) excavation by 
dredging followed by treatment and disposal actions. 

Alternative...l - No Action 

This alternative would allow the contaminated sediments to remain 
in place. contaminated sediments would continue to be moved 
downstream by the flushing actions of seasonal runoff for natural 
degradation of organics and ultimate deposition of inorganics in 
the bottom sediments of Lake Shastina. 

Alternative 2 - Excavation, Treatment and Disposal 

This alternative would involve excavation of contaminated 
sediment. Excavated sediments could be incorporated into 
treatment options being considered for surface soils. Soil with 
less than 500 ppm of arsenic is not classified as a hazardous 
waste so it could be transported for disposal at a municipal 
landfill. Any sediment removal action would be coordi.nated with 
the California Department of Fish and Game. 

BAXRODF.7 7=12 



8.0 SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

An evaluation and comparison of the alternatives are presented in 
this section. The comparison is based on the nine key criteria 
required under the National Contingency Plan and CERCJ..A 
section 121 for use in evaluation of remedial alternatives by 
EPA. The nine criteria are as follows: 

o Overall protection of human health and the environment. 
o compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 

Requirements (See Tables 8-1 and 8-2 for ARARs 
evaluated) . 

o Long-term effectiveness and pennanence. 
o Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume. 
o Short-term effectiveness. 
o Implementability. 
o Cost. 
o state acceptance. 
o Community acceptance. 

8.1 ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON FOR SQILS 

Table 8-3 presents a comparison of alternatives for soils 
contaminated with inorganics only, Table 8-4 for soils 
contaminated primarily with organics, and Table 8-5 for soils 
contaminated with inorganics and organics. 

8.2 ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON FOR GROUNpWATER 

See Table 8-6 for comparison of alternatives for groundwater 
treatment remedies. 

8.3 ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON FOR SURFACE WATER 

See Table 8-7 for comparison of alternatives for surface water 
control and treatment remedies. 

8.4 ALTERNA't'IVE COMPARISON FOR SEDIMEN';C§ 

Two stream segments at the site may warrant remedial action due 
to the presence of wood treatment chemicals as determined during 
the remedial investigation. These segments include a I50-foot 
stretch of the drainage adjacent to the Roseburg power plant and 
a 100-foot stretch of Beaughton Creek downgradient of the 
Roseburg NPDES Number 1 discharge point. 

A remedy for sediments within Beaughton Creek is not recommended 
until additional aquatic biota studies can be performed on the 
Creek. These additional data are important for evaluating the 
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I 
e..) 

Stendard, RI!qUirement, 
Criteria, 01· limitation 

Smfe Drinkina Vater Act 

Underground Injection Control 
Regulations 

Sol id Haste DillpClMl Act 
(Resource Conservation ana 
I<ecovery Act) 

Identification and listing of 
Ilazardous IIoste 

Releases frca Sol id waste 
Management Uni ts 

Standards I.pj:)l icable to 
Generators of Hazardous waste 

Stl!lnd!lr-c:!s for Owners snd 
eperatcrs of HazarGcus Waste 
Tjee~t# Sto~ager end 
Oispos&t Feel! ities 

S~a:l.S- 1/p-1 

Citation 

40 U.S.C. §300 

40 C.F.R. 
Parts 144- -1 .. 7 

42 U.S.C. 
§§3251-3259, 
6901-6987 

40 C.F.R. 
Part 264.1 

40 C.F.!!_ 
Part 264 
Slbpert F 

40 C.F.R. 
Part 262 

40 C.F.R. 
Part 264 

TASLE 8-1 
FEDERAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS 

BAXTER/IP/ROSEBURG SITE 

Description 

Provides for protection of underground 
sources of drinking water. 

Defines those sol id westes which are subject 
to regulation as hazardous _tea tl'lder 
40 C.F.R. Parts 261-265 and Perts 124, 270, 
271, and SUbtitle C regulates treatment and 
disposal of hazardous waste. 

Establishes mcxiauD contaminant 
concentrations that can be released frGII 
hazardous waste units in Part 264, SUbpart F. 

Establishes standards for generators of 
hazsrdcus waste. 

Est®t fshes miniau: IlIItional standards which 
define the ~eptable ~t of hazardous 
waste for owners and operators of facilities 
tlhich treat, store, or dispose of haUlrdous 
WllSte. 

Comaent 

A penalt is not required for on-site CERCLA responae 
actions, but substantive requirements would apply for 
reinjection into groundwater of treated water. 

Thi stew has been BlIIIeOded by the Resource Censervat i on 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the Hazardous and Soi l 
Waste Alnencbents (HSWA). 

Under CERCLA, SWDA requiresents RIllY be relevant and 
appropriate under the circumstances of the release at 
the site. RCRA Subtitle C regulates any solid wastes 
conta'ining arsenic or pentachlorophenol which pose a 
threalt to public health or welfare or the envircnlllent. 
These are tenaed -hazardous substances," and disposal 
reguliitions require treatment to specific stl!lndlllrds for 
propel' disposal. 

The mxilllUll contaminant concentrations thst can be 
relem;ed froz hazardous waste units are identical to 
the Ml:Ls. 

Transportation and disposal of filter cake and spent 
carbon end IInY other hazardous wastes they my need 
off'siite disposal will cC!Rply with these requirements. 

The simtantive portions of these regulaticns will 00 
incOI1Xlreted into the remedies identified in this ROO. 
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Standard, R~irement, 
Criteria, or li.itation 

lend Disposal 

Cles! Air Act 

IIIIIzIII'dDus Rmteri.l. 
Tla!lfJOCtGtion Act 

Hazardous Materiats 
Transportation Regulations 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
~ 

Executive Ort!er on Protection 
of ~tl!!:EB 

e.uKOO.S·Up-2 

' . 
"" ..J 

TABLE 8-1 
fEDERAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUiREMENTS 

BAXTER/IP/ROSEBURG SITE (cont.) 

Citation 

RCRA 
Sections 3004(d) 
(3), (e}(3) 

40 C.F.R. Part 
268 

42 U.S.C. 
§§7401-642 

49 U.S.C. 
§§1!O1-1813 

49 C.F.R. 
Parts 107, 171-
177 

16 U.S.C. 
§§661-666 

Exec. Order 
No. 11,990 

40 C.F.R. 
§6.302(a) anci 
Appendix A 

Description 

Effective 11/8/88 disposal of ccntsaineted 
&oi l or debris trOlll CERCLA Re:ponse action or 
RCIlA corrective actions is ~ject to land 
disposal prohibitions erd!or treatDmt 
s tanderc!s. 

R~~lates air quality and particulate 
emissions during excavation. 

Regulates transportation of hazardous 
IIImterials. 

Requires consultation when Federal department 
or agency proposes or author! zes any 
modification of any stresa or other water 
body end adequate provisions for protectic­
of fish end wildlife resources. 

Requires Federal agencies to avoid to the 
extent possible, the actverse illlpGCts 
assoc:iated with the destruction or toss of 
~tlsnds and to avoid sUJlPOrt of new 
constructicn in wetlands if II practical 
alternative exists. 

COIIBlI!nt 

Established a timetable for restriction of burial of 
wastes and other hazardous materials. App!icable for 
alterTNltive involvir,g off- or en·site disposal of 
conta.inated &oils. 

The substantive requirements will be aet for Air 
Pollution Control District rules for excavation 
alternatives. 

Regulations required tor transportation of hazardous 
msterilils to the site and wastes fraa the site. 

If en Illtemative developed would involve any 
=cdifications of nearby streams. 

If an flltemative developed woutd involve any 
~ifiC:llticn or loss of Ii'ettMds. 
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Standard, It~irement, 
Criteria, or Li.itation 

cal ifomia AII' Resources Act 

Cal ifomi. Safe Drini:ing VIIter 
Act 

Porte. Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act 

eat !fomis Hazardous Waste 
Contro, U!!1a 

S~""OOf .S·2/p·1 

TABLE 8·2 
CALIFORNIA ~PPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS 

SAXTER/IP/ROSEBURG SITE 

Citation 

Health & Sefety 
Code, Div. 26 
Sec. 39000 
!l !5l9. 

17 CCR, Part 
III, Chapter 1, 
Sec. 60000 
!l !!S. 

Heal th , Safety 
Code, Div. 5, 
Pert " 
Chapter 7, 
SEC. 4010 !l 
89· 

22 CtR, Div. 4, 
Chapter 15, Sec. 
64401 £~. 

Water Code, 
Div. 7, 
Sec. 13000 !l 
ml· 

Health II. Safety 
Cede, Oiv. 20, 
Chapter 6.5, 
Sec. 25100 !l 
~. 

Description 

Regulates both nonvehicular end vehicular 
sources of air contMinents In Cal itornia. 

Regulations ;oveming public water systeas. 
Drinking Weter Qual ity Stlll'ldards • llaxi_ 
cont!llllinent Levels (NCLs), Secondary Maxi .. 
Contaminant Levels (SMCLs). 

Establishes authorities of the State enc: 
Regional Water boards to protect water 
q.l8L ity ~~lating waste disposel and by 
requirin& cleanup "of fiazardous conditions. 

Regulations governing hllzar-dous wMte 
control; III!InIIgI!IIIet and control of hazardous 
waste facilities; transportatien; 
laboratories; classification of extremely 
hazardous, hazardous, end nomazerdous IIlISte. 

COIIIIIent 

The local Air Pollution Control District sets 
allOllleble di:chllree ct=nd:lrd;. Emission. fro;a 
hea~y equipr.ent and excavation dusts witl need 
to cIOIIIply vith APCD standards. 

CA regulatory lIlIeney is the Air Resources 
Boerd. LocaL regulatory agencies are the Air 
Pollilition Control Districts. 

The State MeL of 1 ppb for benzene NaS 

selected sa • groundwater stEnderd for this 
site. 

CA R~letory Agency: Department of Health 
Services, Sanitary Engineering. 

The Basin Plan was used to establish surface 
watelr discharge l ililitatims end sediment 
cle81"up standards. 

Thesl~ regul::ltlons were used to esteb! ish 
hllzlIlI'dcus waste cleoo-up levels, facH ity 
cL~Jre requirements, and requirements for 
siting and construction of s waste disposal 
faci! ity. 

CJ\ R.egulatory A~: Department of Heal th 
Services. 
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Stendard, R!.~irenent, 
Criteria, or limitation 

Catifornla Voxic Pits Cleanup 
Act (TPCA) 

State Action Levels 

Criteria fOI· Identification of 
Hazardous III1d Extremely 
Hazaodous Wisstes-Threshold 
Liatt Concentrations 
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TABLE 8-2 

) 

CALIFORNIA APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS 
BAXTER/IP/ROSEBURG SITE (cont.) 

Citation 

Health&. Safety 
Code, Sec. 25250 
!!!~. 

DMS Criteria 

22 CCR, Div. 4, 
Chapter 30, 
Art_ 11, 
Sec. 66693 !!! 
gg. 

Description 

Regulates the closure of surface i~ts 
containin; hazardous waste. 

Criteria setting chemical specific 
concentration levels. Numerical limits 
designed to protect human health from 
chemical constituents in drinking water. 
llecOllllll!l'lded acceptable I i.its. 

Action levels are drinking water exposure 
criteria implemented throughout the state. 
They are developed by DHS Sanitary 
Engineering Branch to supplement Safe 
Drinking WISter Act standards. 

Promulgated criteria to detel'1lline if a 
_terial is hazardous. Includes Sollble 
Threshold limit Concentrations (STlCs) and 
Total Threr~old limit Concentration (TTlCs). 

CClli!l'Jent 

Several units Identified by the 1IC1NX8 are 
present at the site. Several TPCA units 
present at site_ 

The Appl led Action Level of 2.2 ppb 101M used 
to identify the clean-up standard for 
penta,chlorophenol. 

CA Regulatory Agency: Department of Health 
Services, Sani tary Engineering Branch_ 

TTlC I~ STlC criteria were used to identify 
soi 1 Iclean-up standards_ 

CA R~gulatory Agency: Department of Health 
Services. 

/ 
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Table 8-3 Summary Compa~ison of Alternatives: 
Surface Soils Contaminated with lnorganics Only 

Excavation and Offsite Disposal Excavation, Fixation and On-site 
Disposal 

1. Overall Protection of H~ Health and the Environnent 

No Action would not eddreas 
rEm!dial action objectives. 
Continued releases of 
cont_ir.ants would occur in 
exceedence of health standards. 
It -..Ld not be protective of 
public health or the environRent. 

Z. CCl!@{lence j:!ith ARARa 

The 110 Action Alternative would 
not comply with Federal or State 
heillth protection standards. 

3, Reduction in Toxicity, MobH itv. 01" VolUlle 

110 Action .-.td not achieve arry 
rec!uctioo in TMV. 

4. Short-term Effectiveness 

liot !!p?ticeele. Tile at ternati~ 
does not i I'IVOI ire lin act i M. 

This alternative would be 
protective through placellent of 
contarainated soi Ls at at 
controlled facility. Protec­
tiveness would be dependent on 
the integrity of the facility 
receiving the wastes. 

Excavation and off-site disposal 
could be i~lemented to edc:lress 
ARARs. Treatment to reduce 
arsenic leachabil ity 1liiY be 
required at disposel facility. 

Excavation Dnd reSlOVal would 
reduce IIlDbIl ity at the site. 
long-tena .ability reduction 
would depend on stability s."ld 
treatment at disposal facility. 
110 reduction in toxicity or 
voiUlle would be achieved. 

Excavation could be perlon:ed to 
be protective of workers and the 
cOIIBU'lity. Worker protectiCltl and 
runoff contrel would be 
necessary. TrarlSpOrt&ticn 
eceidents durfflSl a.hipment would 
be II coneem. 

Fixation of contaMinated loils 
would be protective thrCXIlgh 
reduction of lIIIObil ity. llireet 
contact and inhalation risk would 
be reduced, surface water end 
IIrotrd-lIDter would be prClltected. 

On-site fixation and disposal 
could be iaplel!lented to eddreas 
ARARs. Initial fixation teat~ 
indicete that Leachability of 
arsenic can be reduced to <5 
IIII9Il. II cap over fixed sci 13 
could be constructed to llll!et RCM 
ARARs. 

Fixation would reduce 
leachGbilityand mobility' at 
site. No reduction in tClxieity 
but exposure potential !«lUld be 
reduced. \ ,1JIIIIe of eontelllin&tec:l 
r:e::lia wa:ld increcse. 

Excavation and fixation could be 
perfol'lll2Cl to be pretecth'e of 
worKer: and cosmunity. Greater 
chance for worker and eoollUli ty 
exposure cIJe te increasecil 
=eterial handlinG could exist. 

Capping 

C!lA)ing would fecU:E! direct 
contact and surface water runoff 
risk. Some reduction in 
groundwater AObility would be 
achieved but the ectlon would not 
be totally protective ef 
grcundwllter • 

A cap could be constructed to 
address ARAR standards. A cap 
eould meet surface water 
protection ARARa. A eap my not 
allow compliance with groundwater 
AMRs (MeLa). 

Capping would reduce surface 
water runoff potentiel and air 
dispersion. Some reduction in 
groundwater mobility possible. 
No reduction in toxicity or 
volume would be achieved. 

Capping would pose least risk te 
workers and community during 
iRlpiementation. Minim! II!IlOUI'It 
of contaminant!! would be hr..:Hec:I. 
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110 Action 

5_ 19-teMl Ef'fectiveness and Pel"lll!lnel'lCe 

110 '.etion would offer no long­
tel'll effectiveness. Site risks 
would r_in indefinitely. 

6. I IIIDIementabH ity 

CD 
I 

-..J 

7. Co$; 

lIot Applicable. The alternative 
~I not involve an action. 

Capital: $0 

A.rn.IS I QUI: $ 9,800 

Remedy 0&14: $ o 

Present Worth: 5132,400 

8. Ca!m.nity Aece;>tance 

lIot acc:eptable. 

9. Stlilte Acceptance 

fliot acceptable. 

Table 8-3 summary Comparison of Alternatives 
Surface Soils Contaminated with inorganics Only (continued) 

Excavation and Offsite Disposal 

Excavation and off-aite disposal 
would remove long-tel"ll rh:k frOll 
site. OVerall risk would be 
dependent on the integrity of the 
facility receiving the waste. 

Construction and tr_portatlon 
aspects of excavation are easily 
iIllpLes;:ented. Capacity of 
disposaL facility to receive 
waste could affect 
ilipLementetion. RCRA land 
disposaL treatment standards 
could effect illplement&tion. 

Capital: $12,SW,400 

Remedy Am. 0&14: $ o 

Post Ann. o&M: $ o 

Present WOrth: $12,840,400 

Acceptable. 

The State ~{d prefer en 
a!terr~tive t~at dealt with 
eont~ination at the site. 

Excavation, Fixation and On-site 
Disposal 

Long-ten. effectiveness would be 
~t on integrity of fixed 
mass and ability of fixative to 
prevent leaching of arsenic. 
long-term test results are not 
aval lable for the technolcgy. 

Construction end fixation aspects 
lire easi ly illpleaented. _dequete 
space is eveible to treat end 
dispose of soil. Lend diaposal 
leachability standerds ~eer 
echievable. State land disposal 
issues require resolution. 

Capital: $4, 525 ,SOlO 

Rmedy Am. o&K: S o 

Post Am. o&!C: $ 16,500 

Present Worth: $4, 748,SOO 

Accepteble. 

Acceptable if action meets all 
substantive !!CRA requii'ement~. 

Capping 

long-term effectiveness for 
protection of surface water would 
be dependent on aeintenance of 
the cap. This lIISy not be II 

penmnent alternative if 
grOU'ldwater contllllli nat i on 
continues. 

Construction of the cap Is 
readily ill;lles=entebLe. 

Capital: 56,204,100 

Rem!!dy An 0&14: S o 

Post An. 0Il.M: $ 53,500 

Present Worth: $6,926,900 

Wot acceptable 

Mot IICceptable as final action. 
The State ~~eferg treataent. 

;; 
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Table 8-4 SUmmery Comparison of Alternatives: 
Near SUrface Soils Contaminated with Organics Only 

Excavation and Offsite Disposal ExcBvation, Bioremediati~\# and 
On-site Disposal 

1. Overa!l Protect i on of HtmIIm Heal th and the Emli rOl'lllent 

No I\ction would not address 
rl!!lllldial action objectives. 
Continued releases of 
con~lIIIIinsnts would occur in 
uceedence of heel th standards. 
It !«lUle! not be protective of 
public health or the environment. 

2_ Como! fence with AIIAlIs 

The No Action Alternative would 
net comply with Federal or State 
health protection standards. 

:0 3. RedJction in, Toxicitv. Mobility, or vollEole 
I 
:0 

110 Action would not achieve srry 
;eclJction in TIllY. 

4. Short-term Effectiveness 

Not eppliCBble. ihe alternative 
~; not involYe I!II'I sc:tion. 

This alternative would be 
protective through placement of 
cont8lllinated soi Is at at 
controlled facility. Protec­
tiveness would be dependent on 
the integrity of the facility 
receiving the wastes. 

Excavation and off-site disposal 
could be illillemented to address 
ARARs. Treatment to reduce 
leachabil i ty llley be requi red at 
disposal facH ity. 

Excavation and rElll'lCVal IoIOOld 
reduce mobility at the site. 
Long-term lIICbil ity reduction 
would depend on stabi l i ty and 
treatment at disposal facility. 
No reduction in toxicity or 
volume would be achieved. 

Excavation cou~d be perf~ to 
be protective of worker: and the 
~ity. Worker protection and 
I'\n)ff control would be 
necessary. Tr4ll'lSpOrtation 
accidents cktrin; sllipll!eflt would 
be II concern. 

BiorBlediation of contaminated 
soils would be protective through 
nearly complete destruction of 
PAHs. Direct contact and 
inhalation risk would be ,·educed. 
SUrface water end groundwater 
would be protected. 

Construction of land trell1tment 
cells and ill;lil!lllel'ltation e)f 
bioremediation could be pI!rformed 
to comply with ARARs. Stote end 
Federal closure requirements for 
the long-tllnR contail'Dent !IIit 
wi t 1 need to be addressed. 

81oremedilltion would 
significantly redut:e PAH l.evel:: 
In 80i Is. Si2l\ificant vol,UlIl:! and 
toxicity reduction would be 
achieved. Mobil ity of residuels 
would be ca,.rolled thrOUlIh cell 
liner and Leachate !IIOnitoring 
system. 

Excavation and b!oreeed!ation 
could be perfo!'llled to be 
protective of workers and 
community. A greater cnance 
exists fOl' II!Ol'itel' and CO!Il1Ulity 
exposure due to increased 
IIII!Itel'illL hanclt ing. 

E~cavation and Off-site 
Incineration 

Incineration would destroy PAHs 
el imil\llting risk lit site. 
Emissions controls at incinerator 
IIOUld be necessary to protect 
health at Incinerator site. 

incineraticn could be implemented 
to address all ARARs. 

Inc:ineraticn would destroy 99.99% 
of PAKs, Sisnificant reduction 
in toxicity, aobility, and vol~ 
would be achieved. long·tem 
containment of ash as II hazardous 
waste would not be necssary. 

Excavation could be perfon=ed to 
be protective. Emission control 
equipment wcc.:ld be nece!!sary mt 
incinerator site. Trensport6ticn 
accidents would be II concern. 
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110 Action 

5. lons-term Efifectiveness and Permanence 

No Action would offer no long­
ten. effectiveness. Site risu 
wculd r_ln indefinitely. 

6... IawlementabiUty 

I/ot Appl icable. The at tematlve 
does not Involve en action. 

~ L:.......£2!t 

Capitel: S 0 

R e!!lEldy 0&loi : $ 9,800 

Post o&M: $ 0 

Present Worth: $ 132,400 

8. Camu'lity I'cceptence 

!lot acceptable. 

9. St2Jte Acceptence 

I/ot 3Cceptsbl e. 

Table 8-4 Summary Comparison of Alternatives: 
Near Surface Soils Cont8lllinated with Organics Only (continued) 

Excavation and Offsite Disposal 

Excavation end off-site disposal 
would resaove long·tem rislc frOll 
site. OVerall rislc would be 
dependent on the integrity of the 
facility receiving the waste. 

Construction and transportation 
aspects of excavation are easily 
i~lell!f'lted. Cepeei ty of 
disposal faci I ity to receive 
I186te could affect 
I~lelllent.tlon. RCIIA lend 
disposal treatJaent standards 
could affect illplementation. 

Capital: $11,232,900 

RSiedy O&H: S 0 

Post o&M: $ 0 

Present Worth: S11,232,9OO 

Acceptable 

The State ~ld prefer an 
alternative th~t deait with the 
ccntS2inotion on site. 

Excavation, Bioremediation, and 
On-site Disposal 

long·tel"lll effectiveness would be 
dependent on integrity of 
contail1llll!nt cell to control 
residuals. lc;ng-tel'lll leachate 
lIOni toring would be requi red. 

Construction of bionnedistion 
treatment cells end the 
bioremedlation process are eMily 
implemented. Adequate space is 
avaible to treat and dispose of 
soil. lend disposal leachability 
standards appear achievable. 

Cepitel: $ 5,487,300 

Ri!!IIIedy o&M: $ 224,700 

Post 0&/11: S 13,600 

Present IJorth: $ 7,370,800 

Acceptable 

Altern8tive would be acceptable 
if all requirements are ~t. 

Excavation and Off-site 
Incineration 

incineration offers siSlllificant 
hmg-tel"lll effectiveness through 
destruction of cont .. inants with 
no need for long·tem resicb!ls 
management. 

Implementation of off-site 
Incineration would depend on 
incinerator facH i ty capsci ty to 
accept the VOtU2e of soil. Other 
aspects are implelllefltsble. 

Capital: $39,237,100 

Rer.edy o&M: S 0 

Post o&M: S 0 

Present IJorth: 539,237,100 

AcceptabLe 

Alternative would be acceptable 
if all requirements are ~t. 
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110 Action 

Table 8-5 Summary Comparison of Alternatives: 
Surface Soi la Contaaineted with lnorganics and Organics 

Excavation and Offslte Disposal E~cavation, Bioremediation. 
Fixation and On-aite 'Icposal 

Excavation andl Off-site 
Incineration and Disposal 

1. OVerall Protection of HlJII8I'I Health and the Envi ronnent 

No Act I on would not !lddress 
relledial action objectives. 
Continued rele8lle5 of 
contl!llriNnts bIOIJIld occur Into 
al r. surface water. and 
groundwater in e~e of 
heelth ctcndardl.. It would r.ot 
be protective of p,bUc health 
or the environment. 

2. Ca!;ptiance with AAARs 

The 110 Action Al temetive would 
not c~l y wi th F~rat or 
State heal th protection 
stan:ian:!s. 

Thi' alternative would be 
protective through placellleflt of 
cont&lllineted sol La lit at 
controlled facH Ity. Protec­
tiveness would be dependent on 
the integrity of the facility 
receiving the wastes and 
treatment of soils performed at 
the faci! Ity. 

Excavation end off-site 
disposal could be I~lesaented 
to address AltARs. Treatlllent to 
reWee PAH leachebil ity l18y be 
required at disposal facility. 

Bioremediatlon would destroy II 

significant amount of organic 
contaminants. Fixation of 
resicilals and contelllllllnt In 
cells would be protective 
through reduction of =abILity. 
Thereby, preventing direct 
contact end Inhalation risk. 
SUrface water end gr~ter 
would be protected. 

On-site bioremediation. 
fixation and disposal of 
residuels could be illplelllll!nted 
to address ARAlts. leachsbll ity 
restrictions would need to be 
met. 

Incineration ~ld destroy 
99.99l of orgenic contlllllinents. 
long-term containaent of 
resicblls would be required due 
to arsenic content. 
Alternative provides beat 
protection for contect, 
groundwater &~ surface water 
rr.r.off rislcs alt the 51 teo 

Off-site incineration and ash 
disposal could be ill'lplemented 
to IIddress all ARARs. 

::> 3. Red!:!i;tion irl Toxicity. Mobil ity. or Volune 

No Action ""'-lId not achieve any 
red.=ticn in TMV. 

4. Short·tere Eff9'Ctiveness 

!liot applicable. rhe alternative 
does not involw en action. 

Excavation and reaoval would 
reduce .ability at the site. 
long' ten. mobility reduction 
would depend on stabil i ty and 
treatment at disposal facility. 
No reduction in toxicity or 
volu:ae would be achieved. 

Excavation could be perfo!"llllecl 
to be protective of ~er-s and 
the c~i ty. lIort.er 
protection end runoff control 
would be MC~sary. 
Transportation accidents durin; 
shi~t IKlUtd be c concern. 

On'site bior~iaticn and 
fixation in II contained cell 
would significantly reduce 
toxicity, aobility lind vaLUE 
through destruction of PAHs. 
The cel t liners and leachate 
collection systelll could 
effectively prevent !!IObil !ty at 
the site. 

Excavation, bioreaoedilltfon and 
fiution coutd be perfol"ll!ed to 
be protect i VI! of workers and 
CORIU'Itty. A grellIter chl!ll1COII 

fol' worker an:! cQlllllU'li ty 
exposure exists due to 
increueti Getel'lcl Mndl ins. 

Incineration ~lOUld remove from 
site ?AHs above action level 
and destroy 99'.99% of 
contl!llllinenta r~. 

ignificant rE,ductions in 
toxicity, =obitity, end ~oluse 
would be achie.'Ved for PAHs. 
Ash ~ld contain elevated 
sr-senlc. !!obit lty will be 
controlled at disposal 
facH tty. 

Excavat ion coc,lld be perfol"1lled 
to be protective of workers and 
the community. The risk of 
tr=nsportatlorl accidents is e 
concern. ElI'Iissions controLs lit 
incine'8tor would be necessary 
to be protect ilve st the 
incine'lltor site. 

Capping 

Capping would reduce direct 
contact and surface water 
rl8lOff risk. SoR!e redJctlon in 
groundwater lIIobil i ty would be 
achieved, but the IDCtfcn would 
not be totally protective of 
groundwater. 

A cap could be constructed to 
address ARAR standards. It. clip 
could llll!et surface weter 
protection AIIARs. A cap SIIIIy 
not allow CDlq)! ience wi th 
9.oundwater ARARs (MeLa). 

Capping would reduce surface 
water runoff potential and air 
dispersion. So;;;e recb:tion in 
groundwater ~jlity possible 
110 reduction in toxicity or 
volU1'e IlQUld be seh i eVed. 

Capping would pose least rlsl: 
to workers end co=munity Cering 
i~lemenution. lecst UItIUI'lt 
of conta::!!inanu wculd be 
handled. 
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No Action 

Table 8-5 Summary Comparison of Alternatives: 
Surface Soi Is Contaminated with lnorganics and Organics (continued) 

Excavation and Offsite Disposal Excavation, Bioremediation, 
Fixation and On-site Disposal 

Excavation, Off-site 
Incineration, and Ash Disposal 

5_ Long-term Effectiveness and Pel'lllllnence 

No Action would offer no long­
tena effectiveness. 
Cont_inants WQJld continue to 
move into groundwater unabated. 
Site risks would remain 
indefinitely. This would not 
be e per=ner.t r--=V. 

6. imolementabi llty 

Not Appl icable. The 
IIlternetive does not involve an 
acticn. 

7. Cost 

Capital: !S 0 

Remedial 0&14: $ 9,800 

Post o&M: $ 0 

Pres-~t Worth: $ 132,000 

S. COImUlity Acceptance 

~ot oc~sbte. 

9. State Ao:ceptence 

~c;t gcc<=pteble. 

Excavation and off-site 
disposal would rellOve long-term 
risk fro. site. Overall risk 
would be dependent on the 
integrity of t~e facility 
receiving the waste. 
Pen;lli!\8!1Ce Is ~t on 
integrity of disposal facility 

Construction and transportation 
aspects of excavation are 
easily ig;lle=ented. capacity 
of disposal facH tty to receive 
waste could effect 
iJr4)l~tation. RCRA land 
disposal treatment standerds 
could affect implementation and 
treatment miwbt be required. 

capital: $10,946,900 

Remedial 0&14: $ o 

Post o&M: $ G 

Present Worth: $10,946,000 

Acceptable. 

The State would prefer en 
atterneti~ that de5tt with 
cont~ination on site. 

Long-term effectiveness would 
be dependent on residual PAM 
concentrations in disposal 
cells, the integrity of the 
cells, and leachate 
collection/monitoring syste==. 
This would be II pel'1llllnent 
remedy when leachate generation 
potential no longer e;tists. 

Construction of cells and bio­
remediation/fixation processes 
are easily imple;aented. 
Adequate apeee is avaible to 
treat and dispose of soil. 
land disposal leachability 
standerds appear achievable. 
Long-term stability of fixed 
sofl is unknown. F$deral and 
State closure requireaents are 
unknowI. 

Capital: $ 6,648,500 

R~iat 0&14: $ 194,700 

Post O&M: $ 13,600 

Present Worth: $ 8,290,500 

Acceptable. 

Al tEn'llltive WOl1ld be lI>CCept&ble 
if Dit requirements are met. 

incineration would provide 
Significant long-tenD 
effectiveness through Immediate 
destruction of PAMs. 110 
residuals would renain 
requiring l~·tena ~t. 
Th i sis be a Ipentlllnel1t remedy. 

Incineration my prove 
difficult give vol\Be of soil 
to be burned, presence of 
elevated IIrsenic, and capsclty 
of incinerators to handle the 
votUlle. Dioxin incinerDtion 
may also be an issue. 

Capital: $32,235,400 

Rellledial 0&14: $ o 

Post 0&14: $ o 

Present \lorth: $32,235,400 

Acceptable. 

Accepu.ble. 

Capping 

., 
; 

long-tera effectiveness for 
protect i on of surface illiteI' 
dependent on llII!Iintmmce of the 
cap. This IleY not be a 
pel'lllllnent alternative if 
groundwater contamination 
continues. 

Construction of the cap is 
implementable. Construction 
would require relocation or 
replllCeilent of l«lOd trestaent 
structures and tanks. 

Capita! : $ 3,155,800 

RenediDl 0&/11: $ o 

Post 0&1>1: $ 33,500 

Present Worth: $ 3,608.300 

!lot acceptable. 

Mot acceptable without 
treat!lle'l1t. 



Table 8-6 Summery Comparison of Alternatives: 
Gr0undw3ter and Subsurface Soils Contaminated with Creosote 

and Groundwater Conteminated with Arsenic 

'fo Action 

to Overall Protection of HUIIIIn Health and the Environnent 

110 Action would allow contiooed migration 
of contl!l!linents towards Angel Valley. 
GroYndwater concentratior.s exceeding 
health standards would exist 
indefinitely. The alternative otfers no 
protectiveness. 

2. C9!plisnce with ARARs 

0) .. .... 
II.J 

The 110 Action Alternative wculd not 
ca.ply with ARARs. Contaeinents at 
concentrations aba~ heaLth stendards 
would remin in drinl:in; water sour-ce. 

3_ RedJction in Toxic! tv. Mobil ity, or Vollmle 

SMROC.S-6/p-1 

The 110 Action alternative would not 
achieve any reduction in toxicity, 
IlIDbH ity, or vol:.ae. Increased wilSIe of 
contlllllinated !!r~ter is possible fl'all 
IIIDYeII!Ient of contllSi rvmts. 

Groundwater Extraction, Biological 
TreDtllent of Organics, Chetllic:al ireatlllent 
of lnorganics. 

Extraction would contain the ph&e 
preventing further downgradient IIIOVeIiIeI'It. 
Biological treataent would destroy 
significant amount of organics. Metals 
treatlllent to Mela would provide 
protection. The alternative would be 
protective. 

Treataent to achieve ARARs could be 
IICCaIIpI ished. Diacharge of treated loIater 
to su:-face waters is necessary. 
Modifications of State di:charge 
requiresents would be required. 

Extraction of groundwater would con· in 
the plume, stowing its !IObil ity. 
Organics treeUlent would recb:e mass znd 
tOX1Clty. lnorganics treatment would 
reduce voLUIle through concentration in 8 

fittel" calce. Proper disposal of fHte:s 
cake laICUld control mobH i ty of arsenic. 

GrCUldwater Extraction, IN 01" Carbon 
Treat~t of Organics, Chemical Treatment 
of lnorganics. 

Extraction would contain the piume. UV 
tre8t~t ~ld destroy organics. 
Activated carbon treatment would remove 
organics but require further treatment. 
Metals treatment to ~Cts would provide 
protection. The alternative would be 
protective. 

Treatment to achieve ARARs could be 
accomplished. Discharge of treated uater 
to sur1ace water is necessary to 
i~le=ent. Modifications of State 
discharge requirements NOUld be required. 

Extraction of groundwater would control 
the plume stopping its mobility. 
Organics treatlllent would reduce I!II!lSS and 
toxicity. inoreanics treatment would 
reduce volla! through conc:entreting in II 

filter cake. proper disposal of filter 
cake would control mobility of oreenlc. 
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No Action 

4. Short-term Effectiveness 

CI) 

I ..... 
W 

!lot Applicable. No action is taicen. 

5. long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 

6. I !!pI e!!I!!ntabil ity 

tlo long-tel'll effectiveness lIQUId be 
achieved IZlder No Action. 

.J' 

Table 8-6 SlImIIIry C~rison of Alternatives: 
Gl'OU'Idwater lind Subsurface Soils Contaminated with Creosote 

and GrOU"ldwater Contaminated with Arsenic (continued) 

Groundwater Extraction, Biological 
Treatment of Organics, Chemical Treatment 
of InorSianics 

The extraction and treatment process clln 
be constructed end operated to be 
protective of hUl!len health end the 
environment. Overell effectiveness of 
biological treatment to achieve treatment 
standards wil I be assessed c1Iring pilot 
stu:lles. Side strelllll wastes clln be 
effectively handled. 

Pump and treatment Is expected to take 
over 30 years to achieve Treatment 
Standards. Total aquifer restoration 
IIIOUld require significantly longer tiRo 
Once MCLs or action levels are achieved 
the remedy will be pennanent. 

Not appl icable. 110 remedy impleaented. Alternative illlples:aentable using stand. :f 
II'8terials and equiplllent. Space for pu!Ip 
and treatmmt syatelll!l avai lable_ Waiver 
of State discharge prohibitions required 
for discharge treated effluent to surf&ee 
water. 

s .. ~ .!;-o/p-·~ 

T;ble 5-6 ~ry CoII!parison of Alternati'N!S: 
Groundwater ond SUbsurface SofIa Contaminated with Creosote 

and GrC{.,'"ldwater Contaminated with Arunic (continued) 

Groundwater Extraction, UV/Carbon 
Tr'eatment of Organics, CheRIicel Treatlltl!rlt 
01' lnorgenics 

The extraction and treatment process 
could be constructed end operated to ~ 
pr'otective of hlAllDn heel th and the 
I!I'lVirOl'llll!llt. The overall effectivet'eSs 
of UV destruction is not Itnown. 
Activated carbon ie highly effective in 
r~!IIIOVing organics. Side strel!lll wastes 
can be effectively handled. 

Pu.p end treatment is expected to take 30 
years to achieve MeLs. Total aquifer 
restoration significantly longer time. 
Once achieved, the remedy will be 
permanent. 

Al ternative i~lementllble using stsndal'd 
!2I!Iltel'iels and equipnent. Space for 
pump and treatment systems available. 
Waiver of State discheree prohibitions 
I'~quired for discharge to surface water. 



110 Action 

7. Cost 

Ca?;tal: s 0 

AmLal OQ: S 9,800 

Closure: S 0 

Present Worth: S 132,400 

S. C_niIl Acc~tance 
:ri 

liot IICCePtable. 

i'> 
9. S~at! Accsetance 

liot ecceptable. 

SAAI<OD.B-6/p·3 

Table 8-6 SUi1IIIIIry ~rison of Alternotives: 
GroundWster and SUbsurface Soils Contaaineted with Creosote 

lind GrCiUndwater Contlllllinated with Arsenic (contilU!d) 

GrClUndllater Extraction, 8iolOSlical 
Treataent of OrlJ8l1ics, Chl!llical TreetlRnt 
oflnorganica 

~itllll: ~ 4,315,800 

AmuIIl C&II: $ 1.163,900 

Closure: $ o 

Pres--nt Worth: $17.419,000 

Acceptable 

Gl"CIIoIndwater puIIp end treataent concept is 
acceptable to the State. 

Gl"OIniIIater Extraction, UV/Cerbon 
Treetll2nt of OrS!lll'lics, Chemical Treatlllent 
IClf lnorganics 

Il:zpitat: S 4,018,900 

IMnual CUI: $ 1,328,900 

IClcaure: s o 

!Present Worth: $19,587,600 

Ikcepteble 

4~roundwater pu:IIp and tr'eatllle!lt concept is 
acceptable to the State. 
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TABLE 8-7 

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES: 

No Action 

SURFACE WATER CONTROL 

Treatment and or 
Isolation of contaminated 
Soils 

1. Protection of Human Health and The Environment 

Existing controls would 
be effective in prevent­
ing some releases. Po­
tential for significant 
releases would still 
exist impacting aquatic 
life. No Action would 
not be protective. 

;;; _ Compl lance with ARABs 

No Action would not 
completely comply with 
ARARs for surface water 
discharge or protection. 

Removal, treatment, fix­
ation and/or capping of 
contaminated soil could 
greatly minimize or pre­
vent future surface water 
contamination. Soil re­
medial alternatives would 
provide protection of 
surface water resources. 

Soil remedial 
alternatives would comply 
with surface water ARARs. 

3. Reduction in Toxicity. Mobility. or Volume 

Interim ~easures would 
prevent some mobility and 
reduce some volume. 
Potential for releases 
would still occur. 

BA...XROD. 8-7/p-l 

~~l soil remedial 
alternatives would result 
in significant reductions 
in toxicity, mobility, 
and volume. 

Collection, storage, and 
Treatment of contaminated 
Runoff 

Collection, storage, and 
treatment would address 
runoff problems, but not 
soil source problems. 
This alternative would 
not prevent releases of 
wood treatment chemicals 
during intense precipita­
tion events. This would 
be an interim measure. 

Collection and treatment 
could be performed to 
comply with ARARs. 

Collection and treatment 
would reduce volume and 
1110bili ty of contaminants 
in surface water. The 
alternative would not 
clddress source mobility. 

- ~~-~,.---~----~--------------------------------------------
------_ .. _ .. __ ._--".-- --------------



TABLE 8-7 

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES: 

No Action 

4. Short-term Effectiveness 

Intermim measures would 
be only partitially 
effective in protecting 
human health and the 
environment. 

f 5 t Lonq-term Effectiveness ,.... 
0\ 

Interim measures would 
not provide long-term 
protectiveness because 
source soils would not be 
addressed. 

6. Implementability 

No Action is 
implementable. 

BAXROD.8-7/p-2 

SURFACE WATER CONTROL (cont.) 

Treatment and or 
Isolation of contaminated 
Soils 

All soil remedial 
alternatives could be 
implemented to be 
protective of surface 
waters. 

All soil remedial 
alternatives would 
provide long-term 
effectiveness. 
Leachability of arsenir 
from fixed soil would be 
a long-term concern. 
Long-term monitoring 
would be required for a 
soil fixation 
alternative. 

All soil remedial 
alternatives are 
implementable 

Collection, Storage, and 
Treatment of Contaminated 
Runoff 

Collection and treatment 
c:ould be implemented to 
be protective of surface 
waters. Potential for 
releases would st.ill 
remain. 

This alterntative would 
not provide long-term 
effectiveness unless 
source soils are 
remediated. Potential 
for release would remain. 

Collection and treatment 
of runoff is 
implementable. 
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No Action 

7. Cost 

Capital: $ 

Remedial O&M: $ 

Post O&M: $ 

TABLE 8-7 

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES: 

o 

o 

9,800 

SURFACE WATER CONTROL (cont.) 

Treatment and or 
Isolation of contaminated 
Soils 

See Soil Remedial 
Alternatives for Costs 

Present Worth: $ 132,400 

::0 

~ 8. Community Acceptance 
...J 

Not Acceptable 

9. state Acceptance 

Not Acceptable 

BAXROD.8-7/p-3 

Acceptable 

See discussion under soil 
alternatives. 

Collection, storage, and 
'I'reatment of Contaminated 
Runoff 

capital: $ 966,600 

Remedial O&M: $ 59,700 

Post O&M: $ o 

Present Worth: $1,447,300 

A,cceptable 

Acceptable only as an 
interim measure. 

1, 



necessity of a sediment remedy. Fish have returned to the 
affected stream segment since the November 1988 release of 
creosote into the stream. The flushing action of spring stream 
flows may have been effective in scouring the creosote and 
contaminated sediments from the affected segment of the stream. 
EPA will work with the California Department of Fish and Game and 
the North coast Regional water Quality Control Board in the 
development of studies necessary to evaluate restoration of the 
Creek and any future remedial action. 

Sediments within a short segment of the site discharge drainage 
adjacent to the Roseburg power plant contain elevated arsenic. 
These sediments will be excavated with a backhoe and handled in 
the same manner as contaminated soils. 

8.5 REMED¥_SELECXION RATIONALE 

A comparison of alternatives by the nine Selection Criteria and 
rationale for selection of the site remedies are discussed in 
this section. The criteria used in select'ng each remedy are 
summarized in Table 8-8. 

8.5.1 SURFACE SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH INORGANICS ONLY 

Alternatives Assesseg 

o No Action (NO Action) 
o Excavation and Off-site Disposal (Off-·site Disposal) 
o Excavation, Fixation, and On-site Disposal (Fixation) 
o Capping (capping) 

criteria Assessment 

Overall Protection of Human Health ang the Env~ment. No 
Action would not be protective of human health or the 
environment~ continued releases of wood treatment chemicals into 
the environment would occur. Capping would be protective of 
surface water and prevent direct contact and inhalation exposure. 
capping would be partially protective of groundwater, \111 th 
protectiveness limited by the high groundwater conditions at the 
site. Off-site Disposal and Fixation would be equally protective 
of human health and the environment. 

Compliance with ARABs. No Action would not comply with P'ederal 
and state ARARs. Capping of soils would not. address groundwater 
protection ARARs. Off-site Disposal and Fixation c()uld be 
implemented to comply with ARARs. 

ReguctiQILin Toxicity. MobUil,Y. or Yolume (l'MYL. No Act.i.on 
would not achieve a TMV reduction. Capping would reduce surface 
mobility, but not groundwater mobil.i.ty. Off-site Disposal and 

BAXROD.8 8-18 
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TABLE 8-8 
REMEDY SELECTION SUMMARY 

Alternative Selection Assessment 
0 ___ '_' ___ _ 

Surface SOlIs Contaminateg with Inorganics Only 

No Action 

Excavation and 
Off-site Disposal 

Excavation, 
Fixation and On­
site Disposal 

capping 

Not protective 
Does not comply with ARARs 
No TMV reduction 
Not acceptable to community or State 

Protective 
complies with ARAns 
Reduces mobility 
Not cost effective 
Highest cost 
Acceptable to community, state would prefer 
on-site treatment 

Protective 
complies with ARARs 
Reduces mobility 
As Effective as Off-site Disposal 
Least cost 
Acceptable to community, preferred by State 

Not protective of groundwater 
Does not comply with groundwater ARARs 
No long-term effectiveness 
Higher cost than Fixation 
Not acceptable to community or state 

Hear Surface Soils contaminated with Qrganig§ 9nlY 

No Action 

Excavation and 
Off-site Disposal 

BAXROD.8-8 

Not protective 
Does not comply with ARARs 
No TMV reduction 
Not effective 
Not acceptable to community or State 

Protective 
Complies with ARARs 
No TMV reduction 
Not cost effective 
Acceptable to cOlnlUuni ty 
State would prefer on-site treatment 

8-19 



TABLE 8-8 
REMEDY SEr~CTION SUMMARY (cont.) 

Alternative 

Excavation, 
Bioremediation, 
and on-site 
Disposal 

Excavation and 
Off-site 
Incineration 

Selection Assessment 

Protective 
Complies with ARAns 
Significant TMV reduction 
cost effective 
Acceptable to community and state 

Protective 
complies with ARARs 
Significant TMV reduction 
Highest cost 
Acceptable to community and State 

Surface Soils ~ontaminated with Inorganics and Organ~ 

No Action 

Excavation and 
Off-site Disposal 

Excavation, 
Bioremediation, 
and Onsite 
Disposal 

Excavation and 
Off-site 
Incineration and 
Disposal 

Capping 

BAXROD.8-8 

Not protective 
Does not comply with ARARs 
No TMV reduction 
Not acceptable to community or State 

Protective 
Complies with ARARs 
No significant TMV reduction 
Not cost effective 
Acceptable to community, state would prefer 
alternative that treats waste at site. 

Protective 
Complies with ARARs 
Significant TMV reduction 
Cost effective 
Acceptable to community and state 

Protective 
Complies with ARARs 
Significant TMV reduction 
Potential capacity problems 
Highest cost 
Acceptable to community and State 

Not protective 
Does not comply with ARARs 
No ffMV reduction 
Not cost effective 
Not acceptable to community or state 

8-20 
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TABLE 8-0 
REMEDY SELECTION SUMMARY (cont.) 

Alternative Selection Assessment 

GX'.QYndwate~ §Dd Subsurface Soils contami.nated, with Ch~9sote ang 
riroundwater Contaminated with Inorganics 

No Action 

Groundwater 
Extraction, 
Biological 
Treatment, 
Chemical 
Treatment 

Groundwater 
Extraction, 
UV/GAC Treatment, 
Chemical 
Treatment 

BAXROD.8-8 

Not protective 
Does not comply with ARAna 
No TMV reduction 
Not effective 
Not acceptable to community or state 

Pl"otective 
Complies with ARARs 
Significant TMV r~duc' ion 
Cost effective 
Acceptable to comnunity and State 

Protective 
Complies with ARARs 
Significant TMV reduction 
Higher cost 
Acceptable to community and state 

8-21 



Fixation would reduce mobility through treatment and containment. 
Neither alternative would reduce toxicity or volume. 

Short~term Effectiveness. All alternatives could be implemented 
to be protective of workers and the community during remedial 
action. Transportation accidents resulting in spills of 
contaminated materials would be a concern for the Off-site 
Disposal alternative. 

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanenc~. No action would not 
offer any long-term effectiveness. Capping could remain 
effective for preventing surface exposure as long as the cap was 
maintained. capping would not provide long-term protection of 
groundwater. Off-site Disposal would transfer the long-term risk 
to the receiving landfill. Effectiveness would depend on the 
long-term viability of that facility. Long-term effectiveness 
for Fixation would depend on the long-term maintenance and 
monitoring of the fixed soil mass, and liner system used to 
control leachate. Fixation would not preclude a subsequent 
treatment or remedy should such become nl ~essary. 

Implementability~ There are no significant constraints with the 
exception of health protection ARAR considerations for No Action 
and Capping that would preclude implementation of the 
alternatives. Off-site Disposal could be affected by the 
treatment and disposal capacity of the receiving facilities. 

Costs. For the action alternatives, Fixation would be the least 
expensive alternative at $4.7 million. capping would cost $6.2 
million, while Off-site Disposal would cost $12.8 million. 

Community Acceptance, No Action and Capping would not be 
acceptable to the community. The Off-site Disposal and Fixation 
alternatives appear to be acceptable. 

state Acceptance. No Action and Capping would not be acceptable 
to the state. The state would prefer a remedy that would treat 
the waste at the site making Fixation the most acceptable 
alternative. 

Remedy Selection R~~ 

EPA has selected Excavation, Fixation, and On-site Dlsposal as 
the remedy for soils contaminated with inorganics only. Although 
the remedy is equally protective and effective as Off-site 
Disposal, it is less costly and more acceptable to the State. 
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8.5.2 NEAR SURFACE SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH ORGANICS ONLY 

bltexnatives Assessed 

o No Action (No Action) 
o Excavation and Off-site Disposal (Off-site Disposal) 
o Excavation, Bioremediation, and On~site Disposal 

(Bioremediation) 
o Excavation and Off-site Incineration (Incineration) 

Criteria Assessment 
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Envir.oJllru[U~. The No 
Action alternative would not be protective of groundwater. Off­
site Disposal, Bioremediation, and Incineration could be 
implemented to be protective of human health and the environment. 

Compliance with ~FARs. No Action would not comply with ARARs. 
The remaining alternatives could be implemented to comply with 
ARARs. 

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume (THY), No Action 
would not result in TMV reduction. TMV reduction for Off-Site 
Disposal would depend on treatment, if any, at the facility 
receiving the waste. significant reduction in TMV would be 
achieved through the Bioremediation and Incineration 
alternatives. 

Short-term Effectiveness. All action alter.natives could be 
implemented to be protective of workers and the community durlng 
implementation. 

Long-tern Eff~veness and Permanence. No Action \.,rould not 
achieve any long-term effectiveness. Long-term effectiveness of 
Off-site Disposal t-l0uld be dependent on the integrity and 
treatment, if any, of the disposal facility. Bioremediation and 
Incineration would achieve significant long-term effectiveness 
through destruction of contaminants. 

Implementability~ All action alternatives are implementable. 
Incinerator capacity my affect the timing of the Incineration 
alternative. 

cost. Bioremediation would be 
alternatives at $7.4 million. 
$11.2 million and Incineration 
alternative at $39.2 million. 

the least expensive of the action 
Off-site Disposal is estimated at 
would be the most expensive 

Community AQQepta~ No Action would not be acceptable to the 
community. All action alternatives would be acceptable. 

state Acceptance. No Action would not be acceptable to the 
state. All action alternatives would be acceptable, but the 
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state would prefer an alternative that treated the waste on site 
and not transfer it to another site. 

Remedy SelectiQD~~ 

All of the action alternatives would be protective, effective, 
and implementable. Bioremediation and Incirleration offer greater 
effectiveness and permanence through a significant reduction in 
THY. Implementabil!ty of Incineration could be hampered by 
available incineration capacity. Bioremediation would be the 
least costly action alternative at $7.4 million making it the 
cost-effective alternative. Off-site Disposal would cost $11.2 
million while Incineration would cost $39.2 million. 
Bioremediation would also be acceptable to the community and 
state. 

8.5.3 SURFACE SOILS CONT~tINATED WITH INORGANICS AND ORGANICS 

Alternatives AS2ess~g 

o No Action (No Action) 
o Excavation and Off-site Disposal (Off-site Disposal) 
o Excavation, Bioremediation, Fixation, and On-site Disposal 

(Bioremediation/Fixation) 
o Excavation and Off-site Incineration and Disposal 

(Incineration) 
o Capping 

criteria Assessment 
Overall Protect ton of Human Health and the Environment. No 
Action would not be protective. Off-site Disposal would transfer 
the risk to another facility. Degree of proteotiveness would be 
dependent on treatment (if any) and integrity of the disposal 
facility. Bioremediation/Fixatiol'l would destroy the organics and 
contain the inorganics providing protectiveness at the site. 
Incineration would destroy the organics and transfer the risk 
related to the inorganics to another facility. Capping would be 
protective of surface water and direct contact risk but would not 
be protective of gJ:·ounc1water. 

Compliance with ARAru!.L No Action would not comply with ARAHs. 
Off-site Disposal, Bioremediation/Fixation, and Incineration 
could be implemented to address ARARs. Capping woul.d not address 
groundwater protection ARARs. 

Reduction in Toxi!;:.1.ty~bility or YQl..4.lD.9 (TMV)... No Action would 
not result in any '!'MV reduction. Off-ai te Disposal would reduce 
mobility at the site, but depending on treatment, would not 
reduce toxicity nor volume. Bioremediation/Fixation and 
Incineration would reduce volume of soil contaminated with 
organics. Fixation would reduce mobil! ty of inorgal'lics. Volum!';'! 
of soil contaminated with inorganics would remain the same for 
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all alternatives. capping would reduce surface mobility, but not 
groundwater mobility. Capping would not reduce volume of soils 
contaminated with organics. 

Short-tern Effectiveness,! The action alternatives could be 
implemented to be protective of workers and the community during 
remedial action. 

~ug-term Eff~~~ness allQ ~~rmanenc~ No Action would offer no 
long-term effectiveness. Off-site Disposal would transfer the 
risks to another facility where long-term monitoring would be 
necessary. Biol"emediation/Fixation would be effective in 
reducing long-term risks due to the organic component. Long-term 
management of the fixed soils would be necessary. Incineration 
would destroy the organic fraction but the risks afforded by the 
inorganics would be transferred to another facility. Long-term 
maintenance of the cap would be necessal~ to provide surface 
protection. Groundwater would continue to be affected in the 
long-term under the Capping alternative. 

Implementability. All of the action alternatives appear to be 
imp1ementable. Capacities of the off-site landfill to receive 
the wastes or the off-site incinerator to treat the waste could 
affect implementation schedule. Groundwater protection ARARs 
could prevent implementation of the Capping alternative. 

Cost. capping would be the least expensive alternative at $3.6 
million. Bioremediation/Fixation would be the cost effective 
alternative at $8.3 million because it offers significant TMV 
reduction and protectiveness when compared to capping. Off-site 
Disposal would cost $10.9 million while Incineration is estimated 
at $32.2 million. 

~ommunity Acceptance. No Action and Capping would not be 
acceptable to the community. All of the action alter.natives 
would be acceptable to the community. 

state Acceptance. No Action and capping would not be acceptable 
to the state. The state would prefer a remedy that treated the 
contaminated soil at the site and did not transfer it to another 
facility. 

Remedy Selection Rationale 

Excavation, Bioremediation, Fixation and On-site Disposal has 
been selected as the remedy for soils contaminated with 
inorganics and organics because it reduces the organic 
contamination, treats inorganic contamination, reduces TMV, and 
provides protectiveness in a cost-effective manner. 
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8.5.4 GROUNDWATER AND SUBSURFACE SOILS CON'l'AMINA'I'ED WITH 
CREOSOTE AND GROUNDWATER CONTAMINA'fED tHTH ARSENIC 

Alt~rnatives Asse~se~ 

o No Action (NO Action) 
o Groundwater Extraction, Biological Treatment of Organics, 

Chemical Treatment of Inorganics (Biological Treatment) 
o Groundwater Extraction, UV or Carbon Treatment of Ol,'ganics, 

Chemical Treatment of Inorqanics (tIV or GAC Treatment) 

~riteria Assessment 
Overall Protection of....1:IYm...~~_.f..Jl.'Ltron~..t. No 
Action would not be protective of hUman health or the 
environment. Biological Treatment could be equally protective as 
ultraviolet light (UV) or granulated activated carbon (GAC) in 
treatment of organics, but careful monitoring and operations 
would be necessary to prevent system upsets that would reduce 
organics destruction efficiency. The use (.1. Biological Treatment 
coupled with UV or GAC polishing may be necessary to ensure 
protectiveness. Careful monitoring and maintenance of the UV or 
GAC systems would also be necessary. 

Compliance with ABARsL No Action would not comply with 
groundwater protection ARARs. Biological Treatment and UV or GAC 
treatment could be implemented to comply with ARARs. 

Reduction in Toxicity~~~ The No Action 
Alternative would not result in a reduction in TMV. Biological 
Treatment and UV Treatment would destroy organics and chemical 
treatment would significantly reduce the volume of media 
contaminated with inorganics. GAC Treatment would reduce the 
volume of contaminated media, but would not destroy organics 
unless the GAC was regenerated through thermal destruction of the 
organics. 

ShQrt-term Effectiveness. Biological Treatment and UV or GAC 
Treatment could be lmp1emented to be protective of workers and 
the community during implementation. 

LQng-Term Effectiven~ Biological Treatment and UV or GAC 
Treatment would provide significant long-term effectiveness 
through extr.action, removal, destruction of contaminants and 
long-term containment of residuals. 

Implernentability. Both action alternatives are implementable. 
ARAR considerations would preclude implementation of the No 
Action alternative. 
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cost. The Biological Treatment alternative would cost $17.4 
million to implement. The UV or GAC Treatment alternative would 
cost $19.6 million to implement. 

gQmmunity Acceptance. No Action would not be acceptable to the 
comnunity. Either action alternative appear acceptable to the 
community. 

state Acceptance. No Action would not be acceptable to the 
state. Either action alternatlve would be acceptable to the 
state if discharge limitations met ARARs and no direct discharge 
to surface waters were allowed. 

Remedy SelectiQn...B5.\.tionalg 

EPA has selected Groundwater Extraction, Biological ~rreatment of 
organics, Chemical Treatment of Inorganics as the remedy for 
groundwater because existing data show it to be effect.ive in 
reducing contaminant levels to health standards and it is less 
costly than the UV or GAC alternatives. FnA does recognize, 
however, the Biological Treatment alternative may have to be 
combined with a UV/Ozone or GAC polishing treatment to provide 
additional assurance of effectiveness and protectiveness. 

8.5.5 SURFACE WATER~ 

The surface soil remedies identified above will prevent further 
releases of wood treatment chemicals from the site. The 
reconstruction of the site following contaminated soil removal 
will include surface water control and containment structures to 
prevent releases during subsequent operation of the facility. 
Additional on-site measures are not warranted. EPA is proposing 
to excavate and remove from site drainages all sediment with 
detectable levels of wood treatment chemicals. No remedy for 
Beaughton Creek is proposed until additional data on the stream 
indicate the necessity for such. If contamination is detected in 
Beaughton Creek above levels deemed acceptable by the state and 
EPA, remedial measures will be taken. 
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9.0 SELECTED REMEDIES 
The following text presents the selected remedies for soils 
contaminated with inorganics only, organics only, and with both 
organics and inorganics; groundwater; and surface water. All 
costs presented in this ROD are present worth costs. All 
remedies will be performed to address either a 1 x 10-5 or 
greater risk level, or background (non-detect) levels where 
achievable for organics and inorganics in water. Remedies for 
organics and inorqanics in soils will address a 1 x 10-s or 
greater risk, level non-detection, health-based or other 
regulatory standards. 

9.1 REMEDY FOR SOII.§ CONTAMINATED WI'I'H INO~G~IC§. 

REMEDY nESCF,IPTION 

For soils contaminated with inorganics only, EPA proposes to 
excavate the soil, fix it with a cement-based compound, and 
maintain the mixture onsite to prevent future exposure or 
movement. In order for this remedy to be i1 • .>lemented, arsenic 
leachate concentrations must be reduced below the 40 CFR 268 TCLP 
level of 5.0 ppm. Fixed soil exceeding CCR Title 22 TTLC/STLC 
criteria will be placed in lined cells. Fixed soil meeting 
TTLC/STLC crlteria will be placed back onto the site, possibly 
forming the structural and operational base for wood treatment 
operations. 

Excavation would be performed using conventional earth moving 
equipment. The base surface of the site would be graded anel 
prepared to accept the fixed soil mixture. If the stabilized 
soil mass is intended to provide a base for wood treatment 
operations, the design could include structural and stability 
considerations. Included in the design would be surface runoff 
control considerations. Because the fixed soils would contain 
wood treatment chemicals, collection of leachate generated from 
the fixed soils and long-term monitoring will be required. 
Proper handling and disposal of leachate will be necessary. A 
liner below the fixed soil will be required for soils containing 
arsenic greater than 500 ppm, chromium greater than 500 ppm, 
copper greater than 2,500 and zinc greater than 5,000 (California 
Title 22 TTLC criteria). A liner also will be required if 
leachable arsenic and chromium exceeds 5.0 ppm, copper 2e30; ppm, 
and zinc 5~00n ppm. Deed restrictions will be required for all 
areas wher~ treated waste has been deposited. Long-term 
groundwater and surface water monitoring would be required to 
demonstrate protectiveness of the alternative. 

The inorganic soils cleanup will reduce arsenic to its 
background levels (i.e., 8 ppm for arsenic). Because the 
contaminants are commingled, this remedy will also remove t.he 10111 
level threat contaminants to below their proposed treatment 
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standards. For those isolated areas where chromium, copper, or 
zinc are elevated in the absence of elevated arsenic, these 
contaminants will be excavated to the California Title 22 'r'rLC 
standards (Tables 4-1 and 4-3). 

It is estimated that 18,750 cubic yards of soils contaminated 
with inorganics will be fixed with this remedy. It is estimated 
that remedial objectives \'1111 be achieved in approxImately 9 
months, if done continuously. Capital costs have been estimated 
at $4,525,800. operating costs, including groundwater sampling, 
surface water monitoring, yearly inspection and maintenance, and 
surface repair, have been estimated at $223,000. Total costs are 
approximately $4,748,800. 

REMEDY SELECTION RA~IOHA1E 

The selected remedy provides the best balance of the five NCP 
balancing criteria (long-term effectiveness and permanence; 
reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; 
short-term effectiveness; implementability: and cost). This 
alternative uses permanent solutions and a,l alternative 
technology or resource recovery to the maximum extent 
practicable. cost for the technology is lmtTer than off-site 
disposal and is comparable to capping of the soils in place. The 
alternative also provides the best long-term and short-term 
effectiveness; and permanently and significantly redu.ces the 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances through 
treatment; and is readily implementable at the site. It is 
protective of hUman health and the environment, complies with 
federal and State ARARs, and is cost-effective. 

The goals of the remedy for soils contaminated with inorganics 
are to prevent surface water runoff of contaminated surface 
soils, to prevent air emissions of contaminated dusts, and to 
prevent contaminants from leaching into the groundwater, which is 
a drinking water aquifer at this site. Based on infornlation 
obtained during the remedial investigation and on a careful 
analysis of all remedial alternatives, EPA and the State of 
California believe that the selected remedy will achieve these 
goals through proper implementation and monitoring of the action. 
The selected soil remedy will be coupled with groundwater 
extraction and treatment to remedy groundwater already impacted 
by the contaminated soils. The removal and treatment of 
contaminated soils may significantly reduce the time required for 
extraction and treatment of groundwater contaminated with 
inorganics. The point of compliance will be all site surface 
soils within the approximate 0 to 24 inch interval containing 
inorganic contamination above the clean-up standards. 

Periodic groundwater, surface water runoff, and air quality 
monitoring and sampling of leachate will be required to determine 
the effectiveness of this remedy and to verify achievement of 
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cleanup levels. l~ng-term operation and maintenance (O&M) 
activities for the treated soil mass, institutional and 
engineering controls, and their costs will also be required. 
Such requirements and a specific monitoring program will be 
defined more precisely during the RD/RA phase. 

ARARs 

The selected remedy "rill comply with all federal and state ARARs 
as listed in Tables 8-1 and 8-2, and the treatment standards 
stated in Table 4-1. Health-based AHARs pertaining to soil 
contaminated with inorganics are not available for the site. The 
soil contamination will therefore be reduced to health-based 
standards discussed in section 4.0 that no longer pose a threat 
to surface water, groundwater, or air. 

Soil will be excavated to background levels for arsenic, and to 
California Title 22 T'l'LC levels for chromium, copper and zinc. 
The soil will be treated to reduce leachability of arsenic and 
chromium to 5 ppm (leachate), which repre<"~mts the TCLP and STLC 
limits for these metals. Copper and zinc leachability will be 
reduced to 25 ppm and 250 ppm, respectively, which represent the 
state Title 22 limits for these metals. 

Treated soils will be placed as necessary in lined·-treatment 
cells designed to meet RCRA land disposal requirements. Assuming 
that fixation of soil reduces arsenic leachate concentrations to 
below the TCLP standard of 5.0 ppm, the land dlsposal 
restrictions of subtitle C of RCRA are not an ARAR for this 
remedy. The treatment technology used will reduce leachability 
of contaminants to below the land disposal requirements. Once 
treated, the soil will no longer be a ReRA-characteristic waste 
as long as leachability of the fixed soil meets the treatment 
standards. 

9.2 REMEDY FOR SQILS CONTAMINATED WITH OPGANICS 

REMED¥ DESCRIPTION 

For soils contaminated with organics only, EPA proposes that the 
soil be excavated and placed into lined land-treatment cells. 
The liner would be necessary to prevent contaminated leachate 
from moving into surrounding soil and the groundwater below. The 
liner would be designed to collect and monitor leachate 
concentrations; the collected leachate would either be placed 
back on the land-treatment unit or treated in the groundwater 
treatment system. 

Soil would be treated using natural microbial populations, the 
effectiveness of ,,,,hich would be enhanced through the mixing of 
nutrients and fertilizers into the soil. The soil would be 
regularly tilled to mix the fertilizers, and to aerate and expose 
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the soil to sunlight. The soil would be ir.rigated regularly to 
maintain a proper moisture level. 

The soil within the treatment unit would be sampled at specific 
intervals to monitor the rate of biological degradation and to 
verify the achievement of the treatment standards through 
leachability tests for contaminants of concern, primarily PAHs. 
This remedy will treat all principal and low level threat 
contaminants to their respective treatment standards. once the 
treatment standard is achieved and the soil considered treated, 
another layer of soil would be placed over the treated soil. The 
next layer would be treated as described above. When the soil 
layers reach the approximate level of ground surface, 
(approximately 8 feet of treated soil) the unit will be closed. 
Closure will be accomplished by placing an elevated "soft" cover 
of clean soil material over the treated soil. A vegetation cover 
will be established over the cover soils. Long-term leachate 
collection and groundwater monitoring would be included as part 
of closure requirements. 

It is estimated that 12,500 cubic yards of ~reosote contami.nated 
soils will be excavated and treated with this remedy. The point 
of compliance will be all site soils between 2 feet and the depth 
below the surface where groundwater interferes with excavation. 
This depth could vary between 5 feet and 12 feet depending on the 
time of year excavation takes place. Below the groundwater 
table, creosote above the excavation standards will be removed 
through the groundwater extraction system, or treated in situ if 
studies show this feasibility. It is estimated that the 
treatment standards will be achieved in 10 years. Capital costs 
have been estimated at $5,487,300. operating costs, including 
air monitoring, soil sampling, groundwater sampling, surfa~e 
water monitoring, yearly inspection and repairs, and 
bioremediation (i.e., labor and materials), have been 
approximated at $1,883,500. Total costs are approximately 
$7,370,800. 

REMEDY SELECTION RATIONALE 

Bioremediation of creosote contaminated soils is the selected 
remedy for this site. The selected remedy provides the best 
balance of tradeoffs with respect to the five balancing criteria. 
This alternative uses permanent solutions and alternative 
technology or resource recovery technology to the maximum extent 
practicable. The alternative is the least expensive of the 
alternatives for soils contaminated only with organics, and is at 
least equal to the other alternatives in terms of short- and 
long-term effectiveness. The alternative employs treat.ment as 
the principal element that will significantly reduce toxiclty, 
mobili ty, or volume of contaminated media, and is rl3adily 
implementable. It is protective of human health and the 
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environment, complies with federal and state ARARa, and is cost­
effective. 

The goal of this remedial alternative is to remove all soil 
contaminated with creosote to protect groundwater, surface water, 
and human health, and to treat the soil biologically to destroy 
the toxic components of creosote. Residuals will be contained in 
a lined cell which will afford long-term protectiveness. Based 
on information obtained during the remedial investigation and on 
a careful analysis of all remedial alternatives, EPA and the 
state of California believe that the selected remedy will achieve 
this goal. The selected remedy will be coupled with groundwater 
extraction and treatment to address the effects of the current 
contamination on the local aquifer. The groundwater remedy is 
discussed in section 9.4. 

Residuals will remain in lined cells which will have leachate 
collection systems, lysimeters, and monitoring wells to identify 
leachate production and potential leaks from the cells. 
Maintenance of the cells will be necessar. as long as 
contaminated leachate is detected. The leachate collected will 
be handled, treated or disposed of properly. Lysimeter and 
groundwater monitoring of the cells will also be performed as 
long as contaminated leachate is detected in the cells. All 
maintenance and monitoring requirements will be identified more 
precisely during the RD/RA phase. 

ARARs 

As noted above, this alternative would comply with all federal 
and state applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements as 
listed in Table 8-1. 

The treatment standards selected for the soils contaminated with 
organics are presented in Table 4-1. These treatment standards 
were selected by the process below. 'L'here are no promulga'ted 
treatment standards for soils contaminated with creosote 
compounds. Soil will be excavated to a 0.5 ppm carcinogenic PAil 
soil level which represents the 1 x 10-6 risk level and also the 
analytical detection limit. EPA has determined that excavation 
to this level is readily achievable. EPA is proposlng to treat 
the soil to reduce leachability of creosote compounds to a 5 ppb 
leachate concentration (detection limit) for carcinogenic PMis 
and 0.150 ppm for non-carcinogenic PAlls. This level is based 011 
guidance provided in 40 CFR 268 Subpart B. The land disposal 
restrictions of subtitle C of the RCRA will provide guidance for 
implementation of this remedy. Soils "lill be treated to reduce 
total and leachable creosote concentrations to levels addressed 
in 40 CFR 268, although these levels are not speclfical.ly ARARa 
for the source of contamination. Once the soils are treated and 
leachate controlled, all sUbstantive requirements of ReM "lill be 
addressed. 
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9. 3 Im.t1.&RY FOB J~Q1.l.2..~~QR.GANICQ lili.Q 
QRGANICS 

REMEpy DESCRlfTIQN 

This proposed alternative would involve the excavation of 
contaminated soil and biological treatment to reduce or destroy 
organic contaminants (as described in the section 'Remedy for 
Soils contaminated with organics'). The treated soil would then 
be fixed with a stabilization agent to control mobility of the 
inorganics and residual organics (as described in the section 
'Remedy for Soils contaminated with Organics'). The treated and 
fixed soil would then be placed back into lined cells in a 
manner protective of human health and the environment. 

Treatment to reduce organic levels would be required because 
pilot studies indicate that the organics cannot be immobilized in 
the fixed mass when they exist in high concentrations. Residual 
dioxin levels are expected to be fixed and immobilized in the 
stabilized soil. 

The organic and inorganic soils cleanup will reduce contaminant 
levels to those stated in section 9.1 - Remedy for Soils 
contaminated with organics and section 9.2 - Remedy for Soils 
contaminated with Inorganics. 

An estimated 9,375 cubic yards of organic and inorganic soils 
will be treated with this remedy. It is estimated that remedial 
objectives will be achieved in approximately 10 years. Capital 
costs have been approximated at $6,648,500. Operating costs, 
including air monitoring, soil sampling, groundwater sampling, 
surface water monitoring, yearly inspection and repairs, and 
bioremediation (i.e., labor and materials), have been estimated 
at $1,642,000. Total costs are approximately $8,290,500. 

REMEDY SELECTION RATIONALE 

Biological treatment of soils to reduce creosote and 
pentachlorophenol contamination followed by fixation of the 
residuals to reduce leachability of inorganic and remaining 
organic contaminants is the selected remedy because it provides 
the best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the five balancing 
criteria. This alternative will treat all inorganic and organic 
principal and low level threat contaminants to their respective 
treatment standards. This alternative uses permanent solutions 
and alternative technology or resource recovery technology to the 
maximum extent practicable. Although the alternative is more 
costly than capping soils in place, it is significantly less 
costly than other treatment alternatives. The alternative 
provides the best long-term and short-term effectiveness, 
permanently and significantly reduces the toxicity, mobility, or 
volume of the hazardous substances through treatment, and can be 
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implemented at the site. The remedy employs treatment as a 
principal elemenl: that sign.ificantly and permanently reduces the 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances. It is 
protective of hurnan health and the environment, complies with 
federal and state ARARs, and is cost-effective. The costs of 
this alternative are proportional to its overall effectiveness. 

The goal of this remedial action is to treat and contain 
contaminated soils contributing to surface water, groundwater, 
and air contamination, and to protect human health and the 
aquatic environment. The aquifer at the site is a potential 
drinking water source and surface water is used by cattle and 
wildlife, and supports a viable sport fishery. Based on 
information obtained during the remedial investigation and on 
careful analysis of all remedial alternatives, EPA and the state 
of California believe that the selected remedy will achieve this 
goal. Point of compliance for the remedy will be all surface and 
near surface soils with inorganic and organic contamination above 
the clean-up standards. Maintenance and monitoring at the 
disposal cells including leachate collect~,on, and lysimeter and 
groundwater monitoring will be required to ensure protectiveness 
of the remedy. 

As noted above, this alternative would comply with all federal 
and state applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs) as listed in Tables 8-1. 

Health-based ARARs specific to soils at the site exist for 
arsenic (leachable), pentachlorophenol (leachable) and dioxins 
(leachable and total). Health-based ARARs do not exist for PAHs, 
but guidance presented in 40 CFR 268 and the results of the risk 
assessment defining a 1 x 10-6 risk level were used for 
carcinogenic PAHs. The treatment standards for the soils remedy 
are presented in Table 4-1. Soils will be excavated to 
background levels for arsenic, and to 0.5 ppm for carcinogenic 
PAHs, 17 ppm for pentachlorophenol, and 1 ppb for dioxins. EPA 
believes that these levels are achievable using standard 
excavation technologies. Soils contaminated with these organics 
will be biologically treated to reduce leachate concentrations of 
carcinogenic PAHs to 5 ppb and pentachlorophenol to 1.7 ppm. The 
carcinogenic PAH level is based on practical analytical detection 
limits. The pentachlorophenol level is based on the CCR Title 22 
STLC standard. EPA believes that these levels are achievable 
using biological treatment. The biologically treated soil will 
then be fixed to reduce leachability of inorganics, residual 
organics, and dioxins. The treatment level for arsenic is 5 ppm 
and 1 ppb for dioxins in leachate, which represent the 'rCLP 
levels for these contaminants. Leachate levels for PMis and 
pentachlorophenol for fixed soil will remain at 5 ppb and 1.7 
ppm, respectively. 
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The land disposal restrictions of subtitle C of RCRA are not an 
ARAR for this remedy. All contaminants wi.ll be treated to levels 
below that governed by these restriction. Once treated, the soil 
will no longer be a hazardous waste and thus not subject to RCRA 
regulations. The fixed soil mass will contain hazardous 
substances and will be maintained and managed to remain 
protective of human health and the environment. 

9.4 REMEpy FOR CONTAMINATEP GROUNDWA~ 

REMEDY DESCRIPTIO~ 

For contaminated groundwater, EPA proposes extraction, biological 
treatment, chemical treatment, and discharge. Groundwater will 
be treated to achieve EPA clean-up goals prior to reuse or 
release from the site. EPA proposes to use a biological 
treatment process which passes contaminated groundwater through 
plastic discs covered with naturally occurring microorganisms. 
The microorganisms use the organic contaminants for food and 
energy, converting them to carbon dioxide "'nd water. 

Arsenic and other inorganic contaminants will be removed from the 
extracted groundwater using a chemical precipitation process. By 
adding lime to the extracted groundwater, a sludge is fonned that 
settles to the bottom of the treatment tank. Solids created by 
the treatment processes are filtered and removed for proper 
disposal. The solids will contain elevated arsenic and other 
site chemicals and will be handled as a hazardous waste. 

Both treatment processes n\ay need to be coupled with a final 
treatment step to reach clean-up standards. This could involve 
the use of activated carbon or UV/ozone destruction to remove any 
remaining organic compounds and activated alumina or ion exchange 
to remove remaining arsenic. 

Groundwater treated to health-based standards wlll be disposed of 
through various means. The disposal options include discharge to 
groundwater, use by industrial processes, use for irrigation, 
release to subsurface drains or trenches, and disposal to 
percolation/evaporation ponds. EPA is proposing to use the 10g­
deck sprinkler system and reinjection into the contaminated 
aquifer as the primary disposal methods of treated groundwater. 
Point of compliance for these disposal options will be effluent 
as it leaves the treatment plant. During the winter months, EPA 
will use percolation/evaporation ponds to dispose of effluent. 
EPA will require specific proposal from the potentially 
responsible parties (PRPs) before approving any disposal option. 

EPA is not including in this ROD direct discharge to Beaughton 
Creek as a disposal option. EPA will work closely with the nWQCB 
and the PRPs in identifying treated water disposal options 
agreeable to all parties affected by this decision. 
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This groundwater alternative will reduce contaminants to their 
corresponding clean-up standards. Dioxins and furans will be 
reduced to currently available detection limits (i.e., 25 ppq for 
both). The clean-up goals for dioxins and furans are 2 ppq, but 
this level cannot be detected with today's analytical methods. 
For benzene and carcinogenic PARs, clean-up goals will be reached 
that correspond to a one-in-one million excess cancer threat 
(i.e., 1 ppb for benzene and 5 ppb for carcinogenic PARs). For 
arsenic, the clean-up standard of 5 ppb reflects the 1 x 10 -5 
excess cancer threat. For non-carcinogenic PAHs, zinc, and 
chromium, clean-up will achieve background levels of 8 ppb for 
chromium, 90 ppb for zinc and 5 ppb for non-carcinogenic PAHs 
(detection limit). Point of compliance for the remedy will be 
the entire aquifer adjacent to and below the site. Definition of 
plume extent and compliance with the groundwater standards will 
be demonstrated through a network of monitoring wells and 
piezometers. The remedy will treat all principal and low level 
threat contaminants to their treatment standards. 

An estimated 150,000 gallons of contaminc ~ed water will be 
treated per day with this remedy. Remedial objectives will be 
achieved in approximately 30 years. Capital costs have been 
approximated at $4,315,800. operating costs, including labor, 
utilities, nutrients, inorganic chemicals, activated carbon, non­
exchange replacement, salt, analytical, sludge disposal, 
supplies, and replacement parts have been estimated at 
$13,103,200. Total costs are approximately $17,419,000. 

At the time of development of this Record of Decision, the 
existing pilot groundwater treatment plant had not been tested at 
design capacity and the effectiveness of the facility, as 
designed, in removal of organics, and inorganics had not been 
demonstrated. EPA will allow the PRPs one year from the signing 
of the Consent Decree to modify the facility and treatment scheme 
to achieve the standards presented in Table 4-1. Specifics of 
how the PRPs will be allowed to demonstrate performance of the 
facility will be included in the Consent Decree. 

REMEDY SELECTION_RATIONALE 

Groundwater extraction followed by treatment and release or reuse 
of the extracted groundwater is the selected remedy for the site. 
The selected remedy provides the best balance of the five 
balancing criteria. This alternative uses permanent solutions 
and alternative technologies to the maximum extent practicable. 
As the groundwater extraction and treatment alternatives varied 
only in the type of treatment to be employed, costs for all 
action alternatives were approximately the same. The selected 
remedy is more cost-effective with biological destruction of 
contaminants, as the subsequent handling and treatment of 
concentrated residuals (1. e., as would be necessary through 
activated carbon treatment) is eliminated. This alternative 
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provides the best long-term and short-term eff.ectiveness, 
permanently and significantly reduces the toxicity, mobility and 
volume of hazardous substances through treatment, and can be 
implemented at the site. The selected remedy employs treatment 
as a principal element that significantly and permanently reduces 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances. It is 
protective of public health and the environment, complies with 
federal and state ARARa, and is cost-effective. The costs of 
this alternative are proportional to its overall effectiveness. 

The goal of this remedial alternative is to restore groundwater 
to its beneficial uses, which is a potential drinking water 
source for this site. Based on infonnation obtained during the 
remedial investigation and on a careful analysis of all remedial 
alternatives, EPA and the state of California believe that the 
selected remedy will achieve this goal. The selected remedy will 
require contaminated soil removal and treatment to achieve this 
goal in a timely manner. Due to the extent of subsurface 
contamination, the selected remedy is expected to take at least 
30 years to be accomplished. During this time, the system's 
performance will be closely monitored on a regular basis and 
adjusted as warranted by the performance data collected during 
its operation. 

Periodic groundwater monitoring will be required to determine the 
effectiveness of the remedy and to verify achievement of the 
clean-up standards. Long-term operation and maintenance (O&M) 
activities, institutional and engineering controls, and their 
costs will be required. Such requirements and a specific 
monitoring program will be defined precisely as the Consent 
Decree is developed. 

ARABia 

This alternative will comply with all Federal and State 
applicable or relevant and appropriate re~lirements (AHARs) as 
listed in Tables 8-1 and 8-2. 

The groundwater remediation and treatment standards selected for 
the groundwater remedy are presented in Table 4M·l. These 
standards were selected by the process described below. As per 
section 300.430(e) of the NCP, Federal MCLGs, where promulgated, 
were initially selected as the treatment standards. In the event 
that the MCLG has been set at a level of zero, then the federal 
MCLs, where promulgated, or the 1 x 10-5 to 1 X 10-6 risk range, 
which ever were more restrictive, were selected. In the event 
that a more stringent MCL has been promulgated by the state of 
California, then the state MCL was selected as the treatment 
standard. The selected remedy will achieve the treatment 
standard in the entire aquifer below the site and in the effluent. 
discharged from the treatment unit if the effluent is used for 
non-industrial purposes. 
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For arsenic, pentachlorophenol, benzene, and dioxins, the 
treatment standard represents the 1 x 10-5 to 1 X 10-6 risk range 
for these contaminants. For carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic 
PARs, the treatment standard represents practical analytical 
detection limits. For chromium and zinc, the treatment standard 
represents either background or the health based standards as 
determined by the reference dose levels for each contaminant. 
All of these contaminants were detected in ground\lTater at levels 
exceeding their treatment standards. 

The land disposal restrictions of subtitle C of the RCRA are not 
an ARAR for this remedy. The treatment technology used in the 
selected remedy will treat contaminated groundwater to either 
background or non-detectable levels. Once the groundwater is so 
treated, it no longer contains hazardous waste and no longer is 
subject to regulation under Subtitle C of RCRA. 

9.5 REMEDY FOR SURFACE WATER 

To prevent contamination of surface water, EPA proposes to treat 
and/or isolate the contaminated soils as described in the three 
contaminated soils remedies (i.e., inorganic, organic, and 
combined inorganic and organic). These remedies will prevent or 
greatly reduce contact between surface water and contaminated 
soil, thereby preventing or minimizing surface water 
contamination. Rationale and ARARs for the soils remedies are 
discussed above. EPA is not proposing a sediment remedy for the 
perennial portions of Beaughton Creek or its tributaries until. 
further data and consultation with the California Department of 
Fish and Game result in the need for further action. 

9.6 CONCLUSION 

All remedies identified in this Record of Decision will reduce 
the residual risk for each contaminant in soil, sediment, and 
groundwater at the site to the 1 x 10-5 to 1 X 10-6 risk range. 
The greatest residual risk will relate to the background 
concentration of arsenic in soil and groundwater ~/hich reflects a 
1 x 10-5 risk. 

The proposed remedies mentioned in the preceding sections may 
need to be modified as a result of the remedial design and 
construction process. The changes, in general, reflect 
alterations made during the remedial design phase and will be 
performed so that standards state in Table 4-1 can be met and 
that the remedies will remain protective and effective. 
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10.0 STATUTORY DETERMINATION 

The selected remedies are protective of human health and the 
environment as required by section 121 of CERCLA. Existing or 
potential risks from exposure to soils, surface water, sediment 
and groundwater will be eliminated, reduced, and controlled by 
treating contamination, stabilizing contamination, and containing 
contaminants. Remedial objectives will reduce excess cancer 
risks to 10.6 when possible (if background levels of chemicals do 
not exceed this risk level), which is within the 10.4 to 10.6 risk 
range. Risks from non-carcinogens will be reduced to hazard 
indices less than one. All principal and low level threat 
contaminants will be addressed by the proposed remedies. During 
the implementation of the remedies, engineering controls such as 
dust control measures will be employed to ensure that no 
unacceptable short-term risks or cross-media impacts occur. 

The remedies selected will comply with ARARs. The remedies 
selected will meet Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs and the 
California DHS Applied Action Levels for l :inking water. 

The remedies for contaminated soil will comply with the RCRA lrond 
Disposal Restrictions (LDRs). Concentrations of contaminants 
within leachate generated from the waste will comply with 40 CFR 
268 requirements. 

The remedy for groundwater will comply with the state well 
installation regulations, water treatment facility siting and 
operation regulations, and worker protection regulations. 

The discharge of treated effluent will comply with ARARs and, to 
the extent possible, TBCs. 

During implementation of the remedies, the sUbstantive 
requirements of the Siskiyou County Air Pollution Control 
District will be met. 

The aforementioned protectiveness and compliance with 
environmental requirements is achieved in a cost effective 
manner. The alternatives chosen are the cost effective 
approaches available to achieve the necessary degree of 
protectiveness. Residual risk which will be related to 
background levels will be 1 x 10.5 • 

The selected remedies use permanent solutions and alternative 
technologies to the maximum extent possible, and satisfy the 
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that 
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element. 

The clean-up standards defined in this Record of Decision are 
subject to re-evaluation with respect to effectiveness in 
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protecting human health and the environment at the 5-year revie\~ 
period. 

10.1 SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH INORGANICS 

The proposed remedy, fixation and on-site disposal, will be 
protective through containment of the inorganics in the fixed 
soil mass. This alternative will involve treatment to reduce 
mobility. Toxicity and volume will not be reduced. Short-term 
effectiveness will be maintained through strict environmental 
controls. The alternative is implementable using standard 
equipment and materials. 

The "No Action" alternative would not be protective because 
contaminants would continue to be released into surface water 
runoff and in airborne dust. 

Excavation and off-site disposal would be protective through 
removal of contaminants. However, removal would not reduce the 
overall toxicity, mobility or volume of C( ltaminants. 

capping would be only partially protective of ground"later. 
Mobility into groundwater would remain a concern. 

10.2 SOlIR CONTAMINATED WITH ORGANICS 

The proposed remedy, excavation and on-site bioremediation, will 
be protective and permanent through destruction of organics and 
long-term containment of the residuals. Volume of contaminated 
material will be decreased and mobility controlled through 
containment in a lined cell. The alternative is implementable 
using available equipment and materials and demonstrated 
techniques. The alternative does not preclude movement of 
treated soils to an off-site disposal facility at a later time. 

The "No Action" alternative would not be protective of human 
health and the environment because the contaminants would 
continue to be released from the site into the groundwater. 

Excavation and off-site disposal would be protective of human 
health and the environment through removal of contaminants. 
However, removal would not reduce the overall toxicity, mobility, 
or volume of contaminants. 

Excavation and off-site incineration would be protective, would 
reduce toxicity, mobility and volume, would be effective in the 
short term and long term, and would be implementable. However, 
the total cost of incineration is approximated at more than five 
times the cost of bioremediation. 
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10.3 SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH ORGANICS AND INORG~ICS 

The proposed remedy, excavation and on-site bioremediation 
followed by fixation to contain inorganics and on-site disposal, 
will be protective through biological destruction of organics and 
long-term containment of the residuals. The volume, toxicity, 
and mobility of organic contaminants will be reduced. The 
mobility, but not 'the volume or toxicity, of inorganic 
contaminants will be reduced. The alternative will be effective 
and protective during the short term through the use of strict 
environmental controls. The alternative is implementable using 
available equipment and materials and demonstrated techniques. 

The "No Action" alternative would not be protective because the 
contaminants would continue to be released from the site into 
surface water, groundwater, and in airborne dust. 

Excavation and off-site disposal would be protective through 
removal of contaminants. However, there would be no reduction in 
toxicity, mobility, or volume. 

Excavation and off-site incineration would be protective through 
the nearly complete destruction of organics and the stabilization 
of the inorganics in the ash. This alternative would reduce 
organic toxi.city, mobility, and volume. However, it would not 
reduce inorganic toxicity or volume. This alternative would be 
protective and effective in the short term through the use of 
strict environmental controls. Furthermore, the total cost of 
incineration is approximated at almost 4 times the cost of 
bioremediation/fixation. 

capping would only be partially protective of groundwater. 
Mobility into groundwater would remain a concern. 

10.4 CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER 

The groundwater remedy, extraction followed by biological and 
chemical treatment, will be a permanent solution because the 
contaminants will be destroyed or removed from the groundwater. 
The groundwater remedy is expected to take 30 years to achieve 
treatment standards. Careful management of the process will be 
necessary for it to be effective in the short term. The 
alternative is implementable using readily availabl.e equipment 
and materials. 

The "No Action" alternative would not be protective because 
contaminants would continue to remain in the groundwater. 

The "UV or Granulated Activated Carbon Treatment of Organics" 
alternative offers tjle same risk reduction benefits as the 
proposed remedy. Treatment with activated carbon has the 
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disadvantage that the spent carbon containing the organics would 
need to be regenerated or disposed of properly. 
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11.0 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

Surface soil clean-up standards for chromium, copper, zinc, 
pentachlorophenol, and carcinogenic PMis have been revised since 
the issuance of the Proposed Plan. The revised clean-up 
standards for chromium of 500 ppm, copper of 2,500, and zinc of 
5,000 represent the California Title 22 TTl,C waste designation 
levels for these elements. The revised standard for carcinogenic 
PAHs of 0.5 ppm represents the 1 x 10-6 risk level for the 
contaminants. The revised clean-up standard for 
pentachlorophenol of 17 ppm reflects the California Title 22 
hazardous waste designation level for the contaminant. 

Leachate standards for copper, zinc, pentachlorophenol, and non­
carcinogenic p&qs were also modified since issuance of the 
Proposed Plan. The leachate standards for copper of 25 ppm, zinc 
of 250 ppm, and pentachlorophenol of 17 ppm reflect the 
California Title 22 STI£ waste designation levels for these 
contaminants. The non-carcinogenic PAH leachate level was 
revised to 1 ppm to be more consistent witi. criteria in 40 CFR 
268. 

Clean-up criteria for all contaminants in drainage sediments have 
been revised to reflect analytical detection limits for organics. 

The groundwater clean-up standard for arsenic was revised to 
reflect a practical quantification limit of 5 ppb, which also 
reflects a 1 x 10'5 risk level. The groundwater standard for 
carcinogenic PAHs has been revised to 5 ppb, which also reflects 
the practical quantification limit for PAHs. 

Finally, EPA has eliminated direct discharge to surface water as 
a disposal option for treated groundwater. 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
J. H. BAXTER SUPERFUND SITE 

PROPOSED CLEAN-UP PLAN 

A discussion of significant comments and issues related to EPA's 
Proposed Plan to clean up the J. H. Baxter site is presented 
below. A more detailed discussion follows this synopsis of 
significant comments. 

Clean-up GQ~ls - Bational~ LQr Selection 

EPA received several comments regarding the selection of the 
proposed clean-up goals for the site, particularly in reference 
to using the naturally occurring level, or "background", as the 
clean-up standard. 

When selecting clean-up goals, EPA considered a number of 
factors, including health-based levels as determined by the 
site's endangerment assessment and by st~te and federal criteria. 
Background levels for the site were also considered. The site 
has two basic types of contaminants: inorganic contaminants and 
organic contaminants. The inorganic contaminants such as 
arsenic, chromiwn, copper, and zinc ()ccur naturally in the site 
area and therefore have background levels. The organic 
contaminants such as the components of creosote, 
pentachlorophenol, tetrachlorophenol, and chlorinated 
dioxins/furans do not occur naturally at the site and thus do not 
have background levels. 

For the inorganic contaminants, EPA selected health-based 
criteria as the starting point for site cleanup. The clean-up 
level identified for arsenic in soil is the background 
concentration of 8 parts per million (ppm) at the site. This 
corresponds to the health·~protective level for arsenic of a 1 in 
100,000 risk of cancer. The health-based level for chromium, 
another carcinogen, was identified at 570 ppm. EPA will be using 
500 ppm as the clean-up standard for chromium to be consistent 
with the state of California's standards. Because copper and 
zinc are considered less toxic than arsenic and chromium, the 
clean-up standax:ds are higher. It is important to note that all 
of the inorganic contaminants are mixed together in the soil and 
excavating and treating arsenic to background will essentially 
treat and remove the other inorganic contaminants to background 
levels. Because the proposed soil remedies will prevent movement 
of the inorganic contaminants in runoff or wind-blown dust, they 
will not threaten human health or the environment. 

For the organic contaminants in soils, EPA's clean-up standards 
reflect health-based criteria for each contaminant or the 
analytical detection limit, if the health-based level cannot be 
detected by current EPA accepted methods. The except:ion ls for 
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St7HW\.RY OJ' COMMENTS 
J. H. BAXTBR SUPERFUND SITE 

PROPOSED CLEAN-UP PLAN 

A discussion of significant comments and issues related to EPA's 
Proposed Plan to clean up the J. H. Baxter site is presented 
below. A more detailed discussion follows this synopsis of 
significant comments. 

Clean-up Goals - Ration~~ LQr S~lecti~n 

EPA received several comments regarding the selection of the 
proposed clean-up goals for the site, particularly in reference 
to using the naturally occurring level, or "background", as the 
clean-up standard. 

When selecting clean-up goals, EPA considered a number of 
factors, including health-based levels as determined by the 
site's endangerment assessment and by st~te and federal criteria. 
Background levels for the site were also considered. The site 
has two basic types of contaminants: inorganic contaminants and 
organic contaminants. The inorganic contaminants such as 
arsenic, chromimn, copper, and zinc occur naturally in the site 
area and therefore have background levels. The organic 
contaminants such as the components of creosote, 
pentachlorophenol, tetrachlorophenol, and chlorinated 
dioxins/furans do not occur naturally at the site and thus do not 
have background levels. 

For the inorganic contaminants, EPA selected health-based 
criteria as the starting point for site cleanup. The clean-up 
level identified for arsenic in soil is the background 
concentration of 8 parts per million (ppm) at the site. This 
corresponds to the health-protective level for arsenic of a 1 in 
100,000 risk of cancer. The health-based level for chromium, 
another carcinogen, was identified at 570 ppm. EPA will be using 
500 ppm as the clean-up standard for chromium to be consistent 
with the state of California's standards. Because copper and 
zinc are considered less toxic than arsenic and chromium, the 
clean-up standards are higher. It is important to note that all 
of the inorganic contaminants are mixed together in the soil and 
excavating and treating arsenic to background will essentially 
treat and remove the other inorganic contaminants to background 
levels. Because the proposed soil remedies will prevent movement 
of the inorganic contaminants in runoff or wind-blown dust, they 
will not threaten human health or the environment. 

For the organic contaminants in soils, EPA's clean-up standards 
reflect health-based criteria for each contaminant or the 
analytical detection limit, if the health-based level cannot be 
detected by current EPA accepted methods. The exce.ption is for 
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pentachlorophenol where the state of California's standard of 17 
ppm, which is more stringent than the health-based criterion, was 
selected. Like the inorganic contamination, the organir'! 
contamination is also mixed in the soil. Excavating and treating 
the carcinogenic components of creosote and the dioxins, which 
have the most stringent clean··up standards, will essentially 
remove the other organic contaminants as well. EPA will not 
allow detectable levels of these contaminants in runoff from the 
site. 

EPA is proposing to pump contaminated groundwater to treat the 
water at a facility at the site. EPA has selected health-based 
standards as the goals for cleaning up the aquifer. EPA will 
require treating the water to health-based levels before 
releasing it for industrial or other uses. EPA will not be 
releasing treated water to Beaughton Creek or its tributaries. 
EPA will not allow reinjection into the groundwater of treated 
water that will reduce the quality of the aquifer at the site to 
below health-based standards. 

Risk Assessment - Alternatiye H~thods P[2RQSed 

The potentially responsible parties provided several comments 
related to the risk assessment methods used by EPA. They 
suggested an alternative approach that is less conservative than 
EPA's and proposed less stringent clean-up goals. 

The risk assessment approach used by EPA at this site reflected 
the approach EPA used at Superfund sites during the mid to late 
1980's. EPA's approach incorporates conservative assumptions 
because of future uncertainties related to land use and public 
access to the site. The alternative approach suggested by the 
commentors is not consistent with EPA's current risk assessment 
methods and thus cannot be considered. 

Surface Water D~scharge - Impacts to Beaughtoll Creek 

EPA received a few comments expressing concern over the impact of 
discharging treated groundwater to Beaughton Creek. Beaughton 
Creek supports a viable fishery. Aquatic life, anglers, 
wildlife, and cattle could be affected by the discharge. 

EPA has reconsidered the direct discharge water disposal 
and will not be including at a part of the final remedy. 
disposal options for the treated groundwater are process 
use, evaporation/percolation ponds, and reinjection into 
contaminated portion of the plume. 
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Long-term Man~gem~~~eated Wastes - Why i§ This~ 

The inorganic contaminants exist in the soil in a concentrated 
state, and due to physical constraints they cannot be destroyed 
nor can their toxicity be significantly reduced. The selected 
treatment fOl" the soils, which is fixa'tion or solidification 
through mixing w1th cement, is intended to prevent the 
contaminants from continuing to leach from soils into groundwater 
and to prevent water·-borne and wind-borne movement of 
contaminants. Because the contaminants will remain at the site 
in the fixed soil mass, the treated soils should not be disturbed 
or used for other purposes. Therefore long-term management will 
be required. The most contaminated soils will be placed in lined 
treatment cells constructed to capture any rain water that has 
come into contact with the fixed soils and has possibly dissolved 
some of the contaminants. This contaminated water or leachate 
will remain within the cells. Long-term management of these 
cells will be necessary to continue collection of leachate, to 
maintain integrity of the cells, and to prevent disturbance of 
the cells. 

It may not be possible to completely destroy all of the organic 
contaminants using biological treatment. Therefore, the 
biologically treated soils will also be maintained in lined 
treatment cells to prevent direct, contact or reuse of the soils 
as long as the organic contamination remains. 

Effectiveness - Can EPA Achieve and...M!U.nt§j,n Clean··up Qf.li\l!L,M.§lng 
the Technologi.es Jdentified? 

The remedies selected by EPA have been effective either during 
pilot studies at this site or at similar sites. EPA will 
continue to evaluate progress at this site to ensure that the 
remedies remain effective. Where necessary, EPA will modify the 
proposed remedies or add new clean-up steps so that clean-up 
standards are met. 

Off-Site contamination - What is EPA's Pr9P~~~ 

EPA has performed extensive soils sampling in all areas ar.ound 
the site and has only detected significant contamination in site 
drainage areas on and off of the site. Where necessary, EPA will 
remedy the drainage contamination. EPA did not detect 
contamination in residential areas above health-based criteria 
and EPA is not proposing an off-site soil remedy at this time. 
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Scbedule.2f S:l.t.~L.Eerneg~ - ~oG..~re$}tIDent P..l~ 
Q}2en? 

EPA received a few of comments related to its proposal to allow 
the wood treatment plant to remain open during site remedy. It 
is not EPA's intent to close the wood treatment plant during site 
remedy. EPA will detennine a clean-up schedule that will allow 
continued operations. The proposed groundwater collection and 
treatment remedy will not affect or be affected by plant 
operations. The majority of surface soils contamination can be 
treated with minimal effects on plant operations. Only the 
remedy of subsurface soils below and next to the plant stluctures 
will potentially affect plant operations. EPA will include the 
treatment of these subsurface soils as part of its negotiated 
settlement with the responsible parties. 
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RESPONSE SUMMARY 

The Proposed Plan for the J.H. Baxter site was issued to the 
public on April 27, 1990. The Proposed Plan described EPA's 
preferred remedial alternatives for contaminated soils, 
groundwater, surface water, and sediments at the site. At the 
time of issuance of the Proposed Plan, EPA announced that the 
public comment period would extend from May 1 through May 30, 
1990. At the request of the potentially responsible parties 
(PRPs), the public comment period was extended to June 30, 1990. 
On May 7, 1990, EPA briefed citizens of the City of Weed on EPA's 
Proposed Plan at a public meeting. 

SUMMARy OF COMHEN'fS RECEIVED 

During the public comment period, EPA received COF~ents from 
individuals within the local community, from public interest 
groups, from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, California Department of Fish and Game, the california 
Department of Health services, and from the potentially 
responsible parties. Comments pertainin9 to elements of the 
Proposed Plan and EPA's responses to the comments are summarized 
below. 

A. COMMENTS FROM COHKUNITY )~BRS 

Commentor: Mary Thomas 
Date: May 9, 1990 

1. Comment: 

The commentor agreed with the proposed groundwater treatment 
remedy, but was concerned about discharge of treated water to 
surface waters or for irrigation. 

1. Response: 

EPA does not propose to release treated water to surface water or 
as irrigation water that would contain chemicals at levels 
harmful to humans, cattle, fish, or ,\Tildlife. All releases would 
meet the stringent state and Federal standards for protection of 
human health and the environment based on the discharge method 
employed. EPA would also require monitoring of any releases to 
ensure that protection of human health and the environment is 
maintained. 
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2. Comment: 

The commentor agreed with the proposed soil treatment remedy, but 
requested clarification of the term "long-term management" of the 
treated soils. The commentor requested that the treated soils be 
capped after tr.eatment. 

2 • Response: 

The treatment remedy for soils contaminated with arsenic and 
other inorqanics does not remove the contaminants, but binds them 
into a solid mass which prevents the contaminants from being 
washed or bloltln away, or move into the groundwater. The treated 
soils therefore must be placed in a location that will remain 
undisturbed in perpetuity or until a follow-on remedy is deemed 
necessary. The long-term storage unit which will contain the 
treated soils will be capped by a soil layer so that wind, rain, 
and surface water will not come in conta :t with the treated 
soils. By stating that treated soils will require long-term 
management, EPA is indicating that Federal, state, and local 
records for the site must be amended through deed restrictions to 
reflect that treated soils have been deposited on the site 
property, and that the storage unit into which the soils have 
been placed should not be disturbed. 

3. Comment: 

The commentor expressed a concern over the dust problem for the 
site due to the high wind conditions for Weed and asked whether 
the entire site should be capped. 

3. Response: 

EPA's proposed remedy for the site will involve the removal and 
treatment of all contaminated surface soil and the maintenance of 
the soil in a contailunent cell so that wind erosion is not 
possible. Baxter would be required to reconstruct the property 
so that release of contaminated dusts would not be possible. In 
recognition of the current dust problem, EPA is considering 
spraying the contaminated site soils with a non-toxic soil 
particle binding agent that will minimize dust releases until the 
final remedy is implemented. 
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Public Meeting Comments 
Date: May 7, 1990 

1. Comment: 

How does Love Canal compare with the Baxter site? If the Baxter 
site was discovered first, would there have been a similar public 
reaction to the Baxter site? 

1. Response: 

There is very little similarity between the J.H. Baxter and Love 
Canal Superfund sites. Love Canal primarily resulted from the 
construction of houses over former hazardous waste lagoons. At 
Love Canal there was a significant potential for dally direct 
contact with the hazardous wastes and therefore a more serious 
health threat was present. To EPA's kn wledge, there are no 
records of waste disposal within the community or of residential 
construction over former waste disposal areas related to the .J. H. 
Baxter site. 

2. Comment: 

lihat is the long-term management of the treated and fixed soils? 

2. Response: 

EPA proposes to place the treated soils il'1to a containment cell 
designed to collect any contaminated liquids that may result· from 
moisture contact with the treated soils. A soil cap will be 
constructed over the soils to prevent direct contact, surface 
water erosion, and wind erosion of the solls. EPA, in 
coordination with state and local authorities, will require 
institutional controls (such as deed restric·tions) that will 
prohibit disturbance of the treated soil unit or cap. EPA will 
also require monitoring of any liquids produced in the soil 
containment unit and of the local groundwater to ensure that the 
remedy is effect.ive in containing the contaminants. Long-term 
management will be necessary as long as the treated and :(lxed 
soils remain at tho site. 
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Commentor: Kenoli Oleari (Salmon River Concerned citizens) 
Date: June 30, 1990 

1. Comment: 

A discussion of historical difficulties and problems relating to 
J.H. Baxter's unwillingness to cooper.ate and to comply with 
clean-up orders should have been included in the Feasibility 
Study CFS) and Proposed Plan. 

1. Response: 

A discussion on the regulatory history for. the site was included 
in the Remedial Inveatiqation report and was not repeated in the 
FS. Although the state and EPA experienced a lack of cooperation 
by Baxter during the early stages of the RI/FS process, Baxter 
has shown a greater willingness to cooperate in more recent 
remedial studies and efforts. CERCLA T1quires that all 
potentially responsible parties CPRPs) be given an opportunity to 
participate in site cleanup. J.H. Baxter's Obligations for the 
cleanup will be established in EPA's Consent Decree order.a and 
Baxter will be required to meet its obligations or faoe a Federal 
lawsuit under the Superfund law. 

2. Comment: 

EPA should take over responsibility for cleanup from Baxter. 

2. Response: 

Baxter, IP, and Roseburg have all shown good fai t,h responses to 
recent EPA and state requests for site remedial studies and 
interim actions. As long as these parties remain responsive, EPA 
will not take over the direct responsibility for cleanup. In 
addition, it is EPA's polioy that in the situation where viable 
responsible parties are identified for a site, such as the Baxter 
site, EPA will not take over responsibility for cleanup. EPA 
will negotiate a consent Decree with the viable parties which 
defines the scope of cleanup. EPA will oversee the cleanup, and 
sue any viable party who does not comply with the scope of 
cleanup established in the negotiated consent Decree. Provisions 
and stipulated penal ties p:r.'ovided in the Consent Decree are 
designed to prevent the potentially responsible parties from 
delaying or hindering the clean-up process. The Consent Decree 
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will require the site remedies to be implemented in a manner that 
is protective of public health and the environment. 

3. Comment: 

Allowing Baxter to delay cleanup 3 to 5 years could expose the 
public to additional health risks over an unreasonable time 
period. A shorter clean-up period is requested to prevent this. 

3 • Response: 

EPA must recognize the economic burden that implementing a remedy 
may have either on the facility directly involved or the local 
community supported by the facility. Implementing the remedy 
during a relatively short period could result in the temporary or 
permanent closure of the wood treatment plant, which is not one 
of EPA's goals. By allowing the remedy to occur over 3 to 5 
years in a phased approach, Baxter can remain in operation and 
maintain current employment. The 3 to 5 year cleanup refers to 
Baxter property soils below the facility buildings only. EPA 
does intend to address the surface water runoff and dust 
emissions problems early in the remedial process to minimize the 
risks posed by these releases to the local cOIOl\'\unity. 'l'he 
potentially responsible parties have installed one groundwater 
treatment plant on Roseburg's property and instituted a pilot 
program at the Baxter property to extract and treat contaminated 
groundwater. EPA will also review effectiveness of all remedies 
every 5 years and modify the remedies as necessary to ensure that 
they remain protective. 

4. Comment: 

A comprehensive program for offsite contamination investigation 
is critical and must be included as part of the cleanup plan. 

4. Response: 

EPA recently completed extensive soH sampling of residential 
areas adjacent to the Baxter property and determined that there 
is no soil contamination in these areas resulting from wood 
treatment activities. These results and the results of EPA's 
remedial investigation indicate that the only significant offsit.e 
contamination occurs in the drainage ditch that collects and 
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transports surface water from the Baxter property. EPA intends 
to remove these contaminated sediments as part of the selected 
remedy. EPA is currently working with the Department of Fish and 
Game and the responsible parties in developing and implementing 
studies to evaluate impacts of past releases on Beaughton Creek. 
The Beaughton Creek studies will be implemented as part of the 
ROD. Creek remedies determined from the study results will be 
implemented as part of the ROD. 

5. Comment: 

Soil testing at the Weed High School is requested. 

5 • Response: 

The Weed High School is hydrologically upgradient from the site. 
Therefore, groundwater and surface water frim the high school 
flow towards the site area. Prevailing winds at the site flow 
parailel to the higb school indicating that it is not downwind of 
the site. No soil samples collected between the high school and 
the site showed contaminants from wood treatment chemicals. EPA 
also tested the groundwater well the high school uses to irrigate 
the playing fields and found the water to be free of site 
chemicals. Therefore additional investigations of the high 
school area are not warranted. 

6. Comment: 

Local health surveys are requested to evaluate frequency of 
disease in the community that may be a result of site chemicals. 

6. Response: 

Under the Superfund process, public health surveys are the 
responsibility of t,he Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry (ATSDR) in Atlanta, Georgia. EPA suggests that you 
contact ATSDR to discuss the process for requesting a public 
health survey for the Baxter site area. Inquiries should be 
addressed to: Director of Division of Health Assessments and 
Consultation, 1600 Clifton Road, Atlanta, GA 30333. 
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7. Comment: 

The plan fails to address synergism between contaminants. 

7. Response: 

Scientific data I'eqarding synergistic health effects of lllulti­
contaminant exposures are currently in the early stages of 
analyses and quite inconclusive. In selection of clean-up levels 
to background concentrations for carcinogens, EPA has effectively 
addressed potential synergistic effects for all contaminants. 

8. Comment: 

Facilitated transport of dioxins caused by solvents may have 
resulted in widespread dioxin contamination. 

8. Response: 

Of the "solvents" mentioned by the commentor, pentachlorophenol 
and tetrachlorophenol, like dioxins, are solids and thus cannot 
act as a solvent. Benzene detected at the site was t.he result of 
a leaking underground storage tank that was not part of the wood 
treatment operation. In addition, the affected area is localized 
and the soil concentrations are insufficient to facilitate the 
transport of dioxins. The dioxin sampling performed at the site 
did not indicate contamination above health-based criteria 
offsite. Because dioxins tend to adsorb strongly to aoil 
particles, transport of dioxins in dust and sediment is the 
primary transport concern. EPA is developing plans to prevent 
contaminated dust. release and surface water erosion of 
contaminated site soils. 

9. Comment: 

The Feasibility study and Cleanup Plan need to look at a broad 
range of health effects and to inves'tigate the quality and 
applicability of studies they reference. Recent studies on 
pentachlorophenol show it to be a highly toxic carcinogen. 
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9. Response: 

The Endangerment Assessment used as the basis to establish clean~ 
up levels did consider all types of known health effects, 
including reproductive effects. All studies used in the 
assessment were published studies that had been subject to peer 
review. It. is beyond the scope of a feasibility study to 
evaluate individual studies on technical merit. 
Pentachlorophenol was treated as a carcinogen in this study. 

10. Comment: 

The choice of a libackground level" for arsenic contamination 
needs to be reevaluated because naturally occurring arsenic is 
less toxic than the type of arsenic used at the wood treatment 
facility. Cleanup of arsenic to non-detect levels is 
recommended. 

10. Response: 

In performing the endangerment assessment, EPA assumed that all 
arsenic present was in the most toxic form. Results of the 
assessment show that cleanup to 8 ppm (or background) will be 
protective of human health and the environment and additional 
assessment is not warranted. It is not feasible to clean up 
arsenic to non-detectable levels because it does occur naturally 
in soils and rocks at the site and the surrounding region. 

11. Comment: 

Cleanup of pentachlorophenol, dioxins, and carcinogenic 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PMls) to non-detect levels is 
also recommended. 

11. Response: 

The Endangerment Assessment performed by EPA indicates that 
clean-up of these chemicals to the levels presented in the Record 
of Decision will be protective of hwnan health and tho 
environment and further reduction is not warranted. For soils 
clean up to background for arsenic and the 1 x 10.6 risk level 
for carcinogenic PABs has been chosen. For water, cleanup will 
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be performed to 5 ppb for. arsenic (1 x 10-5 risk level) and noo­
detect levels for all organics. 

12. Comment: 

The effectiveness of the fil(ation technology for inorganic soil 
contamination is questioned. 

12. Response: 

Although EPA recognizes that the use of pozzolonic materials to 
fix inorganic chemicals has a relatively brief history, the 10ng­
term durability and stability of pozzolins are well kno~m. 
Trsatability tests using cement as the binding agent showed that 
the inorganics were immobilized in the fixed mass. 'I'herefore 
this technology was proposed. To ensure that the technology 
remains effective, EPA intends to place tl } fixed soils in a 
containment cell and monitor the cell for an extended period. 
Should results of the long-term monitoring indicate that the 
fixed mass loses effectiveness in preventing contaminant 
mobility, EPA will consider an alternative technology at that 
time. 

EPA disagrees that the fi.xation alternative is too complicated to 
be effective. The alternative involves the use of commercially 
available fixative agents and standard earth moving and handling 
equipment. The technology employed is extremely simple with 
minimal opportuniti.es for failure or "glitches". 

The area selected for the fixed soil storage \'1i11 be in a 
geologically stable location and at least 10 feet above the high 
groundwater table. EPA remains confident that the technology can 
be implemented and maintained in a safe manner. Data to support 
EPA's proposed remedy are provided in the Administrative Record, 
maintained in Weed and San Francisco. 

13. Comment: 

The effectiveness of the biological treatment process proposed 
for soils and water on the site is questioned and UV/Ozone 
treatment is proposed. 
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13. Response: 

The FS contained results of treatability studies for this site 
which showed that biological treatment could be effectlve in 
reducing creosote and pentachlorophenol contaminant levels. 
Biological treatment has been employed at a number of wood 
treatment sites to treat groundwater and soils. EPA reviewed the 
results of a number of treatability studies before proposing 
biological treatment. 

As stated in the FS, biological treatment of water may have ,to be 
coupled with a final polishing step using activated carbon or 
UV/ozone to achieve the final treatment levels to remove or 
destroy residual organic contaminants. EPA would prefer to use 
UV/ozone as the polishing step because it does not involve 
handling or disposal of large quantities of wastes as is re~lired 
for activated carbon. EPA also considered using UV/ozone as the 
primary treatment technology, but it is me. ,'0 costly to operate 
and is subject to significant fouling at high creosote 
concentrations. EPA therefore proposed biological treatment as 
the primary treatment technology. 

EPA considered UV destruction of organics in soils but did not 
propose this technology. The UV technology for soils requires 
significant materials handling and processing to be effective and 
soil can only be processed in small batches (e.g., 1 cubic yard). 
Due to the large quantities of soil involved (about 20,000 cubic 
yards), a technology that handles soils in large quantities is 
important. Biological treatment requires significantly less soil 
handling and processing, and can be performed on bulk soils. 
costs and time to complete the soil treatment effort also favor 
biological treatment. Data to support EPA's proposed remedy are 
provided in the Administrative Record maintained in Weed and San 
Francisco. Appendix B of the ROD presents the Index to the 
Administrative Record. 

14. Comment: 

A concern is expressed that much of the cleanup activity relies 
on oflgoing monitoring which requires coope:r:'ation of the parties 
involved in site cleanup. ,Alternative cleanup technolog:les that 
do not require intensive monitoring are suggested. 
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14. Response: 

Any treatment technology employed at this site will require 
monitoring due to the nature and extent of contamination present. 
The technologies proposed by EPA reflect a required level-·of­
effort for monitoring that would not be any different from a 
required level-ot-effort for any other technology. Because the 
Superfund law includes substantial penalties for failure by the 
responsible parties in complying with the monitoring efforts to 
be specified in the Consent Decree, EPA is confident that the 
required monitoring will be performed. All tests performed as 
part of monitoring will reflect EPA accepted procedures. 
Additional tests can be incorporated into the monitoring process 
as necessary as determined through the 5-year r.eview procedure. 

15. Comment: 

Regular public meetings and information transfer on the progress 
of site cleanup will be important for the success of this effort. 

15. Response: 

EPA agrees that information will be regularly shared with the 
concerned community. PUblic information repositories located in 
Weed and San Francisco will be continually updated as new 
information becomes available. In addition, fact sheets and 
meetings will be used to keep the public informed on the progress 
of site cleanup. 

Commentor: Felice Pace (Klamath Forest Alliance) 
Date: none provided 

1. Comment: 

The Proposed Plan indicated off-site contamination. Off-site 
contamination should be considered part of the site and be 
included within the Record of Decision. 

1. Response: 

EPA recently completed an extensive off-site soil sampling 
program in areas adjacent to the site and no contamination above 
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naturally occurring background was detected in residential areas. 
One sample in Lincoln Park indicated chromium at 82 ppm, which is 
above the 40 ppm background level for this metal. However, this 
level is far belo,~ EPA's 1 x 10.6 risk level for direct contact 
by children, which is 570 ppm. contaminated sediments within and 
adjacent to the site will be addressed in the ROD and included in 
the overall site remedy. 

2. Comment: 

Where possible, clean-up goals should be established at the 
natural background level for the contaminant. 

2. Response: 

For soils, EPA has proposed background as the clean-up level for 
arsenic, and level.s near the analytica7 detection limits for 
carcinogenic PABs and dioxins. Arsenic, carcinogenic PAlls, and 
dioxins are the primary contaminants of concern for the site and 
will drive the cleanup. Available data indicate that all site 
contaminants are commingled in soils. Therefore removal of 
arsenic and carcinogenic PABs to background levels or near 
detection limits will also remove all site contalninants to near 
background levels. For groundwater contaminants, EPA has 
proposed clean-up levels as close to background as pOGsi-ble for 
the carcinogens. contaminants are also commingled in groundwater 
and the treatment of water to remove the primary contaminants 
will also remove other contaminants to detection limit.s. 
Technological constraints may not allow clean-up or treatment to 
background using available water treatment technologies at this 
time, but the levels selected by EPA are considered protective of. 
human health and the environment. EPA will periodically 
reevaluate the clean-up levels and response technologies and 
modify both as necessary so that the lowest achievable clean-up 
level, protective of health, can be met. 

3. comment: 

Dange.rous chemicals should not be discharged to surface water. 
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3. Response: 

At this time, EPA is not proposing direct discharge to surface 
water as the disposal method for treated effluent. EPA has 
identified process water use by Baxter and Roseburg, primarily 
for use as spray water on the log decks, for disposal of the 
treated groundwater during late spring through fall months. 
Discharge of treated water to percolation/evaporation ponds will 
used during the winter months. Disposal of treated effluent to 
the surface water would be performed only in accordance with 
state requirements, which at present do not allow discharge of 
any treated effluent to surface waters. 

4. Comment: 

The Proposed Plan should contain a more thorough discussion of 
risks posed by chemicals at the site. 

4 • Response: 

A detailed discussion of site risks is presented in the 
Endangerment Assessment. The purpose of the proposed Plan is to 
describe EPA's proposed site remedy. Other relevant information 
such as that related to site risks is summarized in order to 
maintain a condensed fact sheet format. The Endangerment 
Assessment and other supporting documentation on sit.a risks ar(~ 
available in the site's information repositories located at the 
College of the siskiyous and at the "leed Library. 

5. Comment: 

An information r.epository in Yreka is recommended. 

5. Response: 

EPA once maintained an information repository in Yreka, but 
removed it when EPA discovered it was not being used. 
Information repositories remain in Weed and San F'rancisco. 

BAXRESUM A-17 



6. Comment: 

An explanation of why background levels cannot be feasibly 
attained with currently available technology is necessary. 

6. Response: 

For surface and near. surface soils where excavation for 
subsequent treatment will be the first step in the site remedy 
process, removal to background levels of arsenic is readily 
achievable. The only limitation to excavation would be using 
analytical chemistry results to define the boundaries of the 
contaminated soil to be removed. All of the inorganic 
contaminants can be analyzed to their background levels in soils 
and therefore excavation to background is achievable. EPA 
proposes to excavate the carcinogenic organic contaminants to the 
non-detection level. The organic contaminants can be analyzed to 
the 500 parts per billion level which arp concentrations 
considered protective of hUman health and the environment. 

Soil excavation is proposed to go as deep as the top of the 
groundwater table (or about 5 to 12 feet below ground surface 
depending on the time of year). Although it is possible to 
excavate soils that are within the groundwater zone, these soils 
are saturated with water. The saturated soils lose the 
structural properties of dry soils and become more difficult to 
excavate and handle. Temporary dewatering of the proposed 
excavation area may allow the excavation to extend deeper than 12 
feet, but the difficulty of dewatering the aquifer further and 
the need for shoring of the excavation, coupled with worker 
safety concerns for excavations in saturated soils, would prevent 
a deeper excavation. 

For the deeper soils, pumping of contaminated groundwater is one 
means of removal of contaminants from the subsurface soils. All 
of the site contaminants have a stronger attraction to soil 
particles than they do for going into solution, therefore the 
contaminants tend to remain bound to the soil. Thus, removal of 
the contaminants through groundwater extraction may not be 
SUfficient to remove the subsurface soil contaminants. Removal 
of the subsurface contaminants can be enhanced through the 
injection of flushing agents that tletach the contaminants frenn 
the soils and allo\.., them to move in the groundwater towards the 
extraction wells. The injection of nutrients into the 
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groundwater could also encourage bacteria to consume the organic 
contaminants, also facilitating subsurface and aquifer cleanup. 

Available technologies are adequate to allow treatment of 
organics in extracted groundwater to non-detection levels (about 
5 ppb). Removal of inorganic contaminants to background levels 
in large volumes of water (it is estimated that up to 150,000 
gallons per day may be treated at the site) is more difficult due 
to technological constraints for this volume of. water. Although 
it is possible to treat the water to background levels in the 
laboratory, technological and cost limitations required to scale­
up a laboratory treatment scheme to a full-scale treatment 
facility could prohibit treatment of inorganics to baclcground. 
EPA will require treatment of extracted groundwater to those 
levels achievable using the best available de.monstrated 
technologies and will require the potentially responsible parties 
to modify the treatment plant as necessary to achieve levels 
expressed in EPA's standards. EPA is <. •• mfident that these 
levels will be protective of human health and the environment for 
treated water released from the site. 

7. Comment: 

The commentor asked for an explanation on why soil leachate 
concentrations are proposed as acceptable when they are far 
higher than the clean-up goals for groundwater. 

7. Response: 

EPA uses leachate tests to determine the ability of a contaminant 
to move from a solid waste and to establish whether the waste can 
be classified as hazardous. P'or the Baxter site, leachate t.ests 
will be used to establish the level at which a treatment process 
is effective and no further treatment is necessary. The leachate 
standards that EPA has proposed take into consideration 
groundwater protection factors. Under normal situations, the 
volume of leachate generated by water passing through a waste is 
significantly smaller than the volume of the aquifer or surface 
water that may be affected. contaminants "tithin the leachate as 
it moves through soil tend to leave the liquid and adsorb to soil 
particles. Therefore the concentration of the leachate can 
decrease as the leachate moves. Due to the relativt:~ly small 
volume of leachate produced compared to an aquifer or. surface 
water body, EPA also assumes that people will not be directly 
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consuming leachate or coming in contact with sufficient 
quantities of the leachate for it to be harmful. For these 
reasons the leachate standards can be higher than the drinking 
water or aquifer standards. It is also important to note that 
while waste treatment is occurring at the site, the soils will be 
contained in lined treatment cells. All leachate collected from 
within these lined cells telill be directed in pipes either back 
onto the surface of the soil treatment area or into t.he water 
treatment plant. EPA does not intend to allow the leachate to 
reach or affect groundwater or surface water. 

commentor: Anthony Landis (California Department of Health 
Services) 

Date: June 19, 1990 

1. Comment: 

It is the position of the California Department of Health 
Services that the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
the Safe Drinking Water & Toxic Enforcement Act (Proposition 65) 
are site ARARs. 

1. Response: 

The National contingency Plan (NCP) presents the criteria that 
EPA uses in identification of Applicable or Relative and 
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). The NCP (40 erR 300.400(g)(4» 
states, "Only those state standards that are promulgated, are 
identified by the state in a timely manner, and are mor.e 
stringent than federal requirements may be applicable or relevant 
and appropriate. For purposes of identification and notification 
of promulgated state standards, the term 'promulgated' means that 
the standards are of general applicability and are legally 
enforceable." The NCP further states that EPA may select an 
alternative that does not meet a state identified MAR if "tht~ 
state has not consistently applied, or demonstrated the intention 
to consistently apply, the promulgated requirements in similar 
circumstances at other. remedial actions within the state" (40 cJt'n 
300.430(f) (C». 
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EPA has determined that the requirements of CEQA are no more 
stringent than the requirements for environmental review under 
CERCLA, as amended by SARA. Pursuant to the p:n')Visions of 
CERCLA, the NCP and other federal requirements, EPA's prescribed 
procedures for evaluation of environmental impacts, selecting a 
remedial action with feasible mitigation measures, and providing 
for public review, are designed to ensure that the proposed 
action provides for the short-tel~ and long-term protection of 
the environment and public health and hence perform the same 
function as, and are substantially parallel to, the state's 
requirements under CEQA. 

since EPA has found that CERCLA, the Nep, and other federal 
requirements are no less stringent than the requirements of CEQA, 
EPA has determined that CEQA is not an ARAR for this site. 

EPA will continue to cooperate with DHS and other state and 
federal agencies during the design phase f the remedial action 
to clarify further environmental review and mitigation 
requirements and ensure that they are fulfilled. 

EPA has performed a thorough evaluation of Plooposition 65 or the 
Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (the Act) 
and the regulations implementing it (CCR Title 22 Section 12000 
et. seq.) and has determined that the Act is not an ARAR for this 
site for the following reasons. To be an ARAR, Proposition 65 
discharge limits would need to be more stringent than standards 
adopted by EPA in the Record of Decision. EPA's clean-up goals 
are based on a 1 in 1,000,000 (1 x 10~) risk level for 
carcinogens. However, in some instances analytical 
quantification limits are higher, such as in the case of arsenic, 
and EPA will be using a 1 x 1005 risk level as the standard. 
Risk levels promulgated under CCR Title 22 Article 7 (No 
significant Risk Levels), Section 12703, specify a 1 in 100,000 
(1 x 10.5) risk level, which is less stringent than EPA's 
standard. 

CCR Title 22, Section 12701, paragraph (a) clearly allows EPA to 
use discharge standards other than those presented 1n the 
regulation. This paragraph states, lINothing in this article 
shall preclude a person from us1ng evidence, standards, risk 
assessment methodologies, principles, assumptions or levels not 
described in this article to establish that a level of exposure 
to a listed chemical poses no significant ri.slc". EPA has 
performed a risk assessment meeting the requirements of CCR 'l'it:le 
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22, section 12721, and has determined that EPA's standards pose 
"No Sign.i.ficant Risk" as intended under this regulation. 

EPA's identification of an a.lternative standard is also supported 
by proposition 65 Title 22 regulations. section 12703, paragraph 
(b) states, 

For chemi(;alrs assessed in accordance with this section, the 
risk level which represents no significant I.·isk shall be one 
which is calcula.ted to result in one excess case of cancer 
in an exposed population of 100,000, assuming lifetime 
exposure at the level in question, e~cept wh~re sound 
,£QDsideraticm§ of public healt.h support an alternatiye 
leyel, A.S for W$ampl~, .Ylber~ a clea,n-_up an~ l."§.$.Ylj;.lns 
dischar(Je is orclered . ...rullLsurun:yised P.l!: an Jc\.R}2ro.Rti.~ 
gQverDmentaUsnm~Q.r cout:t of Qomp~t~nt jurisdiction 
(emphasis added). 

As the lead agency for the Baxter site, EPA clearly can select 
health-based standards using other standards and considerations 
that are protective of human health and the environment. 

EPA has discussed Proposition 65 issues with California Health 
and Welfare Agency personnel (the Health and Welfare Agency is 
the administering Agency for Proposition 65) and has been 
informed that Proposition 65 was not intended to establish clean­
up levels or discharge limitations for hazardous waste site 
remedial actions. They cited CCR Title 22, Article 4 
(Discharge), section 12401 (Discharge of Water Containing a 
Listed Chemical at Time of Receipt) in making this statement. 
section 12401 (b) states: 

lqbenever a person otherwise responsible for the discharge or 
release, receives water containing a listed chemical from a 
source other than a source listed in subdivision (a), 
[subdivision (a) specifies a drinking water supply in 
compliance with all primary drinking water standards, which 
is not the case for this site], the person does not 
"discharge" or "release" within the meaning of the Act to 
the extent that the person can show that the listed chemical 
was contained in the water received, and "discharge or 
release" shall apply only to that amount of the listed 
chemical derived from sources other than water, provided 
that: 
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(1) The water is returned to the same source of water 
supply, or 
(2) The water meets all primary drinking water 
standards for the listed chemical or, where there is no 
primary drinking water standard, the water shall not 
contain a significant amount of the chemical. 

Therefore treated water that is sprayed onto the log decks or 
directed to the percolation ponds, which both meets the standards 
presented in 12401(b) (2) and will ultimately be returned to the 
same source of water supply as stated in 12401(b) (1) does not 
constitute a discharge or release under Proposition 65. 

In summary, it is EPA's qoa1 to return the site aquifer to its 
greatest beneficial use and to reduce the residual risk at the 
site to background levels. All discharges from the sit:e will be 
performed to standards identified in the Record of Decision that 
are protective of human health and the ( wironment and will pose 
no significant risk. Because EPA goals and standards are 
consistent with Proposition 65 and because Proposition 65 is no 
more stringent that EPA's standards, Proposition 65 is not an 
ARAR for this site. 

Finally, the communication requirements of Proposition 65 
duplicate or are not more stringent than Federal standards and 
are not an ARAR for this site. 

2 •. Comment: 

DHS requests to be included in all discussion related to cleunup 
of Beaughton Creek. 

2. Response: 

EPA will include DHS in all significant discussions related to 
cleanup of Beaughton Creek. 

3. Comment: 

DHS recommends a "worst finlt" remedial program that will address 
current health 'threats as a priority. This should involve 
removal of contaminated soils al'ld sediments, temporarily 
"capping" the site to prevent fugitive dust emissions, source 
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detection and elimination, and plume redefinition based on the 
proposed clean-up levels. 

3 • Response: 

EPA concurs with these recommendations. EP1". is presently 
developing plans to control dust emissions and runoff from the 
wood treatment property. EPA is working with Baxter and 
International Paper personnel in defining immediate source 
control activities and the locations of additional site wells. 

Commentol": Susan Warner (California Regional water Quality 
Control Board - North Coast Region) 

Date: June 28, 1990 

1. Comment: 

The NCRWQCB does not concur with the FS assessment that Federal 
Ambient water Quality criteria (ANQe) are not ARARa for the site. 

1. Response: 

EPA has reviewed this issue and, based on ARAR selection criteria 
presented in the NCP, concurs that the Federal Ambient Water 
Quality criteria could be used as ARAns for the site remedy, if 
the remedy involved discharge to surface water. However, EPA is 
not proposing discharge to surface water, therefore AWQC are not 
an ARAR for this site. 

2. Comment: 

The NCRWQCB does not concur with EPA's assessment that 
Proposition 65 is not an ARAR and provides information indicating 
that Proposition 65 is beinq enforced consistently thl.·o\lghout the 
North Coast reqion. 

2. Response: 

Based on a review of the information provided by NCRWQCB and 
criteria presented in the NCP for identification and usa of 
ARARs, EPA's assessment of Proposition 65 remains that it is not 
an ARAR for this !Site. See also EPA's response to DHS comment 
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No.1. Of the 11 documents provided to EPA as evidence of 
Proposition 65 enforcement, 9 of the documents predate 
Proposition 65 implementation and naturally cannot be used as 
evidence for proposition 65 enforcement. Two of the documents 
relate to recent enforcement of waste discharge requirements at a 
Louisiana-Pacific wood treatment facility in Mendicino County. 
However, in the Louisiana-Pacific case (Order 85-88), the NCRWQCB 
is allowing discharge of treated effluent from a wood treatment 
operation to the waters of the state. This discharge 
consideration is inconsistent with other portions of the North 
Coast region, such as the Baxter site, where the NCRWQCB is 
prohibiting discharge of treated effluent. In the second 
Louisiana-Pacific case (Complaint No. 89-103), the only standard 
identified is 50 micrograms per liter, the MeL for arsenic, which 
is significantly higher than EPA's Baxter site standard of 1 
microgram per liter (ppb). Neither the Baxter nor Roseburg 
enforcement orders provided can be considered as examples of 
Proposition 65 enforcement because they pl ldate the Act. 
Contaminated runoff containing Proposition 65 chemicals can still 
be detected in surface water flowing from the Baxter property. 
The Roseburg water treatment system was not designed or 
constructed to address Federal or state water treatment facility 
requirements, and it is not treating for arsenic, a primary site 
contaminant and a Proposition 65 listed chemical. No evidence 
was provided to EPA in these documents that demonstrates that the 
discharge limitations of Proposition 65 are being enforced or 
even met at other locations within the state. 

3. Comment: 

The NCRWQCB does not concur with the clean-up goals for 
polynuclear aromatics and chlorophenolics in sediments. 

3. Response: 

EPA is amending the clean-up goals stated in the Proposed Plan 
for sediments. EPA is proposing to excavate and remove all 
sediments with detectable or above-background levels of wood 
treatment chemicals in all surface water drainages associated 
with the site, e)ccept Beaughton Creek. At the request of the 
California Department of Fish and Game, EPA is not proposing to 
excavate sediments within Beaughton Creek until after results 
from additional Creek surveys become available. 
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4. Comment: 

The NCRWQCB does not agree with the elimination of the option of 
discharging to the Weed publicly-owned wastewater treatment works 
(POTW) and retaining the option for discharge to surface waters. 

4. Response: 

The disposal option for discharge of treated effluent to the 
local POTW was eliminated because at present the facility does 
not have the capacity to accept or treat the effluent. Should 
conditions at the POTW change that will allow acceptance of 
treated effluent, EPA will then consider the PO!~ as a disposal 
option. Discharqe of treated effluent into Beaughton Creek was 
retained as a potential option to allow disposal (as opposed to 
shutting off the treatment system) during the winter months. 
EPA's primary disposal option, which is use of the water on the 
log sprinkler decks, is only feasible fro~ mid-April through 
october when the sprinkler system is operational. EPA is now 
proposing the use of percolation/evaporation ponds and 
groundwater reinjection as the treated water disposal option for 
the winter months. Discharge to surface water will only be 
considered when all other disposal options prove infeasible. 

5. Comment: 

The NCRWQCB states that discharge to surface water will require 
amending the Basin Plan. 

5. Response: 

EPA recognizes that amending the Basin Plan would be necessary to 
allow surface water discharqe to Beauqhton Creek. EPA stated 
such in the FS Report. EPA will consider all other v.iable 
disposal options before requestinq an amendment to the Plan. 

Commentor: Liese L. Schadt (California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, North Cost Region) 

Date: September 11, 1990 
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1. Comment: 

The Regional Board repeats its position that Proposition 65 is an 
ARAR and comments on EPA's proposed arsenic and pentachlorophenol 
standards as being equal to Proposition 65 standards. 

1. Response: 

See response to comments by Anthony Landis (California Department 
of Health services) and Sue Warner (Regional Board) on this 
issue. EPA's proposed arsenic standard of 5 ppb is based on 
EPA's risk assessment for this site. The proposed standard for 
pentachlorophenol is based on the California Applied Action Level 
for the contaminant. Based on 9uidance provided in CCR Title 22 
Article 7 (No Significant Risk Levels), the Proposition 65 limits 
for arsenic and pentachlorophenol would be 5 and 20 ppb, 
respectively. These limits are equal to or greater than EPA's 
proposed standards, and therefore Proposj'-.ion 65 is not 
considered an ARAR. 

2. Comment 

The Regional Board does not concur with EPA's clean-up standard 
for chromium of 570 ppm in soils. The Regional Board requests 
that the clean-up level reflect chromium's "high potential for 
leaching from soils" and be established at its background level 
for the site. The Regional Board requests that CCR Title 22 1~LC 
and STLC tests be performed on soil containing pentachlorophenol, 
stating that this compound is also leachable. 

2. Response 

As a result of a previous request of the Department of Health 
Services, EPA has revised the clean-up standard for chromium in 
soils to reflect its TTLC concentration of 500 ppm and for 
pentachlorophenol its TTLC level of 17 ppm. For all site 
contaminants that have a 'rl'LC/STLC value (arsenic', chromium, 
copper, zinc, and pentachlorophenol), EPA will use the results of 
both tests in assessing the cleanup of contaminated soils. If 

, For arsenic, 
excavation standard, 
standards. 
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any sample fails either test, the soil associated with the sample 
will be treated and handled appropriately. 

EPA does not share the Regional Board's concerns over the 
leachability of chromium and pentachlorophenol at this site for 
the following reasons. Data collected during the remedial 
investigation, and by others, shows that samples with elevated 
chromium concentrations were always detected in the presence of 
elevated arsenic; samples with elevated pentachlorophenol 
concentrations were always detected with elevated creosote 
compound (carcinogenic PAR) concentrations. Through excavation 
and removal of arsenic to background and carcinogenic PMls to 
less than 1 ppm, essentially all of the site chromium and 
pentachlorophenol will also be removed for treatment. Should 
elevated chromium and pentachlorophenol be detected at a site 
location without elevated arsenic or PARs, EPA will use the 
TTLC/STLC criteria to assess the need for removal and treatment. 

The TTLC critet"ia for chromium (2,500 ppm for chromium (III) and 
500 for chromium (VI) do not support a major concern for 
leachability of chromium. The TTLC values are based on 
scientific data which reflect the leachability of the element 
coupled with groundwater protection considerations. If the DHS 
considered chromium highly leachable, then the TTLC criteria 
would be lower. Use of the TTLC criteria for excavation and 
treatment of sol.l is consistent with the definition of IIno 
significant risk" as used in Title 22. 

Data collected during the remedial inVestigation, and more 
recently provided by the potentially responsible parties, do not 
support a concern that chromium is highly leachable at this site. 
Data from the RI report show chromium in soils to range from 40.3 
ppm (background) to 45,000 ppm, with an average chromium level of 
130 ppm. Arsenic ranged from 8 ppm to 38,500, with an average 
site level of 240 ppm. Groundwater concentrations ranged from 8 
ppb to 122 ppb (average 13 ppb) for chromium and 1 ppb to 1,740 
ppb (average of 37 ppb) for arsenic. These data show that 
although the average chromium soil concentration is more than 50 
percent of thai: of arsenic, the average groundwater concen't:.ration 
is 33 percent of that of arsenic. The maximum groundwater 
concentration of chromium is less than 10 percent of that of 
arsenic. 

Recent groundwater data collected 6/22/90 through 7/18/90 as part 
of the groundwater pump and treat effort (see letter of August 
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27, James Grant to Jay Amin of IP) also do not reflect a high 
leachability for chromium at this site. These data show current 
chromium concentrations in groundwater to range from 1 ppb to 178 
ppb (average of 37 ppb) and arsenic concentrations in groundwater 
to range from 12 ppb to 6,189 ppb (average of 945 ppb). These 
samples were collected from the most contaminated portion of the 
groundwater plume and are higher than the RI report values which 
include results from the less contaminated portion of the plume. 
However the results do support the conclusion that chromium is 
not a significant concern with regard to leachability. As stated 
above, through removal and treatment of soil with arsenic above 
background, chromium will also be removed and treated. 
Therefore, threats to groundwater due to chromium at this site 
will be alleviated. 

3. Comment: 

The Regional Board requests that the clean-up standards for 
pentachlorophenol and tetrachlorophenol in sediments be reduced 
to analytical detection limits. 

3. Response: 

EPA concurs and has reduced the clean-up standards for these 
contaminants to analytical detection limits (about 5 ppb). 

4. Comment: 

The Regional Board reiterates that discharges to surface water 
are prohibited under the Basin Plan. 

4. Response: 

The option of discharge of treated water to Beaughton Creek is no 
longer proposed at this time. 

5. Comment: 

The Regional Board emphasizes that a program for monitoring the 
leachate collection and removal system is needed to ensure 
compliance with standards presented in the ROD. 
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5. Response: 

EPA concurs with t.he comment. The Consent Decree will conta.in 
language regarding the necessity of leachate collection and 
removal and the need to adhere to standards. specifics on 
leachate collection and monitoring will be incorporated into 
remedial design and action documents. 

6. Comment: 

The Regional Board provided additional descriptions of 
enforcement actions for inclusion into the ROD. 

6. Response: 

The additional descriptions were incorporated as appropriate. 

Commentor: P. Bontadelli (California Department of Fish and 
Game) 

Date: July 2, 1990 

1. Comment: 

The discussion of specific clean-up goals should include health 
concerns for people and wildlife. 

1. Response: 

The clean-up goals assessed by EPA included considerations for 
human health and the environment. EPA will not allow discharges 
to surface water, surface impoundments, or to groundwater that 
exceed health-based standards or levels presented in the Record 
of Decision. EPA proposes to excavate contamination from 
drainage sediments to background levels to prevent any further 
movement of contaminants into Beaughton Creek. EPA does not 
propose to remove contaminated sediments from Beauqhton Creek 
unless results of proposed Creek studies identify the need for 
such a removal. 
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2. Comment: 

The Department of Fish and Game is concerned that the proposed 
biological treatment method for treating groundwater is subject 
to upsets and is difficult to monitor. The Department recommends 
"additional organic removal steps" to be included in the 
treatment process, particularly if discharge to the Creek is 
being considered. 

2 • Response: 

EPA has evaluated several "additional organic removal" or 
polishing steps for the initially treated groundwater. EPA is 
considering the use of either activated carbon or u~v/ozone 
destruction of residual organics as the probable polishing step. 
EPA agrees that the final polishing steps will provide added 
assurance of contaminant removal. However, EPA is not proposing 
direct creek discharge at this time an" therefore any upsets at 
the treatment plant will not directly affect surface water 
quality. EPA recognizes the state requirements for surface water 
discharge and is considering other options for disposal of the 
treated water. 

3. Comment: 

The Department recommends disposal of treated groundwater to 
include industrial process use or indirect discharge through the 
use of percolation ponds. 

3. Response: 

At present, EPA is proposing to use the log-deck sprinkling 
system to dispose of treated water during the late spring through 
fall months of operation. EPA will use percolation ponds and 
direct reinjection for water disposal during the winter months. 

4. Comment: 

The Department believes that it is appropriate for the 
responsible parties to compensate the Department for the loss of 
trout fishery due to the past discharges of untreated 
groundwater. 
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4. Response: 

EPA concurs. 

Commentor: J. Morqan III (J.H. Baxter & company) 
Date: June 21, 1990 

1. Comment: 

Baxter notes that Ammoniacal Copper Arsenate (ACA) should be 
added in the Feasibility Study Report to the. list of 
preservatives formerly used at the plant. 

1. Response: 

comment noted. 

2. Comment: 

Baxter notes that one of the retorts is used for ACZA and I)-Blaze 
treatment, and the other is used for creosote and ACZA treatment. 

2 • Response: 

Comment noted. 

3. Comment: 

Baxter notes that the Baxter company was also involved in 
sponsorinq the bioremediation pilot study, the pump and treat 
study, and the current monitorinq proqram. 

3. Response: 

Comment noted. 
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4. Comment: 

Baxter states that the direct discharge referred to on page 1-22 
of the FS consisted of rainwater, not process water. 

4 • Response: 

The direct discharge referred to on page 1-22 was a result of 
releases of wastewater from the wastewater vaults and the spray 
field, as noted by the NCRWQCB in their field notes from the 
early 1980 time period. 

5. Comment: 

Baxter notes that it also was involved in contracting sweet 
Edwards & Associates to perform field work at the site. 

5 • Response: 

Comment noted. 

6. Comment: 

Baxter questions the approach used by EPA that incorporates TCOD­
equivalence factors for evaluating the risk due to dioxins at the 
site. Baxter offers the use of deed restrictions to preclude 
residential use of the site. 

6. Response: 

The dioxins present at the site are a complex mixture of dioxin­
based molecules varying in the degree of chlorinization for each 
group of molecules. The toxicity of dioxins is related to the 
degree of chlorinization and the location of chlorine atoms on 
the dioxin molecules. All dioxins are considered highly toxic 
with the 2,3,7,B-TCDD form being the ~ost toxic. EPA has 
developed toxicity factors for the other chlorinated dioxins 
based on the toxicity of TCDD. When the other dioxins are 
present at a site, these factors are used to evaluate the risk of 
the mixture of dioxins detected. The use of the TcnD equivalency 
risk determination is standard practice for all sites where 
dioxins are detected, regardless of whether TenD is present in 
the mixture. 
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In evaluating risks per land use scenarios, the risk assessment 
method used by EPA does not allow reliance upon deed restrictions 
for controlling public access to a site. EPA will consider 
establishment of deed restrictions as a pal't of the final remedy. 

7. Comment: 

Baxter does not concur with the concept of treating soil 
biologically and then containing the residual soils in a 
controlled land disposal unit. Baxter believes that the lower 
weight molecules will be destroyed and that the risk due to the 
soils will be removed. 

7. Response: 

The biological treatment process will effectively destroy the 
"lighter weight" creosote compounds (i."..., non-,carcinogenic 
PARs), but these compounds are actually the less toxic of the 
components of creosote. The higher molecular weight PABs, which 
are also the carcinogenic fraction of creosote, are more toxic 
and difficult to destroy biologically. Much more treatment time 
is required to treat these compounds biologically. The toxicity 
of the difficult-to-treat PARs is the reason EPA is considering 
long-term management of the treated soil residuals in a 
controlled land unit. 

8. Comment: 

Baxter has serlous reservations about moving plant structures to 
access the contaminated soils below the structures, and suggests 
using in-place treatment of soils beneath the structures. 

8. Response: 

EPA's assessment indicates that a temporary or permanent 
relocation of the wood treatment struct'Jres would be the most 
effective means of accessing soils beneath the structures, which 
are some of the most contaminated soils at the site. EPA is 
willing to determine a time schedule for relocation of structures 
that minimizes impacts upon wood treatment operations. 
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Commentor: ChernRisk (ChemRisk was contracted by the responsible 
parties to perform an assessment of EPA's 
Endangerment Assessment. ChemRisk's comments are 
provided in a document entitled: "Technical Review of 
the USEPA Region IX Endangerment Assessment for the 
J.H. Baxter/IP/Roseburg Forest Products Superfund 
Site, Weed, California) 

Date: June 29, 1990 

comment 1: 

ChemRisk states difficulties in identifying data sets used in the 
EPA Endangerment Assessment and reports errors in calculations. 

Response 1: 

EPA's review of the data sets did not identify any problems that 
would result in a significant change in 'he conclusions drawn in 
EPA's Endangerment Assessment. ChemRisk's assessment did not 
significantly change EPA's primary health-based clean-up 
standards, nor the standards based on ARARa or other health-based 
criteria stated in the Proposed Plan. 

Comment 2: 

ChemRisk disagrees with the maximum exposure scenarios used in 
determining worst-case risks. 

Response 2: 

The scenarios used in this Endangerment Assessment were based on 
guidance for conducting endangerment assessments available at the 
time of development and are therefore consistent with EPA's 
endangerment assessment process. 

comment 3: 

ChemRisk disagrees with the future-use condition scenarios used 
to assess risks at the site • 
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Response 3: 

The guidance quoted in ChemRisk's comment refers to very rural 
sites. The Baxter site does not fit this description. It is 
located in a small but populated community with residences 
currently located within 100 feet of the property. While there 
are alternate residential buildinq sites in the vicinity, there 
is no reasonable assurance that the Baxter property would remain 
industrial and could not be converted to residential use prior to 
completing site remedy. 

Comment 4: 

ChemRisk disaq.rees with EPA's approach used to assess toxicity of 
PARs and offers an alternative approach. 

Response 4: 

The alternative approach referenced by ChemRisk is still in the 
peer-review stage and has not yet been generally applied to 
Superfund risk assessments. 

5. Comment: 

ChemRisk states that the Endangerment Assessment did not 
incorporate the beneficial effects of current remediation 
proj.ects into the Risk Assessment. 

5. Response: 

The endangerment assessment guidance requires a risk assessment 
of baseline conditions (i.e., conditions where no cleanup or 
institutional controls have occurred). 'l'herefore current efforts 
were not included. 

EPA does not agree that the current activities have reduced 
overall site riSk. At the time of development of this ROD, only 
two activities at the site have been implemented to partially 
control movement of contamination at the site. These two actions 
are Roseburq' s french drain water treatment unit and Baxter' fl 

partial surface 1I1ater control efforts. Both actions are 
considered by EPA as temporary source control efforts that do not 
address the primary problems at the site. Data on the 
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groundwater pumping study were not available to assess its 
effectiveness relative to risk reduction. 

EPA recognizes that Roseburg's activated water treatment unit: 
during the course of its operation has prevented the continuous 
and sometimes catastrophic releases of wood treatment chemicals 
that have occurred in the recent past. However, EPA does not 
consider either the french drain nor its associated treatment 
unit, in their current configurations, a part of the final 
remedy. The current system captures contaminated water beyond 
the primary source areas and EPA believes that capturing and 
treating contaminants at the source would be more effective for 
the site. 

In addition, the Roseburg treatment system does not treat for 
metals. Although water containing arsenic is currently pumped 
into the log-deck sprinkler system, there remains a potential for 
it being discharged to the Creek. Under ~he current treatment 
scenario, should any of the pumps or the treatment unit fail, 
contaminated water would be discharged to the Creek. Moreover, 
if the french drain pumps are shut off or fail for a short-period 
of time, the groundwater table will rise, flooding the entire 
excavation area from the french drain to the cut bank. In the 
past when this has occurred, the ponded water eventually seeped 
and flowed to the west into the site discharge drainage which 
flows past Lincoln Park. Because these possibilities remain 
under the current operations at the site, EPA has elected not to 
consider the actions under the baseline or future use scenario. 

The primary surface water risk posed by the site is a result of 
continued releases of water contaminated with metals in runoff 
from the wood treatment property. Although Baxter has installed 
partial surface water drainage control on a portion of the 
property, EPA considers these controls to be inadequate to be 
considered as a risk reduction action for the site. The controls 
consist of a 6-inoh ditch and berm, controlling runoff en a 
portion of the property. The location and depth of the ditches 
is adequate to control brief precipitation episodes. The ditches 
and berms are inadequate to control the intense precipitation 
events common to the site area. contaminated runoff is observed 
from the property during average precipitation events and for 
these reasons EPA has elected not to consider these partial 
controls under any of the risk assessment scenarios. 
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6. Comment: 

The Endanqerment Assessment has not. incorporated the effects of 
natural biological processes on the breakdown of contaminants. 

6. Response: 

Incorporation of natural biological processes is not included 
under EPA's endangerment assessment methodology. 

7. comment: 

ChemRisk disagrees with the fuqitive dust modeling perfol~ed for 
the Endangerment Assessment. 

7. Response: 

EPA's endangerment assessment methodology allows the use of the 
most toxic form of a chemical (e.q., chromium VI instead of 
chromium III) when data are not available to adequately determine 
the form of the chemical in the environment. The modeling 
performed by ChemRisk, althouqh showing different results, 
supports the conclusions of EPA's assessment that contaminated 
dust poses unacceptable risks to the adjacent community. 
Therefore, a discussion on the differences between the two 
methods is not warranted. 

8. Comment: 

ChemRisk states that upper-bound estimates of qeometric mean 
concentrations should have been used instead of maximum 
concentrations. 

8. Response: 

CUrrent EPA guidance recommends that a 95% upper confidence limit: 
on arithmetic mean concentrations be used to estimate reasonable 
maximum exposur.es. ChemRisk calculatad geometric mean 
concentrations which can frequently produce much lower values 
than arithmetic mean concentrations. EPA's guidance allows for 
use of geometric mean values only \flhen the fltrenqth of si te­
specific data indicates that the data are best described by a 
log-normal distribution. 
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Commentor: D. l(erschner (Beazer Envirorunental Services) 
Date: July 2, 1990 

1. Comment: 

EPA has not provided justification for selection of background 
for the clean-up goals. Beazer also contends that EPA's 
selection of clean-up levels is not consistent wlth the National 
contingency Plan CNCP). EPA should use ARARs in selection of 
clean-up levels. 

1. Response: 

Cleanup of the site is primarily being driven by arsenic, a known 
human carcinogen, and the carcinogenic PAB fraction of creosote. 
For arsenic, the background soil concent :ation of a ppm and 
groundwater concentration of 5 ppb (analytical ~lantification 
limit) represent the 1 x 10.5 risk level. Clean-up goals for 
carcinogenic PAHs set at 0.51 ppm for soils and 0.025 ppb for 
groundwater represent the 1 x 10.6 :dsk level. However, for 
carcinogenic PABs the practical analytical quantification limit 
is 5 ppb which is the groundwater standard. Selection of clean­
up standards within this risk range is consistent with the NCP 
range of 1 x 10'4 to 1 X 10.6 for carcinogens. In addition, 
arsenic and carcinogenic PABs are commingled with all other site 
contaminants. Removal and treatment of arsenic and carcinogenic 
PABs to the NCP risk range is expected to remove and treat the 
remaining contaminants to essentially background levels. If soil 
sampling indicates other contaminants present without elevated 
arsenic or carcinogenic PABs, the other contaminants will be 
excavated and treated to health-based standards as outlined in 
the Record of Decision. 

EPA has selected background as the clean-up standard for 
sediments because the NCRWQCB's Basin Plan, which is an ARAR, 
does not allow the I'elease of detectable levels of wood treatment 
chemicals into the waters of the state. Meeting the requirements 
of this ARAR can only be assured through removal of contaminants 
to background or non-detect levels. 
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2. Comment: 

Risk-based clean-up goals established for the site should be 
based on the current industrial-use scenario. 

2 • Response: 

The Superfund Endangerment Assessment process requires EPA to 
consider current land use and future land use when performing the 
risk assessment. Consideration of the site as a future 
residential area is consistent with EPA policy, particularly 
given the close proximity of current residences to the site. 

3. Comment: 

The Proposed Plan should recognize the potential technical 
impractability of achieving the groundwat~'r goals. The commentor 
references the NCP (55 FR 46:8734) relative to groundwater remedy 
uncertainties. 

3. Response: 

At present there are no data available that would indicate that 
the groundwater goals are not achievable. The initial pump and 
treatment studies have produced a reduction in contaminant 
concentrations indicating the potential effectiveness of this 
remedy. Excavation, fixation and containment of contaminated 
surface soils is expected to greatly facilitate achievement of 
groundwater goals for inorganics. Excavation or other source 
control measures for the creosote contamination could alao 
improve the ability to meet the PAH 908ls. Natural attenuation 
cannot be considered for the site because according to NCP 
guidance (55 FR 46:8734), natural attenuation is "recommended 
only when active restoration is not practicable, cost effective 
or warranted because of site specific conditions (e.g., Class III 
groundwater or groundwater which is unlikely to be used in the 
foreseeable future)". The NCP also requires EPA to consider 
current and potential groundwater usage in this assessment. 
Because initial data show groundwater pumping capable of removing 
contaminants, that the aquifer is Class I and currently used for 
a water supply, the site does not fit the conditions necessary 
for consideration for natural attenuation to address the 
contamination. 
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Discussion of technical impractability is premature at this time. 
EPA will review the effectiveness of the selected remedies when 
EPA performs its 5-year review. The NCP section referenced 
requires EPA to seek additional actions that will enhance 
recovery of contaminants, if such actions appear to be warranted 
(e.g., soil flushing), or plume control through additional 
pumping. EPA will implement:. such measures as necessary to allmV' 
achievement of the goals. The NCP section referenced by the 
commentor discusses uncertainty relative to achievement of goals 
and the necessity for contingencies in groundwater remedies. The 
NCP sections referenced do not present a framework for "technical 
impracticability" determinations for inclusion in the Record of 
Decision, however. 

4. Comment: 

The proposed remedy for surface soils cc..ltaminated with arsenic 
in areas of the site without corresponding groundwater 
contamination is not cost effective or consistent with the NCP. 
The removal remedy is not warranted and the soils only should be 
capped. 

4 • Response: 

The Remedial Investigation groundwater data referred to by the 
commentor are now more than 3 years old. Groundwater samples 
from new wells installed adjacent to the southeastern edge of the 
wood treatment property indicate that the arsenic plume extends 
further to the east than is shown on the Remedial Investigation 
figures. The direction of groundwater flow to the new wells is 
from the eastern portion of the wood treatment property, which is 
contaminated with arsenic. These contaminated soils are the only 
identified source of the observed groundwater arsenic 
contamination. with regard to the spray field soils, the only 
monitoring well at the spray field is located at the downgradient 
edge of the field. This well is contaminated and thus the source 
of contamination must be the upgradient contaminated soils. A 
revised arsenic plume map is provided which illustrates the 
current extent of the plume. Based on the extent of groundwater 
contamination, EPA has concluded that all contaminated soil is 
contributing to the groundwater problem. The groundwater table 
is very near ground surface throughout the \flood treatment. 
property. Therefore, capping would not be protective of. 
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groundwater, making excavation and treatment the remedy most 
consistent with NCP requirements. 

5. Comment: 

EPA has underestimated the cost of the excavation-fixation­
redisposal remedy by not including some additional factors that 
may be necessary. The FS states that RCRA closure requirements 
will be included in the implementation of this remedy. 

5 • Response: 

The FS states that the ~ requirements of ReRA will be 
met for this alternative, not the §p§g.ific requirements. The 
proposed remedy includes the sUbstantive requirements of RCRA 
throughout such as site monitoring, decontamination, closure 
plans, closure notifications, post-closu~e monitoring, etc. as 
integral parts of the overall remedy. EPA is not required to 
duplicate or perform the ReRA requirements separately for this 
remedy. At the time of development of the FS, the necessity for 
a liner had not been determined. The treated waste may not be a 
ReRA waste. EPA included a contingency cost for a liner in the 
overall remedy cost estimate for the situation should a liner 
become necessary. If the treated waste meets ReRA treatment 
standards, a U.ner may not be necessary for the long-term storage 
of the treated soils. 

6. Comment: 

The proposed bioremediation remedies appear infeasible. 

6 • Response: 

pilot studies performed by IP and Mississippi State University on 
bioremediation of soil and groundwater have produced results 
indicating that the remedies will be feasible. 

7. Comment: 

Remedial Investi.gation Report: Near surface soil samples (i. f~. , 

samples of the 1. to 5 foot interval) should not have been 
collected with a hand auger due to the problem of surface soil 
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falling into the sample hole and contaminating the nElL\!: Ilmrfaca 
sample. 

7. Response: 

To collect near surface samples EPA first sugared down to the top 
of the sample interval using a 4-inch hand auger. The actual 
sample was collect.ed with a separat0 3-1noh auger with sUffi.clent 
care to prevent material from above from affecting the sample. 

8. comment: 

RI Report: Tho use of chloride 8B ft surrogate for zinc chloride 
is inappropriate. 

8. Response: 

In the interpretation of zinc data, EPA did not use the chloride 
data as a surrogate. 

9. Comment: 

RI Report: EPA clid not provide a basis for the assumption that 
5 times the background mean reflects contamination attributed to 
the site. 

9 • Response: 

This assumption is based on EPA guidance for background 
assessment. This guidance reflects the var.iability in chenlical 
analyses and bac)cqround levels. 

10. Comment: 

RI Report: Beazer disagrees that methylene chloride and bis-2-
ethylhexyl phthalate are contaminants for the site. 

10. Response: 

Neither of thes411 chemicahl are chemicals of concern ft.'1I' the Bite. 
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11. Comment: 

RI Report: Beazer states that PARs in groundwater samples should 
not be used as an indication of a creosote body. 

11. Response: 

EPA used a combination of visual evidence and chemical data to 
map the creosote body. 

12. Comment: 

RI Report: Beazer states that it is not appropriate to discuss 
health risks in the RI report. 

12. Response: 

The discussion of health risks in the RI report is according to 
EPA guidance and appropriate for understanding the nature of site 
contamination. 

13. Comment: 

Endangerment Assessment: Beazer makes several cOJnll\ents on the 
scope of the Endangerment Assessment. 

13. Response: 

Substantive comments were addressed in the response to comments 
made by ChemRisk The Endangerment Assessment was developed based 
on guidance available at the time of its development. New 
guidance will not substantially affect the conclusions of the 
Endangerment Assessment and revision of the document is not 
warranted. 

14. Comment: 

Beazer states that collection and treatment of surface water 
runoff in the interim period until soils cleanup is complete is 
unreasonable, unsupported and technically cumbersome. 
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14. Res.?' nse: 

Baxter presently has a 500,000 gallon tank for storage of 
contaminated runoff. This storage will be au~nented by an 
additional 500,000 gallon tank. This storage capacity coupled 
with a treatment capacity of 100 gallons per minute in the 
adjacent water treatment plant is more than adequate capacity for 
typical rain events at the site. Surface water berms and ditches 
to control the typical runoff are also easily implemented at the 
site, preventing runoff contaminated with arsenic exceeding MeL 
concentrations from leaving the site. EPA recognizes that the 
interim measures are inadequate to contain a catastrophic rain 
fall event, but the benefits of the interim measures provide 
significant protection of surface waters prior to implementation 
of surface soil cleanup. 

15. Comment: 

Beazer notes a discrepancy for the action levels for benzene 
between the proposed Plan and FS. 

15. Response: 

The 10 ppb level for benzene is the 1 x 10-6 risk level as 
determined by the Endangerment Assessment for this site. The 1 
ppb level for benzene reflects the California MeL, an ARAR. 
California MCLs are established at the 1 x 10.6 level as 
determined through the State's risk analysis process. It is 
important to note that benzene was detected in groundwater in a 
well adjacent to a former underground storage tank. Benzene is 
not a widespread contaminant at this site. 

16. Comment: 

There is no reference to the development of remedial goals for 
leachate produced from treated soils. 

16. Response: 

Leachate values are based on regulatory levels and guidance 
presented in 40 eFR 268 and in California Title 22 waste 
determination regulations. 

\ ' 



17 • COllUllent: 

EPA uses the terms "goals", "rec;p.lirements, and ".st.andards fI wh~an 
referring to remedial clean-up levels for the site. 

17. Response: 

EPA will use the term "standards" \then referring to clean-up 
levels in all future documents related to this site. 

BAXRESUM A-47 



APPENDIX B 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 



Pllee No. 4 

09/25/90 
J. H. Dexter & C~ Superfund Slt~ 

weed, Cfllifomia 
w** ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD HillEl( ...... 

SUppleQCnt No. 3 

All HUMBER DATE fRON/~GANIZATION TO/ORGAN I lAY/ON DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 
yy/lirn/dd ._-

Aft 114 90/06/30 Kenoll Oll!lllri Nary Mut~r. Ltr: C~ta on feasibility study 
Sal~~ River Concerned EnvlrOl'ft!ntal & cleenup plM for the Blxter 
Cltlaena, Berkeley, CA Protection Ageney • Superfund alte N/8ttuch~nt 

Region Il( 

All 115 90/07/02 Dlvld Kerllchner Mary Muter. I.tr: COIIIIIMltD on the proposed plllf1 
Beazer Ent, EnvlrOIlIlIIntal for the J H Baxter S~rfund alte 
Inc./Envlronmontal Protection AttnCy • w/oncI oaUfefl 

ServlcH Region IX 

AR 116 90/07/02 Pete DontGda111 Din McGovom Ltr: C~tl on draft fS H/d$talls 
Collfornla Depertlent Envl ronamtal of NIlC~ Il~llng progrlm for 
of Fish & GMt Protection Agency • IBfId ftRftnt end f I ISh 

Realon IX 

All 117 90/07/30 Richard Wenning oemy AdaM Ltrl .0y1~ of groundwater 
ChemRlsk International Peper Inveotlgatlonn conducted et J H 

COlIp8I\Y Baxter Superfund alte w/Mrglnalla 
& ettechcd t~leN 1 • 1 

Aft 118 90/07/31 CBllron l4d)onald 111111_ Lowlll Ltrs .etultu of ~~llne of 
Ecology & EnvIronment, Envlron.ntlll l'O\lldltntfal I1r •• 11 edjllCont to 
Inc. Protection Agency • 8IJltaf/lP/lloeeburll III tM for 

IIIGGlon IX a"lIerlle &lor chrOOlha In 001 I 
WllIP/lMdlc$O Q • c 

AR '19 90/08/10 Jlgdllh Rugltenl Envl romental W0ed groundwater mlkle rG$ult~, 
MIsllo,lppl ForGlt Protection Agency • flMI roport for operetlno period 
Products Laboratory, Region IX 7/12/90 • 7/19/90 1I/lIlfIrglrml Is 
Iloremedlmtion Group 

AR 120 90/08/10 0..,.".,., Ad_ Mary "81 torll Ltr: ~ry of Infol1lmtfon 00 both 
Int.rnetlMIII PlfltIr E"vlr~t.1 aoll M'd UflloUl'ldlllltar rll\'l&l!df at I on 
C!lMp6ft)' Protection Agency· and pr0pD8cd clean·up lowll 

Region IX U/toblIJ , 

AR 121 90/08/14 IIlchllll'd \6amlng Damy Adam Ltrl Clarification of I MCCUI'RlC I II Ii 
ChemRlak Intemotlonal Paper III PI'ollQlnary rwlll1>l of 

CCIIIIJ)U'IY orOtJl'ldwolltot dltll coll~ted wrlnll 
4th quflrtllr, 198'\1 It 'lit qu.fllrtor, 
1990 w/tt.bl .. 1 • 3 



Page NO. 

12/27/88 

DOC. II 

170 

186 

171 

178 

184 

179 

180 

181 

182 

183 

DATE 

05/19/70 

01/23/73 

01/31/73 

02105/73 

02/06/73 

02/09/73 

02/26/73 

03/14/73 

03/19/73 

03120/73 

03/31/73 

FROH/OIIGANIZ. 

J. H. Baxter & Co. 

N. Horgan, Cit DOFG 

O. Fick, IPC 

J. Ooy, CA DOFG 

CA DOFG 

R. Hansen, Cit DOFG 

R. O'Brien, 
CRIIIJCB-JjCR 

R. Nilsson, Cit DOFG 

o. Ahren/lolz, Cit 
DOFG 

Redding Record 
Searchlight 

Redding Record 
Searchlight 

J.N. Baxter Superfund Sit~ 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Part I of II 

TO/ORGAN I Z. 

Y. Rodriguez, CRYOCB 

Inspector N. 
Dollohlte, Cit DOFG 

J. Day, CA DOFG 

Regional Manager, Cit 
DOFG 

D. Joseph, 
CRIJQCB-NCR 

N. Dollohite, Cit 
DOFG 

J. Day, CA DOFG 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

York Order Request 
RE: Pollution Control, (J. H. 

Baxter & Co. Form) 

Form: Request for Chemical 
Analysis and/or Bioassay 
Findings on Materials Submitted 
(CA DOFG) 

ltr: Report on the Pond 
Cleaning Operation at the IPC, 
Yeed, Plant 

Memo: IPC - Pollution of 
Beaughton Creek, Siskiyou County 

Memo: IPC's Activities In and 
Adjacent to Deoughton Creek, 
Siskiyou County 
It Preliminary Field Report on 

Apparent StreMl DMltlge 

Memo: Addi tionnl Chemical 
Analyses from Beaughton Creek, 
SI5klyou County 

Ltr: Tentative Requirements 
IPC-lo,'19 Bell NIlI, lilted, 

Siskiyou County 

MefllO: l10nl taring of Ire, long 
Bell Division, lilted 

Memo: AddendLlll to Report of 
IPC'n Activities on 8eeughton 
Creek, Siskiyou County, dated 
Feb. 6, 1973 

Nel4sellpplng: InternatlonllJl 
PQpcr Co. Accllsed of Polluting 
~lIter 

Nowscl Ipplno: NQ Contest PlellS 
Entered in Creek Cose 
Paper Firm's Reply t<> Pollution 

ChUl·ges Sched\11 P.d Tucodl!lY 

PAGES 

6 

2 

8 

12 



.' ..... 

Page No. 
12/27/68 

DOC. II 

170 

166 

171 

178 

184 

179 

180 

181 

182 

183 

DATE 

05/19110 

01/23/1'3 

01/31/73 

02/05/73 

02/06/73 

02/09/73 

02/26/73 

03/14/73 

03/19/73 

03/20/73 

03/31/73 

FROI-l/ORGAN 12. 

J. H. Baxter & Co. 

N. Norgan, CA DOFG 

O. Fick, IPC 

J. Day, CA DOFG 

CA DOFe 

R. Hansen, CA DOFG 

R. O'Brien, 
CRIJOCB-.,CR 

R. Nilsson, CA DOFG 

D. Ahrenholz, CA 
DOFG 

Redding Record 
Searchlight 

Redding Record 
Search II ght 

J.H. Baxter Su~l'fund Site 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Part I of II 

TO/ORGAN I Z. 

Y. Rodriguez, CRYOCB 

Inspector N. 
Dollahlte, CA DOFG 

J. Day, CA DOFG 

Regional Manager, CA 
DOFG 

D_ Joseph, 
CRYOCB-NCR 

N. Dollahlte, CA 
DOFG 

J. Day, CA DOfG 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

York Order Request 
RE: Pollution Control, (J. H. 

Baxter & Co. Form) 

Form: Request for Chemical 
Analysis and/or Bioassay 
Findings on Materials Submitted 
(CA DOFG) 

Ltr: Report on the Pond 
Cleaning Operation at the IPC, 
Yeed, Plant 

Memo: IPC - Pollution of 
8eaughton Creek, Siskiyou county 

Hemo: IPC's Actlvltle$ In and 
AdJaeent to Beoughton Creek, 
SlsklyOlJ County 
II Preliminary Field Report on 

Apparent Stream Damage 

Memo: Add I tional Cheml CIII I 
Analyses from 8eaughton Creek, 
SlsldyOlJ County 

Ltr: Tentative Requirements -
IPC-Long Bell NIII, Ueed, 
Siskiyou County 

Metro: lIonl taring of IrC, long 

Bell Division, Yeed 

Hemo: Addendllll to Report of 
IPe's Act I vi t I en on Beeughton 
Creek, Siskiyou COIN1ty, dated 
Feb. 6, 1973 

Newscllpplng: Internotiol1$l 
Poper Co. Accused of Pol lilt II'ljJ 

\.Ioter 

NewscllpplnO: NQ Contest PleoQ 
Entered In Creek Coae 
Paper Flrn1's Reply t.) Pollution 

ChUl'gI1S Scheduled TUllGdl'lY 

PAGES 

6 

2 

8 

4 

12 



F.Jge NO. , 

12127/88 

DOC. tI DIITE 

185 09/18/73 

169 07/06/79 

172 01110/80 

168 06/08/81 

194 06/08/81 

187 04/05/83 

227 05/01183 

226 05/06/83 

225 06/C19/83 

221 11/04/83 

224 11/28/83 

223 12/02/83 

fROI4/ORGAIII Z. 

R. leachrnan, CA DOFG 

C. Rich, CA SSUHB 

D. \dill imns, J. H. 

8aKter .. Co. 

J. Flynn, IPC 

L. Hope, J. H. 

BaKter & Co. 

S. Warner, 
CRIo'OCB'NCR 

J. Nakao, CA OOHS 

S. Uerner, 
CR\JQCS-Nt1l 

J. H. BOKter & Co. 

J. Nakao, CII OOHS 

J. Nakao, eA DOHS 

J.H. 88){tC!r Supedund Site 

ilDMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Part I of II 

TO/OIlGAIII Z. 

Env I rOllll'olmul 

Services, CA DOFG 

Flies 

EPA Region IK 

EPA Region IX 

C. Johnson, 
CRIo'OCB-NCR, File 

T. Baker, Dept of 
Health, County of 
Siskiyou 

C. MCLoughlin, CA 

DOHS 

C. Mel.oughlln, eA 
OOHS 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Memo: ReBughtoll Creek 
Investig8tion, SiskiVOU County 

Memo: Inspection of the Weed 
Disposal Site In Siskiyou Co. 

(47·AA·019) 

Form: Supervisors Accident 
Investigation Report, J. H. 
BaKter & Co. 

Ltr: Transmittal of EPA 
Notification of Hazill'dou$ \llste 
Site forms 

ltr: Transmittal of EPA Form 
8900" end a mep In c~llance 
with Sec. 10l(c) of CERCLA 

Memo: Inspection of J. H. 
Baxter, Har. " 1963 

S84l1lllng/Analysll Datc at 
Various Sites In Ueed, CA 

Rpt: Laboratory Report • 

Netols, lincoln Pmrk Area 

LU: Tron..'lMfttlll of PrelhlIIFllllI'Y 

Result. from Laboratory Analyses 
frOlft S~lell hken In L Incolfl 

Park and other Arems In U~ed 

MBPS: Smmpllng Points at the J. 
H. Baxter Site 

Memo: Trensmf UBI of Cor,'cctcd 

Results for NTotel" !Wtlls for 
IINl 116600, 8601, , fl602 

Ltl': Tt'smunlttlll of Cf.lrrect~ 

Resul ts for lotol Mfltsls fOI' IlMl 
8594, J. H. SOKter, Ue~, CA 

PAGES 

/I 

3 

3 

10 

4 

11 

5 

2 



Page 11<'. :5 

12/27/88 

DOC. II DATE 

222 01/26/84 

220 03/13/84 

173 04/01/84 

190 04/01/84 

192 04/13/84 
-, ) 

219 05/04/84 

188 06125/84 

216 07/25/84 

215 08/14/84 

213 09/11>184 

174 09/24/84 

~" • .,I 

FROI4/ORGAN I Z. 

J. Morgan III, J. H. 

Baxter " Co. 

B. Parsons, ell DOHS 

ll00dwerd'C I yde 
Consultants 

CA DOHS 

B. Parsons, CII DOMS 

G. Anderson, ANATEC 

D. small, CA DOMS 

B. QUDn, CA DOMS 

CA DOllS 

R. Oayuk, MO, Dept 
of Pwllc lIeel th, 
County of Siskiyou 

T. Bally, 
lloodward'CI yde 

ConsultftrtU 

J.H. Baxter Superfund Site 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Part I of II 

TO/ORGA~12. 

D. Hiller, Attorney 
at law 

D. Williams. J. H. 
Baxter & Co. 

A. Shah, CA DOHS 

S. warner, CueCO'NCR 

R. Sato, Office of 
the Attorney General 

R. 2wanzlger. Dept 
of Public Health, 
County of Siskiyou 

J. Horgan, J. H. 
Doxter " Co. 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES 

ltr: Transmittal of AnalyseG of 3 
Hatched Samples at J. H. Baxter, 
lleed, CII 

l tr: Transmi ttal of Sample 25 
Resul ts from '·4 Nov •• 1983 
Inspection 

Rpt: Preliminary Investigatlrn, 
of J. H. Baxter lIeed Plant 

Evaluation of Organic Chemical 10 
Contaminants In the Groundwater 
Supply for the City of lIeed, CA 
(Her/Apr 84) 

Memo: Transml ttal of Final 5 
Mitre Hodel Study for J. It. 
Bllxter & Co. 

Rpt: Transml ttal of Results 6 
lIater Sampling, J. H. Baxter 

Form: Site Inspectlrn, Datil 4 

Sheet 
Facility Inspection of J. H. 

BaKtor " Co. 

~Ieftlo: Loboratory Results lind 22 
Sampling/Analysis Data, J. H. 
Baxter 

Form: SLIfIl.Ile for Chemical 6 
Analysis 

MenlO : Ilell Sampll no . lIater 5 
Analysis' J. H. Baxter 

Ltr: Groundwftter T8ble level on 
the 8axter PrDp'Jrty 
I"stellatloo of French Drains 



PD~" ~". ~ 

12/Zl!88 

DOC. II DATE 

212 10/17/64 

211 10/26/64 

189 10/30/64 

210 11/28/64 

201 03/01/85 

200 03/20/85 

202 OS/21/85 

208 06/13/85 

209 06/21/85 

10 07106/85 

217 07115/85 

103 09/12/85 

l'AOI4/00GAH I Z. 

T. Ban8thy, Dept of 

lIelllth, County of 
Siskiyou 

J. Morgan, J. II. 

B!!xter & Co. 

S. \lorner, 
CRIJOCB-NCR 

B. Parsons, CA OOHS 

M. Blomme, Roseburg 

FPC 

J. H. Bnxter & CD. 

F. Relc:hnuth, 
CRI/QCB-NCR 

A. "'ellman, 
CRlIOeS-NCR 

J. Hawley, CH2M HILL 

J. Killingsworth, J. 

V. Killingsworth & 

Assoc. 

R. McJunkin, CII DOllS 

H. Seraydarlon, EPA 
Region Ii( 

J.H. Oalter SlJpcrfund Site 

AO"INIS1RATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Part I of II 

TO/ORGANIZ. 

S. \larner, CIIOCB'NCR 

D. Joseph, CIJOClHICR 

C. Johnson, 

CRIJOCD'NCR, File 

T. Baker, Dept of 
Public Heol th, 
County of Siskiyou 

C. Johnson, R. 
Klamt, CRIJOCB'NCR, 
File 

f. Reichmuth, C. 

Johnson, CRUOCB'NCR, 
file 

J. Chaney, North 
COlist labs 

J. H. Boxter 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Memo: lIater Sample Results 

Ltr: Transmittal of Analytical 
Resu( IS from \Jell s in Ileed Area 

Rpt: Compliance Inspection 
Report 
J. H. Daxter , Co. 

Ltr: S8r.~le Results from IIe~~ 
High School IIell on J. H. Baxter 
Proper'ty 

Rpt: Monitoring Report by 

Roseburg Lumber COl1'fl8ny 

Sall'4lles Collected at the J. H. 
Dexter & Co. Site 
Soluble Metol An&lytlcal 

RI'IKults 

Ltr: Comparison of Replicate 
S~les frOll1 the J. II. BIIKter 
SI te, \leed, CA 

Ltr: Analysis 01 
Self-~Itorlng Dota fr~~ 
Ros4burg Lunbor Co. 7/84-4/85 

Rpt: Smmple Analyuls of Water, 
for North Coast Lub$ 

Testl"~y of Frank Selzler 

Rpt: Lllborl1tory Report fo,' 
Totol Metal Anllyaln at J. H. 
Boxter 

Ltr: Failure to COIIllly III th 
(IISIIA) requirel\>~ltIl. RIl: J. Ii. 

Daxter & Co., Yeed Treating 
Plant 

PAGES 

\) 

14 

4 

3 , 

4 

o 

4 



;. l,je No. 5 

12127/88 

DOC. tJ DATE 

176 11/14/85 

205 j2/0i/8S 

214 1U10/85 

193 12/13/85 

12116/85 
('" 

2 12116/85 

3 12/16/85 

165 12120/85 

158 01/21/86 

199 OZl05/86 

133 02112186 

166 03/10/86 

FROI'l/ORGANIZ. 

R. Gray, CA DOFG 

J. H. Baxter & Co. 

C. FI ippo, EPA 
Region IX 

H. Seraydarian, EPA 
Region IX 

H. Serayderlan, EPA 
Region IX 

H. Seraydarion, EPA 
Region IX 

C. Flippo, EPA 
Region 1)( 

S. Uarner, 
CRIIOCB'NCR 

M. 81omme, Roseburg 
FPC 

Sweet, Edwards and 
ASSOC., Inc. 

C. Von 8orgen, ". 
Jonas, COM 

J.H. Baxter Superfund Site 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Part I of II 

TO/ORGANIZ. 

Files 

A. Dallter, J. H. 
Baxter 

P. O'Neil, IP Co. 

J. Stephens, 
Roseburg Forest 
Products 

Files 

F. Relchnuth, 
CRIIOCB-NCR, S. 
Agarwal, SURCB, file 

CIIOCB 

Roseburg Forest 
Prod\lCts 

C. Flippo, t. Nash, 
EPA iiegion IX 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Rpt: Incident Report 
RE: Alter, Change and Olvtrt B 

lltraamUithout Notification to 
DOrG 

Sampling/Analysis Data, French 
Drains, Pizzometers & wells, J. 

H. Baxter & Co. 

Chal'u of Slln~1 iog Analysis, J. 

H. Baxter & Co. 

Form: CERCLA 103(c) 
Notification form on J. II. 
Baxter Plant, ueed, CA 

Ltr: Notification of 
potentially reGponslble purty 
status, requegt for information 
(see response Itr of 6 Feb 86) 

Llr: lIotificotlon of 
potentially responsible party 
status, request for Infon~tion 

ltr: Notification of 
potentially responsible PArty 
status, request for inforMation. 

Site Vialt to the J. N. bnKter 
\.Iood Treating Plant, Iked, CA 

ltr: RCRA CME Inspection of the 
JIIB Plant, lIeed, Siskiyou COU'lty 

ltr: Transmittal of Monitoring 
Report by Roseburg FPC 

Rpt: Meed Facility Statlls 
Report 

Memo: Revlell of the J. H. 
BOKter Ilec.a fllelll ty StIItU5 

Report, Sweet, Edwords ~ A$~oc., 
Feb. 86 

PAGES 

7 

25 

3 

7 

5 

3 

31 

2 

:m 

17 



Page Nll. 6 
12121/88 

DOC. tI DATE FR0I4/ORGAN I Z. 

207 05/13/86 J. Howley, CH2M HilL 

160 06/04/86 S. lIarner, 
CRI/QCO-NCR 

226 06/04/86 L. lloods, CII DDHS 

204 06/13/86 D. \l1I1i1lmS, J. H. 

Baxter & Co. 

4 07/01/86 J. "'actor, EPA 
Region IX 

5 07/21/86 J. MorOlln III, J. H. 
Bllxter 

167 07/24/86 T. Erillr, KN/C 

159 08/14/86 C. Lichens, E .. E, 
Inc. 

6 08/28/86 H. Seraydarl.n, and 

J. "Ictor, EPA 
Region IX 

7 09/03/86 J. IIlIctor, EPA 
Region 1)( 

8 09/08/86 J. Gould, SlCBAY 

11'5 09/15/86 T. Erler, R. Casias, 
K/J/C 

J.H. Baxter Superfund Site 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Part I of II 

TO/ORGANIZ. 

O. WII II IIIRS , J. H. 

Baxter , Co. 

J. Adams, SIIRCB 

L. Nash, EPA Region 
IX 

F. Re I chllUth, 
Mea'NCR 

H. F jordbeck, SLCBAY 

J. \lector, EPA 
Region IX 

L. NIlSh, EPA Region 
IX 

L. Nash, EPA Region 
IX 

J. Horglln III, J. H. 
Baxter 

S. Goldberg, Steptoe 
& Johnson, and J. 

Gould, SlCBAY 

J. Wactor, EPA 
Region IX 

L. NISh, EPA Region 
IX 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES 

Rpt: ~ater sampling Data, J. H. 11 

Dllxter .. Co. 

Hemo: Comprehensive Monitoring 
Evaluation Report for J. H. 
Baxter facility 

ROC: Air Quality Monitoring at 

J. H. Baxter Site 

Hemo: lIeter S~I log ProgrGm 27 
62-142 (1/1/86-6/13/86) 

Ltr: Notification that EPA will 
conduct the RI/FS, meeting 
advisory for diSCUSSion of 
comments on RI/FS workplon. 

Ltr: Description of proposed 3 
fencing, fencing Sj)eC& 61ttachlld 

Plan: SMipII ng ond AM I \flI1a 
Pion for Selected Beneficial Use 
Uells In Vicinity of BIPR Site, 
"'eed, ell (K/J/C 6(90) 

Memo: Preliminary Angel Valley 3 
Sampling, Field Oversight 

Administrative Order on consent II 
under CERCLA 

Ltr: Transmittal of J. ". 
Baxter end Roseburg Forest 
Products fence Consent Order 

ttr: Comments on fencing order, 2 
signature of concurrence on 
changes 

Rpt: Monthly Progress Report 26 
Regarding Activities Performed 
in Vicinity of BIPR Shll, ~OO. 
CA 



Page No. 
12127/86 

DOC. II 

9 

203 

218 

206 

134 

135 

124 

136 

137 

138 

143 

139 

DATE 

10/09/66 

10/17/86 

10/28/86 

01/09/81 

01113/87 

01/23/87 

02101/87 

02119/87 

02119/87 

02119/87 

02/23/87 

03/04/87 

FROl4/OIIGAN 12. 

J. \.Iactor, EPA 
Region IX 

". Blomme, Roseburg 
FPC 

B. flock, J. H. 

Baxter & Co. 

D. Uilliams, J. H. 
Baxter " Co. 

s. \.Iarner, CR~CB 

J. \/ondolleck, COM 

EPA Region IX 

J. Grove IV, EPA 
Region IX 

J. Zelikaon, EPA 
Region IX 

EPA Region IX 

Office of Governor, 
State Clearinghouse 

K. Blaelc, tOM 

J.H. Baxt~r Superfund Site 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Port I of II 

TO/QRCANIZ. 

s. Goldberg, Steptoe 
.. Johnson 

C\JOCB 

T. Shepard 

F. Rei chmuth, 
C\/QCa·NCR 

L. Nash, EPA Region 
IX 

EPA Region IX 

Residents, \.Ieed, CA 

F. Reichmuth, CRIJOCB 

T. landis, CA OOH$ 

C. Goggin, State 
Clearinghouse 

l. "osh, EPA Region 
IX 

EPA Region IX 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Ltr: Change frOOl wood to /Mtal 
fenc,ing 

Rpt: Monitoring Reports by 

ROSeburg FPC 

Notes: Baxter Permi t 18771 216 

Request for Stotement to "Site 

Specific Soil Problems" 

Hemo: \.Ioter SII~llng ProgrMl 
82·142 (5/2/86·1/9/87) 

l tr: COlIVnencement of field war'k 

at IJeed site, time frtm~ for the 
RI/FS and site mitigation 

Plan: "'ork Plan for RI/fS at 
8/IP/R site, \leed, CA, Vol. I 
(technical) 

Fact Sheat on Relel10 of Vork 
Plan OUtline to th~ public 

ltr: T"onsmittal of FiMI 
Version of RllfS \.lark Plan for 
O/IP/R site 

ltr: Transmittal of final 
Version of RI/FS \lork Plan for 
B/IP/R sito 

Ltr: Notification of • Proposed 
Superfund Project 

Acknowledgement, State of 
Call fornio, Project Notlflcotlon 
lind Review Systeftl, Office of the 
Governor 

Pion: SIOOlpll119 I!Ind AflIllyslt 
Pion for RllfS B/IP/R Glt~, 
Uew, CA (f lnal) 

PAGES 

27 

36 

275 

6 

2 

2 

65 



DOC. 'II DATE FRC»I/OOGAIIIZ. 

140 03/05/87 P. Harsha Il, CA 00"5 

141 03/06/87 CA ARB 

142 03/06/87 N. Botts, COil 

198 03/12/87 M. 81_, Roaeburg 
FPC 

101 03/26/87 J. Easton, CRIJOCB 

144 03/26/87 J. Parnell, CA DOFG 

145 04/01/87 COM 

146 04/01/87 H. Richards, COM 

147 04/20/87 H. Carlyle, Jr., 
Office of Planning 
and Research 

111 04/30/8'1 J. "argon III, J. H. 

Baxter 

149 05/08/87 Ie. olllck, COil 

J.H. BDKtcr Svpcrlund Site 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Part I of II 

TO/ORGAN I Z. 

L. Nash, EPA Region 
IK 

L. Nash, EPA Region 
1)( 

EPA Region IX 

C\lQCB 

All Regional Board 
Executive Officers, 
CA \IOCB 

G. V"n Vleck, 
Resources Agency 

EPA Region IX 

L. Nash lind H. 
Burke, ePA Region IX 

L. NIIOh, EPA Region 
IX 

H. Burke, EPA Rellion 
II( 

EPA Region II< 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES 

Ur: Comnents on "Work Plen for 
RI/FS for B/IP/R Site (Jan. 23, 
87)11 

l tr: Recommendations on the 
Proposed Superfuld Project: J. 

H. Baxter 

Plan: Quality Assurance Project 50 

PIRn for RI/FS B/IP/R site, 
lleed, CA 

Rpt: Monitoring Reports with 7 
Bioassay's by RfPC 

Ilemo: Procedures to comply Ylth (, 

the "cease dl scharge" 
r~lrement In the Toxic Plt& 
Cleanup Act (TPCA) 

Memo: Cont 11111 I nat Ion in 
Beaughton Creek and the .ffeeted 
Aquatic Resources by the J. H. 
Baxter Site 

Rpt: B/IP/R Field Report for 30 

the Groundwater end Surface 
I/ater SllIIl'lino end Analysis 
Progr~ • April 87 

PIIIO: Coonrunlty Relatloo. PIM l{) 
8/IP/~ slta, ~eed, CA • April 87 

Transmi tul Sheet • Attached 
comments ,,& the Stete PraeDsa 
Recoomendat I on 

Ltr: Cocrments on the COl'MlU~1 tv 
Relations Plan for the J. H. 
Baxter/IP/Roseburg Site in Ueed, 
CA 

Plan: Surface Soil. SIIIll'III'1'U 150 
and Analvsls Plen for RI/FS 
B/IP/R mite, Ueed, CA 

, . 



Pllge No. 9 
12/27188 

DOC. fI DATE 

150 05/11/87 

148 05/19/87 

',0 OS/22/87 

151 OS/22/87 

152 06/09/87 

153 06/12/87 

154 06/15/81 

128 06/18/87 

163 06/10/81 

164 06/18/87 

162 06/22/81 

) 

FRCl'4/0RGAHIZ. 

f. Reichmuth, CRYOCB 

COM 

L. Nash, EPA Region 
IX 

S. Warner, CRUOCB 

COM 

L. levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

R. Olsen and J. 
Hopkins, CDIl 

COM 

R. Crook!;, CA 00H5 

R. Crooks, CA DOHS 

R. Crooks, CA DOllS 

J.H. Baxter Superfund S.te 

AOl41NISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Part I 01 II 

TO/ORGAIIIZ. 

J. Grove IV, EPA 
Region IX 

EPA Region IX 

H. Burke, EPA Region 
IX 

L. Nash, EPA Region 
IX 

EPA Region IX 

S. Warner, CRUOCB 

J. Uondolleck, EPA 
Region IX 

EPA Region IX 

EPA Region IX 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

ltr: CORlnent& rcgordlng SUte 
Toxics Cleanup Act, as applies 
to the Weed site 

Rpt: Field Report for Ilay 87 

Surface Soil Sampling ot the 

~/IP/R site, weed, CA 

Hemo: Response to cooments 
submitted by J. Morgon, J. H. 
Baxter & Co., on the O/IP/R 
Community Relations Pisn 

Ltr: Review of Sample 
Description for bore hole 
drilling frol1l OAPP 

JIX\e 81 Sul'fllce Uater/Sedllll<!nt 
Soo-pllng and Analysis Plan for 
RI/fS O/IP/R cite Ueed, CA 

ROC: Summary of Treatability 
Study, meeting 

Hemo: 8/IP/R cite Treatability 
Studies for Surface and 
GrolR'ldwllters 

Field Report for Juno 1987 
$urfllce \/oter/Strellm Sedllllltflt 
Sampll ng lit the 
8llxter/lP/Roseburg Site, \J~, 
r\ 

Rpt: Inspection Report 
RCRA HIIJor/Generator Inspection 

Rpt: Haznrdous Yaste Hanagemmnt 
Report 

Interview of Dorrell Williams 

Rpt: "azul'dou~ \Jaue 
Survel I lance and EnforcC>II"l1nt 

Report 
J. N. BRKt~r & Co. 

PAGeS 

14 

2 

2 

85 

6 

13 

26 

2 

6 



r~'J" NO. 11) 

12/27/88 

~OC. #I DATE 

155 06/25/87 

104 0T/02/87 

94 07106/87 

156 07/09/87 

161 0T/28/87 

123 08/07/87 

197 08/19/87 

100 08/31/87 

105 09/03/87 

99 09/04/87 

FROH/ORGANIZ. 

CO" 

L. Ilogg, CII DOHS 

J. lei ikson, EPA 

Region IX 

K. Black, COM 

R. Crooks, CA oOHS 

J. Grove IV, EPA 

Region IX 

J. Hawley, CH2H HILL 

G. McGinnis, Land 
Treotment GrOl.4), 

Min. Forest 
Products Utilization 
Laborlltory 

J. Maroon III, J. H. 
Baxter t Co. 

A. Molnar, 

KemedylJenka/Chil to 
n 

J.N. Baxter Superfund Sit~ 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Port I of 11 

TO/OIlGANIZ. 

L. Levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

L. Levenson, EPA 

Region IX 

L. Hope, J. H. 

Bexter 

EPA Region IX 

F. Reichmuth, CRIJOCO 

M. Blomme, Roseburg 
FPC 

J. Amln, IP Co. 

J. lei I kson, EPA 

Region IX 

L. Levenson, EPA 

Il~gion IX 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Rpt : Al'rroonc/m.e>l\t to Approved 

CAPP for RI/fS Air Investigation 
BIIP/R \leed, ell 

Ltr: Transmittal of 1985 Pllrt II 
from J. H. Sexter & Co. 

Ltr: Request for "lnfoNllo!ltion 
Regarding Potential Releases 
from Solid lIaste Mllnagtlllent 
Units" 

Rpt: Final July 87 Subsurface 
S8r1illing/Honltorl"g \letl 
Installation. Sompling Analy;i$ 
PIlln for Rl/fS 

Activity: Compliance Evaluation 
Inspection (CEI) 
J. H. Dexter & Co. 

ltr: Implementation of thn 
Toxic Pits Control Act (TPCA) 
and Proposition 65 at tho J. ". 
DOllter Site 

Rpt: Yater Monitoring Reports by 
CH2H H III on Roseburg FPC 

A Laboratory and field 
Demonstration Study for IP Co. 
Under cover I etter Doc:. N99 
dated 09/04/87 

L tr: Refusal to Sublnl t Solid 
lies te .'lInegflfOOnt Uni t 
Information 

Cover letter for Doc:ument Nl00 

dllted 08/31/87 

PAGES 

, " 

185 

2 

250 

11 

2 

23 

16 

6 

16 



Polll~ No. 11 

12127/88 

DOC. II DATE 

98 09/10/87 

195 09110/87 

129 09/16/87 

-'1 

107 09/18/S7 

10S 09/1S/S7 

. "\ 

121 09/21/87 

122 09/21/87 

92 09/30/87 

126 10/01/67 

102 10/08/87 

',' 
127 10/0S/S7 

.,1 

FROII/ORGAN I Z. 

S. Warner, CRWOCB 

D. Will iams, J. H. 

Baxter & Co. 

COH 

J. wondolleck 

K. Black 

S. Warner, CR~CB 

S. warner, CRWOCB 

L. Levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

COH 

S. warner, CRWOCB 

COM 

J.H. Oa.ter Supl-rfund SIte 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Part I of II 

TO/ORGANIZ. 

M. Blomme', Roseburg 
Forest Products 

B. \Iii I iams, J. H. 
Baxter Ii. Co. 

EPA Region IX 

L. Levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

L. Levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

D. Williams, J. H. 

Baxter 

L. Levenson, EPA 
Region III 

J. Horgan, J. II. 

Baxter 

F. Rei chlTPJth , arld B. 
wolstoncroft , CRIIOCB 

EPA Region IX 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES 

Ltr: Request for planG ? 
and report concerning Toxic 

Pits Cleonup Act (fPCA) 

Hemo: Yater Sampling Progr&m SO 
82'142, J. H. Baxter & Co. 

Field Report for July 1987 14 
Subsurface Sonlpl ing/Honi taring 
Yell Installation at the 
Baxter/IP/Roseburg Site 

Memo: Additional Soil Sampling 2 
Needs, J. H. Baxter Site 

Memo: Sunnary field Activity 5 
Report for Subsurface 
Sampling/Monitoring well 
Installation at the 
Baxtar/IP/Roaeburg Site 

Ltr: Monitoring wells, and use 
of Purge'weter in Chemical 
Makeup/Recycle System 

Ltr: Interim Response Measure 2 
with lin "Operoble Unit", COfISent 
orders, and Regional Boord 
orders 

Ltr: Use of tonk to store 5 
purge"water 

Field Report for October 1967 25 
Surface t.lau:r/Grollnd Ilater 

Sampl 1011 at the 
Oaxter/IP/Roseburg Site 

Assessment of the Oct. 1, 1987, :52 
letter from Itnyes, Re: Oader 
and Applicability of TPCA 

finnl . October 1987 Surface 120 
\.Ioter and Ground \.later Sampling 
and Analysis Pion for RifFS 



Page No.1? 
12/27/88 

DOC •• DATE 

97 10/09/87 

89 10/19/87 

196 11118/87 

96 11119/87 

93 11129/87 

120 12/01187 

91 12/23/87 

106 01120/88 

125 02/01/88 

119 02/02/88 

95 02/11/88 

fROM/ORGANIZ. 

~. Worner, cauoce 

J. Allen, Ph.d., CA 
OOHS 

M. Blomme, Roseburg 
FPC 

s. Uarner, CRYOCB 

K. Blaclc, J. 

Wondolltck, and M. 
Richards, COM 

S. w.r~r, CRuaCB 

J. Zellkson, EPA 
Region IX 

J. Wondolleck 

COM 

EMTRIX, Inc. 

O. EVllna, CRlIOeD 

J.H. Baxter Superfund Site 

AOIIINISTRATIVE RECORD ItIDEX 
Port I of II 

TO/ORGANIZ. 

N. Hoves, PM'S 

K. Takata, EPA 
Region IX 

CIIOCB 

E. Reichnuth, 
CRIIOCO, and file, J. 
H. Daxter 

EPA Region IX 

L. Levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

J. Horgan, J. H. 
Daxter 

L. Levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

H. Dlooroe', Roseburg 
Forest Products 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Ltr: Applicsbilitvof the TOKie 
Pits Cleanup Act (TPCA) at the 
\,Ieed, CA, Plllnt 

Ltr: Transmittal of J. H. 
Baxter/IP Co./Roseburg Site 
ARM's 

Ltr: Reports on Monitoring 
Status on S8"~les & BloaSiVG 

Spill of pyreQote at the J. H. 
Baxter CO/Il>!Iny 

Aquifer Testing Progr&m for 
RI/FS, Baxter/IP Co./Roseburg 
Sito 

Ltr: Transmittal of 
Sel ('monl torlng Sub'nl ttala frOlll 
J. H. Baxter and Roseburg 
Fae II it les 

Ltr: Request to uee tank fOl' 
storage of purgc"water. 
(w/attachnlent) 

MetllO: Sompllng ond AnalylSls 

Request for Groundwater, Surface 
Yater 8nd Soils Sompllng 

Field Report for February 1966 
Surface IJeter/GrOU'ldwoter 
S~llng at the 
Ollxter/IP/Rosebul'O Site 

Vadose Zone Cherocterllatlon 
York Plan 

l t r: Procedures lind Precllut I 01'1',' 

to be foil owed by 1I0seburg 
forest Products Imen releasing 
cont&mlnated stormwater 

PAGES 

3 

39 

6 

" 

96 

14 

'. ' 

fl 

2 



rJ9~ ~". 15 
12121188 

DOC. II DATE 

90 02112188 

117 02/17/86 

118 02117/88 

116 02119/88 

115 02120/88 

109 03/04/88 

113 03/11/88 

112 04/11/88 

130 04/28/88 

131 05/02/88 

FROM/ORGAI/IZ. 

l. levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

L. levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

l. levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

l. levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

H. Blomme', Roseburg 
Forest Products 

D. Fuller, CDM 

A. Naylor 

P. Harshell, CA DOHS 

L. Levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

J. Horgan III, J. H. 
BeKter 

J.H. Bilxt~r Superfund Site 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 

Part I of II 

TO/ORGANIZ. 

J. Morgan, J. H. 

Baxter 

G. Stacey, CA DOFe 

O. Palawski, USFI/S 

P. Marshall, CII OOHS 

O. Evans, CR~CB 

File 

B. Kor, CRWCCB 

l. levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

B. Parsons, ell DOHS 

t. levenson, EPA 
Region IX 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

ltr: EPA RI, J. H. BaKter 
facility, Yeed, CA (creosote) 
soil borings and drLlll storage 

of contaminated soil 

ltr: Threatened or Endangel'ed 

Species at J. H. Baxter 
Superfund Site, Weed, Siskiyou 
County, CA 

ltr: Threatened or Endangered 
Spec Its at J. H. Baxter 
Superfund Site, Yeed, Siskiyou 
County, CA 

Ltr: ARAR's at the J. H. 
Boxter/IP/Roseburg Site 

ltr: Detailed Plen on 
Procedures and Precaut I ons 
Roseburg FPC Iii II follow when 
discharging at 001 

Memo: Boring on Baxter focility 
with ENTRIX 

ltr: Status of fishery 
Resources In Beoughton Creek, 
n&ltd for Fish Ccotlltllil'llltion 
Studies and 0 Contingency PlaIn 
for TeflllOrary Pollution 
A~tement 

ltr: Tronsmlttol of Part of 
California Code of Regulations 

ltr: Storage of RI/FS Soil 
SM"(>llnu Residue 

ltr: TransmittAl of InforlMtlotl 
from lopot Ento:rprlaes, Inc. 
concerning their' Filiation 
Process for nenvy Metals In SoH 

PIICES 

6 

6 

10 

2 

38 



Page No. 
06711/88 

1 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Administr&tiv9 Record File Indox 
P&~t II -- PRP Responses to EPA 

Inforsation Requests 

DOC.. DATE FROH/ORGAHIZ. TO/ORGAlUZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES 

12 02/06/86 S. Goldberg. 
Steptoe " 
Johnson, JHB 
Attorneys 

13 05/28/40 American Lumber & 
Treating Co. 

14 1 1 O. Lewis, J. H. 
Baxter 

15 12/28/62 A. Jacoba, J. H. 
Baxter 

16 05/08/83 A. Jacoba, J. H. 
Baxter 

17 09/27/63 A. JAcoba, J. H. 
Baxter 

18 07/05/68 A. Jacobs, J. H. 
Baxtor 

19 09/17174 A. Jacob41, J. II. 
Baxter 

20 02/27/75 A. Jacobs, J. H. 
Baxter 

C. Flippo, EPA 
Region IX 

Covor Ltr: JflB 
Rouponse to 16 Dec as 
Information Request 
from EPA Region IX, 
Response 11000000 JHB 
(p. 1 of 16), R.O.C 
5/19/88 attached 

Scheaatic Plan of 
Treating Buildin9, 
American LUBber & 
Treating Co., 
Rer'onse 11000001 JUB 
Oil Spillage Control 
SyateD Blueprint, 
response 11000002 JMB 
Piping diagram, 
Retort No. 1 only, 
sheet 1 of 2, 
Response 81000003 JMB 
Piping dia9raa, 
Retort No. 2 only, 
sheet 2 of 2 
Response 11000004 JIIS 

Proposed 
rearrangement of. Weed 
~lant pipinQ, Retort 
no. 1, aheet 1 of 2~ 
response 01000005 JuB 

Pump pit for Deed 
Retort, sohematic, 
response 01000006 JUS 

General Arri!lll9fl1L\lont 
Larout of the Oil 
Sp 11.a90 Control 
Systee, response 
11000001 JMB 

Oil Sp111A9G Control 
Gyates schematic, 
sheet 3 of 4. 
reoponee 11000008 JUS 

13 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 



Page No. 2 
06/11/88 

DOC •• DATE 

21 05/05175 

22 / / 

23 / / 

24 05/31/83 

25 1 1 

26 1 1 
,--") 

27 02107/86 

28 12110/85 

29 12131177 

30 05/16/84 

\ .I 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Ad~1nistratiye Record File Index 
Part II -- PRP Responses to EPA 

Information Requests 

FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT ---------_.-- .._--------- -------------------

A. Jacobs, J. H. Oil SpillAqe Control 
Baxter S~8t~a schematic, 

seat 2, response 
81000009 JHB 

Copies of site 
chotos, response 

1000010-29 JHB 

Aerial photo, 
response 11000030 JHB 

A. Jacobs, J. H. Sch latie Flail 
Baxter Dia~ram of Process 

Pig "8' reaconse II 00 31 3H 

Site ghotO
A 

response nooo 32··7 3HB 

J. H. Baxter General Arrangement 
Larout of Oil 
Sp Ibg8 Control 
Slaten, reSGon06 
• 000076 3M 

R. Funkhouser, IP C. FliPYO, EPA Cover Ltr: IPC 
Co. Region X Response to 16 Dec 86 

Information Roguostp reoP9nse 82000 00 I C 
(p. 1 of 332) 

B. Kor, CIUfQCB R. Funkhouser, IP Ltr: Transmittal ot 
Co. copioa of 3 Regional 

Board Clemnu~ rderm, 
and copies ° file 
reference materials. 
response 02000001-117 
IPC 

D. Colollan, IP Co. Prel1e1nary RGport: 
Colel!lan r..ande of 
Conmortiula Intornationd Paper 

Co., rtlBfoneEl 
2000110- 75 IPC 

Pie.llIe & Dx'yan J. Rosenthal, IP Ltr: Tr"Mflllittal of 
Inc. Co. analytic results, 

response 82000176-181 
IPC 

PAGES 

1 

20 

1 

1 

44 

1 

7 

117 

57 

6 



Page No. 
06/11/88 

3 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Administrative Record File Index 
Part II -~ PRP Responses to EPA 

Information Requests 

DOC. t DATE FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES 

31 11126/85 

32 06/12178 

S. Berdine, IP . S. Bhaguat, 8. 
Co. Funkhouser, and 

A. Lindaey, IP 
Co. 

R. Hood, IP Co. L. Brown, B. 
Rexses, and G. 
StalC'k, IP Co. 

33 07/11/85 CRWQCB 

34 1 1 

35 1 1 

36 05/04/60 IP Co. 

37 07/31/62 IP Co. 

38 1 1 

Meaol Transuittal of 
memos regarding Jan 
1973 drawdown of IP & 
OG pond incident. 
res pons os 
92000182-199 IPC 

Memo: Reminder to 
track use of 
chemicals, 
Instructions for 
Spill Control Plan, 
and V.~· Ir Pollution 
Contro~ Act Sections 
on Designation and 
Removability of Ha~. 
Subetancea, response 
2000200-21:> IPC 

Regional Board 
Meeting, 11 Jul 85, 
with Executive 
Officers Sumaary 
RePQrt, response 
.216-316 IPC 

Land acreage map, 
response 12000317 IPC 

Hap aections of 
International Paper 
Co. property, 
responses 1316-328 
IPC 

Haps Plot of Land 
transferred to Wood 
Preeerving DiviGionL reapon80 12000329 I~C 

Haps Survey of T41N, 
RSV! Sec. lL re~ponse 
320u0330 Il>l.; 

Aerial photo: 
Roseburg Excavation 
redponoe .2000331 XPC 

19 

16 

100 

1 

11 

1. 

1 

1 



';1il1e No. 4 
06 11/88 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Adoinistrative Record File Index 
Part II -- PRP ResRonoes to EPA 

Inforaation equests 

~OC •• DATE FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTIONISUBJECT PAGES ------------- ----------- _u _________________ 

39 04/30/83 J. H. Baxter Ma~: Monitoring 1 
ai es, re8~on8e 
82000332 I C 

40 01/14/86 J. Gould, SLCBAY, J. FliPYO, EPA Cover Ltr: Roseburg 359 
Attorneys for Region X For00t Products Co. 
Roseburg Response to 16 Dec as 

EPA info request. 
Includes 00C8. 140-88 
and 1132. Cover Ltr 
w/Ellvironl'lental 
Operatini Procedures 
Haw \1, 3000000-356 
(FiJ.e 1) "', 

41 01114/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX Waste \fater 12 
Recirculation S~6teD 
File letters an 
notes r08Jf1no8 
03000360-3 1 RFPC 
(File 2) 

,'-, 42 01114/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Aerial photoG, 4 
1'e88on8e 83000372-375 
RFP (File 3) 

43 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX Proposed solid wAste 36 
disposal sites file, 
1'088onoo 3000376-411. 
RFP includes uee 
perait, maps, 
discharge 
requirements (F1l~ 4) 

44 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX Solid Waste DimpoBal 0 
Sites File, misc., 
resronses 
130 0412-620 RFPC 
(File S) 

4S 01114/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Water Pollution File, 260 
1977-78, lIi8C. 
reogonse 83000621-880 
RFP (File 6) 

46 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Hazat'doutll tlatorials 87 
FilG, re8~n/lle 
.3000881~ 67 RFPC 
(FUe 7) 



Pa1e No. S 
06 11/88 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Administrative Record File Index 
Pmrt II -- PRP Re8~on8e8 to EPA 

Infor~ation equests 

DOC. I DATE FRO~1I0RGAtUZ • TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES ------ ------------- _________ c-_ 
_ _______________ ~_u 

47 01/14/86 SLCBAY . EPA Region IX Pond Elovations File. <4 
lIlags, ros~onse 
D3 00968~ 71 RFPC 
eFile 8) 

48 01/14/86 SLCBlY EPA Region IX Chemical Pollution 4 
File, letter, 
resgonae 03000972-975 
RFP (File 9) 

49 01/14/86 SLeBlY EPA RElIgion IX Water Pollution File, 
1969-13. lIIi"e., 

305 

resgons0 
t30 .976-1280 HFPe 
(File 10) 

50 01/14/86 SLCDlY EPA Region XX Creosote Tank 9 
Treating File, 1953, 
misc' 2 rt\l8~On8e B3001 81-1 89 RFPC 
(File 11) 

51 01114/86 SLCBAY EPA Roglon IX Dock Run-off Pond 24 
File: DiagraMs of 
Solid Waste Disposal 
Sitos, PCB aito info. 

resfonso 
1300 290~1313 RFPC 
(File 12) 

52 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Cheeieals usod on 29 
plAnt file, letterQ 
and tablo8 j re8~on8o 
'3001314-1 42 R PC 
(File 13) 

53 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX Powerhouse Cheolealo 7 
File, material safety 
sheet... and 
de8criptions for 
DBalanced PolIDero 
and ·Corrogen , 
re8~n8e 
.30 1343-1349 RFPC 
(File 14) 

S4 01/14/96 SLeBAY EPA RCllqion IX Accidental Spills and 178 
Di8char798 file, 
1974, M 8C., 
RtIllJgonsflIlJ 
830 1394-1561 RFPC 
(File 16) 



Paqe No. 6 
06/11/88 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Administrative Record File Index 
Part II -- PRP ResGonses to EPA 

InforMation equosts 

DOC •• DATE FROM/ORGAtUZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCR I PI ION/SUBJE(:T PAGES 
------------- ----------- -------------------

5S 01114/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Solid Waste Permit 3 
Dat& file, 1981, site 
~hotos. Res&OnSe 

3001562-15 ." RFPC 
(File 17) 

56 01114/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX Solid ~89te Permit 270 
filo. 1982, Misc., 
ReB~nge 
030 1565-1834 RFPC 
(File 18) 

57 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX R, eburq 104 347 
Submittals file. 

r~~' Reogonso 
t30 1835-2181 nFPC 
(File 19) 

58 01/14/86 SLeBlY EPA Region IX Per_it Package to 44 
Dallas file. Mioc., 
Resgynoe 
830 1350-1393 RFPC 

,") (File 15) 

59 01114/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX R~tt Annu&l Report 200 
o Water Monitoring 
Data at Weed. CA -
1974. Re8~on8e 
'3002182- 342 RFPC 
(File 20) 

60 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX R~t: IP Co •• Weed. 1'/4 
C " MonitorinQ 
Report for Jan. 1976. 
Re8~n861 
.30 2343-3002518 RFPC 
(File 21) 

61 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Rfll910n IX R~ts IP Co., Weed, 45 
C , Monitor1n9 Roport 
for Dec. 1911. 
RelJ~nlJe 
030 2519-2564 RFPC 
(File 22) 

62 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA ReC}ion IX a~t: Exoessive Smoke 5 
Sack BaissionD at 
tho Ueed, CA. Plant, 
RosGono0 
130 2565-2570 R~'PC 
(File 23) 

~~i 



)&,8 Mo. 7 
16 11/88 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Administrative Record File Index 
Part II -- PRP ReB~nses to EPA 

Information equosts 

DOC. I DATE FROt1/0RGAtUZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES ------------- ----------- ------------~------

63 01114/86 SLeBU EPA Region IX Ltr: treatlBent of 5 
Stora Water Ru"off, 
Reogonmo. 
830 2571-2576 RFPC 
(File 24) 

64 01114/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Ltr: Status Report - 22 
EQS - West, Ros¥onse 
f3002S77~2599 R PC 
(File 25) 

6S 01114/86 SLe8lY EPA Roqion IX Ltr: Te6t:1.oony 13 
Relative to proGosed 
NPDES Jar.it - oed, 
CA, Rear-neo 
8300260 -3002673 
(File 26) 

66 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Ltrs Enforce.ents of 142 
Environmental 
Regulations, Re$~nse 
13 02674-2816 RF C 
(File 27) 

67 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX Ltr: Exteneion ot 84 
Waste Water Discharge 
Permit, Resgons8 
83002817-29 1 RFPC 
(File 28) 

68 01/14/86 SLC8AY EPA Region IX Ltrs 'l'rl1nsllitt&l of '74 
Tentative Revised 
Permit for the IP 
Co., at Weed, CA. 
RelJ~nfJe 
130 2902-2976 RFPC 
(File 29) 

69 01/14/86 SLC8AY EPA Region IX Ltr, TranBDitt8ll of 133 
Vater Monitoring 
ReG8rt~ RalJrgnlJo 
83 029 7-31 0 RFPC 
(FUe 30) 

70 01/14/86 SLC8AY EPA Reglon IX Cyclone Duet 71 
E810010n8 Data, 1978 
file. ReS§On0G 
'3003111- 182 RFPC 
(File 3U 



l"1e No. 8 
06 11/88 

J. II. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Administrative Record Fila Index 
Part II -- PRP R68~on8es to EPA 

Information equeats 

DOC. It DATE FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES 
------ ------------- -_ .... _------- ---------~---------

71 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Cyclone Dust £.i8010n 18 
Data, Res~on8e 
63003183- 201 RFPC 
(Fila 32) 

72 01114/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Oil Storage info at 10 
Weed, CA, Response 
83003202-3212 RFPC 
(File 33) 

73 01/14/86 SLCB!Y EPA Region IX Ltr: TransMittal of 37 
1977-1982 Semi-Annual 
Solj • Waste Disposal 

{' .. ', Monitoring 
Requirements, IP Co., 
Veed, CA, Response 
13003213-3250 RFPC 
(FUe 34) 

14 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Request Bida for 24 
Construction of 

t ~"J 
Structure for StoraQe 
of HerbicideB, 
R8ogonee 
fi30 3251-3275 RFPC 
(File 3S) 

7S 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Rogion IX ~1i8C. docubent8 21 
concerning Air 
Pollution Cyclone 
Filters, Rea~onBe 
13003276-329 RFPC 
(File 36) 

16 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX Envj,ronl'llental 14 
COD~liance - Air, 
Ueea CA, Response 
.3003298-3312 RFPC 
(File 37) 

11 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Re9ion IX pro~o8ed a~mend~ent~ 17 
to hapter 1, Part 
II I of Title 17, 
CaliforniA 
Adoinistrative Code, 

, ) 
Re: The Emission of 
Toxic Air 
Contaminants, 
Reillgoneo 
030 3313-3330 RFPC 
(rUe 38) 

• f 



Page No. 
06711/88 
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J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Administrative Record File Index 
P~rt II -- PRP ResponsQs to EPA 

Information Requests 

DOC.. DATE FROM/ORGANU. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES 

78 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX 

79 01/14/96 SLCBAY EPA Region IX 

80 01/14/86 StCBAY EPA Region IX 

81 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Reqion IX 

82 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX 

83 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX 

84 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX 

Status of Emissions 34 
froM Factory 
CyolonoB, Response 
03003331-3365 RFPC 
(File 39) 

Ltr: NPDES Permit 5 
Modification. 
Response 
13003366-3371 RFPC 
(File 40) 

Mi~Q. documents 22 
cOI.cerning Wator 
Analysis, ResPQn®e 
13003312-3394 RFPC 
(FUe 41) 

IP Co., Weed, CA, 77 
Honitoring Report for 
December 1979, 
Response 
83003395-3472 RFPe 
(FUe 42) 

Purchase Ordor to 2 
Test and AnalY£G 
Watel: Sal1lples, 
Honitorin9 Prograa, 
1981 file! Response 
e3003473-J414 RFPC 
(File 43) 

Perait., Monitoring 232 
Procedures, and 
SaBpling Reports 
Water Pollution, 

1~~~3a~~~37~~sl~~~e 
(rUe 44) 

Ltr: Transmittal of 274 
Tentative Waste 
Discharge 
Requirements 
Water Pollution, 

1974 file! Re.ponoa 
03003708-J982 RFPC 
(file 45) 



--'10 No. 10 
06 11/88 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Adginistrative Record File Index 
Part II -- PRP RosGonses to EPA 

Information equ&sts 

DOC •• DATE FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJEC! PAGES 
-----------'"- ----_ .. _---- -------------------

8S 01/14/86 SLCBU EPA Region IX Permits, Monitoring 371 
Proceduros, and 
SaA~lG" 

Va er Pollution, 
1973 filo, Re8~on8e 
03003983-4360 FPC 
n'i1e 46) 

86 01114/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Water Monitoring Data 60 
for 1918, Response 
13004361-4421 RFPC 
(FUe 47) 

87 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Envi~~n.ental Status 68 ", Regorts, Reagonoc 
.3 04422-449 RFPC 
(File 48) 

88 01/14/86 SLeBAY EPA Region IX Vater nonitoriny 139 
Reportm for 198 , 
Iles~nse 
030 4491-4530 RFPC 

1-'--) (FUe 49) 

132 01/14/86 SLCBAY EPA Region IX Hapas Hape, 2S 
Blueprints, and 
Aerial Photos, Weed, 
CA Are&, 
10110-4/30/85, 
13004531-4551 RFPC 
(File 50--Available 
for Review at U.S. 
EPA Region IX) 



PA(J@ 10. 1 
19/14/88 

J. N. 8AXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
U&&d, Cal1forni& 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Supploment No. 1 

~o. @1 
DOC. e DATE FROH/ORGARIZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DF~CRIPTIOM/SUBJECT PAGlU 

... _--_ .. _ ... _--- -----_ ....... -- a __________ • _______ 

1 02104/89 E. GrOll,., FONM 0 WAter Well 
Aaerica.n Well Drillers Report reI 
Drilling eli Pump Villiau eli Hary Colli~r 
Sorvice 

2 01116/63 J. Hawley. CR2tJ J. Horejan, J. u FOR" - S}.'ec1f!c ... 
Hill Baxter Co. Analyai8 re: Vater 

;.: 
Samples 

3 03/24/83 CRVQeS-HCR RPT w Exeoutive 3 
Otficar'. Sumoary 
Roport reI Vas til 
Discharge Requireoente 
for J. H. Baxter and 
COMpany 

4 04/9S/83 S. Varner, C. Johnson, "£1'10 • Inspection of 
CRVQCB-NCR CRIIQCB-RCR J. H. Baxter, Hal'. 1, 

1983 

5 04/19/83 S. "arneI', C. Johnson, "EliO u IMp.etian of 
CRWOCB-RCIL CRVQCB-NCR J. H. Baxter, Weod, 

Har. 21-22, 1983 

6 08/15/83 D. Dragan, CH2M J. Horgan, J. fl. LTH - Tranamitt.l reI 6 
Hill Baxtor Co. Description ot Fi.ld 

Soil Sampling 
' .. 

1 12182183 D. Soall, DRS B. Paraons, DHS H£"O - ISO and Gener&l 6 
Inspection And 
Sa.pUnq at J. II. 
Baxtor and Co., 
Siskiyou County 

8 95/84/84 G. AndfltrBIon, S. Varner, TransDittal of Re8ulta 2 
AIfATEC CRUQCB-NCR 

9 86/88/04 A. Pbtt, EPA Form. u "RS, FIT 21 
Re9ion IX Quality A.surano@ Teaa 

10 86/08/84 D. Gruall, DUB E. ParhaM, DUS ROC - Phone Call r83 \ 
City Velle vhich 

f~'1 
=upply water to V®@d 
in &ddit1on to a 
~prin9 

I 



PIIq8 No. 2 
18/14/8e 

J. H. SAXTER , CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Weed. California 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
SupplGmont No. 1 

~o. of 
DOC •• DATE FROH/ORGANIZ. TOIORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES 
------ ------------- ----------- -------------------

"' 
11 06/28/84 C. Andre.,., J. Horqan, J. H. LTR - SU990stod 2 

Uuodward-Clyde Baxter Co. nethodB for 
accolllpliahinq 
additional 41ite 
charmcteriz&tion and 

I 
cleaQup 

",j 12 01/16/84 C. AndrewB, D. Joseph, LTR - ~eed, CA, Wood 5 
Woodward-Clyde NCRIiQCB Tr0at1n9 Facility re: 

Arsonic Data 

13 98/01/84 Woodward-Clyde SUIlIOIUY - 5 
HydrogEtoloqic 

~J 
Aotivities &t the J. 
H. Baxter YeetS 
Facility 

14 10/18/84 CH2" Hill D. UUlim •• , J. Specifio Analyei~ ~ 

H. Baxter Co. Vater 

15 01111185 i. Casias, D. Joseph, LTR - Trans.ittal ref 
Woodurd-Clyde NCRWQC8 Proposed Scope of Work 

for Reconnai0.~nCG 
Level Groundwater 
Sampling 

"j 16 91/22185 R. ClII8iu, D. J08flph, LTR u Transmittal rOf 3 
.::: 

"oo(Slfard~Cl yde RCRVQCB l)rAlw:l.n9s to accompany :;: 

l'f!lCOnnais6IIancllt 
&aapltftg proposed fcu: 
J. H. B.§xtox' 

17 02106/85 1'. Baily, J. Morqan. J. II. I.TR ~ PurpolJla 01. 3 
Woodward-Clyde 8axter Co. propoaod study to 

define the Itl'Oal 

extent of th~ PAR 
plurae 

18 94/01/85 Voodtrard-Clyde SUl1sary w r.evel 20 

I Groundwater B~npl1n~ 
Aotivitiea at the J. 
II. ~!rtl\tl' flHI! 

, 'i 
FaoiUty 

I 



PA90 10. a 
10/H/08 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERfUND SITE 
V(fIed. California 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
SuppleR0nt No. 1 

DOC. 0 DATE FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECf 
~o. of 

PAGE.c 
-- ... ----_ .... _--- - ..... _-_ .. _-_ ... 

-~-------------~---

19 11/12185 Sweet, Edw.rds & FORM ~ Borill9 Log, HE "'; 
Assoc., Inc. of Roseburg'. 

Powerhous® 

29 11/22185 c. Flippo, EPA MEMO - 1f00illlllll not 
iGC)ion IX connected to thG 

i"~ 
city'. water oupply 
syatfllll 

21 12129/85 C. Flippo, EPA MEMO - Clarification 
Region IX •• to what ie the 

Saaplinq Point 
idontif1ed in l.b 
rcilport8 U tho ·screen 

~ hOUDlIl1'i 

22 12128/85 C. Flippo, EPA MEMO u ROC rQS Dan 1 
Region IX Tos1, ovn$r of the 

water supply oystea in 
the Carriak Addition 

23 91/01/86 MAP - CompoBite Hap 1 
troD U.S.G.S, VQQd 
Quadran91lll, CA 

24 91116/86 T. Brode, EPA RPT - HCRA In&pection B 
t:; RAgion IX Roport 
"";:; 

25 91116/86 J. H. Baxter Co. r. Reichmuth, Analytical R®sult8 -
CRVQCB-HCR V.tt®r leved., in thfb 

four Donitoring woll. 
And seVGft borio9G 

26 02199/86 C. Flippo, EPA S. Chan9 "~HO - frinsn1ttal rei 
a.910n IX Laboratory R@port 

27 02112186 Sweot, Edwards & Rot.ltDbuX'Q Foreot RPT 0 Weed Feoility 23 
A.,ooo., Inc. Product. StAt". R6port, 

PreUrainuy 

j 28 02121/86 D. "n11au, J. F. Reichmuth, HEHO ~ Water SaRpling ~ 
H. Baxter Co. CRUOCS-NCR Pro91'&m 82-142 

j:,~ 
.: 

I 



P"98 No. 
18/14/88 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Weod. California 

ADHIHISTRATIVE RECORD ImOEX 
Suppl90@nt no. 1 

tjo. c 
DOC •• ·DA'l'E FROIVORGANIZ. TO/ORGIINIZ. DESCRIPTIONISUBJECT PAGE 

------------- ----------- -------------------

29 07/81/06 S. lIou., EPA MEMO - J. H. Baxter ~ 

ReCiion IX Weed, CA re: includon 
on the MPI. 

30 91/23/87 PLAN e Work Plan for 
RIIFS, JHB/IP/Roseburg 

°1 
Site, Weed, CA, Vol. I 
(Tecbnical) 

31 94/30/87 D. VUliAll., J. Si8kiyou Cal: ty FOR" n Underground 
H. Baxter Co. Health Dept. Storage Tank Closure 

Application 

I 32 06/16/87 J. Vondoll.ck, L. Levenson, EPA MEMO * Tran.Dittal of -, EPA Rogion IX Region IX SuriaC".4) And 
Groundvator Data from 
March Sa.pIing Event 

33 06/18/87 P. HU41hall, OKS L. Levenmon, EPA LTR - fransaitt&l of I. 
Reqion IX Report (w/o enolosure) 

34 9S/11/87 K. Kitching_an, J. Crove, EPA M£nO - Review of 21 
EPA Rogion IX Region IX Analytical Data 1'0l 

RAS Hetal.tl 

35 98/11/87 1:. Kitching.an, J. Grove, EPA MEMO - Roview ot ", 
EPA RO(Jion IX R8(Jion IX Analytical DntA res 

RAS VOA and BV + SAS 
pcp, 
i'otraohlorophenoll1 

36 09/23/97 K. Kitchingllan, J. Grovl!I, EPA "EliO - Review of 3! 
EPA R89ion IX Region IX Analytical Dat.a res 

Vol&t11tuJ and 
SOIilli'folllltilcte 

37 09/24/87 K. Kitchinqlllan, J. Grove, EPA "~KO - R0view of 1~ 
EPA Rel9ion IX i.9ion IX Analytioal DAta ro¥ 

HAS Ul'JtdAl 

38 09/25/81 t. KitohingD8n, J. Grovo, EPA MEMO ~ Roview of 3: 
EPA R4I91on IX R4D91on IX lh'll!llytiOal Data &'~J 

::1 Voh.tUCiltS and 
~lJll.d",ohtilos 

I 
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10/14/88 

s 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
Veed. C~11forn1a 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Supplement No. 1 

DOC. I) DATE FROM/ORGANIZ. 'lO/ORGAlHZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

39 

49 

41 

42 

43 

44 

4S 

46 

41 

48 

49 

11104/87 K. K1tchingwan, 
EPA Region IX 

11/13/87 K. Kitchingman, 
EPA Region IX 

11/13/87 K. Kitching.an, 
EPA Region IX 

11/19/87 EPA Rogion IX 

12/93/87 K. Kitching.an, 
EPA Region IX 

12/11/87 K. Kitching.an, 
EPA RGB9ion IX 

12/11/87 K. Kitching.an, 
EPA Region IX 

91/11/88 D. Oswald, CH2H 
Hill 

91/19/88 D. OGvald, CH2" 
Hill 

91/26/88 K. KitchingMan, 
EPA Region IX 

91/26/88 K. Kitchin9man, 
iwa RIitCJion IX 

J. Grove, EPA 
Region IX 

J. Grove. EPA 
Region IX 

J. Grove, EPA 
RGlqion IX 

J. Grove, EPA 
Region IX 

J. Grove, EPA 
£8910n IX 

J. Grov." EPA 
109ion IX 

8. Curnow, h"PA 
Reqion IX 

It. [.Gv(!)n4lon, EPA 
RflVion IX 

MEMO - Review ot 
Analytical Data ra: 
RAS Metals 

MEMO - Review of 
Analytical Data re: 
Anions, and TOS - SAS 

HEMO - Review of 
Analytical Data ret 
Dioxin & FU1'8ns 

National Priorities 
Liot - J. H. Ba~t~r 
Co. 

MElfO ~ Revi"" ot 
Analytical Data ro: 
Inorganio8 (£lAS 
Metale) 

tJEHO - Review of 
Analytical DatA rGI 
Hot&l. (5/19-5/21) 

MEMO ~ Review of 
Analytical Data res 
""tab (5120) 

an u Qudity 
Assurance Report r~$ 
J. H. Baxter Site 

RP't - Quality 
Assurance Report res 
J. H. Baxter Site 

MEMO - Review of 
AnllllyUcd Data 1"'U 

O1'9&n108 

MEMO - Review of. 
An~lyt!oal Data r@3 

Oroanio4J 

15 

a 

19 

16 

10 



P&C}0 rio. 6 
10/14/88 

J. It. BAX'I'D & CO. SUPERFU1U> Iii lTE 
,&edt Califo~n13 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Supple.ent Woo 1 

No. of 
DOC •• DATE FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORGAiaIZ. D~~CRIPTION/SUDJECT PAGES 

------------- ----------- ------------------,-

59 91/28/88 Ie. lC.1tch1nglllan, B. Curnow, EPA MEMO • RaviGu of 2'7 
EPA Reqion IX 1l"91on IX Analytical Data rer 

Metals 

"'\ 51 91/28/88 K. Kitchingllan, B. CUi'nOw, EPA HEMO ~ Ravi~~ of 20 
EPA Region IX Re9ion IX Analytical Data re: 

Metals 

52 91/28/88 K. KitchingDan, B. Curnow, EPA HEMO • Review of 37 
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Data re: 

f···." Metala (8/4/87-9/8/87) 

53 92118/88 K. Kttehingaan, 8. Curnow, EPA HEMO - Review of 22 
EPA ilegion IX Region IX Analytical Data res 

Dioxins & Fux'arug 

,t':.) 54 93/17188 S. 5i1lPISOfl , EPA D. Binghall, EPA HEMO - RequG~t for 19 
Region XX Region IX O&t~ Review r~s TOC 

Dioxins 

5S 94/88/88 K. KitohingllAn, B. Curnow, EPA PlDlO M Revi.,,, of 11 
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Data rot 

Total Hetalal 

56 94/12188 K. Kitchinguan, B. Curnow, EPA HEMO - Reyifllw of 5 
EPA iegion IX iegion IX AnalyticAl DatA rms 

COD, TOC, Oil and 
OrelDilIG 

S7 04/21/88 C. 1810011, ICF RP'f ~ Quality 14 
Assurance Report -
fiAS, Metalll and 
Chloride r«JI: J. H. 
IM.xtGr 81 t. 

58 95/86/88 D. Oswald, CO2" un - Quality 241 
HUl Ao.uranc0 R8port f88 

J. H. Baxter Sit~ 

S9 95/19/88 A. Naylor, OOFa D. Kor, L'rll H oora OOMU);'. 13 
CRVQCB-Il1CR vi th Pl'OPOIllOO Ordeu' 

eS-7.f! 

.J 

,,_.I 



PAgo (So. 7 
19/14/88 

J. H. BAXTER , CO. SUPERFUND StTR 
leed, California 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Supplement Ho. 1 

~o. of 
DOC. & DATE FROM/ORGANIZ. '1'O/ORGAfUZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES 
------ .... -_ .... _------- ----------- --"-"--------------

68 05120/88 L. Wood8, DRS L. [,cvGln/llQn, EPA tTl - Report on tho 2 
i89ioo IX indu~triBl hygiene 

Qurvey conducted At 
the Banter Wood 
Tl'G6ItDent Faclli ty, 
Weed, CA on Nov. 

}1 19-29, 1985 

61 95/29/88 L. Wood., DKS L. Levenson, EPA tTl 0 Roport on th0 2 
Reqion IX induotrinl hygiene 

~urvoy conduoted at 
the Baxtor Facility, 
Nov. 19-29, 1985 

..... 
62 85/25/83 K. Kitchingllan, B. Curnow, EPA HEMO ~ R0view of 15 

EPA Reqion IX ROCJion IX Analytical Dmta reI: 
Dioxine 

63 85/25/88 B. Kor, R08eburq Forest Order lllo. 88-74 3 
CRVacS-MCR Product", Requirin9 Rooebu~9 

Forest Products to 
C.a,o and Des1at froa 
d1~ohar9in9 vaste$ 
contrary to order No. 
86-46 and the Toxic 
Pits Cleanup Act 

.;', 
: -~.: 

64 06/81/88 CDit U.S. EPA RPT - Preliminary 600 
Draft HI RGport for 
Baxter Site, Veed, CA 

65 86/08/88 S. Ifeare, EPA "£"0 - Eli9ibility ot. 14 
Region IX J. H. BmxtGr Site for 

liDting on tho nPL 

66 06/89/88 J. tJor9an, J. H. L. Levenson, EPA LfR - Additional i 
Daxter Co. Region IX Information Concerning 

Rempona1blo Part1m~ 
And Contaoination 

I Histo~y at Weed Sito 

67 06120/88 J. CHfford, EPA J. Georg(!)II!I, I.P. LTR u EPA 18 2-

'.~J 
189100 IX oontinu1nv to Plt'CVO~C 

:::. 
the J. H. Daxt~r B1to, 
"oed, CA to ttl@ 

I 
fh.1p0rfund IlI&U()fl~l 
Prim,";1 ty LilJlt \"It(l 



r" 
P&9G 1:10. 
10/14/88 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE' 
Weed, C~11forn1a 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
SupplomGnt No. 1 

No. 01 
DOC. & DATE FROM/ORGAtIIZ. 'lO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGE! -_ ... _--------- ------_ ... _-- _______ w ___________ 

. ; 68 86/20/88 J. Clifford, EPA V. liarUnell. J. LTR - EPA i81 
Region IX H. Baxter Co. eontin\lin9 to propof.lGl 

the J. H. Baxter Site, 
Veed, CA to the 
Superfund Mational 

I 
Priorities Liet 

i 
~ 69 06/20/88 J. Cl1fford, EPA J. Stephens, LTR - EPA 1. . 

of. 

Region IX Roseburg Forest continuing to propos0 
Products the J. H. Baxter Sito, 

r-:". Veed, CA to tho 
Superfund National 

1 
Priori tie.lll L.1ll1t 

-, 70 96/22188 J. II. BAxter Co. Ca.,OCD-JlCR RPT - toxic Pita ?€lE 
Cleanup Act 

," HydrOQGoloqlc 
AS8eoBDent Report for 
the .1. H. Baxter UG.\'Id 
Treatment Facility, 
Weed, CA 

71 06/23/89 D. Evans, tJ. 8101100, LTR - re: abandoning ! 
CRVQCB··HCR Roeebur9 Forest three monitoring walb 

Productlil located on Roseburg's 
property in Waad, CA 

'I 
'. 72 06/23/88 D.- Evans, D. .,1111486, J. LTR - rea abandonin9 

CRWQCB-NCR II. Baxter Co. two lonitorin9 welle 
located on J. n. 
Baxter'. property in 
"Md, CA 

73 96/24/88 K. Kitchinglllan, B. Curnow, EPA tlEHO - Revi." of 
EPA Rogion IX Re9ion IX Analytical Data res 

ltatals 

14 06/30/89 K/J/C, Inc. Iu'Qroaodhtion 12! 
Demonstration Study, 

I Weed, CA, J. H. Baxter 
Supartund Site 

1 
7S 96/30/88 P. Fchrenthold, L. Levenilon, EPA LTn ~ K~vicw of Ui .. 

/1,1 

Fahnntbold , Region IX Rmport 1'.' Dmxter Site 
Ail800., Ino. 

,-,I 

I 



Page!! Ro. 
1&/14/88 

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE 
WGOd. C~liforn1a 

·1 ADMINISTRAtIVE RECORD INDEX 
.. ~ Supplement no. 1 

DOC. 0 DATE FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 
Ilc. I()! 

PAGE! 
------ __ ......... 0 ______ .. _------ .... - -------------------

. :.1 76 07/06/88 J. l4or9An, J. H. L. LevGnlJon, EPA UR & J. H. Baxtctr 1 . 
BaxtCllr Co. Region IX CORoents on Dr&ft iX 

Report for Ueed, CA 
Site 

77 97187188 8. Ker, A. StrauS8, EPA LTR - Coements on 
CRVQCB-NCR Region IX EPA's P~eliDinary 

" . Draft III Report ::~" reI 
Baxter Site 

78 07107188 P. Marshall, DHS L. [,evel\BOn, OA LTl! ~ COIDlIIlllnt41 on 
Region IX Draft RX Report rcu 

BaxUr Site 
_. J 

79 97/08/88 D. Critchfield, L. Levanlon, EPA LTR - Coamant6 on l' 
I.P. Region IX Draft ItX Repurt 

80 07127188 L. l.I/)veneon, EPA Heraben of the LTR - Summary of 
Region IX JHB/IP/R Interagency/PRP 

Interagency/PRP H0eting, 7/27/88. 
Group Furthor EPA Activ1tioo 

81 08/02188 J. "or9&n, J. H. L. LeverMon, EPA LTR ~ Tranmnittal of 
Baxter Co. Roqion IX copi.s ot invo1cf./1ll 

froe Entrix concerning 
80il aalilpl1ng \., 

.:. 

J. Morg&n, L'l'R - ltespoM611 to :':;-: 82 0S/09/88 D.- EvaM, J. B. 
CRWOCB-NCR Baxter Co. correspondenoe r611: 

control of 
contAoinated 
stormvater runoff 

83 09/0S/88 B. Ker, J. Stephens, LTR - CO.Bonts 1'&. 
CRWQC8-NCR Ros.burg For.at EPA's Preliminary 

Products Draft II for the Veed, 
CA, "ood products 
(JOMpl!!iIX 

I 84 09/00/80 B. Kor, J. Hor9118, J. H. LTI - COfllt'40nts S;'8H 

C1UJOCB-NCR Baxter EPA's Pr~11=1nAry 
Draft 21 for the Vctctd, 

~~1 
eil, wood proouGtiil 

.:" ClOfIlplex 

I 
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Page Ro. 10 
1011·1/88 

DOC. t DATE 

85 09/00/08 

86 09/09/88 

87 09/19/88 

88 09/30/88 

89 99/30/88 

J. H. BAXTER & eo. SUPERFUND SITE 
Weed, California 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
Suppleaent No. 1 

N~. of 
FROM/ORGANlZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES ---_ ..... --..,._ .. - .. --------..--- -------------------

B. Kar, D. Critchfield, LTR - COMment. 1'0: 2 
CRWQCB-NCR J.P. EPA's ProliMin&ry 

Draft III for the Weed. 
CA, ~ood products 
cosple" 

K. Black, COM PLAN - Final Septeuber 150 
1908 Groundwater, 
Soil~ and Sediment, 
SafAplinq and Analyds 
Plan for RI/FS 

J. Horgan, D. Evans, HCWOCB L'1'R - l'ft: J.H.B. 17 
J.n.Baxter Compliance with Ce&~o 

and Desist Order No. 
80-81 and Lon9 Torm 
Capital Iaprov~Ment6 
tor Weod, CA, Plant 

L. Levenson, EPA D. Evans, LTR • Potontial I.P. 2 
Region IX CR"QCB-NCR Pilot Study Propoeal 

rec JH8/1P/Rooeburg 
Site, Weed, CA 

L. Levenson, EPA D. Evans, LTR • Runoff 2 
Raqion IX CRVOCB-HCI1 Collection Proposal 

re, JHB/IP/Ros.bur9' 
Site, Weed, eA 



Page lio, 

04126190 

Aft Nl.I48ER 

AR 

AR 2 

AR 3 

AR 4 

AR 5 

AR 6 

AR 7 

AR " 

AR 9 

AR 10 

AJI 11 

DATE 
(yy/IWII/dd) 

no date 

88/07/08 

88/09/00 

88/09/22 

88110/10 

88/10/12 

88/10/19 

88110/20 

88/10/21 

88/11/00 

88/11/00 

J. H. BAXTER" COMPANY SUPERFUNO SITE 
Weed, California 

.. * ADMINISTRATIVE RECO«D INDEX 00* 

S\4lPlement No, 2 

FROM/ORGANIZATION TO/ORGAN IlA TI 0tI 

Bior~i8tion Group 
Mississippi Foreat 
~roduet8 Laboratory 

Jemea L Grant t. I ntflrMti OM I Peper 
ASI.cclat=, Inc C~ 

CMp, Drener " Mc:KH, 
Incorporated 

Lawrence" ASlociatea 

Curtfl .. TOIIl\kins, Ltd. 

Lawrence" AGsoclatee 

ThCIf,\Ja !Jally Joe MargM 
Woodward-elves- J H Oexter & C~IY 
Connul tant. 

Joe tlorgM Devid Evant 
J " Doxter .. Company CA Regional lIeter Quality 

COfltrol Board - North 
COllat RlI1)lon 

Richard Becker, Jeffrey David Evans 
!long CA ReglOMI \Jeter Quality 
CA Dt~rtment of Health Control IkuIrd - North 
Service CMst Region 

ElWlrClf'll~tlll Protection 
Agrocy 

C~, DrlHlillllr & McKell, 
Incorporated 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Bioremediotion Demonstration 
Study, Phose II' Field Site 
Studies 

Comments on draft Remedial 
Investigation report by COH, 
w/TL to Leo Levenson 

Field Report for September, 
1986 Groundwater, Soils" 
Sedilnent Sl!I!!f)llng, IJA 

#167-9L47.7, Controct 
(168-01-6939 

Chllin of Custody Reeord 

Report on 14 eoi I IIli1l1plea 

IllUlltrotlon of tmk il tfl 

Ltr: SYmmtrv of review of 
tmboretorv feAUltll of doll 
samples collected et tank site 
II. co.l1lICntl 

Ltr: Response to CRUOCD·NC Itt 
of 1017/68 

Ltr: Reap0n6e to request of 
9/22/83 re: tnlBilltlMl(:fI In 
MliI1sing hll.'tM heel th 
Bignificance of dioxins In 
IIwr tlIlQU0 of floh frOlfl 
8emughton Crl!lek 

SUparfund Progrrua rropo~&d 
Planl Libby Ql'tlUI'IdIIatfir Site, 
L Inr.oln COUlty, .kmtIlIWl, w/il. 
to I.eo LIIVMflOIl 12/13/(18 

field Report for Nov~r. 
,~ r.r~t@r S~llne. 1M 
M167-9L47, Contrnct 
eba·01·6919 



Page No. Z 
04/26/90 

AR IILtIBER DATE 
(yy/rtm/dd) 

AR 12 88/11/04 

AR 13 88/11/07 

AR 14 88/11/10 

AR 15 88111118 

AR 16 88/11/21 

AR 17 88/11/21 

AR 18 68/11/21 

AR 19 88/11122 

AR 20 88/12/01 

J. H. BAXTER & COMPANY SUPERfUKO SITE 
Meed, californi~ 

~ .. ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX .. 0 .. 

FROM/ORGANIZATION 

-------

Leo Levenson 
Erwi '·OOIIIImtal Protection 
Agency, Region IX 

John IIondolleck 
Cemp, Dresser & McKee, 
Incorporatf.'ci 

Johl'l llondolteclc 
Camp, Dresser & McKee, 
Incorporated 

ICF Technology 
Incorporated 

ICF Technology 
IncorporAted 

ICF Technology 
Incorporated 

ICF Technology 
Incorporated 

JMIIlIJ L Grlll'lt " 
A.soclat", Inc 

CA ReglOMI \later ClWllty 
Control Hoard • North 
cout Region 

Supplefl!ei\t lio. 2 

TO/ORGAIIIZATlOU 

David EVa/l$ 

CA RegiONI \later Quail ty 
Control Board • North 
Coaet Region 

Too Huettewan 
Environmental Protection 
Ageney, Region 1)( 

Leo Lev_on 
EnvlfOM.\efltal Protection 
Agency, Region IX 

J H OaKter & Co, Int'l 
Paper Co, ROIeb.rrg Forellt 
Prod. 

J H Boxtaf & Company 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

L tr: Corrments on Joc l4organ' a 
Itr of 10/28/68 re: soil 
sampling resultu for proposed 
tank pad & dry kiln areas 

Hemo: Analytical request, 
groundwater verification 
sampllno 

Memo: Septurber 1968 

GroundwAter, SedlM0ntll " 
BackgrOU'ld SOil $1111'4>111'19 
Relul till, II/date 

Analytical reaulta, Yeble 1A, 
UllValldated dote for I/ater 
Semple. for SAS ph~lll & 
PAllo, .'/~ to SelBY Curl'll'JW " 
Leo Levenson 11/21/00 

Quality Assurance Report, 
1I/1tlefl1O to Betsy Curnou 
11/28/63 

Analytical resulta. Teblo 1A, 
unvelldated data for Uater for 
RAS M0talIcG, w/~ to Betsy 
Curl'lOl4 .. leo llWOl!MlOO 11/22/68 

Analytical results Teble 1A, 
unvolldated dote for eolls for 
ItAS t4etal\l, 1I/1!IeIllO to Betay 

Curnow & Leo LltverlSOI"I 11/22/68 

Groundwater Remedlltl~, 
ProgrlMl 

CRUOCO·NC Ordor ~·'511 To 
celllllil " IMIlIIlt f.·1IIlI 
dlecllarglng WD8t~ contrary to 
Ordor m·29 .. the Toxic Phil 
Clelllllup Act, wIn. to Joo 
I4org4lll 12J1::etM 



Pag€! No. 3 

04/26/90 

All h1M8ER 

All 21 

All 22 

All 23 

All 24 

AR 2S 

All 26 

;\R 27 

AR 211 

Al 29 

AJI 30 

DATE 

(YY/IIIII/dd) 

88/12/01 

88/12/01 

88/12/01 

88/12/01 

881 12/OS 

88/12/09 

88/12/12 

1I8/12/12 

88/12/20 

89/01/10 

J. H. BAXTER & COHPAHY SUPERFUND SITE 

Meed, California 
..... ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IIlDEX .... 

S'4'PI~t I/o. 2 

FROH/ORGAN I ZATIOW TO/OllGAN I ZA TI ON 

ICF Technology 
Incofporllted 

CA Regi0l'l81 \deter Owl I Ity Rosebure Forest Products 

Control Board - North 
COilst iifl1lion 

CA RCliJIOMI ".ter QuIll Ity International Peper 
Control Board • North CDq)Ony 
COalt R~lon 

Betsy Curnow Benjlllllin lCor 
Envl fCll1lllMtal Protect Ion CA ReglOMI "'.ter Quality 
Age1lCy, Rtglon IX Control Board • Horth 

CMlt Reilion 

Joe Morum David Ev_ 

J II Baxt0r & Compony CA Reglonsl IIl1tel' Quality 

Control Boord - North 
eMit Region 

Dllvld Ev/!llS Joe MorgM 
CA Regional t.IIIter Quail ty J II Baxter Wood 
Control Board • Iforth Preserving 
Coast Re-olon 

leF Technology 
Incol'porlltod 

Bert Bledsoe, John The Record 
Mattliew 
Robert S. Korr 
Envlrormental Protection 
Reseorch Leborotory 

.Ioh1l Hlltth81dl, Bert Leo Levenson 

81G<bOD EnvlrllfllWlt(j1 Protection 
Robert S. Kerr AUeney, Region II( 
Envlronumtel Protection 
Reteerch Labor.tory 

ICF lftChl'tOlogy 
IncorpOl'I1tad 

DESCR1PTIOU/SUSJECT 

Quality A$surance Report, 

w/fiIf:iOO to Detay CUrnow 1216166 

CRYOCB-NC Order #68-152, wlTl 
to Mike Dlomme 12/12/88 (pegeB 

2 & 4 era Mlu.log; 

CRUQCS-IIC Cleanup , ebat~nt 

Or'der tI88-155, wlTL to Dtlvld 
Critchfield 12/12/88 

Ltr: Comnent on Preliminary 
CRUOCO-NC Cease & Petllt 
Ordera 188-151, 88·152 & 
Preliminary Clean-up & 
Ab.1tement Order 1IttVl· '55 

TL: Results of 0011 samplln~ 

for J H Buter'. proposed new 
tonic far'M 

ltr: sl.WWIry of fctllpongtu to 
ltr of 9/1/88 & dllcusslon of 
11/17 

Qwllty ASllurance Report. 
w/memo to Batey Curnow 

12/13/88 

Memo: Trip Report 

Memo I Revl ew of I ntllll' h'l Ileport 
"Olorel'Mldletlol\ D_w\IIt.'Qt!oo 
StWy" 

Gual ltv AliiiU.~Ifi;C;;; Report, 

w/aemo to Betsy Curnow, 
1/11/69 



Pl.lge No. I, 

04126190 

All IlI»1BER 

AI! 31 

AR 32 

All 33 

AR 14 

All 35 

AI! 36 

AR 37 

All 38 

AR 39 

AR 40 

DATE 
(yy/Iml/dd) 

89/01/11 

89/01/17 

89/01/21 

89/01/31 

89/01/31 

&9/02/00 

89/02/03 

89/02/19 

89/02/23 

69/02/U; 

J. H. 8AKTER .. COHP~"Y SUPERfUND SITE 
~"(j, Califomia 

008 ADMINISTRATIVE REC~D INDEX *0. 

Supplement Ilo. 2 

fROM/ORGANIZATION TO/OOGAN I:fA TI 011 

ICF Tt<:hnology 
Incorporated 

David EvlWl David Critchfield 

CA ReglOMI uoter oual I tv International PoIJl>Ilf 
Control Board • North C~ny 

COolJllt Region 

John IJondolleck Carol yn ThOllpSon 
Cemp, Dresser .. McKee, Envlromcntol Protection 
Incorporated Agency, Region IX 

J_ L Grant .. J H Baxter & Co, Int'l 
Associates, Inc P.par Co, Roseburg Forest 

Prod. 

Nary Iishop, JIIIle8 Grlmt JaV AllIin 
JIIIMlI L Grant .. International Paper 

Associates, Inc COIfQ)8nV 

Patricia Pllrt Drucll BllIIlChurd 
united States D&pBrt~t Unltftd States Department 
of the Interior of the I nter I or 

( illegible) Cerol yn ThOl\'4)SM 
Envl fOffllmtal Prot«t Ion 

AOe1lCY, ROOloo IX 

John ,tatthew, Bert Carolyn Thtlfl'4'Soo 

Bled!loe Envl rOlWentll1 Protect Ion 

Robart S. Kerr Allency, Region IX 

Envlronacntlll Protection 
ROIIGarch Laboratory 

J_a L Grant & 
AaIl~I.tM, Inc 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Qualltv Assurance Report, 
u/memo to Betsy Curnow, 
1/13/89 

Ltr: Requllst for 6ubml ttol of 
report of NIBte dl$chorge for 
groundwater remediation 
prO\1rllll! .. list of rtq\.lrl!mentll 

HI!flIO: Rovlew Com1.e'rtt8 at) IPC'. 
propoac:d GrCll.lJ1dwater 
Remedlot Ion DllftlOMtrot Ion 
Project (Grant propolDI dllt~d 

11/22/88) 

York Plan for T~at pita to 
Invostlgott the Raneburg 
french Drlllin 

ltrl Progress report of 

actlvltl" on ~'eed Pilot 
Corrective Action Progrf~ 
~rlng Jilnuarv 1989 

Stilt Ie Uater I.evel 
HlIlIsuremunta, w/NItlIlO to 
Ctlrol yo Thllf1V)flon 3/2/89 

MtmOl PrellNlnary Nlltufal 
ResourCf.8 Survey. w/o 
attllchlllmt8 

ROC: Dloremedl&tlon of 80118 

Memo: Revlw & Plannlrl(il 
"eetlng at Robert S Kerl 
Envl rormntnl RellGllrch 
Lllborotorv Oil 2113/1)9, 101111 at 
of aUondHll 

Groundwater R~I.tlon 
~DnOtr.t.IOI' ProJect, w/lI. to 
Doneld Crltchflold 



Page 110, 5 

04/26/90 

Aft IlUMSEft 

Aft 1.1 

Aft 42 

All 43 

All 44 

All 45 

All 46 

All 47 

AR 48 

AR 49 

Aft 50 

Aft 51 

J. H. BAXTER , ~PANY SUPERFUND SITE 
Weed, California 

*** ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX ••• 
Supplement Uo. 2 

DATE FROf1/ORGAIIlZATlOI! TO/OOGANI ZAT ION 
<yy/P'm/dd) 

89/02/28 Mery Bishop, JaMeS Grant J_. L Grlltlt & 

Assoeiotea, Inc 

89/03/01 

89/03/07 

69103/07 

89/03/08 

82/03/08 

89/03/10 

89/03/29 

89103/31 

89/03/31 

John lI0nd0lltck 

CMIP, Dresser & McKee; 
Incorportltod 

ICF Technololl)' 
Incorporated 

John Wondolle<:k 
CHIp, Dresser .. MeKee, 
Incorporated 

Ken Black 

John lI0nd0lleck 
Camp, Dreller & McKee, 
lneorporatod 

HI-. Forest Prod Utll Lab 
111881Blllppl State 
Unlver81ty 

CGlq), Drftuer .. l4e1(ee, 
Incorporated 

Cerol yn Th~on 
Eml rOflllltfltlll1 Protect I on 
Agency, Reulon IX 

Nary IBI~op, .1_ Grllllt 
JllrllWfI L Grant .. 
Auoc I a teo, Inc 

JDy Min 
InterNltlonal Peper 
~y 

Carolyn Th~on 
Envlronmntal Pr"tectlon 

Agency, Region IX 

Carol yo ThOfl'4'llon 
EnvlrOMlltntal Protection 
Apency, Region IX 

John Uondoll eck 
C~, Dres.er .. McKee, 
Incorporated 

Cerol yn Th~on 
EnvlrOl1lllental Protection 
Agency, Region IX 

J H Baxter COIIf)CIIY 

International Paper 
Company 

David Critchfield 
Intornatlonol Peper 
~ 

D~SCRIPTION/SU8JECT 

Ltr: Progress report on 
activities on the Weed pilot 
COl'rrectiw Action Progrwl 
ciJring FebrUlll'Y 1969 

DoclAeflt nurber Ail 42 I $ not 

UlIed. 

.Iemo: SUrmlry of converS41tlon 
& meeting w/lI.rry Rect~l.ld 
reI restorfitlon of BebVQhton 
Creek 

auallty AnurDnCCI Report, 
w/~ to BetllY Curnow, 
3/10/89 

MeMo: COm1Icnta " COI'lCctrna en 
~ork Plan for Test Plte to 
Inveat10ate the Roseburg 
French Drllin" 

Memo: Comment. on Groundwnt~r 
Remediation Project by J~& l 
Grant 

Memo: tam.ent. .. cOfICerne on 
GrOUl'ldwa ter DeIIIOf\S t rllt I 01'1 

Prcject by J_ L Grant 

final Report (Laboratory 

Pha.e) Bloramedletlon 
Dernonatrlltlon Study 

Floure 1 • M$p of l~t Pit 
loe.tlona, w/TL to David Evans 
3{30/69 

EPA c~nt. on J~ L Qrnnt 
GrOU'idwotor Demorratretloo 
Project, wIll to D~vld 
Critchfield 

Tl.1 flOI'll repol't for 
OroundMDtor R~I.tlon 
proJ/l'Ct 



Page No. 6 
04/26/90 

Alt NlA'IBER 

All 52 

Alt 53 

AR 54 

AR 55 

AR 56 

AR 57 

AR 56 

AR 59 

DATE 

(yy/FM1ldd) 

89/04/06 

89/04/11 

89/05/10 

89/05/16 

89/05/24 

89/06/19 

89/06/30 

69/07105 

J. H. BAXTER & COMPANV WPERFUND sITe 

Weed, California 
.~. ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX •• * 

FROtI/CJ6lGANIZATlOU 

Rendall Ross 
Robert S. Kerr 
EnvironMental Protection 
Research Laboratory 

Ed Corgi Ie 
CA Department of Health 
Service 

MIry Bishop, J_s Grent 

James l GrllN'lt " 
A.aoclot", Inc 

S~pl=nt No. 2 

TO/OlIGAIlI ZA T 1011 

Bert Bledsoe, John 
14atthew 
Robert S. lICerr 
Environmental Protection 
Research Laboratory 

Dom Dltbert 
CA D&pIrt~nt of Health 
Service 

Jey Allin 
International Paper 
COCl"pllny 

CA Regloml water 0UI1 fty J H Dexter & Co, Int'l 
Control Board • North 
Coast Region 

J_e. L GrMt & 
AS8oclotes, Inc 

Nary Sishop, J_ Grant 
J_1l l Grant I. 
AJaoclfltH, Inc 

David EVIIM 

CA RegiOMI lIoter OUGllty 
Control Do~rd • UOrth 
CMIt Reolon 

Paper Co, Roseburg Forest 
Prod. 

Joy Amln 
International Paper 
C~ny 

Joe NorOln lOt 01 
J " Baxter £ CO, Int'l 
Pllpllr CO, ftOllClburo foreat 
Prod. 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Agende Heetlng regarding 
Groundwater R~dlBtlon 
D~tration Project 

"emo: Review c~~ts of the 
"GroundwDt~r R~lhtion 

Demonstration ProjwctN , w/~~ 

to Corolyn Th()(~on 4125/89, 
II/a IJttechmantli 

Memo: Evaluation of J H B@xter 
Traoted Uoad Fecillty, U0ed 
Groundwater Remediation 
DlIIllOntltrlltlon Project 

Ur: Pr~reu report en 
~ctlvltl •• at the ~~ Pilot 
Corr~tlve Action Pr09rc@ 
during April 1989, w/ltr to 
Gary McGinnis 3/30/69 & TL to 
Dllvld EVenG 

CRwce·IIC Ordtr m·75 I/Gsto 
DIGchnrge Requlr~nt$ & 
Monitoring Program ~9·75. 
w/attachment8 & TL to J~ 
I40rYlln 6/8/89 

figure 1: Proposed ~llldlng 
Location of pilot groundwater 
treatment 8YGt~. w/TL to 
Carol yn YhOll'Pllon 

Ur: Pl'ogrelitl roport of 
actlvltl .. on the weoo Pilot 
Corrective Action Progrmm 
durin'll J\lM 1989 

Uri Rl'iI'lpon.llo to J_1I I. Groot 

I tr of 6/19169 rill propoo«l 
loc/llthll'l for Gr~lIt$l· 
Dlo·.~lmtlon ProJ~t 

TroatlllMlt Plant 
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All NUflOER 

AR 60 

AR 61 

AR 62 

AR 63 

AR 64 

AR 65 

AR 66 

All 67 

All 6tI 

DATE 
(yy/rml/dtJ) 

89/07/11 

89/08/02 

89/OS/03 

89/08/14 

89/08/15 

89J08L21 

89/08/Z9 

89/061Z9 

89/09/01 

J. H. BAXTER & COMPANY S~PERFUNO SITE 
Weed, Call fClrnl1i 

_.0 ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX ~CV 

Suppl~t No, 2 

FROM/~GANIZATION TO/ORGANIZATlOO 

JMilH L Grsnt " 
Associates, Inc 

David Ev_ Ed Cargile 
CA Re-gIOl,,1 \doter Quail ty CA Department of Heol th 
ControL Beard ~ ~orth Service 
Co.IIst Region 

Mary Bllhop, JaReS Grant Jay Anlln 

JltIIIH L Grant" IntemDtlONlI Popor 
Alloc I I9tes , Inc C~ 

John IIondolt eck carol yo Thoq>Son 

CllIIp, DrCl1lser " McKH, Environmental Protection 
Incorporated Agency, Region IX 

David EVBnII David Critchfield 
CA Re-giOlIllI Wlter Quail ty International Paper 
Control BODrd - North CllITpany 
Coelt Region 

JllllleS Strencllerg BenjllQln Kor 
WOodward-Clyde CA Re-glonal lIater OWIllty 
Consultllllts control Board • North 

Cout Re-glon 

Woodward- Clyde J H Baxter & Coopany 
Consul t&tlt. 

Uoodward·Cl yde J " Raxter & Company 
CONultMlta 

David Evam David Critchfield 
CA Roolonml Uater Quality InterMtlOfllllI 1'lIpflr 
Control IImIrd • lIorth ~&fly 

C04IfJt woglc., 

DEseR I PTiOIl/SUBJECl' 

Groundwater Remediation 
Demonstration ProgrDm Report 

Ltr: Response to CADOHS' 
con'~nts of 5/15/89 re IPC's 
proposed ~~ & treetlUent 
progrMl 

Ltr: Progreaa report on 
&etlvltlC'A on thCl IHted Pilot 
Correctlv41 Action Progl'm 
during July 1989 

HOMO: Field Trip Report 
obBervatlona of SubGurfoco 

Borlnga " Monitor well 
Installation, w/Tl to David 
EVM1l 8/23/89 

Ltr: Con:ment on melllO frOtll Gary 
HtGlnnle to Jay Amln, 8/14/69 
reI result. of ch~lcal 
onalyseB for eoll samples 
(doc~t I. dated Aug. 15, 
1899) 

Ltr: Important fG,u~G 
discussed in Meeting reI 
Runoff control 

flnDI report: Interllft 
R-.lllltion to Control 
Ralnfell Runoff, w/Tl to 

Betljlll.ln Kor 10/17/89 " 
9121189 

InteriM 1l~lllItlon to Contr'ol 
Ilelnflill RUfIOU 

L tr: COI!'IMnta OIl Pl'ooreful 
R0PQrt by J~ l Gr~'t dot~d 

8/3/89 r~1 OroundwatQr 
A~letlon Pilot 
O~tr.tlon Project 
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J. H. BAXTER & C~PANY SUPERfUND SitE 
~Eed, California 

., .... AO"INISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX ...... 
S~l~t No.2 

All NLttBER DATE FRC»I/OilGAIII ZA TI 011 TO/ORGAIlIZAT 100 DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 
(yy/ll11lfdd) 

---- --------------

AR 69 89/09/02 leF Technology QUIllity Assurl\l'\ce Report, 

Incorporated w/metl1J to Betsy Curnow, 2/2/69 

Alt 70 89/09/11 "Dry Bishop, Jemes Grant Jay A&IIin Ltr: Progress report of 
JIlffleS l Grant & International Pnper activities on the Weed Pilot 

Associates, Inc ~BnY Corrective Act'Of' Prosrarw 
during August 1989 

Alt 71 89/09/18 David Evans Joe Horgan ltr: Commenta on Report of 
til Regional WDter Quality J H Baxter & Compony WDllte DI.chorOfJ 
Control Board • North 

~""'-") Coast Region 

Alt n 89/09/"l5 Donn Dlebert Joe MargM Lt"1 Concerns reI portlon8 of 
til Depar~t of Health J H Baxter & Company the proposal, W/fIlIWftO to Donn 
Service Dlebert 

f'~'~ AR 73 89/10/03 o.vld EVI!lI1J Mike BIOlll1lfl Ltr: ~nent. on Report of 
til Reglonsl \later QWlII ty Roseburg Forest Producta WalltG Dischargo 
Control Board • lIorth 
COItat Region 

AR 74 89/11/10 Mary Bishop, J_ Grant Jay Allin Ltr: Progr"s report en 
James L Grant & Intarlllltional Paper actlvltlllll on the lIecd Pilot 
/llIocl.tu, Inc COII!pany Corrective Action Proor~~ 

during October 1989 

All 75 89/11izo '" Don "'IIIUSlhen KenrNlth Syl va lU: DeclslOfl not to rlWlw J 

California Water weintraub, Genshlea, II OQ"ter " Co'. p!ltltlon 
RHourcas Control Board Hardy, Erich' Brown 

AR 76 90/01/10 Kary DII~hop, Jumes Grant Jay AllIin Ltr: Progress report on 
JIItIlI\'£ L Gront & Internat lonal Paper activit I .. on the Ue«l Pilot 
AIlBoclatH, Inc COOllBnY Corractlw Action Progrlllll 

during DecMbar 1989 

AR 17 90/02/08 John \/onoollec:k MIry tlllatera IIcmo: COOl'lt1lt8 ott ""gtmCy 
temp, Dreaser & McKee, Envlrollmental Protection Revl,"" Drlll1t, lindllfl\lenwnt 
Incorporated Agency, R~lon III Aaeel_nt" by CIMlllflt 

AS8ocietoa 12/21./69 

AR 70 'lO/02/14 ''''ry lIilltlDp, J_ GrMt Jay AMln I.tr: Progl·". report on 
J_ L Grant & Intematl1'Nl8l1 PlIlpar IiCtlvltltltl on thG Weed Pilot 
Aosoc: I nto-a , Inc ~ CorrGCttv~ Action Prour~ 

wring JlIl'IUtIl'Y 199'0 
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AR NLQ4BER 

AR 79 

AR 80 

AR a1 

AR 82 

Aft 83 

AR 84 

AR 85 

DATE 
(yy/lllllldd) 

90/03/22 

90/03/26 

90/03/26 

90/03/27 

90/04103 

90/04/03 

90/04/12 

J. M. BAXTER & COUPAMY SUPERFUND SITE 
Weed, California 

~~o ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IHDEX *.­
Supplement ~o. 2 

FROM/ORGAHIZAYIOH 

Kent Kltehlngman 
Environmental Protection 
Ageney, RlIgio:, IX 

James l GrMt & 
"ssocletell, Inc 

John MaUh_ 
Robert S. Kerr 
Environmental Protection 
Research laboratory 

J-. l Grllll'lt " 
Assoclat", Inc 

llese Schildt 
CA Reglonml Water Quality 
Control Board • North 
Coast Region 

TO/ORGAtlI ZA TI C»I 

Mary ItIIBterll 
EnvlrCWVllental Protection 
Agency, Region IX 

J W Baxter & Compuny 

Hllry "aator. 
Environmental Prot«:tlon 
Ageney, Region IX 

J H SMter & C«tpIlny 

Mary Hlilitere 
F.nvl rOf'lWffital Protect 1M 
Ageney, Region IN 

llese Schadt Mary Mastara 
CA ReglCll'llllI Water Quality EnvlrOt'WJefltel Protection 
Control loard • North Agency, Region 1)( 
Coast Region 

J8IIIea L Grlll'lt & 
Anoclates, Inc 

J H Baxter & Co, Int'l 
Poper Co, RoscWrg Forellt 
Prod. 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Memo: Superfund Site Draft 
Feasibility Study for Internal 
Review 

Quarterly Report, Quarterly 
t40nitoring Report, f~lf'th 

Quarter, 1989, wlTL to Dorrell 
wllll_ 

Memo: CoomentD on prallalMry 
draft feasibility study 

WOII Instollatlon Report, 
Groundwater R~lotlon 
DI!iI\lQI'IIStratlon PrOfJl'MI, Il/lL to 
Dovld Critchfield 

Ltt: COIMl1lntB on PrelllltlMry 
Draft FUll !blll ty Study for 
84xtor/IP/nQ.~~r9 alte, 
313/90 

Ltr: inltllli Commits on 
Preliminary Dreft F08Blbility 
Study of 3/SI90 

Start-up Operation Munuol for 
PI lot Grcundl,"ttJr Trol'itmnt 
Sy8tM 
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200l 3 GU!OAI!CE FOR COiIOOCTIIiG iEM8)IAL 

!IVESTfGATIONS AXD FEASiBilITY 
STWiES UilDEi c<'..RCLA 

Date Authors Status 

10/01/88 - OSUER/OERR Final 

zoos 4 POLICY 01 FLOOD PLAiliS AIID 

WETLAJIII ASSESSMEJlTS FOR CERctA 
ACTiOtlS 

08101/85 • HEDEMAN. JR., V_N./CERR Final 

2010 4 SU!'ERfU/IIl) FEDElAl'lEAD REMEDIAL 
PROJECl Kl\HAGEMOO IIAlfi)SOOC:: 

12/01/86 - CERR 

.... lUfFS - !U DATA r.awr.UTY/SITE :. WASTE ASSESSMENT 
2100 5 A CClMP'EIiDIIJI4 OF SUPERFUW FIELD 12/01/57· ceRR 

OPERATIONS METGS 

::101 S 

2102 6 

6 DATA QUAlITY OBJECTIVES FOIl 
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DATA WALn'l' 09JECTlVES Fca 
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03/01/67 - COM FEDERAL PROGRAMS 
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03/01187 - a»I FenaAt I'lOGltA)IS 
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Drmft 

Final 

FIMl 

Finllll 

Pages Tier Attachments 

390 

9 2 

179 1 

550 

150 

120 

" 
) 

OSWER/EP~ Number 

OSWER ~355.3-0' 

OSWER ~280.0-02 

OSWEll #9355.'-' 

OSWER 19355.0-1' 

OSWER $$9355.0- 7B 

CSYER 119355.078 
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2106 6 FIELD STANDARD OPERATING DlI01l85 • OERR/HRSD Final 29 2 OSWER 19285.2,01 
PROCEDURES MANUAL #4-SITE ENTRY 

2107 7 fIElD ST~ARO OPElATfNG 04/01185 • OERR/KRSO Final 19 2 OSVCR ~285.2-04 
Pl<cce!lmES !WiUAL liI6-WOlUC ZONES 

2108 7 FIELD STAMDARD OPEaATING 01101185 - OERI!/IISCD Final 24 2 OSWER 19285.~-O3 
PROCEDURES MANUAL IS-AIR 
SUitVE I LlANCE 

2109 7 FIELD ST~ARD OPERATING 04/01/85 - OERR/HRSD Final 26 2 l' SAMPLE SITE SAFETY 0Sh~~ 19285.2-05 
PROCEDURES KANUAL S9-51TE SAFETY PLAN AND OSIIA SAFETY PLAN 
PLAN 2) EMERGENCY OPERATION 

CODES REAL TillE IDllTOR 
3) RESII'ONSE SAFETY 
CHEClC-IOFF SKEET 

2112 a EUIDELiKES ~ SPE~[fICATIOMS FeR 06/01187 - ORO/QUAl.! TY A.SStJ:WiCE Final 31 2 1) Mati): GUiDANCE O!i 

ilREPAiWiG QUALI1'1' ASSImAHCE MANAGEMENT STAFF HEPARiliG QAl>i>s DATED 
~!li tIOQftliTATICfi 6/10/81 

2113 S ~TOlY DATA VALIDATI~ 01/0USS - EPA DATA REVIEW WORK Draft 20 2 
~!0lW. GUIOELIIIES FOR GROJP - BLETLER, R.VIAR 
E'iI.lIlATIIiG ItroRWICS ANALYSES 1m) CO./~LE JIIOU. 

OFFICE 
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2114 8 F.AIIQStATORY DATA VAll DATI 011 OZ/01/88 - BLEYLER, R./VIAR AND Draft 45 2 
FUIICTIOOAL GUIDELINES FOIl OC./SAMPLE HeMT. OFFICE 
EVAlUATING ORGANIC AHAlYSES - EPA DATA REVIEW 

ORKGROUP 

2115 a ?!W:TlCA1.. GUiDE FOR Gll00UtHi;\TER 09/01185 - BARCELONIA, M.J., ET. FfnDl 175 EPA/600/Z-S5/104 
$AM!>W!G AL./ILLINOIS ST. WATER 

SURVEY 

2116 8 !'McntAL GUIDE FOIl GROOIiD-WATEIl 07101185 - BARCELONA, N.J., fT. 
WlPLUIG AL./ILLlN015 ST. WATER 

SURVEY 

2117 a $OIL WlPLUIG QUALITY ASSURAlICE 05/011&4 - SAaTH D.S. , MASON. 8. flNlI 

USEIt'S GUIDE J.IIJ. OF NEVN>A, LAS 

VEGAS 

2118 9+ TEST IE1'IImS FOR EVAtUATlI4G SOlID 11'01/86 - CSIlER ffnel 3000 
WTE, lASOUTORY IWII.W. 

PKTSlCA.LfOeHCiJ. METIKlOS. TKiRO 

annou (\IO!..IIE$ lA, 'la, te, AIIO 

Hi 

2';19 H usa'S WtDE 10 TE COIITlAeT 12/01!8S - oatR/ClP SAJI!PlE Final 

l..A&StAT~Y r~ iWiAGm:IIT OFf! CE 
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09/01187 • ORD/CERI Ffnal 49 2 EPA;62S/a-8710'~ 

/ / - PACifiC NORTHWEST Final 120 2 EPA-600/3-83-063 
lA8OAATORY 

06/01166 - CULL I KAME JR., M.J. Final 125 EPA/540/2-S6-001 
ET .AL. /U.S. COE/WES 

09/01188 - OS\IER/OERR Finsl 130 EPA/540/2-88/004 

10l1:l2/05 - PORTER, J.W./OSWER Ffnlll 19 1) POTENTIAllY APPLICABLE OSla'U 119234.0-2 
Ol! RElEVAr.lT AIIO 
APPROPP.!AiE REQUIREMEWTS 

08/OS/8a - OERI! Draft Z45 2 OSWER #9234.'-01 
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1005 INFORMATiON ON DRINKING WATER 
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ItEFElEIICEl 

** liS/{ ASS!S$I£lIT 

SOOt Z1 CHalI CAt., PIiTS I CAL & B I ClOO I CAL 
~RnES OF CCMPOUNDS PRESENT 
AT IIUARDCIJS WASTE SITES 

5002 21 FIlIAL GUIDAliCE FOR THE 
COOROIIlATIOIi OF AYSl)R HEAL Til 
ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES W!TH THE 
SUPEl!F\JI>It) It9El) IAt PROCESS 

5003 27 WIOEUliES FOR CARCUIOGEN RISK 
ASSESSMENT (fEDERAL REGISTER, 
SEPT9iiEl 24, 1986, P.33992) 
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05/01187 • OFFICE OF WATER F!l'IIl 325 2 ~PA/440/S'M·OOI 

REGULATIONS AND STAIIDARDS 

04/19/88 · FIELDS, JR., Final 17 ;: " MEMO: RELEASE FRCH 
T./OSWER/ERD LAWFULLY APPLIED 

PESTICIUES 2) MEMO D8CP 
COIITAMII~ATlON 3) 
GUIDANCIE Felt ETHYLENE 
DI8R(JI!II~E III DRINKIIiG H2O 

09/27/85 · CLEMENT ASSOCIATES, Final 320 2 OSWER e9850.3 

INC. 

05/'4/51 • PORTER, J.W.iOSWER/OERR Final 22 2 1) Sk~E TITLE, DATED OSWER ~9285.'·02 
,/22/87 

C19/24/M - EPA Final 13 2 
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5004 27 GUIDELINES FOR EXPOSURE 09/24/86 - EPA Final 14 2 
~SSMENT (FEDERAL REGISTER, 
SEPTBiilEf 24, 1986. P. 34042) 

5005 27 GUIDELINES fOR KEALTH ASSESSMENT 09/'1.4/86 · EPA Final 14 2 
OF SUSPECT DEVELOPMENTAl.. 
T~ICANTS (FEDERAL REGISTER. 
SEPT9I8ER 24, 1986. P. 34028) 

5006 27 GUiDEll~eS FOR ~~AGENECITY RIS~ 09/24/86 - EPA Final 8 2 
ASSES9IEI4T (FEDERAL REGISTER, 
SEPTaISER 24. P. 340(6) 

5007 21 GUIDELINES FOR THE HEALTH RISK 09/24/86 · EPA Final 13 2 
A$S1!SSlEIiT OF CHan CAL IUXTURES 
(FEDERAL REGISTER. SEPiEMBER 24. 
t986. P .34(14) 

500a ~ IlEAL TI! EFFECi'S ASSESSIeIT 09/01184 • OItD/CHEA/ECAO FiNAl 1750 2 £PA/540/1-86/001-058 
~T$ (sa CHEMICAl PROF!LES) 
YOl. 28: AceTONE. AASEIIIC, 
ASSESiOS. L\lm~, BEIaO(A}PYIIaIE, 
CAOln~, ETC. 

5009 31 UITEGRAiED IUS!:: U'FORMATlOII f I • Cl!EA Final 2 
$TUEll ORIS) EA COI'!PUiER-BASED 

!!.lliTI! rUst !IIFam\HON SYSTEM 

AVAIlABLE THROUGH 
e'IIAIL--8ROCIlUllE Oil ACCESS IS 

!ItCltJ:lEOl 
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5010 31 KNTERIM POLICY FOR ASSESSI~G 01107/87 - THOMAS, L.M./EPA FIliAL 50 2 1) !NTE~IM PROCEDURES fOR 
RiSKS OF -ol~INSM OTHER T~~ ESTiMATING RISKS 
2,3,7,8-Tooo ASSOCIATED W!TH EXPOSURES 

TO MIXTURES: 10/86 

50t~ 31 IMLIC HEAlTH RISK EVAlUATION 09/16/8& - OERR/TOXICS INTEGRATION FINAL 2 

DATA!IASE (PHRen) (USER'S iWlUAL 8RANCH 
AND TWO DISKETTES CONTAINING THE 
DBASEII I PWS SYSTEM ARE 
Il!CLmeD] 

50~3 31 SUPERfUND EXPOSUlE ASSESSIEIIT 04/01/& - OERR Final 160 OSWER 19285.5-1 

!WIUAL 

5014 31 SUPERFUliO PlRLle HEALTH 10101186 • OUR Final 500 OSUER eil285.4-1 

EVAUJATIOW MA.WAl 

aooo 32 OOANGERJI!EIjT ASSESSlEIiT GJIDANCE 11/22185 • PORTER, J.W./CSWER final 11 2. OSW!R #9850.0-1 
[SECOirIDAlY REFERENCE] 

..... CCST AJW.1tSIS 
6000 32 !ElEDi~ ACTION COSTING 10/01187 - Jill ASSCCIATES/CII2N FINIl 56 

~SlW!UAt HILL 
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7000 32 CIIM.IIUTY IIELATlOltS IN SUPERFUIiD: 

A HAKDsoo( (IHTERiK VERS!~) 

" .. EltFORC9!EII'T 

eooo 3Z EIIDAtiGeItlEJlT ASSESSMENT GUIDANCE 

!CO, 32 i~JM GUIDANCE ON POTENTiALLY 
ItESPCIISIIi.E PAitTY PAaTlCIPATlCII 
Ui IWSIAL I~STIGATlCI!S AND 

FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

.... SELECTtCII or ItElEDY/DECISHI4 coctM:lITS 

~ 32 IITERIN GUIDANCE 011 St'PERFI.ND 

SELECTICti Of lEJEl)Y 

,.., 
IEEII 1400 m CSlS 

9002 33 UlTEltiM FIlIAL GlHDAliCE 011 

PitEPARll!G SUPERF"UW DECISIOII 

DOCI.IBTS 

9005 n GRaJlIO "'" TEit I SSLiE: PE!UORIWICE 
EVIJ..UATlOliS Of P\.IIP-,a.llO-TREAT 

tEJI;ED IAn OIlS 

,---,: 

'INDEX-

COMPENDIUM DF CERClA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 

Dlte Authors Status Page. Tier Attachments OSWER/EPA Number 

0610t/8S - CERI! Final 188 2 ') CHAP. 6 OF TK~ COM. OSWER 19230.0-038 

REl. HAND800K 11/03/88 

11/22/65 - PORTER, J.W./OSWER Final 11 2 OSWER 119850.0-' 

05/16/88 - PORTER, J.W./OSWER Final 37 2 OSWEll 19835.1A 

12/24/86 - PORTER, J.W./OSWER FilVll 10 2 OSWER 69355.0-19 

06/01189 Inter III OSWER 19355.3-02 

1 I -a;ELET, J.F. EPA/540/4-S9/005 
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Page 110. 15 

09/24190 

Doc 
110 Vol Title 

- CCMiJIIITY leLA TI O!IS 

7000 32 CCMUlIT'f RfLATlOliS III SUPERFUIID: 
II fW:)ooo:t \1illUU4 VERS!OIl) 

.... ENFCRca:aT 

eooo 32 6lDAII~ ASSESSMEIIT GUIDANCE 

8001 32 IUTERIM GUIDAliCE 011 POTENTiALLY 
I£SXlIiSIIlE PAllY PARTICIPATIOli 
II! RElEDIAL IMSTtlOATlOliS AltO 

fEASIBILITY STUDIES 

.... SELECTION CIT RaST/DEClSIOU DOQJMfIiTS 

~ 32 UITEIUN GUIDAllCE ~ Sl'PERFtND 
SELECTlai OF !tEJei)'I' 

.... IIaI AOOIHCIIS 

9002 33 IIiTERiM !'IlfAl GU2DAllCE 011 
mPAlIHG SlJPERF'U!;lD DECISIOII 
DCr~S 

9005 33 SI<a»It) !.lATa ISSUE: PE~FORIW!ce 

EVALUATIOIIS Of P\JM?-jl.li'!)-TREAT 
RE/IIEO II. TIOIiS 

"'--'" 

-INDEX-
COMPEIIDIUM OF CERClA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 

Date Author. Status Page. Tier Attechments OSUER/EPA Number 

06/01188 • OERR Final 188 2 1) CHAP. 6 OF THZ COM_ OSUER 19230.0-038 
REL. HANDB~ 11/03/a8 

'1/22/85 - PORTER, J.W./OSWER final 11 2 OS\IER /W8S0.0-' 

05/16/88 - PORTER, J.W./OSWER Final 37 2 OSUER S983S.1A 

12/24/86 - PORTER, J.W./OSUER Final 10 2 osuea S9355.0·19 

06/01189 Inter ill OSWER 19355.3·02 

I f -t:EElET, J.F. EPA/540/4-S9/005 
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Pa;e No. 9 
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'IIIDEX' 
COMPENDIUM OF CERCLA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 

Doc 

Iio Vol Tltlo Date Author. Status PaliK Tier Attachments OSWER/EPA Number 
. --- -----_._--- -----.----_.-- .. 

9009 33 IlATlOMAi. OIL I. IIWRDOOS 07101185 92 
SUiSTiUlCES P"'v'llUTiON COIIT UIGeIiCY 

GUIDAllCE. PART 300, 40 CFR CH. 1 
(711185 ElITIOII). pp. 664 • 755 

9010 33 SliF-iFlJil) AIEJIl)MEIiTS & 10/17/86 99TH CONGRESS OF U.S. 13G 
IEAUTIIOIUZATlOli ACT Of 1986 
(SAltA) 

9011 lISle ASSESSMalT GUIDANCE FOR 12/01/89 (IITERIM EPA/540,,·89/002 
SUP£R/UIO - VOLUME 1. IUWI FINAL 

IlEALTIl EVAlUATIODI MAIIJAL (PART A) 

9012 2 IUs[ ASSESSIEJiT GUIDAJilCE FOR 03101189 IIiTERIM £PA/540/'-89/oo1A 
UERFtl!ID - YOLtB£ 2, FiNAL 
mU:OlllElfi Al E'iAllIA TlOli /IlAIiUAl 

9013 IIITEi!M GUIDAMCE 011 03/01/89 t liTER 1M 85 OMi 9833. 3A 
AD4II:UsnATlYE RECORDS feR 

SE1.ECTIOI OF CERCU RESPOICSE 

AtTIO!11S 

9014 IIfT~'~ GlJI~AJjCE 011 IXil"PlIAltCE 07/r19/87 IIiTERIM 9 OMII 9324.0-05 
!.IUIi AJ>!"UCASLE OR RElEVAIIT Alit) 

~!ATE IEWIRElEliTS 
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v 

Pege No. 10 

09/Z4/90 

Ooe 
110 Yol Title 

9015 CEItCLA CCJlPLlANCE WITH OTIiER LAWS 

lW!UAl: PArty H - CLEAN AIR ACT 
A!IO OTIlER ElIVlRCII§NiAL STATUTES 
AIID STATE R£QUIREMEIiTS 

9016 APPLICABiLITY OF LAND DISPOSAL 
IESTIUCTIOIIS TO RCRA AN!) ceRCLA 

GltOUII!D WATER TREATMENT 
REINJECTION SUPeRRlIID JllAllASEKEMT 

REVIEW: RECCMIEIIOAT!OII MO 26 

9011 REGICII 9 ElCYlROtIMEIITAl PROTECTION 
AGENCY ORIN(INa WATER ST~AROS 
AIIO IlEAL Til AllYl SOItY T AILE 

9019 SIRElFUllD !.DR GUlee fIT: 

DETERlUII i rIG \IIISi LAJG) DISPOSAL 
!!ESTRICTIC*S (LllRs) ARE -RELEVANT 

MID ~IATE" TO CERCLA 
IESPOIISE ACT! 0If$ 

9G2(I IUS2: ASSESSIlEItT GUIOAlfCC FOR 

~Jtrum !UWl lIEALTi! IUs!{ 

ASSEsseJa: U.S. EPA lEGIOIf IX 

lE~li!O .. nC»iS 

I 

·INDEX-

COMPENDiUM OF CERCLA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 

Date Author. 

08/01/89 

12121/89 

06/01/89 

12/01/89 

12lt5/89 

Status 

INTERIM 
FIliAL 

UITE!iI'l 

FIlIAl 

Pegel Tier Attachmentl 

6 

28 

2 

OSWEll/EPA Number 

OSIlEIl 9234. 1-02 

OSWER 9234. H)6 

OSIo'ER 9347.3-C8FS 
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Page No. 11 

09/24/90 

Doc 

Dlo Vol 'fltl. 

9021 A GUIDE TO DEVELOPING SUPERFUIID 

ruEi:ORDS OF DECISIOl! 

9022 GUIDAJlCE 011 REMEDIAL 

INVESTIGATIOIiS UJil)ER CERCLA 

9023 GUIDAJlCE 011 FEASIBILITY SfII)lES 
UllOa CERCLA 

9025 GROUIID WATER POLICY - REGICII 9 

~.i J 

'-" 

-INDEX· 
COMPENDIUM OF tERCLA RESPONSe SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 

Dat~ Author. Status Paees Tier Attechmentc OSWER/EPA Number 

05/00/90 4 O~_~R 9335.3·02FS-' 

06/0t/85 FINAL OSWER 9355.0·068 

06/01/85 FIlIAL DSWER 9355.0-OSC 

05/00/89 



Pege No. 
09/25/90 

AR NUMBER 

Ai 86 

AK 87 

AR 88 

AR 89 

AR 90 

AR 91 

IIR 92 

IIR 93 

IIR 94 

DATE 
yy/lTm/dd 

no date 

12/04/26 

81/03/26 

83/03/24 

83/05/26 

85/07125 

85/07125 

85/12/05 

85/12/05 

J. H. Baxter & COIq)/NlY SUperfund Site 

1HI1!d, California 
*e* ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX .~. 

Supplment 140. 3 

FROM/ORGANIZATION TO/ORGAIl I ZATIOO 

Mississippi Forest EnvlrClr\lilltl'lt&1 
Products Laboratory, Protection Agency -
Bloremcdlatlon Group Region IX 

David Joseph 
California Regional 
Water Quality Control 
loard - North Coast 

David Joseph 
California Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board - North Coast 

David Joseph 
California Regional 
Wlter Quality Control 
Board - North CODat 

David Joseph 
California Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board - North Coast 

California Realonal Louisiana-Pacific 
Wlter Quality Control Corporation 
Board - North Coast 

DAVid J08eph 
Cal Hornl. Raolonal 
Water Ouallty Control 
Board - North CODat 

Benjllmln Kor 
CaliforniA Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board • North Coast 

Benjllfllin kor 
Callfo"nle Regional 
Wltar Quality Control 
loare! - North Coallt 

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 

Bloremedletlon delnonstr'otlon IJtudy 
phes0 II - field alte studies, 
~, California Superfund Bite 
(lI'IGBted) 

Order ~ 7~-22 M89te dl@chgrse 
requfrOD&nts for coast Wood 
Preserving co 

Ordftr ~ 81-61 requiring Coast Wood 
Preoervlng to CtBPI and de.lst from 
dlacherglno Nastea controry to 
requlrf.\\mtt6 prescribed by order tI 
12-22 

Order' 83-29 waBte discharge 
requireMent. of J " Oaxter and co 

OrcHr tI 83·62 requiring .1 H Bllxter 
& co to ce ••• and dealst from 
dlachorglng westal contrary to 
order /I 83-29 $I1d 83-39 

Order NBS-oa, Wlste dlechargu 
requirement. for LouIIIQno-P~clflc 
Corp, Uklllll OJ)$rotlon 

Order II 85-101 wiste dl,chorgl 
requl rMlGntll for Coallt llood 
Preserving 

Order ~ 85-161 requiring J H Baxter 
& co to cease end desist frOM 
dlecherglng woatll1l COfotflll'V or 
order " 83·29 

Ordor II B5-183 requiring RonbufO 
Foreat Products to cea •• and ~8lst 
frCICII dillchlrging WIlIBtlHl contrllry or 
order iI ~-'O7 



) 

J.H. BAXTER & COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE 
Weed, California 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 

SUPPLEMENT NO. 3 

This Index lists the documents contained in Supplement No. 3 to 
the Administrative Record for the J.H. Baxter & Company Superfund 
site in Weed, California. The documents are listed in 
chronological order which is consistent with the arrangement of 
the documents in the bound volumes of the Administrative Record 
Supplement itself. 

The documents contained in the Administrative Record have been 
considered by the U.s. Environmental Protection Agency in 
identifying remedial activities appropriate for use at the J.B. 
Baxter & Company Superfund site. 



l··'l 

~ .-. 

t ~) 

Poge 110. 2 
09/25/90 

AR NUI4BER 

AR 95 

AR 96 

AR 97 

AR 98 

AR 99 

AR 100 

AR 101 

AR 102 

AR 103 

AR 104 

DATE 
yy/llTft/dd 

86/05/01 

87/01/08 

89/08/24 

89/09/15 

90/05/07 

90/05/07 

90/05/07 

90/05/07 

90/05/07 

90/05/09 

J. H. Bexter & Compill'IY S~rhnd Site 
Weed, California 

... ADHINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX **. 
Suppl~t No. 3 

FR~/ORGAHIZATIOW TO/CAGAN I ZA T I 01/ 

Cmllfornll Regional Roael:Jurg Forest 
Weter Quality Control ProO..lI:t8 
300rd • North Coost 

hnj eml n Kor 
Callfornl~ Regional 
Wllter IlWlltty Control 
Boord • North Cooat 

IIlIIlj sml n Kor 
California Regional 
Wllter Quality Control 
Boord - North COliat 

Frank Relclllillth A Kelly Stalker 
Callfornl. Regional Loul. I IfAII·Pmc:ff I c 
Water Quality Control Corpor.tlon 
Boord • Morth COIlt 

Envl rormentol 
Prot~tlon Agency· 
Region IX 

JOIi Nonallll EnvlrORllet'ltal 
J. H. Baxter & Company Protection Agency -

Region IX 

David Critchfield EnvlrOl1llel\tel 
International Paper Protection A~~y -
COIIpIIny Region IX 

Artlf'ld lhlllllfli EnvlrCll'l'l\lmtel 
rnl6ent Protection Agency -
City of Wero Region IX 

blllink Envlromentlll 
Protection Agency -
Region IX 

MIII"Y ThOlMa reafclent EnvlrOl'Yll'l8ntl1 
City of WHd Protection Agllncy -

Region IX 

DESCRIPTION/SU9JECT 

Order 186-46, waste dlschorg& 
"equl r6\Ml1tu for Roseburg Forcat 
ProWctll C~rry 

CIQaoup and abet~~nt order # 87·9 
for Loulslenm-Poclflc corp., Ukiah 
oparotlon 

Complaint R 89-103 for 
9dalnlstrlltlv6 civil liability In 
the BOtter of Louisiana-Pacific 
corp., Ukldl oparlitlOfl 

Ltr: COIW/IlImts on Loul.11lN Pmc:Hlc 
Corporation, Ukiah Industrial 
cOII1plex stOrQ witter recycling 
project by Pill'egran Envlrol"1ft'lefltfll 
Gr\'A.1!l 

Baxter/IP/Roseburg Superfund ,lt0 
cOlllllllJl'lI ty IlIeOtlno. College of the 
Siakiyoua, 1lH<I, r,A 

CClfiIl\'ent8 on R I/fS 6If1d prOfJOlled pI lEn 
feet sheet 

CClIIIIIonts on Itl If$ end prOflO8«1 pI rm 
feet sheet 

COl\.'\IIlmU on Rl/fS propoew pllm 
feet Bheet 

COMlWI'Ilty IIlNtlng IlivllIlUiltlon 

COOMf:I'ItiJ (If! RI/fS oM propGllOO ploo 
fact ohHt 



PlIge 110. 3 
09/25/90 

J. H. Baxter & C~ SUperfund Site 
Weed, cal Hornl. 

~ ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IIIDEX ...... 

Suppl~t No. 3 

Aft Nl»lBEft DATE FROM/ORGANIZATION TO/OIUWHZATI," OESCRIPTlaM/SUBJECT 
yy/lffn/dd 

-----

Aft 105 90/05/28 felice Poe. IEnvlronwntol Ltr: C~t' on plnn to cluBnup 
Kl&«!!lth Forest Protection Agency' 80ll ~ groundwater 
All Illnce Region IX 

Aft 106 90/06/19 Anthony LenUs Mary Nflllter&l Ltr: Review of drIft feflulbility 
California Depart~t Envir~tlll Iltudy 1\ pl'opoGlld plan for J H 
of HeDlth ServiceD Protoctlon Agency • lI&xter lilt. 14/2 revl em _e by Ed 

Itqlon 1)( CQroll., 6/19/90 

Aft 101 90/06/21 JIIIlf!S L Gront , J. N. Baxter & Company Ck~rt.rly DOnltorlng report, flrllt 
Alllloclet83, quartef, 1990 
I ncotpOrattld 

AR 108 90/06/21 Joe Moroan 111 Mary Malter. Ltr: Commenta on draft FS 
J. H. Baxter & CClq)IInY Envlrormantll 

ProtGCtlon Agency • 
Region 1)( 

AR 109 90/06/21 Nary BII/hop J_. JIY C. Ltrl Progress r0pOrt on Woed Pilot 
Grant Intornatlonal Paper CorrltCtlw Action Pf'ogrGll1 durIng 
J.u L Grent & COXfIOI\Y 5/90 
",soclat .. , 
Incorporatod 

( . 
AR 110 90/06/21 T Imthy LO'VIIeth Mary Dlrroll Wllllamo TL: Firat quorter' 1990 rpt: 

IllIhop J. H. Baxter & C~y ground-water quollty G.8e&~'t 
J_. L Grant & progrCi!l l4/cncl 
A8l1oclotH, 
Incorporlted 

\,.') 

AR 111 90/06/28 SUBnn Illmer Nary Mastere Ltr: 1.luoe r~tn to be rOlotved 
Cellfornle Regional Erwlr_tel frClllJl rGVlead drlllft FS dlated 
~ater Qualltv COntrol Protection Agency' 4/27/90, IIM\1ao frllm John Ilcodolleck 
Board • North Coast Region III of COM and ltr fr~ Mery Mesters 

dotod 5/16/90 

V·/~ 

AR 112 90/06/29 Chctl1lRlolt J. H. Baxter & C~ny Technlcel review of USF.PA R0~ 9 
endooael'll'1llnt atIl1ellia.mmt for 
Dllxter/lP/Rollebul'g Super-fund SltfIJ, 
~, CA 

AR 113 90/06/29 Inter1latlonel Pll9lr MIry ttlllltOI"ll Ltr: COI'JIlOnU on drlllft FIl Md 

C~ IEnvl ronaontal EI1€iDnQIINIIlIlflt AIIII&IIm&ftt (by J II 
Protection Agency - BlIXter .. Co., Intel'nat ICIIV!II I'liIplIlr. 
"eglon 1)( Uld Rt>adrurg forellt Prooucu) 



Page 110. 4 

09/25/90 
~. H. 811xter & C~ Superfund Site 

bh!f!d, Clilllfontle 
.. .0 ADMINISTRATIVE RECORO IUDEX ...... --.. 

Suppl61lllnt 110. :5 
.... 

All IItJI.iBER DATE fROM/ORGANIZATION TO/ORGANIZATION DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT 
yy/rrm/dtJ 

---....... 

AR 114 90/06/30 lCenoll Olearl Mary IIlSters Ltr: C~tB on fo&slbility study 
Salmon River Concerned Envl ronnenta I & cleenup pIon for the Baxter 
Citizens, Berkeley, CA Protection A~y • Superfund lite w/attachment 

Region IX 

AR 115 90/07/02 David Kerschner 1IlI1"y Masters Ltr: Commentn on the proposed plun 
Beazer East, ElWlr~tal for the J " Brult0r Suparfund .1 te 
loc./Envlronmental Protection Agency" W/f;11Cloluree 
serviceo Region IX 

~ "1 
AR 116 90/07102 Pete Dontadollt Dan IIIcGovern Ltr: Com.ents on draft fS if/details 

California Dep8rtMent E1W1rOl'lllll!nt11 of rl)c~ IlIlMpllng prog"&!Il for 
of Fish & G_ Protection Ageney " .edl~t end fl~h 

Region IX 

AR 117 9O/07{30 Rlchord Wenning DM/Yf AdeM Ltrl Rovl~ of groundwater 
Cherrllisk Inttrnetlonul Paper InvestlllDtlonu conducted tit J II 

C~ Bftxtor Superfund alta w/murgfnDlle 
& attached tablea 1 " 3 

AR 118 90107{31 ClImOron I'ld)CNlld WIlIIIllll Lllwll Ltr: Resultu of sSMPllng of 
Ecology & EnvironMent, ElWlronamtal reoldentlal ereoa Adjacent to 
Inc. Protection Agency " 8axtlr/IP/Roaoburg .Itllt for 

Region IX etusnlc &/or chrOMium In aoll 
1I/1IflP1lf1d1 CIh'I II • c 

AR 119 90/08/10 Jogdhh Rughllnl Env I rot\'lllJntlll welJd "r~13ter \!Ilkle rOllIults, 
Mlunl881ppl Fore.t Protection Agency' final raport for operet hlQ pIIrlod 
Product8 Lebarltory, Region IX 7/'~!90 • 7/19/90 w/~rglniI18 

,~ 

Iloromedlation GrOl\'l 

AR 120 90/08/10 Danny AcWila MIlry N31tllra Ltt: IklWlMlry of I nfortl1lllt I 011 011 both 
International Peper Envll'OfiII\ental 8011 and groundwater r~latlcn 
COII1pIbI'Y'I Protection Agency" &nil proposed clollfl"'4l llMllu 

Region IX w/teble 1 

.1 AR 121 90/08/14 Rlchmrd Wemlng Damy MI!m;m Ltr: Cl~rlflcmtlon of Inlccuracleu 
Choll~tlllk International Paper In prell_lnary revl~w of 

C~ urOlNldwator dGttI collected during 
4th qLl9l'tmt, 19119" 1Bt quarter, 
1996 ..,/tllbleo 1 n :'I 

'. J 
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All Nl»IBER 

AR 122 

AR 123 

Alt 124 

All 125 

Alt 126 

All 127 

Aft 128 

Aft 129 

DATE 
Y'I/rrm/dd 

90/08/14 

90/08/15 

90/08/21 

90/08/22 

90/08/27 

90/09/11 

90/09/14 

90/09/14 

J. N. Baxter , C~ SUperfund Site 
Weed, callfomlill 

..... ADfoIlIlISTRATlYE RECOltD IKIlEX .. fl. 

FROM/ORGAMIZATIOH 

Demy AdMw 

International Peper 
Co:!ip4fIy 

Mary Blehop J_ 

Grent 
JIIIIIitII L Grll1\t , 
AllocllltH, 
Incorporeted 

I4IIry lIoltera 
EnvlrOf'ftllltal 
Protection Agency -
Realon IX 

Nary Mfllters 
Emi romental 
Protection Ag&nCY -
Ra,lon IX 

JIJaI!B l Gfllnt , 
AIIOci&tH, 
IlI¢orporated 

L le1J't Schildt 
california Regional 

Utter Quality Control 
Board - Uorth toast 

Llou SchOOt 
Cilifornia RogIOfllll 
Water Qu.llty Control 
Board - North Coast 

JJ LOOsing, II Ol.hop 
JI!IIm1I L Grsnt & 
AssocloteD, 
Incurporated 

Suppl~t No. 3 

To/oorrAIHZA TI 00 

Nary IIlIuJtora 
Envl ff.or'lm&ntal 
Protection Agency -
Region IX 

Jay C. 
Intornetional Paper 
COIIlpIII'l'jI 

Dmsnene 
Envlror&&ntal 
Protoctlon Ageney • 
Reslon II( 

Lilt SChOOt 
Cilifomia Regional 
Weter Quality Control 
Board - North Cosst 

International Paper 
COIIflfII'Y 

Mary Maltora 
Enyl romentel 
Protection Agency -
.,'Olon IX 

Mary Hoatera 
Envl rOffllmtal 
Protection Agency • 
Region IX 

Jay Arlin 

International Paper 
C~ 

DESCRIPTIOH/SUDJffCr 

Ltr: Response tu r~st for 
groundwater cle$n-up Gosl, end 
.upploment 8/10/90 I tr ro proposed 
Inltl~l cle~-up goals 10r 
groundwater & lolla w/cttch 

Ltr: PrOOfCHIG repor·t on Weed Pilot 
Correctlw Action progrMl Wring 
7/90 w/sUch 

MeMo: C~t8 on results of 
off-lite 8011 Uimpllng 

Ltr: Reuponae to CMWQCS'. c~t. 
on '5 mnd Clerlflcotlon of EPA'. 
position: california Smfe Drinking 
Wlter end Toxic Enforc~t Act I, 
not MAR 

labor-etory datI ah.~t8 for 6/22 • 
6/19, 1990 InfllJ$1lt/effh.lmt Iflliter 
quelltv date for Ue~ ~w treatment 
focility w/Tl to d Amln, 8/27190 

Ltrl COfMlomtll on drAft Recot'd of 
Declolon 

Ltr: C01.IIIIf:ntn on dl'lIIft RlDCord of 
Declalon (ROO) If/attached table 
IIhowlrtQ chllflllclll concOritratlOl'lll In 
grOl.mwllltar 

L tr r PI'ogre.8 r«!pOrt dtlucr I bl ItU 
~tlyltl4l11 Ofl the lJood pilot 
corrO!ct I VfI a.::t I on progrllll, AllgUIOt 
1090 w/attachment. 

, , 




