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DECLARATION

SITE_NAME AND LOCA
J.H. Baxter Site
Weed, CA

TE S D

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 0il 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.

SSESS I

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.

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY

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 remedies include the following:

- Extraction 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.
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- Excavation of the inorganic solils 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.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedies are protective of human health and the
environmant, 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 (ox resource
recovery) technologies to the maximum extent 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 xeach
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.

Signaturé Acy v 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 historically
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 (Figure 1-1). Weed is located
in the southeastern margin of Shasta Valley, about 10 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 noxrth west 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)., ILand 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 congists 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. Roseburqg
Forest Products owns approximately 870 acres adjacent to the J.H.
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 for wood drying, storage shed
for treated lumber, an incisor building to prepare wood for
treatment, a chemical mixing building, chemical storage tanks, a
500,000-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 impoundments 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 systen
intercepts and redirects groundwater downgradient of the eastern
half of the wood treatment property. Neither the french drain
nor the excavation wvere 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 cControl Board (NCRWQCB) for renewal of the permit.

Man-made and natural wetlands exist within site boundaries. Only
man-made wetlands have been affected by contaminaticn. These
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 the 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
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2.0 SITE AND ENFORCEMENT 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 dinitrophenol. 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. Ammoniacal copper arsenate (ACA)
was also used as a preservative,

Reports indicate that pentachlorophenol (PCP) was used for wood
treatment at least as far back as the 1950's, and was used until
1982. During the period of use, PCP was & 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
vears 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

November 1982

December 1982

March 1983

March 1983

April 1983

May 1983

July 1983

September 1983

BAXROD. 2

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

California Department of Health Services (DHS)
inspected J.H. Baxter and reported improper
handling and storage of wastes,

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

Elevated levels of arsenic, creosote, and
pentachlorophenol were discovered by DHS 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.

J. H. Baxter installed two monitor wells at the
request of DHS and NCRWQCB. Results showed
elevated levels of wood treatment chemicals in
groundwater.

Siskiyou County Health Department temporarily
closed Lincoln Park to evaluate soil contamination
results.

NCRWQCB sampled soil, sediment, and surface wvater
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.

DHS cited Baxter for violation of an interim
hazardous waste facility permit and the State
Hazardous Waste Control Laws.



January 1984

February to
September 1984

October 1984

July 1985

September 1985

December 1985

January 1986
January 1986
January to
September 1986
September 1986

March 1987

Late 1987/
Farly 1988

BAXROD. 2

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

NCRWQCB and DHS met with J.H. Baxter
regarding remedial investigations and waste
discharge requirements.

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

DHS held public meetings to discuss addition of
the site to the State Superfund List.

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

NCRWQCB issued Cease and Desist Order to J.H.
Baxter, IP, and Roseburg to implement
investigation work plan.

Site formally included on State's Priority Ranking
List.

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

EPA attempted to negotiate consent decree with the
PRPs for conduct of the RI/FS.

consent Decree negotiations failed and EPA
prepared for EPA-sponsored RI/FS.

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 Fish and Game
reported that discharges from the site had
adversely affected aquatic life downstream of the
site,

2-3



December 1988

May 1989

June 1989

April 1990

BAXROD. 2

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

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

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

EPA's Draft Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan
were released.

2~4
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3.0 COMMUNITY RELATIONS

EPA has encouraged public participation during the RI/¥S 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

February 1987

February 1987

April 1987

June 1988

April 1990

May 1990

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

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

EPA sponsored public meetir ; in Weed to discuss
community concerns with RI work plan.

Release of EPA Community Relations Work Plan for
the site.

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

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



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-specitic 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 (PAHs), 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 PAHs 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 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 for Evaluating
Solid Waste (SW-846) procedures. Minor procedural modification
may be hecessary to allow practical quantification of results.

BAXRODF. 4 4-1



TABLE 4-1

CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS AND
CLEAN-UP STANDARDS

Average Site Maximum Site Clean~-up
Contaminant Levels Levels Standards
SURFACE SOILS (ppm) (ppm) (ppm)
Arsenic 240 38,500 8
Chromium 130 45,000 500
Copper 37,100 2,500
Zinc 58,400 5,000
Pentachlorophenol 9 2,440 17
Carcinogenic PAHsP 6 2,500 0.51"
Dioxins 0.0035% 5.7 0.001
Furans 0.002 0.98 0.001
SUBSURFACE SOILS/ Leachate
FIXED SOIL LEACHATE (ppm) (ppm) Limits (ppm)
Arsenic 21 12,100 5
Chromium 12 1,350 5
Copper 11 604 25
Zinc 40 1,120 250
Pentachlorophenol 160 1,300 1.7
Carcinogenic PAHs 18 420 0.005°
Noncarcinogens PAHs® 30 6,100 0.15
Dioxins 0.0035 5.7 .001
SEDIMENT (ppm) (ppm) (ppm)
Arsenic 60 353 8
Chromium 33 216 18
Zinc 170 1,750 26
Carcinogenic PAHs 54 0.5, .
Noncarcinogens PAHs 220 0.5%
Pentachlorophenol 11 1.0°
Tetrachlorophenol 35 1.0°

BAXRODF.4-1 p~1
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TABLE 4-1

CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS AND
CLEAN-UP STANDARDS

Average Site Maximum Site Clean-up
Contaminant Levels Levels Standards
GROUNDWATER/TREATED
WATER DISCHARGE LIMITS (ppb) (ppb) (ppb)
Arsenic 37 1,740 5
Chromium 13 122 8
Copper 37,1170 11
Zinc 170 23,000 90
Benzene 8 170 1°
Pentachlorophenol 2 210 2.2° L2y
carcinogenic PAHs 360 6,000 58 e
Noncarcinogens PAHs 635 251,800 58
Dioxins 12 13 0,000025"
a Analytical detection limit.
b

Carcinogenic PAHs: 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, Pyrene, Benzo-
(g,h,i)perylene.

BAXRODF.4~1 p-2 4~3
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TABLE 4-2

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

Site Site

Federal Federal State State Risk Background  Treatment
Contaminant MCILGs MCLs MCLs A2Ls Level Level Standardé
Arsenic 50 50 50 74 0.15°2 <1- 59
Chromium 120 50 50 51 180°® 8 8
Copper 1,300 1,000 1,000 4 1,300° 7 11
Zinc NE 1,000 1,000 26 7,000° S0 90
Pentachlorophenol o 200 NE 2.2 180° 0 2.2¢
PAHs-carcinogenic NE NE NE NE 0.025° ) sd
PAHs-noncarcinogenic NE NE NE NE  14,000° o 59
Benzene 0 5 1 0.7 19° o 1
Dioxin NE NE NE NE 0.0000019°% 0 ¢

*Risk level reflects a 1 x 10°° risk level for carcinogens.
PRisk level reflects reference dose level for non-carcinogens.

“Value= C.000025 ppb
“analytical gquantification
NE = None Established

HCIGSs = Maximum Contaminant Level Goals

HCILs = Maximum Contaminant

AAL = 2Applied Action Levels (California)

BAXROD.4-2
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TABLE 4-3

COMPARISON OF EXCAVATION STANDARDS
RISK LEVELS FOR SOILS

(ppm)

Soil Conceptration Risk Level Seil
Current Future Future Soil Excavation
Contaminant Workers Children Adults Background Stancard
Arsenic® 17 0.89% 13 8.4 8
Chromium® 5,320 576 13,000 40.3 500°
Copper® 39,000 4,200 94,000 13 2,500°
Zinc® 210,000 23,000 510,000 88.3 5,000¢
Pentachlorophenol?® 1,100 T4 840 0 17¢
Tetrachlorophenol? 20,000 2,800 49,000 0 2,8004
PaHs~-carcinogenic? 5.7 0.51 4.5 0 0.51
PAHs-noncarcinogenicb 43,000 100,000 1,000,000 0 43,000¢°
Dioxins? 0.00072 G.000051 0.00058 G 0.001

*Risk level reflects a 1 x 10™® risk level for carcinogens
PRisk level reflects reference dose level for non-carcinogens
‘Excavation standard reflects California Title 22 waste designation level for Chromium,
Copper, Zinc, and Pentachlorophenocl

°EPA TCLP leachate concentration cannct exceed 1 ppm for PAHs and 1 ppm for
Tetrachlorophenol for groundwater protection considerations.

BA¥ROD.4-3
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potential future residential exposure to these soils. For
arsenic and carcinogenic PAHs 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 ppnm, the analytical
detection limit, has been selected. These levels reflect a

1 x 10°% risk level for arsenic and 1 x 10° risk level for
carcinogenic PAHs. 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 (STIC) 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
PAHs 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 ST'C criteria for metals
and pentachlorophenol, leachable carcinogenic PAHs to 0.005 ppm,
and leachable non~carcinogenic PAHs to 0.15 ppm.

Groundwat onta atio

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 107 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°% risk
level as established by the State.

The 1 x 10 risk level for carcinogenic PAHs, as established by
the site Endangerment Assessment, is 0.025 ppb. This level
reflects EPA's goal for the aquifer. However, the analytical
quantification limit for PAHs in water is approximately 5 ppb,
which is EPA's currxent 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 goals 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

BAXRODF. 4 4~7
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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% 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 parte per
quadrillion. Eventually, it may be possible to detect dioxins
and furans at levels as low as our health-~based c¢lean-up goal of
2 parts per quadrillion (1 x 10 risk), and cleanup will extend
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.
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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 bermed 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 bermed area around the 500,000-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 PAHs, 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 PAHs 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 ROUNDWATER

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 RMW1l, 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 downgradient of the french drain and adjacent to and
within the subdivision did not show the presence of site
contaminants,
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5.2 SOIL

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 deepexr (up to 5 feet)
below the retort, wastewater impoundments, and tank-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 Lincoln Park,
Angel Valley subdivision, and the site drainage ditch 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 Lincoln Park, which is above
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the background level of 40 ppm. However, this result is far
below the 1 x 10% risk level for direct contact to children,

which is 570 ppm.
5.3 SURFACE WATER_AND SEDIMENTS

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
stornwater/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. BElevated arsenic was detected throughout the
drainage to its confluence with Beaughtor 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 systenm

(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 Novenmber 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, immediately 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



X

&8

EXCAVATIONg s ..
(111,550.218.

N~ 4 "7] s
e =" B

y

'

\_/’{ .
ROSEBURG \ -

(ND,34J,
18,42)

MO

J

2

LEGEND

BANTER PRCPEATY LR
T Lze

f0

SANERT

EOCTEWYS CIEHRTETHN
FRERGRS GRoam

SURE A CRADRITNT
BRBEIRNP LOOIETWE

CORCINTRATICN GF
ARBZIRE, COCPRR,
CHPOZNE & BT

ROV EATECTED

VALSR 63 DSVERATES

ROUEDIAL AREA

HOTE: AN Vesxas in figsag
Perte Ry IEUSNCe)

Baxtar/ international Paper/ Rossburg Slte

Woed, CA

SEDIMENT REMEDIAL AREAS

Profest ofe

U.8. EPA

Flgure
8-1




of the NPDES #) 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 soll
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 existing 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, ind the current
corresponding concentration ranges are given in Table 5~1. All
data used by EPA t0 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 samples were analyzed by an EPA Contract
Laboratory Program Laboratory using CLP analytical
methods. Air quality samples were analyzed by an EPA
CLP laboratory using non-CLP methods. CLP 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 with EPA data validation procedures. Only
those data that met the data validation c¢riteria for
this site were used in development of the Record of
Decision.
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TABLE 5-1

AS POCTENTIALLY POSING THE GREATEST THREATS

TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

SITE RELATED CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED IN ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT

Frequency of

Chemical Media Affected® Detection Concentraticn Rangeb
Arsenic 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 <é - 113 ppm
Benzene® Groundwater 11/72 <0.8 - 180 ppb
Surface Water 1/55 <0.8 - 9 ppb
Soils 1/84 <5. - 10 ppm
Chromium 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 <92.90 - 148 ppm
Copper Groundwater 51/143 <5.0 - 137 ppb
Surface Water 50/54 <4.0 - 52 ppb
Soils 198/199 <1.8 - 37,100 ppm
Sediment 30/31 <1.8 - 359 ppm
Ethylbenzene® Groundwater 11/72 <0.5 - 360 ppb
Surface ¥ater 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 ENVIRONMENT (cont.)

Frequency of

Chemical Media Affected® Detection Concentration Range®
Carcinogenic PAEs Groundwater 20/153 <5 - 6,000 ppb
Surface Water 1z/51 <1i0 - 15 ppb
Soils 23/131 <0.074 - 2,600 ppm
Sediment 15/47 <0.060 - 54 ppn
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 pPEb
Surface Water 14/88 <1.0 3.0 prb
Soils i3/131 <0.26 2,440 ppm
Sedinent 1/47 <3.2 11.0 ppm
Dioxins/, Soil 27/28 ¥ <0.001 5§Et3i3 ppm
Furans Soil 21/28 <0.601 0.989 ppm
Sediment 12/20 L0060 — L CT2
Tetrachlorophenol Groundvater 47/157 0.003 11 ppb
Surface Water 12/88 <0.06 0.90 ppb
Soils 8/130 <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.})

Frequency of

Chemical Media Affected® Detection Concentration Rangeb

Zinc Greoundwater i01/103 <5 - 19,2960 ppb
Surface Water 70/93 <4.4 - 6,940 ppk
Soils 199/19% <4 - 58,400 ppm
Sedirent 31/31 <16 - 1,060 ppm

forily the media with concentrations of chemicals exceeding health

criteria are presented here.

wer value reflects the lowest concentration detected and
shoulé@ be used as the lower limit for background. The upper
value in the range reflects the maximum concentration detected
during EPA's RI.

‘Benzene and ethylbenzene are associated with a former
underground fuel tank and are not considered widespread
contaminants.

“TcDD equivalents: Dioxins: <0.001 - 5.71; Furans: <0.001 -
0.333.

8-9

Source: Baxter/IP/Roseburg Peasibility Study, April
ise0.
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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.



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 Baxtexr/IP/Roseburg site. The
following paragraphs summarize the information found in this
document (U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, April 30, 1990.

Endangerment Assessment, Baxter/IP/Roseburg (BIPR) Sit Weed,
California, Volumes 1 and 2, EPA WA 205-9L74).

6.1 HEALTH RISKS

The risk assessment identified chemicals of concern for human
receptors. The chenicals 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, chromiun,
copper, and zinc, with arsenic being identified as a high threat
contaminant. The organic chemicals of cor¢ern include
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic PAHs, pentachlorophenol,
tetrachlorophenol, chlorinated dibenzo dioxins and chlorinated
dibenzo furans. Carcinogenic PAHs, 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 tank) were
also identified as chemicals of concern.

To assess risks, cancer potency factors (mg/kg/day)1 of

2.9 x 102 for benzene, 1.6 x 10°? for pentachlorophenol,

1.56 x 10° for carcinogenic PAHs, and 2 for arsenic were used.
Reference Dose (RfD; mg/kg/day) of 5 x 10"} for chromiunm (vy),
3.7 x 10? for copper, X 107" for zinc, and 4 x 10" for non-
carcinogenic PAHs 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 medium (soils, air, groundwater, surface water,
and/or sediments) in the vicinity of the site. Several of the
contaminants (benzene, certain PAHs, 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
assessnment 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 assesswent, 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, cogether 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 baseline (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, PAHs, and dioxin is exposure by
workers at the Baxter Facility to the soil by direct contact
(Plausible Maximum Case risk of 8 x 10°%). 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 arsenic-contaminated fugitive dust by adults living
in the area of Union Street poses a current-use maximum potential
excess cancer risk of 2 x 102, 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 62



TABLE 6-2

SUMMARY OF RISKS FOR CURRENT-USE CONDITIONS
AT THE BIPR SITE

NON-CARCINOGENIC®

POTENTIAL UPPER BOUND HAZARD INDEX
EXCESS CANCER RISK® CDI:RED RATIO
PLLAUSIBLE PLAUSIBLE
POPULATION AVERAGE MAXIMUM AVERAGE MAXIMUM
CURRENT-U
Workers at the Baxter Facility
Direct contact with soil 2x10°° 8»10°2 <1 >1
Inhalation of fugitive dust 2x10°° 6x10°? <1 <1
Workers at the Roseburg Facility
Direct contact with soil 5x10°° 5%10°3 <1 <1
Inhalation of fugitive dust 2x%10°° 6x10°2 <1 <1
Children Livinag in the area
Direct contact with soil
Angel Valley 1x10° 6x10°° <1 <1
Lincoln Park 1x107? 3%107¢ <l >1
Direct contact with surface
water and sediments 2x10°7 9%10"¢ <1 <}
ults Livi
Inhalation of fugitive dust
Liberty Street 4x10°¢ 6x1073 <1 <1
Union Street 9x%1.0™* 2x%10°2 <1 <1

%2 1x10°¢ (one in one million) level is EPA's risk reduction target.
PRED definition: RED is reference dose toxicity level for non-carcinogens.

BAXROD6~2
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TABLE 6-3

SUMMARY OF FOR FUTURE-USE CONDITIONS
AT THE BIPR SITE

NON=-CARCINOGENICY

POTENTIAL UPPER BOUND HAZARD INDEX
EXCESS CANCER RISK® CDI:RfD RATIO
PLAUSIBLE PLAUSIBLE
POPULATION AVERAGE MAXIMUM AVERAGE MAXIMUM
FUTURE-USE
Adults
Direct contact with soil
Baxter 2x10°? 6x10°2 <, >1
Roseburg 6x10°* 4x1073 <1 <],
Ingestion of groundwater 9x10°2 8x10”" >1 >1
children
pDirect contact with soil
Baxter 4x10° 1x10"" >1 >1
Roseburg 6x10° 6x10°° <1 »1
Ingestion of groundwater 7%10°2 5%10"" »1 >1
Inhalation of volatiles
released from groundwater 4x10°? ax10"! <1 >1
Direct contact with surface
water and sediments 2x10°¢ 1x10°* <1 <1

A 1E-6 (one in one million) level is EPA's risk reduction target.
PRED Definition: RfD is reference dose toxicity for non-carcinogens.
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TABLE 6-1

CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERM FOR THE BIPR SITE

Compound Soil Groundwater Surface Wster Sediment Air
Baxter Roseburg Angel Lincoln Onsite Sffsite Onsite Immediately Down- Cnsite/ Lircoln Down-
Property Excavation Valley Park offsite stream Inmed. Perk stream
offsite
rsenic X X x x X X X %
Benzene X
Chromium x x X x 3 x x
Copper x X X x x X x
Ethyl- X X
benzene
Carcino- X x x X X X
genic PANs
Noncarcino- x % x x }3 x
genic PakKs
PLDDS/PCDFs by < x X
Pentachloro- x X x x
phenol
Tetrachioro- X b3 X X x
ghenct
Toluense x z X X
Xytenes b4 b3
Zine b < x X X x x x

° subsurfece solt only
°® surface soit only
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arsenic, PAHs, 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 maximum 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 1072 due to arsenic, carcinogenic PAHs, 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"'. The corresponding maximum
non-carcinogenic risk exceeds a hazard index of 1.

6.2 [ENVIRONMENTAL 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 cCalifornia 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 insufficient data are
available to derive AWQC. (AALs, AWQC, and LOELs are referred 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 water 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, hut the contaminants also
exceed their AALs at areas closer to the main channel of
Beaughton Creek. Potential impacts associated with 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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TABLE 6-4

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

(ppb)
Beaughton Site
Creek Drainage
Contaminant Levels Levels AWQC AALs
Arsenic <5 558 0.0022 74
Chromium <5 19 11. 51
Copper <5 41 12. 4
Zinc 65 6,940 110. 26
Pentachlorophenol 0 0 13. 2.2
PAHs 0 179 0.0028 0

Abreviations: AWQC
AALSs

Ambient Water Quality Criteria
Applied Action Levels (California)

BAXROD.6-41 67



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. However, 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 te the
site is expected to be limited. fThe 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 way be exposed to chemicals 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. PAHs can exhibit

BAXRODPD. 6 6-8
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bioconcentration factors than can exceed a factor of 1,000, when
comparing ambient concentrations with animal tissue
concentrations. Exposure to wildlife 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 PAH detected in
samples collected downstream of the Baxter property).

6.3 CONCLUSION

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
endangerment 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* to current workers. Total future site risk to
children is 6 x 10', while the total future risk to adults is
8.6 x 10°'. EPA's acceptable risk range 3 1 x 10™ to 1 x 10,

The risk to terrestrial wildlife appears to be low. Aguatic life
continues to be threatened by releases from the site.

BAXRODPD. 6 6-9



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 Sediments

o]

surface water

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

7.1 SOIL REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

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-
bermed area soils, wastewater vault area solls, 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 Action

Under this alternative, no remedial activity would be employed.
Continued groundwater and surface water monitoring would be
required. Contaminants would be left at the site untreated and
uncontrolled. No risk reduction would result. The alternative
would not comply with ARARs, water quality standards, or State
discharge limitations.
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TABLE 7-~1

LIST OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN
BAXTER SITE FEASIBILITY STUDY

Seoils Contaminated with Inoxdganics

- No Action

- Excavation and Off-Site Disposal

- Excavation, Fixation, and Oon-Site Disposal
- Capping

Soils Cont nated with Organigs

- No Action

- Excavation and Off-Site Disposal

~ Excavation and Off-Site Incineration

- Excavation, Biological Treatment, and On-Site Disposal

Soi fe) minat Organics

- No Action

-~ Excavation and Off-Site Disposal

- Excavation and Off-site Incineration

- Capping

-. Excavation, Biological Treatment, On-Site Fixation, and on~
Site Disposal

Groundwater

- No Action

-~ Groundwater Extraction, Biological and Chemical Treatment
and Discharge to Percoloation/Evaporation Ponds ox
Reinjection

- Groundwater Extraction, Physical and Chemical Treatment, and
Discharge to Percololation/Evaporation Ponds or Reinjection
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TABLE 7-1

LIST OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN
BAXTER SITE FEASIBILITY STUDY (cont.)

Surfa Wa

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

R

Sediment

- No Action
- Excavation, Treatment, and Disposal
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Alternative 2 - Excavation and Off-Site Disposal

The excavation and off-site disposal alternative would involve
excavation of contaminated surface soil containing arsenic
exceeding the 8 ppn clean-up standard (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 decontanminated prior to leaving the site. Dust
suppression measures would 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 RCRA standards.
Clean soil would be used to backfill the excavated area.

Alternative 3-Excavation, Fixation, and On-Site Disposal

This alternative would involve excavation of soil contaminated
with arsenic exceeding the 8 ppm clean~-up joal (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
Cenent), 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

! Inorganic contaminants are commingled. Through 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 Action

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

lternativ - ti F - e 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 landfill. Soil would be excavated to
meet the 0.5 ppm standard for carcinogenic PAHsZ,

Alternative 3 - Excavation and Off-site Incineration

This alternative would involve excavation of soil in the
approximate 2- to l1l2-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-gite 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 PAHs are commingled. The
excavation of carcinogenic PAHs to the proposed standard will also
remove non-carcinogenic PAHs below 1 ppm.
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Alternative 4 - Excavation, Biological Treatment, and On-site
Disposal

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-treatment 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 1~acre lined treatment cells will be
required for this action. Soil from contaminated areas will be
excavated based on total allowable concencrations 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 PAHs, 0.150 ppm for non-carcinogenic
PAHs, 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 PAHs, 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 PAH concentrations below 5 ppb for total
carcinogens and 1 ppm for total noncarcinogens.

The soil would be regularly tilled to mix the fertilizers, 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 wmonitor the rate
of biological degradation and to verify the achievement of the
action levels for contaminants, primarily for PAHs. 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 of treated soil), the
unit will be closed. Closure will be accomplished by placing an
elevated "soft" cover of clean so0il material 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 the
remedy, the approximately 12,500 cubic yards of treated soils
would be expected to contain low levels of PAHs.

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 so0il storage units are maintained
and are not disturbed until residual concentrations of creosote
compounds are less than 0.5 ppm for total carcinogenic PAls.

7.1.3 SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH ORGANICS AND INORGANICS

The site areas containing soils contaminated with both organics
and inorganics are the retort and drip pa«. 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 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. 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/ox
replacement. of the retort building, storage tanks, 500,000 gallon
tank, and associated structures and utilities.

Alternative 3 ~ Excavation and Off-site Incineration

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

Alternative 4 ~ Capping

This alternative would be the same as Capping for soils
contaminated with inorganics.

BAXRODF .7 77



Alternative & - Excavation, Bilological Treatment. On-sjte
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 PAHs’), 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). ILeachability 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 REMED T S

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 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 excavation pond, and its french
drain collection systemn.

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 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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Alternative 5 - Excavation, Biclogical Treatment. On-site
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
pentachlorophenolj 0.001 ppm for dioxins, and 0.5 ppm for
carcinogenic PAHs’), 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 socil would
be 5 ppm for arsenic, 0.005 ppb for carcinogenic PAHsz, 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. 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 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 aexists 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 systemn.

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 aquifers and from
springs located upgradient of the site. The shallow agquifer is
used locally for yard irrigation purposes.

The 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.

7-8
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t ativ - No tion

This alternative would allow wood treatment chemicals 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 long-
term groundwater monitoring. Risks posed by the site would be
reexamined at 5-year intervals.

Alternative 2 - Groundwater Extraction, Biological and Chemical
Treatment, and Discharge

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.

Inoxrganics 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. The
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 aguifer 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. The
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 initial 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-i
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 ground 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 water, 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.

~3
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Alternative 3 = Ground action sica) _and Chemical
Treatment, and Discharge

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 WATER ALTERNATIVES

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 the 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 Isolation of Contaminated
Surface Soils

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 -~ Collectjon, Storage, and Treatment of
Contaminated Surface Water

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 berms and ditches and
collection of water in sumps. Water would be pumped into 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 from the site.

This alternative would represent a temporary remedy for the site.
A continued threat for offsite release would remain as long as
contaminated soils 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 ALTERNATIVES

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

t \'4 - [o)

This alternative would allow the contaminated sediments to remain
in place. Contaninated 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 - Excavatjon, 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 coordinated with
the California Department of Fish and Game.




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 CERCLA

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 permanence.

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 SOILS

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 GROUNDWATER

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

8.3 ALTERNATIVE COM 10] OR _SURFACE WATER

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

8.4 ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON_ I'OR SEDIMENTS

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 150-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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TABLE 8-1

BAXTER/IP/RCSEBURG SITE

FEDERAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREKENTS

Stendard, Requirement,
Criteria, or Limitation

Citation

Description

Comment

Safe Drinking Uater Act

Underground injection Control
Regulations

Solid teste Dispossl Act
{Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act)

identification and Listing of
Hezardous Haste

Retesses from Sotid Waste
Kanagement Unite

Starxdards Applicable te
Generaters of Hazardous Waste

Standards for Guners and
COperators of Hezerdous Waste
Tregtment, Storage, end
Digpogel Facilities

2R TD 8-/t

40 u.s.c. §300

&0 C.F.R.
Parts 144--147

42 u.s.c.
§§3251-3259,
6901-6987

40 C.F.R.
Part 264.1

40 C.F.R.
Part 264
Subpart F

40 C.F.R.
part 262

48 C.F.R.
Part 266

Provides for protection of underground
sources of drinking water.

Defines those solid sestes which are subject
to regulation as hazardous wastes under

40 C.F.R. Parts 261-265 and Perts 124, 270,

271, ond Subtitie C regulates trestment end

disposal of hazardous waste.

Establishes mexismum contsminent
concentrations that can be released frea
hezardeus waste units in Part 264, Subpart f.

Establ ishes standards for genesrators of
hazardous waste.

Estsbl ishes minimm nationstl stendards which

fine the scceptable monagement of hazardous
waste for ourers and operators of fecitities
which treat, store, or dispose of hszardous
waste.

A perimit is not required for on-site TERCLA response
actions, but substantive requirements would apply for
reinjection into grounduater of treated water.

This law has been zmended by the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the Hazardous end Soil
Waste Amendments (HSWA).

Under CERCLA, SWOA reguirementsz say be relevant and
sppropriate under the circumstences of the releese ot
the site. RCRA Subtitle C regulates sny solid wastes
containing arsenic or pentachloroghenol which pose s
threat to public hesith or welfare or the envircrment.
These are termed ®hszaerdous substances,® and disposal
regulations require treatment to specific stendards for
proper disposal.

The maximm contaminant concentrations that caen be
reieased from hazerdous waste units are identicsl to
the #ls.

Transportation and disposal of filter cake and spent
cerbon end ony other hazardous wastes they may need
off-site disposal wiil comply with these reguirements.

The sibstantive portions of these regulaticns will be
incorporated into the remedies identified in this RCD.



TABLE 8-1

FEDERAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

BAXTER/IP/ROSEBURG SITE (cont.)

Standard, Requiresent,

Criteria, or Limitation Citation Description Comeent

tand Disposal RCRA Effective 11/8/88 disposal of contaminated Established a timetable for restriction of burisl of
Sections 3004¢(d) soil or debris from CERCLA Response action or wastes end other hazardous meterials. Applicable for
3), (e3(3? RCRA corrective actions is subject to land alternative involving off- or on-site dispozsl of
40 C.F.R. Part disposal prohibitions and/or trestment contaminated soils.
268 standards.

Clean Air Act &2 U.S.C. Regulates air quslity and particulste The substantive requirements will be met for Air
§§7401-662 emigsions during excavation. Pollution Control District rutes for excavation

alternatives.

Bezerdous Heterials 49 u.S8.C.

Trarwportation Act §51801-1813

Kezardous Materials 49 C.F.R. Regulates transportetion of hazardous Regulations required for transportation of hazardous

Transportation Reguiations

Fish and ¥ildlife Coordinstion
At

Executive Order on Protection
of cetleel

BAXRCD.B-1/p-2

Parts 107, 171-
177

16 U.s.C.
§8661-666

Exec. Order
Ko. 11,590

48 C.F.R.
§6.302(a) end
Appendix A

materials.

Requires consultation when Federal depertment
of agency proposes or suthorizes any
modification of any stream or other water
by end adequate provisions for protectic
of fish end wildlife resources.

Requires Federal agencies to evoid to the
extent possible, the adverse impects
asscciated with the destruction or loss of
wetiands end to avoid support of new
censtruction in wetlands if & practicsi
aiternative exists.

materials to the gite arxi wastes from the site.
1f an alternative developed would involve eny

modifications of nearby streams.

if en alternative developed would involve =ny
modificotion or loss of wetlends.
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TABLE 8-2

CALIFORNIA APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

BAXTER/1P/ROSEBURG SITE

Standard, Requirement,
Criteria, or Limitation

Citation

Description

Comment

celifornia Air Resources Act

California Safe Drinking Water
Act

Porter Cologne Water Quality
Control Act

Californie Hezardous Haste
Contretl tows

BAXRODF.3-2/p-1

Heslth & Safety
Code, Div. 26
Sec. 39000

et seq.

17 CCR, Part
111, Chapter 1,

Sec. 60000

et seqg.

Kealth & Safety
Code, Div. 5,
Part 1,

Chzpter 7,

SEC. 4010 et
seg.

22 cer, Div. 4,
Chapter 15, Sec.
64401 2t seg.

Hater Code,
Div. 7,

Sec. 13000 et
=eg.

Health & Safety
Cece, Div. 20,
Chapter 6.5,
Sec. 25100 gt
seg.

Regulates both nonvehicular and vehiculsr
sources of air contaminents in California.

Regulations governing public water gystems.
Drinking Water Quality Stendards - Maximm
contaminent Levels (MCis), Secondsry Maximem
Contaminant Levels (SMCLs).

Esteblishes authorities of the State anc
Regional Water boards to protect water
quality by regutating weste disposal and by
requiring clesmp of Hazardous conditions.

Regulations governing hazardous waste
control; menagement and control of hazardous
waste facitities; transportation;
taboratories; classification of extremely
hazardous, hazardous, and norhazerdous waste.

The local Air Pollution Control District sets
alloushlie discharge standsrds. Emissions from
heavy equipment and excavetion dusts witl need
to comply with APCD standards.

CA regulatory agency is the Air Resources
Boerd. Local regulstory agencies are the Air
Pollution Control Districts.

The State ®¥CL of 1 ppb for benzene was
sclected 23 a groundwater standard for this
site.

CA Reguletory Agency: Department of Heslth
Services, Sanitary Engineering.

The Basin Plan was used to establish surface
water discharge limitations and sediment
clean-up standards.

These reguiations were used to esteblish
hazardous waste clean-up levels, fecility
closure reguirements, and requirements for
giting and construction of & waste disposatl
fscility.

CA Regulstory Agency: Depertment of Health
Services.
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TABLE 8-2

CALIFORBIA APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

BAXTER/IP/ROSEBURG SITE (cont.)

Standard, Requiremant,
Criteris, or Limitation

Citation

Description

Comment

California Toxic Pits Cleanup
Act (TPCR)

State Action tevels

Criteria for Identification of
Hazardous and Extremaly
Hazardous Wastes-Threshold
timait Corcentraticns

Health & Safety
Code, Sec. 25250
et seq.

DHS Criteria

22 CCR, Div. 4,
Chepter 30,
Art. 11,

Sec. 66693 et
seq.

Regulates the closure of surface impouncments
containing hazardous waste.

Criterie setting chemical specific
concentration levels. Numerical limits
designed to protect humen health from
chemical constituents in drinking water.
Recommended acceptsble limits.

Action levels are drinking water exposure
criterie implemented throughout the state.
They are developed by DS Sanitary
Engineering Branch to supplement Safe
Drinking Wster Act staendards.

Promulgated criteria to determine if a
materisl is hazardous. Includes Soludie
Threshold Limit Concentrations (STLCs) and
Total Threshold Limit Concentration (TTLCs).

Several units identified by the HCRUQCB are
pregent at the site. Several TPCA units
present at site.

The Applied Action Level of 2.2 ppb wes used
to identify the clean-up standard for
pentachlorophenot .

CA Regulstory Agency: Department of Health
Services, Senitary Engineering Branch.

TTLC end STLC criterie were used to fdentify
soil clesn-up standards.

CA Regulatory Agency:
Services.

Department of Heelth

BAVRCDF.8-2/p-2



Table 8-3 Summary Comparison of Alternatives:
Surface Soils Contaminated with Inorgenics Only

Ho Action

Excavetion and Offsite Disposel

Excavation, Fixation and On-site
Disposat

Capping

#o Action would not address
resedial action objectives.
Continuad releases of
contamingnts would occur in
exceedence of heaslth standards.
It weuld not be protective of
public health or the envirorment.

2:  Complisnce with ARARS

The No Action Alternative would
not coeply with Federel or State
health protection standards.

3. Recduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

Ho Actfon woutld not schieve any
reduction in THV.

4.  Short-term Effectiveness

Kot epoticaiie. The alternstive
dors not invoive an acticn.

Oversll Protection of Human Health and the Environment

This alternative would be
protective through placement of
contaminated soils at at
controlled facility. Protec-
tiveness would be dependent on
the integrity of the fecility
receiving the wastes.

Excavation and off-site disposal
could be implemented to eddress
ARARS. Treatment to reduce
arsenic leachability mey be
required at disposal facility.

Excavation and removal would
reduce mobility at the site.
Long-term mobility recuction
would depend on stability end
trestment at dispoesat facility.
No reduction in toxicity or
volume would be schieved.

Excevation could be performed to
be protective of workers and the
commmity. Worker protection and
ruwff contrel would be
necesgary. Transportetion
eccidents during shipment would
be 2 concern.

Fixation of contaminated soils
would be protective through
reduction of mobility. Direct
contact snd inhalation risk would
be reduced, surface water end
ground-uater would be protected.

On-gite fixastion and dispozel
coutd be implemented to eddress
ARARS. Initial fixaticn tests
indicate that leschebility of
argenic csn be reduced to <5
®g/L. A cap cver fixed soiis
could be constructed to meet RCRA
ARARS .

Fixation would reduce
teachebility end mobility a2
site. Mo reduction in toxicity
but exposure potential would be
reduced. t .ume of contamineted
medis would incresse.

Excavation and fixation could be
performed to be protective of
workers snd commmity. Greater
charce for worker and commmity
exposure cue to increased
material handling could exiet.

Cepping would reduce direct
contact and surface uvater runoff
risk. Some reducticn in
grounduater mobility would be
achieved but the sction would not
be totally protective of
grounduster .

A cap could be constructed to
address ARAR standards. A cap
could meet surface water
protection ARARS. A cap may not
ellow compliance with groundwater
ARARs (KCLs).

Cepping would reduce surface
water runoff potentiel and air
dispersion. Some reduction in
groundwater mobility possible.
Ko reduction in toxicity or
volume would be achieved.

Cepping would pose least risk to
workers and commmity during
impiementation. Minima! amount
of contaminants weuld be handled.



Table 8-3 Summary Comparisen of Alternatives
Surface Soils Contaminated with Inorganics Only (continued)

Ho Action Excavation and Offsite Disposal Excavation, Fixation end On-site Capping
Disposal
5. long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Ko Acticn would offer no long-
term effectiveness. Site risks
would remain indefinitely.

&. Implementability

Kot Appiicable. The alternative
does not involve sn action.

L~8

Capital: 30
Arowssl O2H: $ 9,800
Remedy O2M: S 1]

Present Worth: $132,400

8. Commmity Accentance

#ot acceptsble.

. State Acceptance

Hot acceptable.

Excevation and off-site disposal
would remove long-term risk from
site, Overall risk would be

dependent on the integrity of the
facility receiving the uaste.

Construction and transportation
aspects of excavation are easgily
isplemented. Capacity of
disposal facility to receive
waste could affect
implementation. RCRA land
disposal trestment stendards
could affect implementation.

Capitat: $12,840,400
Remedy Ann. 0%4: $ 4]
Post Ann. CBHM: $ 4]

Pregent Worth: $12,840,400

Accepteble.

The State mould prefer an
ziternative that dealt with
contemination at the site.

Long-term effectiveness would be
dapendent on integrity of fixed
mags and ability of fixative to
prevent leaching of arsenic.
Long-term test results are not
availsble for the technology.

Constructicn and fixation aspscts
ere easily implemented. Adequate
spece is avaible to treat and
dispose of soil. Ulend disposal
leachability standards appear
schievable. State land disposal
issues require resofution.

Capital: $4,525,800
Remedy Anni. 084: S 0
Post Arn. O%: $ 16,500

Present Worth:  $4,748,800

Acceptable.

Acceptable if action meets all
substantive RLRA requirements.

Long-term effectivensss for
protection of surface water would
be dependent on maintenance of
the cap. This may not be
permsnent slternative if
grounciater contamination
continues.

Congtruction of the cap is
readily implementable.

Cepital: $5,204, 100
Remacly An CGEM: 3 2]
Post An. 0&4: $ 53,500

Present Worth: $6,926,500

Not acceptable

kot ecceptable as final action.
The State prefers trestment.




Table 8-4 Summary Comparison of Alternatives:
Near Surface Soils Contaminated with Organics Only

¥o Action

Excavation and Offsite Disposal

Excavation, Bioremediation, and
On-site Disposal

Excavation and Off-site
Incineration

Ko Action would not address
remedial action cbjectives.
Continued releases of
contaainents would occur in
exceadence of health standards.
it would not be protective of
oblic heatth or the envircnment.

Comnt iznce with ARARS

The Ko Action Alternative would
not comply with Federal or State
health protection standards.

» 3, Reduction in Toxicity, Mcbility, or Volume
[}

Ko Action would not achieve any
rechction in THY.

Short-term Effectiveness

Hot epplicable. The alternstive
does not invoive an sction.

1. Overall Protection of Humsn Health and the Environment

This alternative would be
protective through placesent of
contaminated soils at at
controlled facitlity. Protec-
tiveness would be dependent on
the integrity of the facility
receiving the wastes.

Excavation and off-site disposal
could be isplemented to address
ARARs. Treatment to reduce
{eachebility may be required at
disposal facility.

Excavation and remcval woutd
reduce mobility et the site.
tong-term mobility reduction
would depend on stebility end
treatment at disposal facitity.
Ko recction in toxicity or
volume would be achieved.

Excavetion could be parformed to
be protective of workers and the
community. wWorker protection and
ruwff controtl woutd be
recesssry. Transportation
sccidents during shipment would
b2 & concern.

Bioremediation of contaminated
soils would be protective through
nearly complete destruction of
PRHs. Direct contact and
irhelstion risk would be reduced.
Surface water and groundwater
wouid be protected.

Construction of land treatment
cells end impiementaticn of
bioremediation could be performed
to comply with ARARs. Stote snd
Federal closure requirementz for
the long-term containment unit
will need to be addressed.

8icremediation would
gignificantly reduce PAH ievels
in goils. Significent volume and
toxicity reduction wouid be
schieved. Mobility of residusls
would be cox..rolied through cetll
tiner and leeachate monitoring
sSystem.

Excavation and bicresediation
coutd be performed to be
protective of workers and
cormmnity. A grester chance
exists for worker snd comzamity
exposure due to incressed
material handiing.

Incineration would destroy PAHs
eliminating rigsk at site.
Emiggions controls at incimerator
would be necessary to protect
healzh st incinerator site.

Incineration could be isplemented
to address all ARARs.

Incineration would destroy 99.99%
of PANS. Significent reduction
in toxicity, mobility, end volume
uculd be achieved. Llong-tere
containment of ash as 2 hazsrdous
waste would not be necssery.

Excavation could be performed o
be protective. Emission controtl
equipment would be necessary 2t
incineretor site. Trensportation
sccidents would be & concern.
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Table 8-4 Summary Comparison of Alternatives:
Near Surfsce Soils Contaminated with Organics Only (continued)
Ko Action Excavation and Offsite Disposal Excavation, Bioremedistion, and Excavation and Off-gite

On-site Disposal

Incineration

5. lLong-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Ho Action would offer no long-
term effectiveness. Site risks
would remain indefinitely.

6. Implementability

Hot Appiiceble. The atternative
doeg not fnvolve an ection.

Capital: % ¢
Remedy OSK: $ 9,800
Pest 02M: - o]

Present Worth: $ 132,400

8. Commmnity scceptance

Hot accepteble.

?. tate Accaptence

#ot ecceprebie.

Excavation end off-gite disposal
would remove long-term risk from
gite. Overall risk would be

dependent on the integrity of the
fecility receiving the weste.

Construction and transportation
aspects of excavation are easily
implemented. Capecity of
disposal facility to receive
weste could affect
implementstion. RCRA lend
disposal trestment standards
could affect implementation.

Capital: $11,232,900
Remedy Gli: s o
Post 0&M: $ 4]

Present Worth: $11,232,900

Accepteble

The State would prefer an
slternstive that desit with the
contemination on site,

Long-term effectiveness would be
dependent on integrity of
containment cell to controt
residuals. Long-term leachate
monitoring would be required.

Construction of biormedistion
treatment cells and the
bioremediation process are easily
implemented. Adequate space i3
avaible to treat and dispose of
soil. Land disposal leachability
stendards appear achieveble.

Cepital: $ 5,487,300
Remedy ONM: $ 224,700
Post O3M: H 13,600

Present Worth: $ 7,370,800

Acceptable

Alternstive would be acceptable
if all requirements are set.

incinerstion offers gignificant

long-term offectiveness through

destructicn of contaminants with
no need for long-term residusls

management.

Implementation of off-site
incineration would depend on
incinerator facility cepscity to
accept the voluze of soil. Other
aspaects are implementable.

Capital: $39,237,100
Remady O2H: $ 0
Post O&H: $ 0

Present Worth: $39,237,100

Acceptable

Alternstive would be scceptable
if all requirements asre met.
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Teble 8-5 Summary Comparison of Alternstives:
Surface Scils Contaminated with Inorganics and Orgesnics

Mo Action

Excavation and Offgite Disposal

Excavation, Bioremediation,
Fixation and On-site Disposat

Excavation snd Off-site
Incineration and Disposal

Capping

1. Overstl Protection of Human Wealth and the Enviromment

No Action would not address
resediat action objectives.
Continuad relesses of
contaminants would cccur into
air, surfece water, and
groundwater in exceedance of
hezlith stendsrds. It would rot
be protective of public health
or the enviromment.

2. Compliance with ARARS

The o Action Alternative would
not cosply with Federat or
Stete hezlth protection
starciards.

This alternative would be
protective through placement of
contaminated soils at st
controltied facility. Protec-
tiveness would be dependent on
the integrity of the facility
receiving the wastes and
treatment of soils performed at
the facility.

Excavation and off-gite
disposal could be implemented
to ackiress ARARS. Treatment to
reduce PAH leachability mey be
required at disposal facility.

3. Reduction in Toxicity, Mobitity, or ¥olume

Ko Action would not achieve any
receiceion in THV.

4. Short-tarm Effectivensss

%ot scolicable. The siternative
Soes not involve an sction.

Excavation end reaoval would
reduce mobility at the site.
Long-term mobility reduction
would depend on stebility end
trestzment st disposal faciltity.
No rediction in toxicity or
volume would be achieved.

Excavaticn could be performed
to be protective of workers ard
the commmnizy. Yorker
protection and rumeff controt
would e necessary.
Tranepertation accidents during
shipment would be & concern.

Bioremediation would destroy a
significant amount of orgenic
contaminents. Fixation of
residuals end containment in
celis would be protective
through reduction of mobiifty.
Thereby, preventing direct
contact end inhalation risk.
Surface water end groundiater
would be protected.

On-site bioremediation,
fixation and disposal of
residusls could be implemented
to address ARARs. Leschsbility
restrictions would need to be
met.

on-site bioremediation and
fixation in a contained celtl
would significantly reduce
toxicity, mobility and volume
through destructicn of PAKS.
The celi liners and {eschate
cotlection system could
effectively prevent mobitity at
the site.

Excavetion, bioremediation and
fixation coutd be performed to
be protective of workers and
commamnity. A greater chance
for worker and commmnity
exposure exists due to
increzsed meterial handling.

Incineration would destroy
99.99% of orgenic contaminants.
Long-tern containment of
residuals would be reuired due
to arsenic content.

Alternstive provides best
protection for contect,
grouncuater end surface water
runoff risks at the site.

Cff-gite incinerstion snd ash
disposal could be implemented
to zddress sil ARARs.

Incineration sould remove froem
site PAHs sbove action level
and destroy 99.99% of
contaminants removed.

ignificent reductions in
toxicity, mobility, end voiume
would be achieved for PAHs.
Ash would contain elevated
srsenic. Eobility will be
control ted st disposal
facitlity.

Excavation could be performed
to be protective of workers and
the cormunity. The risk of
trangportation sccidents is a
corcern. Emissions controls at
incinerator would be necessary
20 be protective &t the
incinerator site.

Capping would reduce direct
contact and surfece mater
runoff risk. Some reduction in
grounduater mobility would be
schieved, but the acticn would
not be totally protective of
grounchiater.

A cep could be constructed te
address ARAR standards. A cap
could meet surface water
protecticn ARARs. A cap may
not aliow compliance with
grouncuster ARARsS (MCLz).

Capping would reduce surface
water runoff potentisl and air
ispersion. Some reduction in
groundwater mobility possible
Ho reduction in toxicity or
volume would be achieved.

Capping would pose lesst rizk
to workers and commmity curing
implementstion. Lleast amount
of contaminants would be
hardied.
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Table 8-5 Sunmary Comparison of Alternatives:
Surface Soils Contaminated with Inorganics and Organics (continued)

¥o Action

Excavation and Offsite Disposal

Excavation, Bioremediation,
Fixation and On-site Disposal

Excavation, Off-site
Incineration, and Ash Disposal

Capping

S. long-term Effectivensss snd Permanence

Ko Action would offer no tong-
term effectiveness.
Contaminants sould continue to
move into groundkater unabated.
Site risks would remain
indefinitely. This would not
be = permenent remedy.

6. _implementability

Hot Applicsble. The
alternstive does not invoive an
acticon.

7. Cost

Capitat: 3 g
Remecial 02M: $ 9,830
pPost O&%: 3 3}
present Werth: $ 132,000

8. Commmity Acceptance

kot eccepisble.

$.__Sate Acceptence

#ot accepledie.

Excevation and off-site
disposal would remove long-term
rigk from site. Overstl risk
would be dependent on the
integrity of the fascility
receiving the weste,

Perssnance is dependent on
integrity of dispcsal facility

Construction and transportation
aspects of excavation sre
easily implemented. Capacity
of disposal facility to receive
saste could affect
izplomentation. RCRA land
disposal treatment standards
could affect implementation and
treztment might be required.

Capital: 210,946,500
Remedial 02H: $ G
Paost O8#: $ [

Present Worth: $10,946,000

Accepteble.

The State would prefer an
aiternstive that desie with
centezination on site.

Long-term effectiveness would
be dependent on residusl PAK
concentrations in disposal
cellg, the integrity of the
ceils, end leachate
colliection/monitoring systems.
This would be a permanent
remecdly when {eschate generation
potential no tonger exists.

Construction of cells and bio-
remediation/fixation processes
are easily implemented.
Adequate zpace is aveible to
treat snd dispose of soii.
Land disposal leachability
stendards eppear achievebie.
Long-term stability of fixed
soil is unknown. Federsl snd
State closure requirements are
WKNOw.

Capitat: $ 6,648,500
Resedist O24: $ 194,700
Post O2M: $ 13,600

Present Worth: $ 8,290,500

Acceptable.

Alternative would be scceptable
if sii requiresments are met,

incineration would provide
significent tong-term
effectiveness throuph immediate
destruction cf PAls. #No
residuals would ressin
requiring long-term mensgement.
This is be a permanent remedy.

Incineration msy prove
difficult give volume of soil
to be burned, prezence of
elevated ersenic, snd cepacity
of incinerators %o handle the
voluwe. Dioxin incinerstion
may also be an issue.

Capital: $32,235,400
Remedisl O2M: $ ]
Post O&M: $ [1]

Present Worth: $32,235,400

Acceptable.

Acceptable.

tong-term effectivensss for
protection of surface water
dependent on meintenance of the
cap. This mey not be s
permanent slternative if
grounduater contamination
continues,

Censtruction of the cap is
implementable. Construction
would require relocation or
replacement of wood trestment
structures and tonks.

Capital: $ 3,155,800
Remedisl O2M: $ ]
Post O3H: $ 33,509

Present Worth: 3 3,688,300

Hot acceptable.

Kot accepiable without
trestment.




Tabie 8-6 Summary Comparison of Alternatives:
Sroundwater and Subsurface Soils Contaminated with Creosote
and Grounduater Conteminsted with Arsenic

Ho Action

Groundwater Extrection, Biological
Treatment of Organics, Chemical Trestment
of lnorganics.

Groundwater Extraction, UV or Carbon
Trestment of Orgenics, Chemical Treatment
of lnorganics.

i. Oversil Protection of Humsn Heaslth and the Envirorment

Ho Action would ellow continued migration
of conteminants towerds Angel Valley.
Groundkater concentrations exceeding
health standards would exist
indefinitely. The elternative offers no
protectiveness.

2. Cozplisnce with ARARS

g
i
[
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The Ho Action Alternstive wouid not
comply with ARARS. Contaminants at
concentrations above heatth steandards
would remain in drinking water source.

3. Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

BANRCD .B-8/5-1

The Ko Action sliternative would not
achieve pnv reduction in toxicity,
mobility, or volume. Incressed volume of
contaminated graundsster is possibie from
movement of contasinants.

Extraction would contsin the plume
preventing further downgradient movement.
Biologicasl treatment would destroy
gignificent amount of organics. Metals
treatment to MCLs would provide
protection. The alternative would be
protective.

Trestment to achieve ARARs could be
accompl ished. Discharge of treated water
to surface waters is necessary.
Modificetions of State discharge
requirements weuld be required.

Extraction of groundwater would con’ in
the ptume, stopping its mobility.
Organics treatment would reduce masgs and
toxicity. Inorganics treatment would
reduce volume throush concentrstion in g
fitter cake. Proper disposal of filter
ceke wculd control mobility of arsenic.

Extraction would contain the piume. UV
treatment wxould destroy orgenics.
Activated carbon treatment would remove
organics but require further treatment.
Hetals treatment to MCLs wouid provide
protection. The alternative would be
protective.

Treatment to achieve ARARS could be
accompl ished. Discharge of trested uster
to surface mater is necessary to
implement. Modifications of State
discharge regquirements would be required.

Extraction of groundeeter would control
the piume stopping its mobility.
Organics treatment would reduce mass and
toxicity. Inorganics trestmant would
reduce volume through concentrating ine
filter cake. Proper disposel of filter
ceke would control mebility of ereenic.
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Teble 8-6 Summary Comparison of Alternatives:
Groundwater and Subsurface Soits Contaminsted with Crzosote
and Groundwater Contaminated with Arsenic (continued)

%o Action

Groundwater Extraction, Biolegical
Treatment of Orgenics, Chemical Treatment
of Inorganics

Grounduster Extraction, UV/Carbon
Treatment of Organics, Chemical Treatment
of Inorganics

4. Short-term Effectiveness

Mot Applicable. No action is taken.

5. tong-term Effectiveness snd Permanence

#io long-term effectiveness would be
echieved w=wder No Action.

6. implementsbility

Yot applicadle. Ko remedy implemented.

SANRCS .8-67p- "B

The extraction and treatment process can
be constructed and operated to be
protective of humsn haalth and the
environment. Overal! effectiveness of
biclogical treatment to achieve trestment
standards will be assessed during pilot
studies. Side stream wastes can be
effectively hendled.

Pump and treatment is expected to take
over 30 years to achieve Treatment
Stendards. Total aquifer restoration
would require gignificantly longer time.
Once HCLs or action levels sre achieved
the remedy will bz permsnent.

Alternative implesmontable using stand. 3
meterials and equipment. Space for pumns
and treatment systems availsble. Haiver
of State discharge prohibitions reguired
for discharge treated effluent to surface
water.

The extraction and treatment process
could be constructed end operated to be
protective of human health and the
environment. The overat!l effectiveness
of UV destruction is not known.
Activated carbon ig highly effective in
removing organics. Side streem uwestes
can ba effectively hardled.

Pusp and treatment is expected to take 30
yesrs to achieve #Cls. Total squifer
restoretion significantly longer time.
once achieved, the remedy will be
permanant.

Atternative implementable using standsrd
materials and equipment. Space for
purp and treatment systems aveilable.
Uaiver of State discharge prohibitions
required for discharge to surfsce weter.

Table 8-6 Suwmery Comparison of Alternstives:
Greunduster ond Subsurfece Soils Contaminated with Creosote
and Groundweter Contsminated with Arsenic (continued)
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Teble 8-6 Sumary Cowparison of Alternatives:
Groaundwater and Subsurface Soiis Contaminated with Creosote
and Groundwater Contaminated with Arsenic (continued)

No Action Grounduater Extraction, Biological Grounduater Extraction, U¥/Cerbon
Treateent of Organics, Chemical Treatment Treatsent of Organics, Chemicat Treatment
ofInorganics of Inorganics
7. Cost
Capital: $ 8 Capital: $ 4,315,800 Czpital: $ 4,018,900
Anuat 0221 $ 9,800 Armusl C3M: $ 1,163,900 Armual C23: $ 1,328,900
Closure: S 1] Closure: $ ] Ciesure: 3 ]
Present Worth: $ 132,400 Presant Worth: $17,419,000 Present Worth: $19,587,600
?. Commmity Acceptance
ot acceptable. Acceptable Accepteble

$. _State Acceptence

Wot ecceptable. Grourdhiater pump and treatment concept is Grounduster pump and treatment concept is
acceptoble to the State. acceptable to the State.

SAXRCD.2-6/p-3
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SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES:

TABLE 8-7

SURFACE WATER CONTROL

No Action

Treatment and or
Isolation of Contaminated
Soils

Collection, Storage, and
Treatment cf Contaminated
Runcff

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. Ko action would
not be protective.
Z. Compliance with ARARS

Ko Action would not
completely comply with
ARARs for surface water
discharge or protection.
Toxicit

3. Reduction in

Interir measures would
prevent some mobility and
reduce sSoOme vVolume.
Potential for releases
woulé still cccur.

Ba¥ROD.8-7/p-1

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.

21l soil remedial
alternatives would result
in significant reductions
in toxicity, mobility,
angd volume.

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

Coliection and treatment
could be performed to
comply with ARARs.

Collection and treatment
would reduce volume and
mobility of contaminants
in surface water. The
alternative would noct
address socurce mobility.




SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES:
SURFACE WATER CONTROL (cont.)

TABLE 8-7

No Action

Treatment and or
Isolation of Contaminated
Soils

Collection, Storage, and
Treatment of Contaminated
Runoff

4. Short-term Effectiveness

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

=3 -

1 5.  lona~-term Effectiveness
(=1

(2,

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

6. _Implementability

Ko Action is
izplepentable.

BAXROD.E~-7/p-2

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

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

All soil remedial
alternatives are
implementable

Collection and treatment
could be implemented to
be protective of surface
waters. Potential for
releases would still
remain.

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

Collection and treatment
of runoff is
implementable.



TABLE 8-7

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES:
SURFACE WATER CONTROL (cont.)

No Action Treatment and or Collecticn, Storage, and
Isclation of Contaminated Treatment of Contaminated
Soils Runoff
7. Cost
Capital: $ 4] See Soil Remedial Capital: $ 666,600
Alternatives for Costs
Remedial Q&M: $ (o] Remedial O&M: § 59,700
Post O&M: $ 2,800 Post O&M: $ 0
Present Worth: $ 132,400 Present Worth: $1,447,300
2
- 8. Community Acceptance
~J
Not Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
9. State Acceptance
Not Acceptable See discussion under soil Acceptable only as an
alternatives. interim measure.
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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 REMEDY SELECTION 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 Assessed

No Action (No Action)
Excavation and Off-gsite Disposal (Off-site Disposal)
Excavation, Fixation, and On-Site Disposal (Fixation)

Capping (Capping)
Criterja Assessment

Overall Protection of Human Health and _the Environment. 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, with
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.

00O

Compliance with ARARs. No Action would not comply with Federal
and State ARARs. Capping of soils would not address groundwater
protection ARARs. Off~-site Disposal and Fixation could be
implemented to comply with ARARs.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility. or Volume (TMV). No Action

would not achieve a TMV reduction. Capping would reduce surface
mobility, but not groundwater mobility. Off-site Disposal and
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TABLE 8-8
REMEDY SELECTION SUMMARY

Alternative Selection Assessment
Surface Soils Contaminated with Inorganics Only

No Action

Excavation and
Off-site Disposal

Excavation,
Fixation and On-
Site Disposal

Not protective

Does not comply with ARARS

No TMV reduction

Not acceptable to community or State

Protective

Complies with ARARs

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

Capping Not protective of groundwater
Does not comply with groundwater ARARs
No long-term effectiveness
Higher cost than Fixation
Not acceptable to community or State
Near Surface Soils Contaminated with Orqanics Only
No Action Not protective

Excavation and
Off-site Disposal

BAXROD.8-8

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 community

State would prefer on-site treatwment



TABLE 8-8

REMEDY SELECTION SUMMARY (cont.)

Alternative Selection Assessment
Excavation, Protective
Bioremediation, Complies with ARARSs
and On-site Significant TMV reduction
Disposal Cost effective

Excavation and

Acceptable to community and State

Protective

off-site Complies with ARARs
Incineration Significant TMV reduction

Highest cost

Acceptable to community and State
Surface Soils Contaminated with Inordganics and Organics
No Action Not protective

Excavation and
Off-site Disposal

Excavation,
Bioremediation,
and Onsite
Disposal

Excavation and
Off-gite
Incineration and
Disposal

Capping

BAXROD.8-8

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 TMV reduction

Not cost effective

Not acceptable to community or State

8=-20



TABLE 8-8
REMEDY SELECTION SUMMARY (cont.)

Alternative Selection Assessment
Groundwater and Subsurface Soils Contaminated with Creosote and
Groundwater Contaminated with Inorganics
No Action Not protective

Does not comply with ARARs

No TMV reduction

Not effective

Not acceptable to community or State
Groundwater Protective
Extraction, Complies with ARARS
Biological Significant TMV reduc’ ion
Treatment, Cost effective
Chemical Acceptable to community and State
Treatment
Groundwater Protective
Extraction, Complies with ARARs
UV/GAC Treatment, Significant TMV reduction
Chemical Higher cost
Treatment Acceptable to community and State

ey
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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-tern Effectiveness and Permanence. 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 n: cessary.

Inplementability. 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 Digposal 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 Rationale

EPA has selected Excavation, Fixation, and on-Site Disposal 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

Alternatives Assessed

o No Action (No Action)

o Excavation and Off-Site Disposal (0Off-site Disposal)

o Excavation, Bilioremediation, and On-Site Disposal
(Bioremediation)

o Excavation and Off-Site Incineration (Incineration)

Criteria Assessment

Overall Protection of Human alth _and the Environment. 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 ARARsS. No Action would not comply with ARARs.
The remaining alternatives could be implemented to comply with
ARARSs.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume (TMV), 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 alternatives could be
implemented to be protective of workers and the comwmunity during
implementation.

Long-term Effectjveness and Permanence. No Action would not

achieve any long-term effectiveness. Long-term effectiveness of
Off-Site Disposal would 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 the least expensive of the action
alternatives at §$7.4 million. Off-site Disposal is estimated at
$11.2 million and Incineration would be the most expensive
alternative at $39.2 million.

ity Acceptance. 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 Selection Rationale

All of the action alternatives would be protective, effective,
and implementable. Bioremediation and Incineration offer greater
effectiveness and permanence through a significant reduction in
T™MV. Implementability 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 CONTAMINATED WITH INORGANICS AND ORGANICS

Alternatives Assessed

o No Action (No Action)

o Excavation and Off-site Disposal (0ff-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 Protection of Human Health and the Environment. No
Action would not be protective. O0ff-site Disposal would transfer
the risk to another facility. Degree of protectiveness would be
dependent on treatment (if any) and integrity of the disposal
facility. Bioremediation/Fixation 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 groundwater.

compliance with ARARs, No Action would not comply with ARARs.
Off~site Disposal, Bioremediation/Fixation, and Incineration
could be implemented to address ARARs. (Capping would not address
groundwater protectlion ARARs.

Reduction in Toxjicity, Mobility ox Volume (TMV). No Action would

not result in any TMV reduction. Off-site 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 mobility of inorganics. Volunme
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
contarinated with organics.

Short-term_Effectiveness., The action alternatives could be
implemented to be protective of workers and the community during

remedial action.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence. 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. Bioremediation/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 degtroy the organic fraction but the riske afforded by the
inorganics would be transferred to another facility. Long-term
maintenance of the cap would be necessary to provide surface
protection. Groundwater would continue to be affected in the
long-term under the Capping alternative.

Inplementability. All of the action alternatives appear to be
implementable. Capacities of the off-site landfill to receive
the wastes or the off-site incinerator to treat the waste could
affect implementation schedule. Groundwater pxotection 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 THV
reduction and protectiveness when compared to Capping., Off-site
Disposal would cost $10.9 million while Incineration is estimated
at $32.2 million.

Community Acceptance., No Action and Capping would not be
acceptable to the community. All of the action alternatives
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 CONTAMINATED WITH
CREOSOTE AND GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATED WITH ARSENIC

Alternatives Assessed

o No Action (No Action)

o Groundwater Extraction, Biological Treatment of Organics,
Chemical Treatment of Inorganics (Biological Treatment)

0 Groundwater Extraction, UV or Carbon Treatment of Organics,
Chemical Treatment of Inorganics (UV or GAC Treatment)

Criteria Assessment
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Envireonment., 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 c¢. 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 ARARsS. 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, Mobility, or Volume, 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.

- \A S Bilological Treatment and UV or GAC
Treatment could be implemented to be protective of workers and
the community during implementation.

Lona~Term Effectiveness. Biological Treatment and UV or GAC
Treatment would provide significant long~term effectiveness
through extraction, removal, destruction of contaminants and
long-term containment of residuals.

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.

Comprunity 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 alternative would be acceptable to the
State if discharge limitations met ARARs and no direct discharge
to surface waters were allowed.

Remedy Selection Rationale

EPA has selected Groundwater Extraction, Biological Treatment of
Organics, Chemical Treatment of Inorganics as the remedy for
groundwater because existing data show it to be effective in
reducing contaminant levels to health standards and it is less
costly than the UV or GAC alternatives. F"A does recognize,
however, the Biological Treatment altexrnative may have to be
combined with a UV/0Ozone or GAC polishing treatment to provide
additional assurance of effectiveness and protectiveness.

8.5.5 SURFACE WATERS

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 subsecquent 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 inorganlc&, 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 107 or
greater risk level, or background (non-detect) levels where
achievable for organics and inorganics in water. Rﬁmedles for
organics and inorganics in soils will address a 1 x 10°° or
greater risk, level non-detection, health-based or other
regulatory standards.

9.1 REMEDY FOR SOJLS CONTAMINATED WITH INORGANICS

REMEDY DESCRIPTTON

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 Dlemented, 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 criteria 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 and
prepared to accept the fixed soil mixture. If the stabilized
s0il mass is intended to provide a base for wood treatment
operations, the design could include structural and stability
considerations. 1Included 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 ppmn,
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 2,508 ppn,
and zinc 5,00f) ppm. Deed restrictions will be required for all
areas wherg‘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 (l.e., 8 ppm for arsenic). Because the
contaminants are commingled, this remedy will also remove the low
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
contaninants will be excavated to the California Title 22 TTLC
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 will 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 RATIONALE

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 aa alternative
technology or resource recovery to the maximum extent
practicable. cost for the technology is lower 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 reduces 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 information
obtained during the remedial investigation and on a caraeful
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 recuired to determine
the effectiveness of this remedy and to verify achievement of
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cleanup levels. Long-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 pregram will be
defined more precisely during the RD/RA phase.

ARARs

The selected remedy will 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 ARARs 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 TTLC levels for chromium, copper and zinc.
The soil will be treated to reduce leachability of arsenic and
chromium to 5 ppm (leachate), which reprecents 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 disposal
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 RCRA~characteristic waste
as long as leachability of the fixed soil meets the treatment
standards.

9.2 REMEDY FOR SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH ORGANICS
EME DE ON

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 nonitor 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 which 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 irrigated 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 c¢reosote contaminated
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, surface
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 treatment as
the principal element that will significantly reduce toxicity,
mobility, or volume of contaminated media, and is readily
implementable. It is protective of human health and the

BAXRODF.9 94



environment, complies with federal and State ARARs, 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. There are no promulgated
treatment standards for soils contaminated with creosote
compounds. Soil will be excavated to a 0.5 ppm carcinogenic PaH
soil level which represents the 1 x 10° risk level and also the
analytical detection limit. EPA has determined that excavation
to this level is readily achievable. EPA is proposing to treat
the soil to reduce leachability of creosote compounds to a 5 ppb
leachate concentration (detection limit) for carcinogenic PAHs
and 0.150 ppm for non-carcinogenic PAHs. This level is based on
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 will be treated to reduce
total and leachable creosote concentrations to levels addressed
in 40 CFR 268, although these levels are not specifically ARARs
for the source of contamination. Once the solls are treated and
leachate controlled, all substantive requirements of RCRA will be
addressead.
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9.3 REMEDY FOR SOQILS CONTAMINATED WITH BOTH INORGANICS AND
QRGANICS

REMEDY DESCRIPTION

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
inorganice 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 element that significantly and permanently reduces the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances. It is
protective of human 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 orxrganic contamination above
the clean-up standards. Maintenance and monitoring at the
disposal cells including leachate collection, and lysimeter and
groundwater monitoring will be required to ensure protectiveness
of the remedy.

ARARs

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" 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. FEPA believes that these levels are achievable
using biological treatment. The bioclogically 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 TCLP
levels for these contaminants. Leachate levels for PAHs 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 will 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 REMEDY FOR CONTAMINATED_ GROUNDWATER
REMEDY DESCRIPTION

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 formed 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 may 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 will 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 log-
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 RWQCB
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 ppqg for
both). The clean-up goals for dioxins and furans are 2 ppg, but
this level cannot be detected with today's analytical methods.
For benzene and carcinogenic PAHs, 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 PAHs). For
arsenic, the clean-up standard of 5 ppb reflects the 1 x 10
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 contamine .ed water will be
treated per day with this remedy. Remedial objectives will be
achieved in approximately 30 years. Capital costs have bheen
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 (i.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 effectiveness,
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 ARARs, 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 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
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 (0&M)
activities, institutional and engineering controls, and their
costs will be recuired. Such requirements and a specific
monitoring program will be defined precisely as the Consent
Decree is developed.

ARARS

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

The groundwater remediation and treatment standards selected for
the groundwater remedy are presented in Table 4-1. 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 MCIG has been set at a level of zero, then the federal
MCLs, where promulgated, or the 1 x 10% to 1 x 10°¢ 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 leXlnS, the
treatment standard represents the 1 x 10 to 1 x 10™® risk range
for these contaminants. For carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic
PAHs, 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 groundwater 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 CONCLUSIO

All remedies identified in this Record of Decision will reduce
the residual risk for each contaminant in soil, sedlmenL and
groundwater at the site to the 1 x 10 to 1 x 10 risk range.
The greatest residual risk will relate to the background
concentragion of arsenic in soil and groundwater which reflects a
1 x 107° 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® when possible (if background levels of chemicals do
not exceed this risk level), which is within the 10"% to 10°¢ risk
range. Risks from non-carcinogens will be reduced to hagzard
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 wWater Act MCLs and the
California DHS Applied Action Levels for « rinking water.

The remedies for contaminated soil will comply with the RCRA Land
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 107,

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 review
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
s0il 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 bhe 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 ccitaminants.

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

10.2 SOILS 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 biloremediation.
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10.3 SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH ORGANICS AND INORGANICS

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

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 toxicity, 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 available 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 the same risk reduction benefits as the
proposed remedy. Treatment with activated carbon has the

BROD10 10-3



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 PAHs 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 TTLC waste designation
levels for these elements. The revised standard for carcinogenic
PAHs of 0.5 ppm represents the 1 x 10°® 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 PAHs 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 STLC 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° risk level. The groundwater standard for
carcinogenic PAHg has been revised to 5 ppb, which also reflects
the practical gquantification limit for PAHs,

Finally, EPA has eliminated direct discharge to surface water as
a disposal option for treated groundwater.
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S8UMMARY 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 Goals =~ Ratijonale for 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 state 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, chromium, 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 chromiunm,
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 exception 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 organic
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
vater 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 Assesgment - Alternatjive Methods Proposed

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 Discharge - Impacts to Beaughton 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 option
and will not be including at a part of the final remedy. EPA's
disposal options for the treated groundwater are process water
use, evaporation/percolation ponds, and reinjection into the
contaminated portion of the plume.
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Long-term Manadgement of Treated Wastes -~ Why is This Necessary?

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 sgelected
treatment for the soils, which is fixation or solidification
through mixing with 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 solls should not be disturbed
or used for othesr purposes. Therefore long-term management will
be required. The most contaminated soile 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 Achleve and Maintain Clean-up Goals using
the Technologjes Ydentified?

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 Proposal?

EPA has performed extensive soils sampling in all areas around
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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Open?

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 determine 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 bhe
treated with minimal effects on plant operations. Only the
renedy of subsurface soils below and next to the plant structures
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 BSUMMARY

The Prcposed 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.
Oon May 7, 1990, EPA briefed citizens of the City of Weed on EPA's
Proposed Plan at a public meeting.

During the public comment period, EPA received comments 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 pertaining to elements of the
Proposed Plan and EPA's responses to the comments are summarized
below.

A. COMMENTS8 FROM COMMUNITY MEMBERS

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 wildlife. 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 treatment.

2. Response:

The treatment remedy for soils contaminated with arsenic and
other inorganics does not remove the contaminants, but binds them
into a solid mass which prevents the contaminants from being
washed or blown 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 solls 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 solils 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 containment cell so that wind erosion is not
possible. Baxter would be required to reconstruct the property
80 that release of contaminated dusts would not be possible. In
recognition of the current duat problem, EPA is considering
spraying the contaminated site solls 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. ILove 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. Comnment:
What is the long=-term management of the treated and fixed soils?
2. Response:

EPA proposes to place the treated soils into 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 soils. EPA, in
coordination with State and local authorities, will require
institutional controls (such as deed restrictions) 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 effective in containing the contaminants. Long-term
management will be necessary as long as the treated and yixed
soils remain at the site.
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commentor: Kencli 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 cooperate and to comply with
clean-up orders should have been included in the Feasibility
Study (FS) and Proposed Plan.

1. Response:

A discussion on the regulatory history for the site was included
in the Remedial Investigation 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 morxe recent
remedial studies and efforts. CERCLA rquires that all
potentially responsible parties (PRPs) 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 orders and
Baxter will be required to meet its obligations or face a Federal
lawsuit under the Superfund law.

2. Comment:
EPA should take over responsibility for cleanup from Basxter.
2. Response:

Baxter, IP, and Roseburg have all shown good faith 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 policy 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 penalties provided in the Consent Decree are
designed to prevent the potentially responsible parties frow
delaying or hindering the clean-up vrocess. 'The Congent Decree
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will require the site remedies to be implemented in a manner that
is protective of public health and the envircnment.

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 o minimize the
risks posed by these releases to the local community. The
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 soil 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 offsite
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 paxrt 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 Scheol is hydrologically upgradient from the site.
Therefore, groundwater and surface water f£rom the high school
flow towards the site area. Prevailing winds at the site flow
parallel to the high 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 the 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 regarding synergistic health effects of multi-
contaminant exposures are currently in the early stages of
analyses and quite inconclusive. 1In selection of clean~up levels
to background concentrations for carcinogens, EPA has effectively
addressed potential synergistic effects foxr 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 wag the 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 soil
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 investigate 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 ceonsider 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 "background 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 c¢leanup 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. Comnent:

Cleanup of pentachlorophenol, dioxins, and carcinogenic
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) 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 human health and the
environment and further reduction is not warranted. For solls
clean up to background for arsenic and the 1 x 10" risk level
for carcinogenic PAHs has been chosen. For water, cleanup will
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be performed to 5 ppb for arsenic (1 x 10°° risk level) and non-
detect levels for all organics.

12. Comment:

The effectiveness of the fixation 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 long-
term durability and stability of pozzolins are well known.
Treatability tests using cement as the binding agent showed that
the inorganics were immobilized in the fixed mass. Therefore
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 fixation 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 opportunities for failure or "glitches".

The area selected for the fixed soll storage will 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/0Ozone
treatment is proposed.
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13. Response:

The FS contained results of treatability studies for this site
which showed that bioclogical treatment could be effective 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 polishiny step using activated carbon or
UV/ozone to achieve the final treatment levels to remove or
destroy residual organic contaminants. EPA would prefer to usse
UV/ozone as the polishing step because it does not involve
handling or disposal of large quantities of wastes as is required
for activated carbon. EPA also considered using UV/ozZone as the
primary treatment technology, but it is mc 'e 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
goil can only be processed in small batches (e.g., 1 cubic yard).
Due to the large cuantities of so0il 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 so0il 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 ongoing monitoring which requires cooperation of the parties
involved in site cleanup. Alternative cleanup technologiles 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-of-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 S5-year review 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 (Xlamath Forest Alliance)
Date: none provided

1. Comment:
The Proposed Plan indicated off-site contamination. Off-gite

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 soll 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 below EPA's 1 x 10°® 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 levels near the analytica’ detection limits for
carcinogenic PAHs and dloxins. Arsenic, carcinogenic PAHs, 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 PAHs to background levels or near
detection limits will also remove all site contaminants to near
background levels. For groundwater contaminants, EPA has
proposed clean-up levels as close to background as possible 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 limits.
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 nmet.

3. Comment:

Dangerous chemicals should not be discharged to surface watexr.
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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 site risks are
available in the site's information repogitories located at the
College of the Siskiyous and at the Weed Library.

5. Comment:

An information repository 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 wWeed and San Francisco.
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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 are 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. Renoval
of the subsurface contaminants can be enhanced through the
injection of flushing agents that detach the contaminants from
the soils and allow 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 ppk). 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 background.
EPA will require treatment of extracted groundwater to those
levels achievable using the best available demonstrated
technologies and will require the potentially responsible parties
to modify the treatment plant as necessary to achieve lavels
expressed in EPA's standards. EPA is confident 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. For the Baxter site, leachate tests
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 within 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 relatively 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
guantities of the leachate for it to be harmful. Forxr 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 will be directed in pipes either back
onto the surface of the seoil treatment area or inte the water
treatment plant. EPA does not intend to allow the leachate to
reach or affect groundwater or surface water.

* & &
B, COMMENTES FROM BTATE RGENCIES

Commentoxr: 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 CFR 300.400(qg) (4))
states, "Only those state standards that are promulgated, are
identified by the state in a timely manner, and are more
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 ARAR if "the
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 CFR
300.430(£) (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 provisions 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-term and long-term protection of
the environment and public health and hence perform the sanme
function as, and are substantially parallel to, the State's
requirements under CEQA.

Since EPA has found that CERCLA, the NCP, and other federal
requirements are no less stringent than the reguirements 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 £ the remedial action
to clarify further environmental review and mitigation
requirements and ensure that they are fulfilled.

EPA has performed a thorough evaluation of Proposition 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 68
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 107 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°%) 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 in the
regulation. This paragraph states, ¥“Nothing in this article
shall preclude a person from using evidence, standards, risk
assegsment methodologies, principles, assumptions oxr levels not
described in this article to establish that a level of exposure
to a listed chemical poses no significant risk®. EPA has
performed a risk assessment meeting the requirements of CCR Title
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22, Section 12721, and has determined that EPA's standards pose
"No Significant Risk" as intended under this regulation.

EPA's identification of an alternative standard is also supported
by Proposition 65 Title 22 regulations. Section 12703, paragraph
(b) states,

For chemicals assessed in accordance with this section, the
risk level which represents no significant risk shall be one
which is calculated to result in one excess case of cancer
in an exposed population of 100,000, assuming lifetime

exposure at the level in question, gxggggm_ngggmguggg

(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:

Whenever a person otherwise responsible for the discharge ox
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 wvater 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 goal to return the site agquifer to its
greatest beneficial use and to reduce the residual risk at the
site to background levels. All discharges from the site 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 68
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 cleanup
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 first® remedial program that will address
current health threats as a priority. This should involve
removal of contaminated soils and 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. EPA 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.

Commentor: 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 Faderal
Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQ() are not ARARs for the sita.

1. Response:

EPA has reviewed this issue and, based on ARAR selaction criteria
presented in the NCP, concurs that the Federal Ambient Water
Quality Criteria could be used as ARARs 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 being enforced consistently throughout the
North Coast region.

2. Response:

Based on a review of the information provided by NCRWQCB and
criteria presented in the NCP for identification and use of
ARARs, EPA's assessment of Proposition 65 remailns 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 Noxth
Coast region, such as the Baxter site, where the NCRWQCB is
prohibiting discharge of treated effluent. 1In the second
Louisiana~Pacific case (Complaint No. 89-103), the only standard
identified is 50 micrograms per liter, the MCL 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 pi :date the Act.
Contaminated runoff containing Propogition 65 chemicals can still
be detected in surface water flowing from the Baxter property.
The Roseburg water treatment system was not designed orx
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 assoclated
with the site, except 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 POTW as a disposal
option. Discharge 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 fror 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 discharge to Beaughton Creek. EPA stated
such in the FS Report. EPA will consider all other viable
disposal options before requesting 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 guldance 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 Proposi“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 bhackground level
for the site. The Regional Board requests that CCR Title 22 TrLC
and STLC tests be performed on soil containing pentachlorophenocl,
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 TTLC/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, EPA will use 8 ppm or background as the
excavation standard, and the TTLC/STLC criteria as treatment
standards.
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any sample fails either test, the solil 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 PAH) concentrations. Through excavation
and removal of arsenic to background and carcinogenic PAHs to
less than 1 ppm, essentially all of the site chromium and
pentachlerophenol will also be removed for treatment. Should
elevated chromium and pentachlorophenol be detected at a site
location without elevated arsenic or PAHs, EPA will use the
TTLC/STIC criteria to assess the need for removal and treatment.

The TTLC criteria for chromium (2,500 ppm for chromium (XII) 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 soil is consistent with the definition of "no
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.
bata from the RI report show chromium in seoils 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 that of arsenic, the average groundwater concentration
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 94% 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 plune.
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 standaxds 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 limitsg (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 the comment. The Consent Decree will contain
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
Gane)
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. LEPA does not
propose to remove contaminated sediments from Beaughton 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 UV/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.

% & &

€. COMMENTS BY THE RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

Commentor: J. Morgan III (J.H. Baxter & Company)
pate: June 21, 1990

1. Comment:

Baxter notes that Ammoniacal Copper Arsenate ({ 8
added in the Feasibility Study Report to the list of
preservatives formerly used at the plant.

1. Response:

Ccomment noted.

2. Comment:

Baxter notes that one of the retorts is used for ACZA and D-~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
sponsoring the bioremediation pilot study, the pump and treat
study, and the current monitoring program.

3. Response:

Comment noted.
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4. Comment:

Baxter states that the direct discharge referred to on page 1«22
of the FS8 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 wvaults 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 & Assoclates to perform field work at the site.

5. Response:

Comment noted.

6. Comment:

Baxter questions the approach used by EPA that incorporates TCDD~
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 2,3,7,8-TCDD form being the most 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 TCDD equivalency
risk determination is standard practice for all sites where
dioxins are detected, regardless of whether TCDD 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 pavt 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
g80oils will be removed.

7. Response:

The biological treatment process will effectively destroy the
"lighter weight" creosote compounds (i.~., non-~carcinogenic
PAHs), but these compounds are actually the less toxic of the
components of creosote. The higher molecular weight PAHg, 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 PAHs is the reason EPA is considering
long-term management of the treated soil residuals in a
controlled land unit.

8. Comment:

Baxter has serious 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 structures 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: ChemRisk (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 ARARS 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 23
The scenarios used in this Endangerment Assessment wvere based on
guidance for conducting endangerment assessments avallable at the

time of development and are therefore consistent with EPA's
endangerment assessment process.

Comnent 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 building 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 disagrees with EPA's approach used to assess toxicity of
PAHs 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 remediatlon
projects 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). Therefore 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 Roseburg's french drain water treatment unit and Baxter's
partial surface water 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 agsess 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-inch ditch and berm, controlling runoff on 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 Endangerment 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 fugitive dust modeling perfoimed for
the Endangerment Assessment.

7. Response:

EPA's endangerment assessment methodology allows the use of the
most toxic form of a chemical (e.g., chromium VI instead of
chromium IXI) when data are not available to adequately determine
the form of the chemical in the environment. The modeling
performed by ChemRisk, although 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 geometric 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 exposures. ChemRisk calculatad geometric mean
concentrations which can frequently produce much lower values
than arithmetic mean concentrations. EPA's gulidance allows for
use of geometric mean values only when the strength of site-
specific data indicates that the data are best described by a
log-normal distribution.
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Commentor: D. Kerschner (Beazer Environmental 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 with the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). 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 PAH fraction of creosote.
For arsenic, the background soil concent ration of 8 ppm and
groundwater concentration of 5 ppb (analytical cquantification
limit) represent the 1 x 103 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 107 risk level. However, for
carcinogenic PAHs 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" to 1 x 10"® for carcinogens. In addition,
arsenic and carcinogenic PAHs are commingled with all other site
contaminants. Removal and treatment of arsenic and carcinogenic
PAHs 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 PAHs, 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 release 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. Conmment:

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. Comnent:

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 also
improve the ability to meet the PAH goals. 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 IIX
groundwater or dgroundwater which is unlikely to be used in the
foreseeable futurg)®. 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 tine.
EPA will review the effectiveness of the selected remedies when
EPA performs its S-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., so0il flushing), or plume control through additional
pumping. EPA will implemen* such measures as necessary to allow
achievement of the goals. The NCP section referenced by the
conmentor 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.taminated 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 plune 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 wood treatment
property. Therefore, capping would not be protective of
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FIQURE 2.3

INTERPRETED EXTENT OF TOTAL ARSENKC
DECEMBER 1980

Source

Quarterly Report Jd.H. Baxter/Roseburg/Intgfaatiqnal Paper Facility Prepared for

Guarteriy Monitoring Report Weed, California J.H. Baxter end Company
Fourth Qu-rter, 19x9 - ) ' Weed, C.lifornia



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 gubstantive requirements of RCRA will be
met for this alternative, not the gpecific requirements. The
proposed remedy includes the substantive requirements of RCRA
throughout such as site monitoring, decontamination, closure
plans, closure notifications, post-closure monitoring, etc. as
integral parts of the overall remedy. EPA is not required to
duplicate or perform the RCRA 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
RCRA 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 RCRA treatment
standards, a liner 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 perrormed by IP and Mississippl State University on

bioremediation of soil and groundwater have produced results
indicating that the remedies will be feasible.

7. Comment:

Remedial Investigation Report: Near surface soll samples (i.e.,
samples of the 1 to 5 foot interval) should not have baeen
collacted with a hand auger due to the problem of surface soil
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falling intc the sample hole and contaminating the near surface
sanple.

7. Response:
To collect near surface samples EPA first augerad down to the top
of the sample interval using a 4-inch hand auger. The actual

sample was collected with a separate J-inch auwger with sufficient
care to prevent material from above from affecting the sample.

8. Comment:

RI Report: The use of chloride as & 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, Comnent:

RI Report: FEPA did 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 variabillity in chemical
analyses and background levels.

10. Comment:

RI Report: Beazer disagraees that methylene chloride and bisg-2-
ethylhexyl phthalate are contaninants for the site.

10. Response:

Neither of these chemicals are chemicals of concern for the site.
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11. Comment:

RI Report: Beazer states that PAHs 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 Assessnent: Beazer makes several comments 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 cumbersone.
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14. Resy nse:

Baxter presently has a 500,000 gallon tank for storage of
contaminated runoff., This storage will be augmented 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 MCL
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% risk level as
determined by the Endangerment Assessment for this site. The 1
ppb level for benzene reflects the California MCIL, an ARAR,
california MCLs are established at the 1 x 10°% 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 CFR 268 and in California Title 22 waste
determination regulations.
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17. cComment:

EPA uses the terms "goalg", "requirements, and "standards® when
referring to remedial clean~-up levels for the site.

17. Response:

EPA will use the term "standards" when referring to clean-up
levels in all future documents related to this site.

% %
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223 12/02/83 J. Hakao, CA DOHS C. HclLaughlin, CA Ltr: Yesnsmittel of Corrected 2

DOHS

Results for Totol Hetsls Yor HML
8594, J. H, Baxtor, Meed, €A
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Heed, CA
220 03/13/84 B. Parsons, CA DOHS D. Williams, J. H. Ler: Transmittsl of Semple 25
Baxter & Co. Results from 1-4 Nov., 1983
Inspection
173 04701784 Woodward-Clyde Rpt: Preliminary Investigation 3
Consultants of J. H. Baxter Weed Plant
190 04/01/84 CA DOHS Evaluntion of Organic Chemical 10
Contaminants in the Grounduwster
Supply for the City of Weed, €A
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192 04/13/84 B. Parsons, CA DOHS A. Shah, CA DOHS Memo: Transmittal of Final 5
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Analysis
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\ioodward-Clyde Baxter & Co. the Baxter Propurty
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County of Siskiyou Proparty
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200 03/20/85 4. H. Baxter & Co. Samples Collected at the J, H. 12
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!
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209 06/21/85 J. Hauley, CH2® HILL J. Chaney, North apt:  Sample Analysis of Weter, 1
Coast Labs for North Coast Labs
) 07/05/85 J. Killingsworth, J. Testimony of Frank Salzler 0
V. Killingsworth &
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217 07/15/85 R. HeJdunkin, CA DONS Rpt: Laboratory feport for ¥
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205 12/01/85 J. H, Baxter & Co. Samoling/Analysis Data, french 25
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Repion IX Wood Treating Plant, Heed, CA
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133 02712786 Sweet, Eduards and Roseburg Forest Rpt: Weed Facility Status 325
’ Assoc,, Inc. Products Report
166 03710786 C. Von Bargen, M. C. Flippo, L. Nash, Memo: Review of the J. H. 17
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Region IX conduct the RI/FS, meeting
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comments on R1/FS workplan,
, 5 07/21/86 J. Morgen 111, J4. K. J. Wactor, EPA Ltr: Description of proposed 3
: Baxter Region 1IX fencing, fencing spece sttached
167 07/26/86 1. Erler, K/3/C L. Nosh, EPA Region Plan: Sampling and Anolysis 6
IX Plan for Selected Beneficial Use
j Wells in Vicinity of BIPR Site,
. Weed, CA (K/J/C 6090)
159 08/14/856 C. Lichens, E & E, L. Nash, EPA Region Memo: Preliminary Angel Vslley 3
Inc. IX Sampling, Field Oversight
é 08728786 H. Seraydarian, and J. Morgan I1l, J. H, Adninistrative Order on consent 8
J. Mactor, EPA Baxter under CERCLA
Region IX
7 09703786 J. Hactor, EPA S. Goldberg, Steptoe Ltr: Transmittel of J. H. i
Region I & Johnson, and J. Baxter and Rogeburg Forest
Gould, SLCBAY Products fence Consent Order
8 09/08/86 J. Gould, SLCBAY J. Wactor, EPA Ltr: Comnents on fencing order, 2
Region 1X signature of concurrence on
changes
175 09/15/86 Y. Erler, R. Cosians, L. Nash, EPA Region Rpt: Monthly Progress Report 26

K/J/C

1X

Regarding Activities Performed
in Vicinity of 81PR Site, Uead,
CA
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[ 10/09/86 J. Wactor, EPA S. Goldberg, Steptoe Ler: Change from wood to metal 1
Region IX & Johnson fencing
203 10/17/86 M. Blomme, Roseburg cwocs Rpt: Honitoring Reports by 27
FPC Roscburg FPC
218 10/28/86 B. Flock, J. H. T. Shepard Notes: Baxter Permit 18771 218 4
Baxter & Co. Request for Stotement to “Site
Specific Sofl Problems®
206 01/05/87 D. witliams, J. H. F. Reichmuth, Memo: Water Sampling Program 36
Baxter & Co. CWaCB-NCR 824142 (5/2/86-1/9/87)
134 01/13/87 S. Warner, CRWOCB L. Mash, EPA Region Ltr: Commencement of field work 1
1X at Weed site, time frame for the
RI/FS and site mitigation
135 01/23/87 J. Wondolleck, COM EPA Region IX Plan: Work Plan for RI/FS at 278
B8/1P/R site, Meed, CA, Vol, !
(technical)
124 02/01/87 EPA Region IX Residents, Weed, CA Fact Sheat on Release of Hork 6
Plan outline to the public
136 02/19/87 J. Grove 1V, EPA F. Reichmsth, CRWOCB ttr: Tronsmittal of Finatl 2
Region IX versgion of RI/FS Work Plan for
B8/1P/R site
137 02/19/87 J. Zelikson, EPA Y. tandis, CA DOHS Ltr: Transmittal of final 2
Region IX Version of R1/FS Mork Plen for
B/IP/R site
138 02/19/87 EPA Region IX €. Goggin, State Ltr: Notification of a Proposed 2
Clearinghouse Superfund Project
143 02723/87 office of Governor, L. Nash, EPA Region Acknowledgement, State of 1
State Clearinghouse [} Calffornia, Project Notification
and Review System, Office of the
Governor
139 03/04/87 K. Black, COM EPA Region IX Plan: Sampling arxd Annlysis [}

Plan for R1/FS B/1P/R site,
Weed, CA (final)
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140 03/05/87 P. Harshall, CA DOHS L. ¥ash, EPA Region Ltr: Comments on “Work Plan for i
IX R1/FS for @/1P/R Site (Jen. 23,
87)0]
141 03/06/87 CA ARB L. Mash, EPA Region Ltr: Recommendations on the 1
1X Proposed Superfund Project: J.
H. Baxter
142 03/06/87 N. Botts, CDH EPA Region IX Plan: Quality Assurance Project 50
Plan for RI/FS B/IP/R site,
Weed, CA
198 03712/87 M. Blomme, Roseburg cwace Rpt: Monitoring Reports with 7
FPC Bloassay’s by RFPC
101 03/26/87 J. Easton, CRWOCB All Regional Board Memo: Procedurss to comdly with [
Executive Officers, the “cease discharge®
CA WoC8 requirement in the Toxic Pits
Cleanup Act (TPCA)
144 03/26/87 J. Parnell, CA DOFG G. Van Vieck, Memo: Contamination in 1
Regources Agency Beaughton Creek end the affected
Aquatic Resources by the J. N,
Baxter Site
145 046/01/87 COM EPA Region IX Rpt: B8/1P/R Field Report for 30
the Groundwater and Surface
Hater Sanpling and Analysis
Program - April 87
146 046701/87 H. Richards, CON L. Nash and M, pPlan: Cowmunity Relations Plan 30
Burke, EPA Region IX 8/1P/R site, Heed, CA « April 87
147 04/20/87 H. Cariyle, Jr., L. Nash, EPA Region Transmittal Sheet - Attached i
Office of Planning X comnents as the State Process
and Research Recommencdat i on
m 04730787 J. Morgen 11, J. H, H. Burke, EPA Region Ltr:  Comments on the Community 3
Baxter 1X fletations Plen for tha J. H.
Baxter/1P/Roseburg Site in Meed,
CA
149 05/08/87 K. Blaock, COM EPA Region IX Plan: Surface Soils Sewpling

and Anzlysis Plen for RIZFS
B/IP/R site, Meed, CA

150



Page Mo. 9
12/27/88
J.H, Baxter Supcrfund Site
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IMDEX
Part | of 11
poc. # DATE FROM/ORGAHIZ. TO/0RGANT2, DESCRIPTJON/SUBJECT PAGES
150 05/11/87 F. Refchmuth, CRWQCB J. Grove 1V, EPA Ltr: Comnents regerding State 3
Region IX Toxics Cleanup Act, as applies
to the Meed site
148 05/19/87 COM EPA Region IX Rpt: Field Report for May 87 14
Surface Soil Sampling st the
R/IP/R site, Weed, CA .
110 05/22/87 L. Nash, EPA Region H. Burke, EPA Region Hemo: Response to conments 2
IX 134 submitted by J. Morgen, J. H.
Baxter & Co., on the B/1P/R
Conmunity Relations Plan
151 05/22/87 S. Warner, CRUOCB L. Nash, EPA Region Ltr: Review of Semple F
X Description for bore hole
dritling from QAPP
152 06/09/87 COM EPA Region IX June 87 Surface Hater/Sediment 85
Sempling and Analysis Plan for
RI/FS B/IP/R site Veed, CA
153 06/12/87 L. Levenson, EPA S. Warner, CRWQCB ROC: Suwnary of Treatability |
Region IX Study, meeting
154 06/15/87 R. Olsen and J. J. Nordolleck, EPA Memo: 8/1P/8 site Treotabitity 6
Hopkins, COHM Region 1X Studies for Surface and
Groundwaters
128 06/18/87 CON EPA Region IX Field Report for Juna 1987 13
Surtace Mater/Stresm Sediment
Sampling at the
Baxter/1P/Roseburg Site, Heed,
[
163 06/18/87 R. Crooks, CA DOHS EPA Region IX Rpt: Inspection Report 26
RCRA Major/Generator Inspection
164 06/18/87 R. Crooks, CA DOHS Rpt: Hazardous Haste Mansgement 2
Report
Interview of Darretl Williams
162 06722787 R. Crooks, CA DOWHS Rpt: Haxerdous Waste 6

Surveitlsnce and Enforcement
Report
4. H, Baxter & Co.



Fage Mo, 0
12727788
J.H. Baxter Superfund Site
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Part | of i1l
poC. # DATE FROM/ORGAN]2, TO/ORGANTZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECY PAGES
155 06/25/67  cDM L. Levenson, EPA Rpt: Ammendment to Approved 185
Region IX OAPP for RI/FS Air Investigation
8/1P/R Weed, CA
104 07/02/87 L. Hogg, CA DOHS L. tevenson, EPA Ltr: Transmittal of 1985 Part A 5
Region 1¥ from §. H, Baxter & Co.
94 07/06/87 J. Zelikson, EPA L. Hope, J. H. Ltr: Request for "Information 2
Region X Baxter Regarding Potential Relesses
from Solid Waste Management
Unfts®
156 07/09/87 K. Blsck, COM EPA Region IX Rpt: Final July 87 Subsurface 250
Ssampl ing/Monitoring Well
Instatlation. Sempling Analysis
Plan for RI/FS
161 07/28/87 R. Crooks, CA DOHS Activity: Compliance Evaluastion 1
Ingpection ¢(CEl)
J. §, Baxter & Co.
123 08/07/87 J. Grove 1V, EPA F. Reichmuth, CRWOCH Ltre  Implementation of the 2
Region IX Toxic Pits Control Act (TPCA)
and Proposition 65 at the J. H.
Baxter Site
197 08/19/87 4. Houley, CHZM HILL H. Blommz, Roseburg Rpt: Water Honitoring Reports by 23
FPC CH2M Hill on Roseburg FPC
100 08/31/87 G. McGimnis, Lend J. Amin, 1P Co. A Laboratory ond Field i6
Treatment Growp, bemonstration Study for 1P Co.
HMiss. Forest Under cover letter Doc, #99
Products Util{zation dated 09/04/87
taboratory
105 09/03/87 J. Horgan I11, J. H. J. 2elikson, EPA Ltr: Refusal to Submit Solid [
Baxter & Co. Region 1X uvaste Mansgement Unit
Information
99 09/04/87 A. Holnar, L. Levenson, EPA Cover Letter for Document #100 16

Kennecly/denks/Chit to
n

Region IX

dated 08/31/87
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12/27/88
J.H. Baxter Superfund Site
ADHINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Part | of |I
poc. # DATE FROM/ORGAMI 2, TO/ORGAR1Z. DESCRIPTIOH/SUBJECT PAGES
98 09710787 S. Warner, CRWACB M. Blomme’, Roseburg Ltr: Request for plans 2
Forest Products and report concerning Yoxic
Pits Cleanup Act (TPCA)
195 09710787 O. Witliams, J. K. B. Witliams, J. H. HMemo: Water Sampling Progrem S0
Baxter & Co. Baxter & Co. 82-142, J. M. Baxter & Co.
129 09/16/87 CDH EPA Region IX Field Report for July 1987 14
Subsurface Sampling/Honitoring
Well Installation at the
Baxter/IP/Roseburyg Site
-
107 09/18/87 J. Wondo!leck L. Levenson, EPA Memo: Additional Soil Sampling 2
Region IX Heeds, J. H. Baxter Site
108 09718/87 K. Black L. Levenson, EPA Hemo:  Summary Field Activity ]
Region IX Report for Subsurface
" Sampl ing/Monitoring Well
Instatlation at the
Baxter/iP/Roseburg Site
i1 09/21/87 S. Warner, CRWQCB D. Milliams, J. H. Ltr: Honitoring Wells, and use 1
Baxter of Purge-water in Chemicol
Hakeup/Recycle System
122 09/21/87 $. Warner, CRWQCB L. Levenson, EPA Ltr:  Interim Response Heasure 2
Region IX with an "Operable Unit®, consent
orders, and Regional Board
orders
92 09/30/87 L. Levenson, EPA J. Morgan, J. H., Ltr: Use of tank to store )
Region IX Baxter purge-water
126 10/01/87 COM Field Report for October 1987 2%
Surfsce Water/Ground Water
Saempling ot the
Baxter/IP/Roseburg Site
102 10/08/87 S. Warner, CRWQCB F. Reichmuth, and B. Assessment of the Oct. 1, 1987, 32
Wolstoncroft, CRWOCB letter from Hayes, Re: Baxter
and Appticability of TPCA
127 10/08/87 COM EPA Region X Final - October 1987 Surface 120

€. s

Hater and Ground Water Ssopling
and Anatysis Plan for RIJFS
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12/27/88
J.H. Baxter Superfund Site
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Part | of 11
0oC. # DATE FROM/ORGAN]IZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES
o7 10709787 5. Warner, CRWAGCE N. Hayes, PM & § Ltr: Applicability of the Toxic 3
Pits Cleanup Act (TPCA) at the
Weed, CA, Plant
89 10/719/87 J. Allen, Ph.d., CA K. Takata, EPA Ltr: Transmittal of J. H. 39
DOHS Region 1X Baxter/IP Co./Roseburg Site -
ARAR'S
196 11/18/87 M, Blomme, Roseburg cwacs Ltr: Reports on Honitoring 8
FPC Status on Sarples & Binassys
96 11719787 S. Warner, CRNOCB €. Reichmuth, Spill of pyresote at the J. H. 4
CRWACB, and File, J. Baxter Company
H. Baxter
93 11/29/87 K. Black, J, EPA Region IX Aquifer Testing Program for (1)
Hondolleck, and M, RI/FS, Baxter/1P Co./Roschurg
Richards, COM Site
120 12/01/87 $. Warner, CREGCB L. Levenson, EPA Ltrs  Transmittal of 1
Region 1X self-monitoring Submittals from
J. H. Baxter and Roseburg
Facilities
1] 12/723/87 J. 2elikson, EPA J. Horgan, J. M. Ltr: Request to use tank for 4
Region IX Baxter storage of purge-uweter.
(w/attachment)
106 01/20/88 J. Wondol leck L. Levenson, EPA Memo:  Sampling end Anslyais %
Region IX Request for Growsiwoter, Surface
Uater and Soils Sanpling
125 02/01/88 COM Field Report for February 1988 &
Surface Water/Groundwater
Sampling at the
8axter/1P/Roseburg Site
119 02/02/68 ENTRIX, Inc. vadose 2one Characterization 6
Work Plan
95 02711788 0. Evans, CRWOCB M. Blonme!, Roseburg Ltr: Procedures end Precautions H

Forest Products

to be followed by Roseburg
Forest Products when releasing
contaminated gtormyater
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12/27/838
J.H. Baxter Superfund Site
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Part 1 of 11
poc. # DATE FROM/ORGANIZ . TO/ORGAN12Z. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGES
90 02/12/88 L. Levenson, EPA J. Morgan, J. H. ttr: EPA RL, J. M, Baxter [
Region IX Baxter Facility, Weed, CA (creosote)
soil borings end drum storage
of contaminated soil
117 02/17/88 L. Levenson, EPA G. Stacey, CA DOFG Ltr: Threatened or Endangered 1
Region IX Species at J. H. Baxter
Superfund Site, Weed, Siskiyou
County, CA
118 02/17/88 L. Levenson, EPA 0. Patawski, USFWS Ltr:  Threstened or Endangered ]
Region IX Species at J. H. Baxter
Superfund Site, Weed, Siskiyou
County, CA
116 02/19/88 L. Levenson, EPA P. Marshall, CA DONHS Ltr: ARAR’s et the J. H. 1
Region IX Baxter/1P/Roseburg Site
115 02/20/88 H. Blomne!, Roseburg 0. Evans, CRWOCB Ltr: Detailed Plan on 3
Forest Products Procedures and Precautions
Roseburg FPC will follow when
discharging at 001
109 03/04/88 0. Fuller, COM File Hemo: 8oring on Baxter Facility 6
with ENTRIX
113 03/11/88 A. Haylor 8. Kor, CRWOCB Ltr: Stotus of Fishery 4
Resources in Beaughton Creek,
need for Fish Contamination
Studies and o Contingency Plan
for Temporary Pollution
Abatement
112 04711788 P. Marshall, CA DOHS L. Levenson, EPA Ltr: Transmittal of Part of 10
Region IX California Code of Regulations
130 04/28/88 L. Levenson, EPA 8. Parsons, CA DOHS Ltr: Storage of RI/FS Sofl 2
Region IX Sarpling Residue
13 05/02/88 J. Horgan 111, J, H. L. Levenson, EPA Ltr: Yransmittal of Information 38

Bexter

Region IX

from Lopat Enterprises, Inc.
concerning thelir fixation
Process for Heavy Metals in Soil



Page Ho.
06/711/88

13

14
15

16

17

ig

19

20

1

DATE

02706786

05/28/40

12/28/62
05/08/83

09/27/63

07/05/68

09/17/74

02727775

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFURD SITE
Adainistrative Record File Indax
Pagt I1 -~ PRP Resgonses to E

Information Requests
FROWM/ORGANIZ, TO/0RGANIZ, DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT  PAGES
S. Goldberg, c. Flip?o EPA Cover Ltr: JHB 13
Steptoe & Region Response to 16 Dec 85
Johnson, JHB Infornation Request
Attorneys froa EPA Region IX,
Reaponse §1000000 JHB
(p. 1 of 76), R.0.C
571%/88 attachs
Aperican Lumber & Schematic Plan of 1
Treating Co. Treating Buildinq,
American Lusber &
Treating Co
Rer~onse $1000001 JHB
0. Lewis, J. H. 011 Spillage Control 1
Baxter System Blueprint,
response §1000002 JHB
A. Jacobs, J. H. Pipin diagram, 1
Baxter Retort No. 1 only,
sheet 1 of 2,
Responae §1000003 JHB
A. Jacobs, J. H. g diagraa. 1
Baxter ort No, 2 only,
aheet 2 0of 2
Reaponao_§1000004 JHB
A. Jacobs, J. H. Proposad 1
Baxter rearrangenent of ¥Yeed
lant p ing, R@tort
a0
response 91000005 JﬁB
A. Jacobs, J. H. Pusp pit for Weed 1
Baxter Retort, schematic,
. raaponme 21000006 JHB
A, Jacobs, J. H. General Arrangament 1
Baxter ¥°“t of the 011
llage Control
{ stes, reagon &
81000007 JH
A. Jacobs, J. H. 011 Spillage Control 1
Baxter Kstgssschematic,
es

response $1000008 JHB



06/11/88

DOC. & DATE

21 05/05/75

22 /7

23 / /

24 05/31/63

25 7/ /

26 /1 /

27 02/07/86

20 12/10/85

29 12/31/77

30 05/16/84

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE
ddministrative Record File Index

Part Il --

information Requests

FROHM/ORGANIZ.

A. Jacobs, J. H.

Baxter

A. Jacobs, J. H.
Baxter

J. H. Baxter

Co.

B. Kor, CRWQCB

D. Coleman,
Coleman
Consortiunm

Piemne & Byryan
Inc.

TO/0RGANIZ.

8. Funkhouser, IP C. Flipgo, EPA

Region

R. Funkhouser, IP
Co.

IP Co.

J Rosenthal, IP
ob

PRP Responses to EPA

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT  PAGES

e L L L aawmn

041 Spillage Control 1
S stern schematic,

got 2, raesponse
e1000009 JHB

Copies of site 20
hotos, response
1000010-29 JHB

Aerial photo, i
response #1000030 JuB

Sch aatic Flow i
Diagran of Process

8 resgonse
£1000031 JH

Bhots response 44
01000 32-76 JHB

General Arrangement 1
Laxout of
llage COntrol
sten, reegonse
81000076 JH

Cover Ltr: IPC 7
Response to 16 Dec 86
Information Resuaaf
response 02000 00 Ibc

(p. 1 0of 3

Ltr: Transuittal of 117
copias of 3 Reg onal

Board Cleanup (rders,

and copies of file
reference materials,
{ggponae §2000001-1317

Preliminary Report: 57
l.ands of

International Paper

Co., rasg

2000118-175 IPC

Ltr: Transmittal of 6
analytic results,
gggponsa €2000176-181



Page HNo. 3
06711/88

DOC. & DATE

31 11/726/85

32 06/12/78

33 07/11/85

34 7 /

as 7 7/

36 05/04/60

37 07/31/62

s 7 /

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE
Adminigtrative Record File Index

Part

FROM/ORGARIZ.

- an o en - -

8. Berdine, IP
Co.

R. Hood, IP Co.

CRWQCB

IP Co.

TO/ORGANIZ.

~§. Bhagwat, B.

Funkhouser, and

,%. Lindsey, IP
o.

L. Brown, B.
Rexses, and G,
Stark, IP Co.

1P Co.

11 -~ PRP Responses to EPA
Information Requaests

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT

Hemo: Transnittal of
senos regarding Jan
1973 dravdown of IP &
0G pond incident,
responses
$2000182-199 IpPC
Memo: Reminder to
track use of
chericals,
Instructions for
Spill Control Plan,
and Ha~sr Pollution
Controi Act Sections
on D@aignation and
Removability of Haz.

Substances, response
2000200-215 1PC

Regional Board
Heeting, 11 Jul 85,
with Executive
Officers Summary

Report, response
§200-316 1P

Land acreage Bap,
response $2000317 IPC

Mag sections of
International Paper
Co. propertg.
{gsponaas $318-328

Hap: Plot of Land
transforrad to Wood
Preaerving Division
response §2000329 1bc

Hap: Survey of T41R,
RS5W, Sec. 1, response
2000330 1p¢

Aerial photo:
Roseburg Excavation
response $2000331 IPC

PAGES

o i oee e

16

100

11



2age No.
06/11/88

P N .

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

DATE

04/30/83

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

’

01/14/86

01/14/86

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE
Adainiatrative Record Fila Index
Part II -- PRP Responses to EPA

Information Requesats

FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/O0RGANRIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT  PAGES

- e s 0 - - . - - - - e o o B S s S en e e o -

J. H. Baxter ' Ha Honitoring 1
8l es. response
82000332 IPC

J. Gould, SLCBAY, J. Flipgo, EPA Cover Ltr: Roseburg 359
Attorneys for Region Forest Products CO.
Roseburg Response to 16 Dec 85

EPA info request.

Includes Docs. $40-88

and £132. Cover Ltr

w/Environnaental

Operating Procedures

Man \1. 3000000-356

(Fite 1

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Haste Water 12
Recirculation Systee
File lettera an
notes
?goooéao 3971 REec

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Aerial photos, 4
response $3000372-375
RFPC (File 3

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Proposed solid wastae 36

disposal sites file,
resgonse 3000376~ 411,
RFPC includes use
persit, maps,
discharge
requiresents (File 4)

SLCBAY EPA Region‘lx Solid Haste Diaposal 0
Sites File, aisc.,

83080412~620 RFPC
(File 5)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Hater Pollution File, 260
1977-78, misc.
rengonsa 63000&21 ~880
RFPC (File

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Hazardous Haterialﬂ 87
File, resgo
03000881-967 RFPC
(File 7)



Page No. S
06/11/88

DOC. 8 DATE

47 01/14/86

46 01/14/86

49 01/14/86

50 01/14/86

51 01/14/86

52 01/14/86

53 01/14/86

54 01/14/86

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE
Adainistrative Record File Index
Part Il -- PRP Responses to EPA

Information Requests

FROM/ORGARIZ. TO/ORGAN1Z. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT  PAGES
SLCBAY - EPA Region IX Pond Elevations File, 4
paps, raesponse
83 00968~g71 RFPC
(File 8)
SLCBAY EPA Region IX Chesical Pollution 4

File, letter,
response 8#3000972-975
RFPC (File 9)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Hater Pollution File, 305
1969-73, wisc.,

response
8308.976-1280 RFPC
(File 10)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Creosote Tank 9
Treating File, 1953,
wisc, resgonee
$3001281-1289 RFPC
(File 11)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Dack Run-off Pond 24
File: Diagrams of

So0lid Waste Disposal
8ites, PCB site info.

response
9300?290*1313 RFPC
(File 12)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Cheaicals used on 29
) plant f£ila, letters

and tables resgonso
£3001314~1342 RFBC
(File 13)

SLCBAY - EPAR Region IX Powarhouse Cheaicals 7
File, material safoty
shaets and
deacriptions for
°Balanced Polgaer'
and *Corrogen®,
resgonae
83001343~1349 RFPC
(File 14)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Accidental Spills and 178
Diachargea file,

1974, Hisc.,

Raagonaea

83001394-1561 RFPC

(File 16)



Page
06/11/88

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

6

DATE

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

’

01/14/86

01/14/86

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE
Adainistrative Record File Index
Part 11 -- PRP Responses to EPA

Information Requests

FROH/ORGANIZ, TO/0RGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT  PAGES

P e T Y - .- - - e -~ oo

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Solid Waste Parmit 3
Data file, 1981, 8ite
g otosa, Respo
3001562-15 4 RFPC
(File 17)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX So0lid Waste Permit 270
file, 1982, Wisc.,

ReeBonae
23001565-1834 RFPC
(File 18)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Re eburg 104 347
Subaittals file,

03081835 ~2181 RFPC
(File 19)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Persit Package to 44
Dallas file, Hisc.,

03080350-1393 RFPC
(File 15)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX R t: Annual Report 200
Hater Honitoring
?g;a at Wead. CA -
G3002182 342 RFPC
(File 20)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Rpt: IP Co., Haed, 174
CA., Honitoring
ﬂeport for Jan. 1978,

Q3080343 -3002518 RFPC
(File 2

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Rgt: IP Co., VYeed, 45
Honitoring Raport
Dac. 1977,
Re Bo
#3002519-2564 RFPC
(File 22)
SLCBAY EPA Region IX R t: Excessive Smoke
Stack Emissions at
tho Veed, CA, Plant,

03082523 2570 RFPC

o



‘age Ho.
16711788

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

DATRE

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

?

01/14/86

01/14/86

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFURD SITE
Administrative Record File Index
Part 11 -- PRP Responses to EPA

Information Requests

FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORGARIZ. DESCRIPTIOR/SUBJECT  PAGES

- - on .- P R L L L L L T -

SLCBAY EPA Ragion IX Ltr: Ireataaent of 5
gtorn Hater Runoff,
an
230 2571 2576 RFPC
(File 2

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Ltr: Status Report - 22
EQS - Hest, Response
830025772599 RFPC
(File 25)

SLCBAY EPA Rsgion IX Ltr: Testimony 73
Ralative to proposad
NPDES QQrmit - Heed,

CA, go
9300260 3002673
(File 2

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Ltr: Enforcements of 142
Environmental
Regulnticna, Reagonse
3002674-2816 RFPC
(File 27)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Ltr: Extension of 84
Haste Water Discharge
Perait, Response
$3002617-2901 RFPC
(File 28)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Ltr: Zransmittal of 74
Tentative Revised
Porait for the IP
Co., at Vead, CA,

83080902 -2976 RFPC
(File 29)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Ltr: Transmittal of 133
Hater Honitoring

038°29’/7 3150 BFRC
(File 3

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Cyclone Dust 71
Eniasions Data, 1978
file, Resg
$3003111 102 REPC
(File 3



sy

l.ge No.
06711788

72

73

74

75

76

DATE

01/14/86
01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

’

01/14/86

J. M. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE
Administrative Record File Index
Part I1 -- PRP Raesponses to EPA

FROM/ORGANRIZ.

oo -

SLCBAY

SLCBAY

SLCBAY

SLCBAY

SLCBAY

SLCBAY

SLCBAY

Informpation Requests

TO/ORGANIZ.

EPA Region
EPA Region

EPA Region

EPA Region

EPA Region

EPA Region

EPA Region

1X

IX

iX

1X

IX

IX

IX

DESCRIPTIOR/SUBJECT

L L L T

Cyclona Dust Emisaion

Dat
83003183 §201 RFPC
(File 32)

011 Storage info at

bn, Res ponse
83003202 -3212 RFPC
(File 33)

tr: Transmittal of
1977 ~1982 Semi-Annual
S0l ' ¥Waste Disposal
Honitoring
Requirenments, IP Co.,
Weed, CA, Response
§3003213-3250 BFPC
(File 34)

Request Bids for
Construction of
Structure for Storage
02 Herbicides,

03083251-3275 RFPC
(File 35)

Hisc. documents
concerning Air
Pollution Cyclone
Filters, Response
83003276-3297 RFPC
(File 36)

Environmental
Conplinnce - fdr,

Response
§36032582 3555 RFPC
(File 37)

Proposad ampendnents
to Chapter 1, Part
111 of Title 17,
California
Adninistrative Code,
Ro: The Emission of
Toxic Air
Contamninants,

Raagonna
83003313~3330 RFPC
(File 38)

PAGES

P

10

37

24

21

14



Page No.
06/11/88

80

81

82

83

84

DATE

01714/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

01/14/86

Jd. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE
Adeinistrative Record File Index
Part 1] -- PRP Reaponaes to EPA

Information Requests

FROM/ORGARIZ. T0/0RGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT

woeemwecccues o - e .- ey € e B £O D U % Oe On W2 Th En R WS SE @ X

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Status of Emisaions
fror Factory
Cgclonea, Response
83003331-3365 RFPC
(File 39)

SLCRAY EPA Region IX étgifiﬂpngs Permit
0 cation,

Raesponse
93083366-3371 RFPC
(File 40)

8LCBAY EPA Region IX Mirc, documents
coucerning Water

Analgsis, Response
23003372-3394 RFPC
(File 41}

SLCBAY EPA Region IX IP Co., Haeed, CA,
Honitoring Report for
December 1979,
Resgonae
93003395-3472 RFPC
(File 42)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Purchase Order to
Test and Analyze
Hater Seaples,
Honitoring Progranm,

1981 file, Response
§3003473-3474 BFPC
(File 43)

SLCBAY ’ EPA Region IX Permits, Honitoring
Procedures, and
Sampling Reports
Water Pollution,
1975 £ile Rasgonss
83003475-3707 REPC
(File 44)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Ltr: Transmittal of
Tentative Waste
Discharge
Requirenents
Hater Pollution,
1974 file, Response
$3003708-3982 RFPC
(£1le 45)

PAGES

- oo

22

232

274



v fey

. age No. 10
06/11/88

DOC. 8 DATE

...... “eow

85 01/14/86

86 01/14/86

87 01/14/86

88 01/14/86

132 01/14/86

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE
Adainistrative Record File Index
Part 1l -- PRP Responses to EPA

Information Requests

FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT  PAGES

L R L Y L L L L ] L b L R R o -

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Parmits, Honitoring 377
Proceduros. and

Saag

er Pollutioen,
1973 £ile, Rasponse
23003983~4360 RFPC
(Fila 46)

SLCBAY EPA Region IX gater Honitoring Data 60
onse

03004361 4421pBFPC

(File 47)

ﬁLCBAY EPA Region IX Envixonaental Statue 68

aports, Respo
04422 449 RFPC

SLCBAY EPA Region IX Hater Honitoring 139
Reportm for 198

93080491~4530 RFPC
(File 49)

SLCBAY EPA Region 1IX Haps: Haps, 25
Blueprints, and
Aerial Photos, Heed,

CA Are

10/70-4/3 85,
63004531 4557’ RFPC
(File S0--Available
for Review at U.S.
EPR Region IX)



Page Ho. 1

16/14/88

DOC. & DATE

i 02/04/860
2 91718783
3 03/24/83
4 04/05/83
5 04/19/83
6 08/15/83
7 12/02/83
8 05/84/84
9 06/06/64
10 06/08/84

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SIYE

FRON/ORGARIZ.

E. Groas,
Amgrican Hall
Drilling & Pump
Service

J. Hawley, CH2H
Hill

CRWQCB-KCR

§. Yarner,
CRYQCB~-NCR

S$. Warner,
CRUYOCB-HCR

D. Dragan, CH2M
Hil)

D. Saall, DHS

G. Anderson,
ANATEC

A, Platt, EPA
Region 1}

D. Small, DHS

Yeed, California
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IRDEX
Supplesent No. 1

T0/0RGANIZ.

J. Horgan, J. H.
Baxter Co.

C. Johnson,
CRWACB~RCR

€. Johnson,
CRYQCB-RCR

J. Horgan, J. H.
Baxter Co.

B. Parsons, DHS

5. VWarner,
CRYGCB-NCR

E. Parhau, DMS

DESCRIPTION/BUBJIECT

FORH - Hater Well
Drillers Report re:
¥illian & Hary Collier

FORH - Specific
Analysis re: Yater
Samples

RPT - Executive
Officer’'s Summary
Raport re: Haste
Discharge Raquirenents
for J. H. Baxter and
Company

HENO - Inspection of
J. H. Baxter, Har. 1,
1983

HEHO ~ Inspaction of
J. H. Baxter, Weed,
Haxy, 21-22, 1983

LIR - Transmittal rve:
Description of Field
Soil Sampling

HEHO - ISD and General
Ingpaction and
Saampling at J. M.
Baxter and Co.,
Siskiyou County

Transaittal of Results

Forms - HRS, FIT
Quality Assurance Teas

ROC - Phone Call res
City Hells vhich
supply wataer to Yead
in addition to @&
spring

Ho. of
PAGES

-------

21



e e

Page Ho. 2

10/14/88

DOC. & DATE
11 06/28/84
12 07/16/64
13 08/01/84
14 10/18/84
15 01/17/85
16 01/22/88
17 ©2/06/85
18 04/01/85

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE

FROW/ORGANIZ.

C. Andrevws,
Hoodward-Clyde

C. Andrews,
Hoodward-Clyde

Yoodward-Clyde

CH2M Hill

R. Canias,
Hoodward-Clyde

R. Casian,
Hoodward-Clyde

T. Baily,
Hoodward-Clyde

Voodvard-Clyde

Yaed, California
ADHINISTRATIVE RECORD IRDEX
Supplement Ho. 1

TO/O0RGANIZ,

- -

"J. Borgan, J. H.

Baxter Co.

D. Joseph,
NCRYQCRB

D. Williaes, J.
. Baxter Co.

D. Joseph,
NCRWQCB

D. Josaeph,
HCR¥QCH

J. Morgan, J. H.

Baxter Co.

B R R R R R R P o~

LTR - Suggested 2
wethods for

accomplishing

additional sice
characterization and

cleanup

LTR - Weed, CA, Wood
Ireating Facility ra:
Aroenic Data

Ut

Sunsary - 5
Hydrogeologic

Activities at the J,

H. Baxter Hoed

Facility

Specific Analysig - 1
Yater

LTR - Transmittal re: 6
Proposed Scope of Work

for Reconnaissance

Lavel Groundwater

Sanpling

LIR - Transmittal ras 3
Dravings to accompany
reconnalssance

sanpling proposed for

J. H. Bagter

LTR - Purpose of 3
proposed study to

define the aveal

oxtent of the PAH

pluas

Suamary - Level 20
Grounduatey Sampling
Astivities at the J.

H. Bagteyr Wead

Pacility



Page No. 3

16/14/88
DOC. & DATE

19 11/12/85
20 11/22/85
21 12/20/85
22 12/20/85
23 01/01/86
24 01/16/86
25 01/16/86
26 02/09/86
27 02/12/66
28 02/21/86

J. H. BAXTBR & CO. SUPERFUHD SITB

FROM/ORGARIZ.

o m o ..o o

Svaeet, Edwards &
Assoc., Inc.

€. Flippo, EPA
Region IX

C. Flippo, EPA
Region IX

C. Flippo, EPA
Region IX%

T. Brode, EPA
Region IX

.

J. H. Baxter Co.

C. Flippo, EPA
Ragion IX

Swoot, Edwards &
Assoc., Inc.

D. Williaws, J.
H. Baxter Co.

Heed, California
ADHIRISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Supplement NHo. 1

TO/O0RGANIZ.

L L T

F. Reichauth,
CRYQCB-NCR

8. Chang

Roseburg Forest
Products

¥. Reicheuth,
CRUQCD~HCR

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECY

LT Y kR R T R R

FORH - Boring Log, HE
of Roseburg’s
Powerhousa

HEMO - Homes not
connectad to the
city’s water supply
systan

HERHO ~ Clarification
as to vhat is the
Saspling Point
identified in lab
raports as the *scraon
house®

HEMO -« ROC ve: Dan
Tosi, owner of the
water supply systes in
the Carrick Addition

HAP - Composite Hap
from U.5.6.8, Ysad
Quadrangle, CA

RPT - RCRA Inspsction
Raport .

Anslytical Resulte -
Hater levels in the
four nonitoring wells
and sevan borings

HEHO -~ Transeittal res
Laboratory Rapore

RPE - Yead Feollity
Status Report,
Prelininary

HERO - WYater Bampling
Progrom 02-142

Ro. of
PAGES

@@

i

23



Page HNo. 4

16/14/88
J. ¥. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND SITE
Wead, California
ADMIBISTRATIVE RECORD IHDEX
Supplament Ho. 1
Bo. ©
DOC. @ DATE FROM/ORGANIZ. TO/ORCGANIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT PAGE
29 07/01/86 8. Heare, EPA MEMO - J. H. Baxter -
Region IX Hleed, CA re: incluaion
on the HPL
30 81/23/87 PLAN - Work Plan for
RI/FS, JHB/1P/Roseburyg
Site, Yeed, CA, Vol. 1
(Technical)
a1 04/30/87 D, Williems, J. Siskiyou Cov ty FORN - Underground
H. Baxter Co. Health Dept. Storage Tank Closure
Application
32 06/16/87 J. tlondolleck, L. Levenson, EPA HEHO - Transmittal of
EPA Region IX Ragion IX Burface and
Groundwater Data from
Harch Saapling Event
33 ©6/18/87 P. Harshall, DHS L. Levenson, EPA LIR - Transmittal of i
Region IX Report (w/0 eénclosure)
34 08/11/87 K. Kitchingman, J. Grovae, EPA HEBO - Review of 2i
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Data ra:
RAS Hatals
35 08/11/87 K. Kitchingman, J. Grove, EPA HENHO ~ Roview of 4
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Data ras
. RAS VOA and 8V + SAS
BCP &
Tetrachlorophanols
36 09/23/87 K. Kitchingman, J. Grove, EPA HEWO - Rovisw of al
EPA Region IX Region I} Analytical Data re:
Volatiles end
femivolatiles
37 09/24/87 K. Kitchingman, J. Grove, EPA WEHO ~ Review of 14
EPA Region IX Ragion IX Analytical Data roe:
RAS Metals
38 99/25/87 K. Kitchingman, J. Grove, EPA HENO - Roview of &

EPA Region IX

Region IX

Analytical Date zes
Volatilos and
fisnivolatiles



Page Ho. 5

16/14/80
J. H. BARTER & CO. BUPERFUND SITE
Weed, California
ADHIRISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Supplenent HNo. 1
DOC. 8 DATE FROH/ORGANIZ, TO/O0RGANIZ. DESCRIPTIOR/SUBJECT
39 11/04/87 K. Kitchingman, "J. Grove, EPA MEHO - Review of
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Data re:
RAS Hetals
40 11/13/87 K. Kitchingman, J. Grove, EPA HEHO - Review of
EPA Reglon IX Region 1X Analytical Data re:
Anions, and TIDS ~ BAS
41 11/13/87 K. Kitchingman, J. Grove, EPA HEMO - Review of
EPA Region IX Ragion IX Analytical Dats ras
Dioxin & Furans
42 11/18/87 EPA Region IX Hational Prioritias
List ~ J. H, Baxter
Co.
43 12/03/87 K. Kitchingman,  J. Grove, EPA HEHO - Roview of
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Data ras
Inorganics (RAS
Hotals)
44 12711787 K. Kitchingean, J. Grove, EPA MEMO -~ Review of
‘ EPA Region IX Ragion IX Analytical Dsta re:
Hotals (5/19-5/21)
45 12711/87 XK. Kitchingsan, J. Grova, EPA HEHO - Review of
EPA Region 1IX Reglion 1IX Analytical Data res
. Hotals (5/20)
46 01/11/88 D. Oswald, CH2M RPE - Quality
Hil1 Assuyance Report res
J. H. Baxter Sits
47 01/18/88 D. Oswald, CH2H RPT - Qualicy
Hill Assurance Report res
J. H. Baster 8ite
48 01/26/88 K. Kitchingaan, B. Curnow, EPA HEHO ~ Raview of
EPA Region 1X Region XX Analytical Data re:
. Organics
49 01/26/88 K. Kitchingman, I.. Lavenson, EPA HEHO - Roview of

EPA Region IX

Region IX

Analytical Dats re:
Organics

Ro. of
PAGES

o~ a0

19

16

ie

84

24

40



Page Ho. 6

16/714/88
J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND S1%K
Heed, California
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Suppleaent Ho. 1
DOC. 8 DATE FROM/ORGARIZ. TO/0RGARIZ. DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT
50 01/28/88 K. Kitchingsman, ‘B. Curnow, EPA HEHO - Roview of
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Data re:
Hetals
51 01/28/88 K. Kitchingman, B. Curnow, EPA HEHO - Revisw of
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Data re:
Hetals
52 81/28/88 K. Kitchingman, B. Curnow, EPA HEHO - Review of
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Data re:
Hetals (8/4/87-9/8/67)
53 02/18/88 K. Kitchingman, B. Curnow, EPA HEWO - Review of
EPA Region IX Region IX Rnalytical Data res
Dioxins & Furans
54 03/17/88 S. Simpson, EPA D. Bingham, EPA HEHO - Request for
Region IX Region IX Data Review res TOC
Dioxins
55 04/08/88 K. Kitchingman, B. Curnow, EPA HEHO ~ Reviev of
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Dats rat
Total Hetalws
56 04/12/88 K. Kitchingman, B, Curnow, EPA HEHO - Raview of
EPA Region IX Region IX Analytical Data res
con, T0C, 041l and
. Grease
57 04/21/88 6. Wicoll, ICF RPY = Quality
Assurance Report -
RAS, Hetals and
Chloride res J. H.
Baxter Site
58 85/06/88 D. Oswald, CH2M RPT - Quality
Hill Assurance Report res
J. H. Baxter 8ite
59 05/19/88 A. Naylor, DOFG B. Kor, LTR -~ DOFG conours
CRYQCB-HCR with proposed Ovdexr

88-74

Ho. of
PAGES

0o
o

37

22

19

il

14

24

13



e
—ta

A

Page Bo. 7

18/14/68

poC. &  DATE
6@ 85/26/88
61 $5/20/88
62 05/25/68
63 ©5/25/88
64 96/01/88
65 06/08/088
66 ©6/09/88
67 66/20/88

J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUMD SITE

FROH/ORGANIZ,

PR R L LT R Y

L. Yoods, DHS

L. Hoode, DHS

K. Kitchingnan,
EPA Region IX

B. Kor,
CRYOCB-NCR

CDH

8. Heare, EPA
Rogion IX

J. Horgan, J. H.
Baxter Co.

J. Cligford, EPA
Region IX

Weed, California
ADHINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Supplement Ho. 1

TO/0RGARIZ.

‘L. Levenson, EPA

Region IX

L. Levenson, EPA
Ragion IX

B. Curnow, EPA
Region IX

Roseburg Forest
Products

U.5. EPA

L. Levenson, EPA
Region IX

J. Georges, 1.P.

Ho. of
PAGES

- e

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT

R L R R R R R ey

LTR - Report on the 3
industrial hygiene

survay conducted at

the Baster Yood

Traatment Facility,

¥ead, CA on Nov.

19-26, 1985

LTR -~ Report on the 2
industrial hygiene

survey conducted at

the Baxter Facility,

Hov. 19-28, 1985

HEHO -~ Review of 15
Analytical Data re:
Dioxins

Ordar Ho. 806-74 3
Requiring Rosaburg

Forast Products to

Cease and Desist from
discharging vastes

contracy to order Ho.

86-46 and the Toxic

Pita Cleanup Act

RPT - Preliminary 600
Dragt RI Report for
Bastter 8ite, Weed, CA

HEHO - Eligibility of 74
J. H. Baxter Site for
listing on the HPL

LIR - Additional i
Infornation Concerning
Responsible Parties

and Contamination

History at Yeed Site

LIR ~ EPA is 2
continving to proposs

thoe J. H. Bexter Site,

Yeod, CA to the

Suparfund Hational

Priovity List e



. @

Page Ho. 8
i6/14/68

DOC. §

69

76

71

72

73

74

75

DATE

06/20/88

06/20/88

06/22/88

06/23/88

06/23/88

06/24/68

06/30/88

96/30/88

J. H. BAXTER & CO. BUPERFUND BITR’

FROM/ORGAHIZ,

J. Clifford, EPA
Region IX

J. Clifford, EPA
Region IX

J. H. Baxter Co,.

D. Evans,
CRYQCB-RCR

D.- Evans,
CRWQCB~-NCR

K. Kitchingnan,

EPA Region IX

K73/7¢, Ine.

P. Fahrenthold,

Fahronthold &
Assoc., Inc.

Yeed, Califormnia
ADBINISTRATIVRE RECORD IMDEX
Supplenent Ho. 1

TO/ORGANIZ.

.- .-

"W, Hartinell, J.

H. Baxter Co.

J. Stephens,
Roseburg Forest
Products

CRYQCD-HCR

H. Blosgne,
Roseburg Foreat
Products

D, ¥illiaus, J.

H. Baxtar Co.

B. Curnow, EPA
Region IX

L. Lavonson, DIPA
Region IX

Ho. of
PAGES

DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT

R A L L L T T

LTR - EPA is :
continuing to propoge

the J. H. Baxter Sits,

flead, CA to the

fuperfund Hational
Priovities List

LIR ~ EPA e :
continuing to proposa

the J. H. Baxter Site,

Yeed, CA to the

Buperfund National

Priorities List

RPT - Toxic Pits 70¢
Cleanup Act

Hydrogeologic

Assessnent Report for

the J. H. Baxter Uesd
Treatment Facilisy,

Heed, CA

i

LTR - re: abandoning
three monitoring wells
located on Roseburg’s
property in Wead, CA

LIR - res: abandoning
two aonitoring wells
located on J. H,
Baxter’s property in
HYaed, CA

HEHO - Review of $
Analytical Date res
Hetals

Bioresedistion 12¢
Dasonstration Study,

Yeed, CA, J. K. Bautex
Bupserfund Bite

-t

LIR - Reviaw of RHI
Roport ros Baxter Site

ms



Pags Ho. 9

16/14/88
J. H. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUHD SIYR
© Yeed, California
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IWDEX
Supplement Ho. 1
Ho. o
DoC. &  DATE FROI/ORGANIZ. TO/0RGARIZ, DESCRIPTION/BUBJECT PAGE!

- - - -——-o R Y T T T T R L T L R e

76 07/06/88 J. Horgan, J. H. L. Levenson, EPA LTR - J. H. Baxter 1.

Baster Co. Region 1X Consents on Draft RI
Report for Heed, CA
Site
77 07/07/88 B. Kor, A. Strauas, EPA LTER -~ Commenis on !
CRWQCB-RCR Region 1X EPA’s Preliminary

Draft BRI Report re:
Baxter Sits

78 87/067/88 P. Harshall, DHS L. Levenson, EPA LIR ~ Commante on .

Region IX Draft RI Report re:
Baxtor Site
79 97/08/88 D, Critchfield, L. Levenson, EPA LTR - Comments on 1¢
I.P. Region IX Draft R1 Report
8o 87/27/88 L. Laovenson, EPA Heabers of the LYR ~ Summary of ‘
Region IX JHB/IP/R Interagency/PRP
Interagency/PRP Heeting, 7/27/88,
Group Further EPA Activities

81 668/02/88 J. Horgan, J. H. L. Levernson, EPA LTR - Yrensmittal of o

Baxter Co. Region IX copiaes of invoices
fron Entrix concerning
20i) saepling
82 08/09/88 D.- Evans, J. Borgan, J. H. LTR -~ Response to ‘
CRYQCB~HNCR Baxter Co. corraspondence ra:
control of
contaninated
storavater runoff
83 09/08/88 B. Xer, J. Stephens, LTR « Comments rei :
CRUAGCB~NCR Roseburg Forest EPA’s Preliminexy
Products Dragft BRI foxr the Weed,
CA, wood producis
complex
64 09/68/88 B. Kor, J. Horgan, J. H. LTR - Comwents re: .
CRYQCB-HCR Baxter EPA’s Preliminary

Draft BRI for che Weaed,
Ch, vood products
couples



S
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Page Ho. i9

19/14/88

POC. & DATE
85 99/08/08
86 09/69/88
87 99/19/88
88 09/30/88
89 09/38/88

J. HB. BAXTER & CO. SUPERFUND 8ITE

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IRDEX

FROM/ORGANRIZ.

-------------

B. Xor,
CRWQCB-NCR

K. Black, CDH

J. Horgan,
J.H.Baxter

L. Levenson, EPA

Ragion IX

L. Levenson, EPA

Region IX

" Weed, California

Supploment Ho. 1

TO/0RGARIZ.

'D. Critchfield,
I ° P L]

D. Evang, BCUQCH

D. Evans,

CRHQCB-NCR

D. Evans,
CRY¥QCB-NCR

DESCRIPTION/SVUBJECT

P et bk R XX R

LTR - Conmments re:
EPA’s Preliminary
Draft RI for the Weed,
CA, wood products
complex

PLAB - Final September
1988 Groundwatar,
Soils and Sediment,
Saapling and Analysis
Plan for RI/FS

LTR bl ¥ 1 JoﬂoB.
Compliance with Cease
and Desist Order Ho.
86-87 and Long Torse
Capital Isprovessnts
for Weed, CA, Plant

LTR - Potentisl 1.P,
Pilot Study Proposal
res JHB/IP/Roseburg
Bite, Veed, CA

LTR « Runeoff
Collection Proposal
res JUB/IP/Rosebury
Bite, Yeed, CA

Ho. of
PAGES

- oo

156

17



Page No.

046/26/90
J. H. BAXTER & COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
teed, California
eod  AOMINISTRATIVE RECORD IMDEX 9°¢
Supplement Ho. 2
AR NUMBER DATE FROM/ORGANIZATION TO/CRGANIZAT I0M DESCRIPYION/SUBJECT
(yy/emn/dd)

AR 1 no dste Bioremediation Growp Bioremediation Demonstration
Hississippl Forest Study, Phose 11- Field Site
products Laboratory sStudies

AR 2 a8/07/08 Jemes L Grank & international Poper Comments on draft Remedial
Asseciates, Inc Company Investigation report by COH,

w/TL to Leo Levenson

AR 3 88/09/00 Cavp, Dresser & McKee, Fiald Report for September,
Incorporated §988 Groundunter, Soils &

Sediment Sampling, WA
#167-91.47.7, Contraoct
#68-01-6939

4 88/09/22 Lawrence & Associates Chain of Custody Record

L 88/10/10 Curtis & Tospkins, Ltd. Report on 14 soil semples

6 88710712 Leurence & Aszociates Ittustration of tenk site

AR 7 88710719 Thonas Bafly Joe Morgan Ltrs Swomary of raview of
Woodward-Clyds J H Baxter & Compony taboratory rosults of geoil
Consul tents sanples collected ot tank site

& comments
AR 8 88/10/20 Joe Horgen Devid Evanz Ltrs Respenge to CRUQCB-HE ltr
- J i Boxter & Company CA Repional Mater quality of 10/7788
Control Board - North
Const Region

AR 9 88710721 Richard Becker, Jeffrey David Evans Ltr: Responae to request of
Mong CA Regfonal Weter Quality 9/22/88 re: sssistance in
CA Depertrent of Health Control Board - Morth assessing hussen health
Service Coast Region significance of dioxing in

livar cisaus of fish from
Beasughton Creek
AR 10 88/11/00 Envircrmental Protection Suparfund Progres Proposed
Agensy Plan: Libby Qrounduater $ite,
Lincoln Coumty, Hontana, w/TL
to Leo Levenaon 12/13/08
AR 1% 88/19/00 Carp, Dresser & McKee, Fiold Report for Hovesbar,

licorporated

1008 Growswivater Saoling, WA
#I67-9L47, Contract
Y&8-01-4039



Page Ho. 2

046/26/90
J. H. BAXYER & COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
Veed, Californie
e*®  ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX wov
Supplement to, 2
AR NUMBER DATE FROH/ORGAMIZATION TO/ORGANIZATION DESCRIPTION/SUBJELT
(yy/em/dd)
AR 12 88/11/04 Lteo Levenson David Evans Ltr: Comments on Jog Horgan's
Environmental Protection CA Regionsl Uater Quality Ltr of 10/28/88 re: soil
Agency, Region IX Control Board - Horth sampling results for proposed
Coast Region tank ped & dry kiln arsas
AR 13 88711707 John Hondolleck Toa Hustteman Hemo: Analytical request,
Camp, Dresser & HcKee, Envirorsental Protection grounduater verificstion
Incorporated Agency, Region IX ssrpl ing
AR 14 88711710 John Wondol leck Leo Levenson Hemo: September 1988
Canp, Dresser & McKee, Environmental Protection Groundwater, Sediments &
Incorporated Agency, Region IX Background Sofl Sampling
. Results, w/date
AR 15 88711718 ICF Yechnology Analytical resutta, Yeble 1A,
Incorporated unwvel idated dote for Yater
Senples for SAS phenols &
PANS, w/eewo t0 Betsy Curnow &
Leo Levenson 11721788
AR 16 88/11/21 ICF Yechnology Guality Assurance Report,
Incorporated w/memo to Betsy Curnow
11728768
AR 17 8s8/1v/21 1CF Technology Analytical results, Vable 1A,
Incorporated unval idated data for Water for
.. RAS moatalks, w/meso to Detsy
curnos & Leo Levenson 11/22/68
AR 18 88s11/24 1CF Technology Analytical rosults Yeble A,
Incorporated unval idsted dota for eoils for
RAS Hetals, w/memo to Betsy
Curnoy & Leo Levenson 11/22/88
AR 19 88711722 Jeweg L Grant & . 4 H Baxter & Co, Int’l Groundwater Resediation
Asgocioates, Inc Paper Co, Roseburg Forest Program
Prod.
AR 20 B8/12/01 CA Rogional Water Quslity J H Baxter & Company CRWGCB-NC Order #28-159: Yo
Control Board ~ Horth cange & dasfet from
Coast Repion dischisrping vastes contrery to

ordar #183-20 & the Yoxitc Ples
Cloaramp Aok, w/YL to Jog
Horgan 12712788



Page Ho.

04726790
J. H. BAMTER & CORPANY SUPERFUND SITE
Heed, Californis
o8 ADNINISTRATIVE RECORD IMDEX ®@e¢
Supplesent Ko, 2
AR KUHBER DATE FRON/ORGAN I ZATIOH TO/ORGANIZATION DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT
(yy/sem/dd)
AR 21 88/12/01 ICF Technology Quality Assurance Report,
Incorporated N/wero to Betsy Curnow 12/6/68
AR 22 88712701 CA Regionsl WYater ouality Roseburg Forest Products CRWACB-NC Ordar £88-152, w/TL
Control Board - North to Mike Blomme 12/12/88 (pegesn
Coast Region 2 & 4 ara missing)
AR 23 88/12/01 CA Regional Water Quality International Peper CRUACB-HC Cleanup & ebatemsnt
Ccontrol Board - Morth Compony Order #00-155, w/TL to Dsvid
Coast Region Critchfield 12/12/08
AR 24 88712701 Betsy Curnow Benjamin Kor Ltr: Comment on Preliminary
Environmental Protection CA Regional Water Quality CRUWICB-NC Cease & Dezist
Agency, Region IX Control Board - Horth Ordars #88-151, 88-152 &
Coast Region Preliningry Clean-up &
Abatement Order #83-155
AR 25 88/12/08 Jog Morgsn David Evens T Results of sofl sawpling
J # Baxter & Compeny CA Regional UHater Quality for 4 H Baxter’s proposed new
Control Board - North tonk form
Coast Region
AR 26 88/12/09 David Evans Joa Horgah Ltr: Summary of responses to
CA Regional Uater Quality J H Baxter Mood Ltr of 971788 & discussion of
Control Board - Horth Preserving 117
Coast Reyion
AR 27 88712712 1CF Yechnology Cuality Assurance Report,
Incorporated w/memo to Detay Curnow
12/13/88
AR 28 88712712 Bert Bledsoe, John The Record Hemo: Trip Report
Matthews
Robert S. Kerp
Environmental Protection
Rescarch Leboratory
m 29 88/12/20 John Hottheus, Bert Leo Levenson Hemo: Review of Interia Report
Bledson Environmental Protection *Blioremediation Demonstration
Robart §. Kerp Agency, Replon IX Study®
Erwleoreantal Protection
Regearch Laboratory
AR 30 89701710 1CF Techriology Gual 1ty Assurence Report,
Incorporeted sfeamn to Botsy Curviow,

1711789



Page No.

04/26/90
J. H. BAXTER & COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
Weed, California
#oe  ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX wo®
Supplement Mo, 2
AR HUHBER DATE FROM/ORGANIZAT IO TO/ORGAH I TATION DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT
(yy/mn/dd)
AR 31 89/701/11 1ICF Technology Quslity Assurence Report,
incorporated w/wemo to Betsy Curnow,
1713789
AR 32 89/01/17 David Evans bavid Critchfield Ltr: Request for submittsl of
CA Regional Woter Quality International Paper report of waste discharge for
Controt Board - Morth Comrpany grouncuater remediation
Coast Region program & list of requirements
AR 33 89/01/21 John Hondol leck Carolyn Thampson Hemo: Review comments on IPC's
Cemp, Dresser & McKee, Erwirormental Protection proposed Grounchiater
Incorporated Agency, Region IX Remediotion Demonstration
Project (Grant proposal deterd
11722/788)
AR 34 89/01/31 Jamas L Grent & J H Baxter & Co, Int’l tork Plan for Taat Pits to
Associates, Inc Peper Co, Roseburg Forest Investigote the Roseburg
Prod. fFrench Drain
AR 35 89/01/31 Mary Bishop, Jemes Grant Jay Amin Ltes Progress report of
James L Grent & International Paper activities on Meed Pilot
Associates, Inc Company Corractive Action Progres
during Jenusry 1989
AR 36 §9702/00 Stotic Uster Levat
Heasuremonts, w/iemo to
.. Carolyn Yhoapaon 372789
AR 37 89702703 Patricia Port Bruce Blanchard Hemot Preliminary Returel
United States Department Unitad States Department Resources Survay, w/o
of the Interfor of the Interior attachsents
AR 38 89702719 (illegible) Carolyn Thowpson ROC: Bioremedistion of goils
Environmental Protection
Agency, Region IX
AR 39 89/02/23 John Natthews, Bert Carolyn Thospson Hewmos Review & Planning
Bledsos Envirormental Protection Heoting at Robart § Kerl
Robart $. Kerr Agency, fegion IX Envirormental Resssrch
Envircreaentsel Protsction Leboratory on 2/713/69, w/liet
Research Leboratory of attendess
AR 40 89/702/28 Jaizas L Grent & Grounduater Resediation

Associates, Inc

Desonotration Project, w/TL to
bonald Critchfield



Page #Ho.

04/26/90
J. H, BAMTER & CONPANY SUPERFUND SIVE
Heed, Californie
ove  ADKINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 9@*
Supplement No. 2
AR HUMBER DATE FROA/ORGANIZATION YO/ORGANIZATION DESCRIPTION/SUBJECY
(yy/wmy/dd)
AR M 89702728 Hary Bishop, James Grant Jay Amin Ltr: Progress report on
James L Gront & Internstionst Paper ectivities on the Weed Pilot
Associates, Inc Coapany Corrrective Action Progras
during February 1909
AR 42 Docueent nurber AN 42 15 not
used,
AR 43 89/03/09 John Hondolleck Carolyn Thospson Memo: Summsry of conversation
Camp, Dresser & McKee, Environmental Prrtection & meoting w/llarry Rectermald
Incorporeted Agency, Region 1X re: restoration of Beaughton
Creek
AR 44 89703707 1CF Technology Qual ity Assurence Reporg,
Incorporated H/mewo to Betsy Curnow,
3/10/789
AR 45 89703/07 John Wondol leck Carolyn Thorpson Hexo: Commants & concerns on
Canp, Dresser & HcKee, Envirornmentol Protection Ruork Plen for Test Pits to
Incorporated Agency, Repion IX Investigate the Rossbury
fFrench brain®
M LS 89703708 Ken Black John Wondolteck Hemos Comments on Groundvater
Camp, Dresser & Hckee, Remediation Project by Jawes L
Incorporoted Grant
AR &7 82/03/08 John Wondol leck Carolyn Thompson Nemo: Comrents & concerns on
Camp, Dresser & McKee, Erwirommentel Protection Grounduater Desonstration
Incorporated Agency, Region IX Preject by Jekes L Grant
AR 48 89703710 Wiss Forest Prod Util Leb J N Baxter Compoany Final Report (lLaborotory
Hississippl State Internaticnal Paper Phase) Blioremsdiation
University Company Demonstration Study
AR 49 89/03/29 Caryp, Dresser & MNckee, Figure 1 - Bap of YTest Pig
Incorporated locations, w/TL to David Evans
3730780
AR 50 89/03/31 Carolyn Thompson EPA conments on James L Geang
Environmental Protection Growwhater Demomstration
Agenty, Region IX Project, u/tL to bavid
critchifeld
AR 51 8v/03/31 Hary Blchop, Jemes Grent David Critchitold T3 Firal report fer

Janos L Grent &
Asgociatas, Inc

Internaticnal Peper
Coapany

Growuhator Remadiation
Project

vy



iy

Page No. 6
04/26/90
J. H. BAXTER & COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
Weed, Catifornie
e%e  ADHINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 9%
Supplement No. 2
AR KUMBER DATE FROMN/ORGANIZATION TO/ORGAHTZATION DESCRIPTION/SUBJECT
(yy/mavad)
AR 52 89704706 Agends Meeting regarding
Grounduater Remediation
Demonstration Project
AR 53 89/06/11 Rendall Ross Bert Bledsoe, John Hemo: Review comments of the
Robert $. Kerr Hattheus "Grounduoter Remsdistion
Environmentatl Protection Robert S. Xerr Demonstration Project®, w/memo
Research Laboratory Environmental Protection to Carolyn Thompeon 4/25/89,
Ragearch Laboratory w/0 attachments
AR 54 89705710 Ed Corgile Doswny Digbert Hemo: Evaluation of J H Baxter
CA Department of Health CA Departaent of Health Yreated Wood Feeility, Yeed
Service Service Groundwater Remediation
bemonstration Project
AR 55 89/05/16 Hary Bishop, Jawes Gront Jay Amin Ltr: Progreas report on
James L Grant & International Paper sctivities at the Wead Pilot
Associetes, Inc Company Corrective Action Progres
during Apritl 1989, w/itr to
Gary MeGinnis 3/30/6¢ & YL to
David Evans
AR 56 89/05/26 CA Regional Water Quality J H Baxter & Co, Int’l CRUQCB-HC Ordsr #80-75 Uaste
Control Board - Morth Psper Co, Roscburg Foreat Discharpa Requiiresents &
Coast Region Prod. Honitoring Program #89-75,
w/sttachments & Tl to Joa
.. Horgan 6/8/89
AR 57 89706719 Jemes L Grant & Figure 1: Proposed Building
Asgociates, Inc Location of pilot grounduster
trestment syqatess, wW/TL to
Carolyn Yhowpion
AR 58 89/06/30 Mary Bishop, Jemes Grant Jay Aain Ltr: Progress report of
Jamss L Grent & Internationsl Paper ectivities on the Weed Pilot
Associntes, Inc Company Corrective Action Progrem
during June 1989
AR 59 89707705 David Evans Jog Morgan et ol Ltirs Response to Jemss | Grant

CA Reglonal Hater Quality
Control Board - Horth
Coast Repion

J K Boxter & Co, Int’l
Peper Co, Rosebury Forest
Prod.

Ler of 6719769 re: proposed
lecation for Grountwmter
Blo-Remedistion Project
Troatment Plant



Page No. 7

04726790
J. H. BAXTER & COMPANY SUPERFUND SITVE
veed, California
awe  ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IKDEX o7¢
Supplesent Ho. 2
AR NUHBER DATE FROM/DRGANTZATION TO/ORGANIZATION DESCRIPTI0N/SUBJECY
(yy/rm/dd)
AR &0 89/07/11 James L Grant & Grounduater Remedistion
Associates, Inc Demonstration Program Report
AR 61 89/08/02 David Evens Ed Cargile Ltr: Response to CADOHS/
CA Regional Water Quality CA Department of Heslth comnants of 5/15/89 re 1PC’s
Control Soard - Korth Service proposed pamp & treatment
Const Region progrem
AR &2 89/08/03 Hary Bishop, Jemes Grant Jay Anin Ltr: Progress roport on
James L Grant & internstional Poper activities on the ¥eed Pilot
Associstes, Inc Corpany Corrective Action Proprewm
during July 1989
AR 63 89/08/14 John Hondol leck Carolyn Thompson Hemo: Field Yrip Report
Comp, Dresser & Mckee, Environmental Protection observations of Subgurface
Incorporated Agency, Region IX Borings & Honitor Well
Instollation, w/TL to David
Evens 8/23/89
AR 64 89/08/15 David Evans Dsvid Critchfield Ler: Conment on memo from Gery
CA Regional Water Quality International Paper HeGinnis to Jay amin, 8714789
Control Board - Morth Curpany re: results of chemical
Coast Region analyses for sofl samples
{documant s doted Aug. 15,
1899)
AR 65 89708721 James Strendberg Benjaain Kor Ltr: leportent fssuvs
Woodward-Clyde CA Regional Mater Quality discussed in weoting re:
Consul tents Control Board - Horth Runoff controt
Coast Region
AR 66 89/08/29 Voodsard-Clyde J H Boxter & Coirpany Final report: Interim
Consultants Resndistion to Centrol
Rainfall Runoff, w/TL te
Benjomin Kor 10/17/89 &
9/721/89
AR 67 89708729 tooduard-Clyde J H Banter & Company Interin Rexediation to Lontrol
Conzultenta foinfall Runofd
AR 68 89709701 David Evans David Critchtield Ltrs Comments on Proprass

CA Regicnal Water Quality
Control Board - Horth
Coast Replion

tnternational Pepar
Compeny

Raoport by James L Grant dated
873789 re: Oroumchater
Remectiation Pllot
Demonstration Project



L)

Page Wo. 8

04/26/90
J. K. BAXTER & COHPANY SUPERFUND SITE
weed, California
v ADHINISTRATIVE RECORD IMDEX wev
Supplesent do. 2
AR KUHBER DATE FROM/ORGANIZATION TO/C0RGAMIZAT1OH DESCRIPTION/SUBJECY
(yy/mm/dd)
AR 69 89/09/02 ICF Yechnology Quality Assurance Report,
Incorporated w/eero to Betsy Curnow, 2/2/89
AR 70 89/09/11 Hery Bishop, James Grant dJay Amin Ltr: Progress report of
James L Grent & International Paper activities on the Weed Pilot
Associates, inc Company Corrective Action Program
during August 1989
AR T 89/09/18 David Evens Joe Norgsn Ltrs Comments on Report of
CA Repional tater Quality J H Baxter & Compony Waste Discharge
Control Board - North
Coast Region
AR T2 89/09/25 Donn Diebert Joe Korgan Ltr: Concerns re: portions of
CA Departoent of Health J Y Baxter & Conpany the proposal, w/mimo to Donn
Service Diebert
AR 73 89710703 David Evens Hike Blomme Ltrs Comments on Report of
CA Repional Water Quality Roseburg Forest Products Naste Discharge
Control Board - Horth
Coast Region
AR 74 89711710 Hary Bishop, Jomes Grant Jay Aain Ltr: Progress report on
James L Grent & International Paper activities on the Weed Pilot
Associates, Inc Cotspany corvective Action Progrem
during October 1989
AR 75 89/11720 W Don Hsughen Kervath Sylva Ler: Decision not to review d
California Water Heintroub, Genshles, i Baxter & Co’s petition
Reszources Control Board Hardy, Erich & Brown
AR 76 $0/01/10 Hary Bishop, James Grant Joy Mnin Ltr: Propress report on
Jemes L Grent & International Paper activities on the teed Pilot
Associates, Inc Conpany Corrective Action Progras
during becexber 1989
AR 77 90/02/08 John tHondol leck Mery Hagters Hemo: Commnts on “Agency
Canp, Dresser & KHeKee, Environmental Protection fRevieu Draft, Endenyersnt
Incorporated Agency, Region IX Assoaspant® by Clement
Asnocistes 12722789
AR 78 90/02/714 Mary Bishop, Jemss Grant Jay Asin Lirs Prograss report on

Jamos L Grant &
Asgociates, Inc

International Papor

Comparry

nctivitios on the Weed Pilot
Corrgctive Action Progran
dueing Jerwary 1990



Page No. 1
04/26/90
J. B, BAXTER & COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
Heed, California
=00 ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX ov®
Supplement Mo. 2
AR NUMBER DATE FROX/ORCAHIZATION TO/ORGAHIZATION DESCRIPTION/SUBJELCT
Cyy/en/dd)
AR 79 90/03/22 Kent Kitchingmen Hary Hasters Memo: Superfund Site Drafe
Environmental Protection Environmental Protection Feasibility Study for Internat
Agency, Region IX Agency, Region 1X Review
AR 80 90/03/26 James L Grant & 4 # Baxter & Company Ouarterly Report, Quarterly
Associates, Inc Honitoring Report, Fourth
Quarter, 1989, w/TL to Darret!
Witliams
AR 81 $0/03/26 John Hattheus Kory Masters Memo: Comments en preliminsry
Robert §. Kerr Environmental Protection droft feasibility study
Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
Research Lsboratory
AR 82 90/03/27 Jomes L Grant & J W Baxter & Company Hall Instollation Report,
Assocliates, Inc Groundwater Remsdiation
Demonatration Program, HW/TL to
Devid Critchfield
AR 83 90704703 Liese Schadt Hary Hastere Ler: Comnents on Preliminary
CA Regional Hater Quality Ervironments! Protection Dratt Fennibility Stuwdy for
Control Board - North Agency, Region IX faxter/iP/Rosebury site,
Coast Repion 373790
AR 84 90/04/03 Liese Schadt Hoary Hasters Lers Inftial comments on
CA Regfonnl Water Quality Envirormentsl Protection pPreliminary Draft Feasibility
L. Control Board - North Agency, Region IX Study of 3/5/90
Coast Repion
AR 85 90/04/12 James L Grent & J B Baxter & Co, Int’l Start-up Operstion Henual for

Associates, Inc

Pasper Co, Roscburg Forest
Prod.

Pilot Grounduatar Yrentment
System



Sage Ho.
I9/26/90

* RIFFS - GERERAL

TR 2
2005 &
201 4

GUIDARCE FOR COWDUCTING REMEDIAL
IEVESTIGATIONS AND FEASIBILITY
STLRIES WHDER CERCLA

POLICY O FLOOD PLAINS AKD
WETLAND ASSESSHENTS FOR CERCLA
ACTIONS

SUPERRAD FEDERAL-LEAD REMEDIAL
PROJECT HAHAGENENT MANDBOOK

- ENDEX-

COMPENDIUM OF CERCLA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDAHCE DOCUMENTS

Date Authors

10701/83 - OSWER/OERR

03/01/85 HEDEMAN, JR., W.N./OERR

12/01/85 - OERR

*  REIFFS - 2L DATA QUALITY/SITE & WASTE ASSESSMEWT

2100 5
gier 5
aie 6

& COMPERDIUN OF SUPERFUND FIELD
OPERATIONS METHODS

6 DATA QUALITY CBJECTIVES FOR
REMEDIAL RESPLMSE ACTIVITIES:
DEVELCPHENT PROTESS

BATA (UALITY OBJECTIVES FOR
REMEDIAL RESPOMSE ACTIVITIES:
EXAHPLE SCEMARIO: RI/FS
ACTIVITIES AT & SITE
W/CORTAMINATED SOILS A
CROMIAATER

12/61/87 - OERR

03701787 - COW FEDERAL PROGRAMS
CORP.
03/0%787 - DM FEDERAL PROGRANS

Status

Final

Draft

Final

Finat

Finat

Pages

179

550

150

120

Tier Attachments

OSYER/EPR Humber

OSWER #9355.3-01

OSWER #9280.06-02

OSWER #9355.1-1

OSHER #9355.0-14

OSVWER #£9355.0-78

CSUHER #9355.078

(v



Page ¥o.
097246/90
Doc

Ko Yol
2106 6
2?7 7
2188 7
2302 7
2%t2 8
2133 8

N’

2

FIELD STANDARD OPERATING

PROCEDURES RANUAL #4-S1TE ENTRY

FIELD STAMDARD GPERATING

PROCEDURES HANUAL £5-WORK ZONES

FIELD STAXDARD OPERATIXNG
PROCEDURES HAHUAL #3-AIR
SURVEILLANKCE

FEELD STANDARD OPERATING

PROCEDURES MANUAL #9-SITE SAFETY

PLAN

GUIDELIKES AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR

PREPARING QUALITY ASSURANCE
PROGRAY DOCUBENTATION

LABDRATORY DATA YALIDATION
RECTIORAL GUIDELIMES FOR

EVALUATING IMORGANICS AMALYSES

- INDEX-

COMPERDIUM OF CERCLA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

01/01/85

04701785

€1/01/85

06701785

86701787

07/01/88

- CERR/HRSD

- CERR/KRSD

OERR/HSCD

OERR/HRSD

- ORD/CUALITY ASSURAHCE
HMAMAGEMENT STAFF

- EPA DATA REVIEW WORK
GROUP - BLEVLER, R.VIAR
AND CO./SAMFLE WBLHY.
COFFICE

Status

Finsl

Final

Final

Finsl

Finat

Draft

Pages

29

19

26

26

31

Tier Attachments

1} SAMPLE SITE SAFETY
PLAN AND OSHA SAFETY PLAN
2) EMERGENCY OPERATION
CODES REAL TIME MOHITOR
3) RESPONSE SAFETY
CHECK-DFF SKEET

1) HEMD: GUIDANCE 0%
PREPARING QAPPs DATED
6/1G/87

OSWER/EPA Number

OSWER #9285.2-01

OSWER #9285.2-04

OSWER #9285.2-03

OSKER #9285.2-05



Page Mo. 3

09724/50
- INDEX-
COMPENDIUNM OF CERCLA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS
Doc )
¥o vol Title Date Authors Status Pages  Tier Attachments OSWER/EPA Wumber
216 8 LABCRATORY DATA VALIDATICH 02/01/88 - BLEYLER, R./VIAR AND Oraft 45 2
FURICTIOHAL GUIDELINES FOR OC./SAMPLE MCHT. OFFICE
EVALUATING ORGARIT AWALYSES - EPA DATA REVIEW
ORKGROUP
2115 8 PRACTICAL GUIDE FOR CROUND-YATER 09701785 - BARCELONIA, H.J., EV. Finol 75 1 EPASBO0/2-85/104
SEEPLING AL.ZILLIROLIS ST. WATER
SURVEY

gt 8 PRACTICAL GUIDE FOR GROUKD-WATER 07/01/85 - BARCELGMA, M.J., ET.
SAEPLING AL./ILLEROLS ST. WATER
SURVEY

217 8 SCIL SAMPLING QUALITY ASSURANCE 05/01/66 - BARIK D.S. & MASDXM, 8. Final

USER'S GUIDE J./U. OF HEVADA, LAS
VEGAS
2918 9 TEST METHODS FOR EVALUATING SOLID  11/01/86 - CowER Final 3000 1

WASTE, LABORATCRY MAMUAL
PEYSICALFCHERICAL METHCDS, THIZD
EDITION (VOLLEES 1%, 98, 4, AND
143

21%¢ 4% USER'S GUIDE 7O THE CONTRALY 12/01788 - QERR/CLP SAMPLE Final
LABCEATORY PROSRAM RARACEMERT QFFICE



Page Ho.
09/24/9

Title

e® QRIJFS - OTHER TECHNCLOGIES

e300 16
2303 17
2308 18
2319 2
e ARERS
300 =
ko2 =

£ COMPEEDIUN OF TECHMOLOGIES USED
IR THE TREATMENT OF HAZARDOUS
HASTES

EPA GUIDE FOR IDEMTIFYING CLEAKUP
ALTERNATIVES AT HAZARDOUS WASTE
SITES AND SPILLS: BIOLOGICAL
TREATHENT

HARDBOOX FOR
STABILIZATIOH/SOLIDIFICATION OF
HAZARDCUS WASTE

TECHHOLOGY SCREEHING GUIDE FOR
TREATMERT OF CERCLA SCILS ARD
SLREES

CERCLA COMPLIANCE AMD OTHER
EXVIROUMERTAL STATUTES

CERCLA COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER LAWS
RRIRIAL

~ INDEX-

COMPENDIUN OF CERCLA RESPOWSE SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

09/01/87

085/01/85

09701788

10702705

08/08/83

Authors

- ORD/CER!

- PACIFIC HORTHWEST
LABORATORY

- CULLIRANE Ja., H.J.

ET.AL. fU.S. COE/UES

- OSWER/OERR

- PORTER, J.W./0SWER

- DERR

Final

Final

Final

Final

Final

Draft

Pages

(34

120

125

130

19

Tier Attachments

1 1) POTERTIALLY APPLICABLE

OR RELEVART
APPROPRIATE

AND
REQUIREHERTS

OSWER/EPA Number

EPAF625/8-87/01%

EPA-600/3-83-063

EPA/540/2-84-001

EPA/540/2-88/004

OSVWER #9234.0-2

OSWER #9234.1-01



- INDEX-

COMPENDIUM OF CERCLA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDAHCE DOCUMENTS

Page HNo. H

09726/90

docc

%o Vol Title Date

cma e veews  sceeases -

*e  WATER QUALITY
4053 26 QUALITY CRITERIA FOR UATER 1988 05701787

L s 1 1HFORMATEOH CX DRIMKING WATER 04/19/88
ACTION LEVELS ([SECONDARY
REFERENCE]

*®  RISK ASSESSMENT

500t 27  CHSMICAL, PHYSICAL & BIGLCSICAL 09/27/85
PROPERTIES OF CONMPOUNDS PRESENT
AT RATZARDCUS BASTE SITES

secz 27 FINAL GUIDANCE FOR THE 05716/87
COORDIKATION OF RTSOR HEALTH
ASSESSMEMT ACTIVITIES WITH THE
SUPERFUMD REKEDIAL PROCESS

SOC3 27  GUIDELEKES FOR CRRCINOGER RISK 09724185
ASSESSHEHT (FEDERAL REGISTER,
SEPTEKZER 24, 1966, P.33992)

Authors

- OFFICE OF MATER
REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

- FIELDS, JR.,
T./CSHER/ERD

- CLEMENT ASSOCIARTES,
I4C.

- PORTER, J.W./OSWER/OERR

- EPA

Status

Final

Final

Finsl

Finsl

Finai

Peges

325

w

320

22

132

Tier Attschments

2

1) MEMO: RELEASE FROW
LAWFULLY APPLIED
PESTICIDES 2) NMEMO DBCP
CONTAMINATION 3)
GUIDANCE FOR ETHYLEME
DIBROMIDE IN DRINKING H20

1) SAME TITLE, DATED
&722/87

s

OSWER/EPA Number

EPAS4LD/5-86-01

OSWER #9850.3

OSWER £9285.4-02



Page Ho.
09/24/90
Doc

Mo Vot
5838 a7
5005 &7
Sees 27
so7 &7
5508 28+
5608 3%

Title

GUIDELERES FOR EXPOSURE
ASSESSMENT (FEDERAL REGISTER,
SEFTERBER 24, 1986, P. 34042}

GUICELIMES FOR HEALTH ASSESSMENT
OF SUSPECT DEVELOPHENTAL
TCHICANTS (FEDERAL REGISTER,
SEPTEMBER 24, 1936. P. 34028)

GUIDELINES FOR MUTAGERECITY RISK
ASSESSMENT (FEDERAL REGISTER,
SEPTEMBER 26, P. 34006)

GUIDELINES FOR THE HEALTH RISK
ASSESSHMEKT OF CHENICAL HIXTURES
(FEDERAL REGISTER, SEPTEMBER 24,
1985, P.34014)

BEALTR EFFECTS ASSESSHERT
DOOREENTS (58 CHERICAL PROFILES)
WL, 28: ACETOME, ARSENIC,
ASBESIOS, ZARIWN, BEWIO(AIPYRENE,
CADMIUN, ETC.

INTEGRATED RISK INFORMATION
SYSTEM (IRIS) [A COMPUTER-BASED
HEALTH RISX IHFORMATION SYSTEM
AVAILABLE THROUGHK
E-M&1L--BROCHURE O ACCESS IS
IRCLIDED?

- INDEX~

COMPENDIUM OF CERCLA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

09724/86

09724186

09724785

09724786

09/01/84

.

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

ORD/CHER/ECAD

Final

Finsl

Finsl

Finel

Pages

1%

14

13

1750

Tier Attschments

OSWER/EPA Kumber

EPA/560/1-86/001-058



Page No.
09/24/9C
Doc

Ko Yol
50t 31
508% 3%
503 3t
S0%6 319
800 32

7

Title

INTERIM POLICY FOR ASSESSIXG
RISAS OF “DIONIRS™ OTHER THAN
2,3,7.8-1000

PUBLIC HEALTH RISK EVALUATION
DATASASE (PHRED) [USER'S HANUAL
A THO DISKETTES CONTAINING THE
DBASEII] PLUS SYSTEM ARE
1ECLUDED)

SUPERFIRD EXPOSURE ASSESSHENT
BAKUAL

SUPERFURD PUZLIC HKEALTH
EVALUAT 10% HARUAL

EUDAKGERKENT ASSESSMERT GUIDANCE
{3ECOHDARY REFERENCE]

=  COST ARALVSIS
6500 32 REMEDISL ACTION COSTING

PROCEDURES RAMUAL

- INDEX-

COMPENDIUM OF CERCLA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

01/07/87

09/16/88

04/01/83

70/01/86

1122785

10/0%/87

Authors

- THOMAS, L.KM./EPA

- OERR/TOXICS INTEGRATION

SRANCH

- QERR

- OERR

- PORTER, J.U./CSWER

- JB ASSCCIATES/CHZN
RILL

FINAL

FINAL

Final

Finet

final

Final

50

160

500

1k}

Tier Attachments

2 ) INTERIM PROCEDURES FOR
ESTIMATING RISKS
ASSOCIATED WITH EXPOSURES
TG MIXTURES: 10/86

OSWER/EPA Kumber

OSWER #9285.5-1

OSuER #9285.4-1

08WER #9850.0-1



Pege No. 3
09724790

No Yol Title

o= COMMUMITY RELATIONS
7008 32 CORURITY RELATICHS IK SUPERFUND:
A RANDBOOX {IETERIN VERSION)

oF  ERFORCOMEHT
80 32 EEDANGERRENT ASSESSKENT GUIDANCE

8001 32 INTERIR GUIDAKCE OH POTENTZALLY
RESPOUSISLE PARTY PARTICIPATICH
1% RERSDIAL IEVESTIGATIONS AND
FEASIBILITY STWDIES

@< SELECTION OF REREDY/DECISION DOCURMENTS
2008 32 IRTERIR GUIDAKCE O SUPERFLRD
SELECTICK OF REKEDY

== WEW ADDITIONS

9502 I3 TEYERIM FIMAL GUIDAKCE OH
PREPARIEG SUPERFUMD DECISIOH
OOREENTS

9005 I3 GROUHD WATER ISSUE: PERFORMANCE
EVALUATIONS OF PLREP-AND-TREAT
REMEDIATIONS

- INDEX-

COMPENDIUM OF CERCLA RESPONSE SELECTION GUIDANCE DOCUMERTS

06/01/88

11722785

05/16/88

12/24/86

08701789

Authors

- OERR

- PORTER, J.¥./OSHER

PORTER, J.¥./OSWER

- PORTER, J.W./OSUER

-XEELEY, J.F.

Status Pages

Final 188
Finat 11
Final 37
Finst iC
interim

Tier Attachments
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REL. HAKDBOOK 11/03/88
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OSWER #9850.0-1
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Final
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HATICHAL OIL & HAZARDOUS

SUBSTANCES POLLUTION CONTINGENCY
GUIDANCE, PART 300, 4C CFR CH. 1
{T/1/85 EDITION), pp. 664 - T35

SUPERFURD AMEEONENTS &
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1986

(SARA)

RISK ASSESSMENT GUIDAKCE FOR
SUPERRSD - VOLUME 1, MUMAN
KEALTE EVALUATION MAMUAL (PART A)

RESK ASSESSMEKT SUIDANCE FOR
SUPERFAD - YOLLBE 2,
EXVIRORMEKTAL EVALUATION MAMUAL

INTERIN GUIDANCE OH
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99TH CONGRESS OF U.S.
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09/25/90
J. H. Baxter & Company Superfund Sfte
veed, Californie
ape AORINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX o9*
Supplement Ho. 3
AR NUMBER DATE FROM/ORGAHI2AT O TO/ORGANIZATICH DESCRIPTI(RI/SUBJECY
yy/mn/dd

AR 86 no date Hississippi Forest Environsental Bioremediation danonstration study
Products Lsboratory, Protection Agency - phase 11 - field aite studies,
Bioremediation Group Repion 1X tood, Californie Superfurnd site

(undeted)

AR 87 72704726 David Josept Order & 72-22 uaste discherge
California Regional requirements for Coast Wooed
Hater Quality Control Preserving co
Board - Morth Coast

AR 88 81703726 David Joseph Ordsr # 81-61 requiring Coast Wood
California Regional Preserving to cesse srxl desist from
Water Guality Control discherging wastes contrary to
Board - North Coast requireaents prescribed by order

T2-22

AR 89 83/03/24 David Joseph order & 83-29 waste discharge
California Regional requiremsnte of ¢ H Baxter end co
Water Quality fontrol
8oard - Horth Coast

AR 90 83/05/26 pavid Joseph Order # 83-62 requiring J H Boxter
California Regional & co to caase and desist ¥from
Water Quality Control discharging westas contrary to
Soard - Nortk Coast ordsr # 83-29 and 83-39

AR 91 85/07/25 California Regional Louisiana-Pactfic Ordar #85-08, waste dischorge
Water Quality Control Corporation roguirements for Louisisne-Preific
Board - Horth Cosst Corp, Ukish Operation

AR 92 85/07/25 David Joseph Oordar & 85-101 waste discharge
Catifornia Regional retquiresants for Cosat Hood
Water Quality Control Pregerving
Board - Horth Coast

AR 93 85712705 8enjamin Xor order & 85-169 requiring 4 M Baxter
Catifornia Regional & co to cease el desist from
Yator Ouality Control discharging uastan coritrary or
Bosrd « Horth Coast ordar & 83-29

AR 94 85/12/05 Benjamin Kor Ordor # 85-183 requiring Roseburg

Californis Regional
Water Quality Control
Board - North Coast

Forgst Products to casse and dosist
from diocharging wastes contrary or
order § 84-107



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.H.
Baxter & Company Superfund Site.
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Page Ho. 2
09/25/90
d. H. Baxter & Compsiyy Superfund Site
Heed, California
o¢® ADHINISTRATIVE RECORD 1MDEX @**
Supploment Ho. 3
AR HUMBER DATE FROM/CRGAHTZATION TO/ORGAHIZAT 104 DESCRIPTION/SUBJECY
yy/nm/dd
AR 95 86/05/01 Celifornis Regional Roseburg Forest Order ©#86-46, waste discharge
Hater Quality Control Products requiremznts for Roscburg Forest
Soard - Horth Coost Products Compeny
AR 96 87701708 Bcnjemin Kor Clesnup ondd ahatement order # 87-9
California Regional for Louisisna-Pacific corp., Ukiah
Hater Qustity Control operation
Board - Horth Coast
AR 97 89/08/24 8enjemin Kor Complaing # 89-103 for
Californin Regional adninistrative civil lfability in
Water Quality Control the matter of Louisiena-Pacific
Board » Horth Coast corp., Ukish operation
AR 98 89/09/15 Frank Reichmuth A Kelly Stalker Ltr: Comwants on Louisiana Pecific
Celifornia Repional touiaiona-Pecific Corporation, Ukish Industrisl
Water Quality Control Corporation copplex storm water recycling
Board - Rorth Coast project by Peregren Environmental
Group
AR 99 90705707 Environmental Baxter/1P/Roseburg Superfund eite
Protection Agency - community meeting, College of the
Region IX Siskiyous, Weed, CA
AR 100 $0/05/07 Joe Morgan Environsental Comments on RI/FS and proposed plen
J. H. Baxter & Coampsny Protaction Agency - fect sheot
Region 1X
AR 101 90705707 David Critchfield Environmentel Commonts on RI/FS ond proposed plan
International Peper Protoction Agency - fect shest
Company Region IX
AR 102 90705707 Arerd Thomns Environmental Cosments on RI/FS propesed plan
residsnt Protection Agency - fact sheet
City of Meed Region IX
AR 103 90/05/07 blenk Environmantal Congmunity moeting evalustion
Protection Agency -
Region 1X
AR 104 90/05/09 Mary Thomas resident Envirormental Comments aon RI/FS aend proposed plan

City of Heed

Protection Apency
Region 1X

fect gheet
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09725790
d. H. Baxter & Compeny Superfund Site
Veed, Celifornia
@ ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IMDEX we®
Supplament to. 3
AR HUMBER DATE FROM/CRAGANTZAYION TO/CRGARIZATION DESCRIPTIONH/SUBJECY
yy/nm/ dd
AR 105 90/05/28 Falice Poce Envirormentot Ler: Comments on plen to clesrup
Klamath Forest Protection Agency - goil snd grounduater
Allisnce Region IX
AR 106 90/06/19 Anthony Lendis Kary Hastors Ltr: Review of draft fessibility
California Department Envirormental study & propoged plan for J K
of Nealth Services Protoction Agency - Banter aite ©/2 review mamos by Ed
fegion IX Carpile, 6719790
AR 107 90/06/21 Jemes L Grant & d4. H. Baxter & Company Guarterly monitoring report, first
Asoocistes, quarter, 1990
Incorporated
AR 108 90/06/21 Jog Horgen 111 Hery Masters Ltr: Comments on draft F$
J. H. Baxter & Company Environmantal
Protection Agency -
Region IX
AR 109 90/06/21 Mory Bishop Jemes Jay C. Ltrs Progress roport on Hoed Pllet
Grant international Peper Corractive Action progrem during
Jomes L Grant & Coxpony 5/90
Asscciates,
Incorporated
AR 110 90/06/21 Timothy Lovaeth Mary Darretl Williams TL: First quarter 1990 rpt:
sichop J. H. Baxter & Conpany ground-water gqual ity sssesament
Jemss L Grant & proprem w/encl
Associates,
Incorporated
AR 111 90/06/28 Susan Harner Hary Kastors Ltr: losuas remain to be resolved
Californie Regional Environmantal from revieod draft F5 doted
wator Quality Control Protection Agency - 4727790, wmoeo from John Workbolleck
Board - Horth Coast Region IX of Ol and Ltr From Hary Hasters
dated 5/16/90
AR 112 90/06/29 CheaR ek J. H. Baxter & Company Technical review of USEPA Rap ©
endangorssnt sdsessment for
Boxter/IP/Roseburg Superfund Site,
Weed, CA
AR 113 90/06/29 International Paper Hery Hastors Ltr: Cormonts on draft F§S and
Company Erwironmental Endengaraant Assessment (by 4 W

Protecticn Agency -
Region IX

Baxter & Co., Internstionsl Peper,
ondd Rosetuirg Forest Products)

b
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09/25/90
J. H. Baxter & Coapeny Superfund Site
weed, Californie
wo% ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IHDEX *&®
Supplasent No. 3
AR HUMBER DATE FROM/ORGANTZATICH TO/ORGAHIZATION DESCRIPTION/SUBJECTY
yy/mm/dd
AR 114 90/06/30 Kenoti Oleari Hary Hesters Ltr: Comnents on feseibility study
Salmon River Concerned Environmental & cleenup plan for the Baxter
Citizens, Berkeley, CA Protection Ageney - Superfund eite w/ettechment
Region 1X
AR 115 90707702 David Kerschner Hary Hasters Ltr: Comments on the proposed plsn
Beazer East, Envirommentatl for the J H Baxter Suparfund site
Inc./Envirormental Protection Agency - w/enclosures
Services Region IX
AR 116 $0/07/02 Pete Bontadallf Dan McGovern Ltr: Comzants on draft F$ w/dstails
California Department Environmentsl of rocormendad senpling progrem for
of Figh & Game Protection Agency - sedimsnt and figh
Region IX
AR 117 ©0/07/30 Richard Wenning Dennyy Adams Ltrs Roview of groundwater
Chemt sk International Papar investigations conducted st 4 H
Compony Baxtor Superfund afte w/marginalia
& attached tables 1 - 3
AR 118 90/07/31 Cemeron KcDonald Williea Leuis Ler: Results of saapling of
Ecolegy & Environment, Environmental residential arens edjacent to
Inc. Protection Agency - Baxtar/1P/Rosebury slites for
Region 1X arpenic 8/or chromium in soil
w/appervdices & - ¢
AR 119 90/08/10 Jagdish Rughani Environmental Head grounduater wikie rosutts,
Mississippl Forest Protection Agency - final raport for operating paricd
Products Lsboratory, Region IX 1712790 » 7719/90 w/warginslia
Bioremadiation Groip
AR 120 90/08/10 Deruvy Adams Hary Nastoers LEr: Sussary of information on both
International Peper Erwirormental soil end grounduater remediation
Conpany Protection Agency - end proposed clesn-up levels
Region IX u/teble 1
AR 121 90/08/14 Richord Henning Danvny Adess Ltr: Clarification of inaccurecios

ChamR sk

International Paper
Conpany

in proliminary revicu of
grounduater date collacted during
Ath quarter, 1909 & st quarter,
1990 u/tables t ~ 3
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09/25/90
J. H. Baxter & Compeny Superfund Site
Weed, Catifornis
v ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IHDEX wee
Supplemont No. 3
AR KUWBER DATE FROH/ORGANIZATION TO/ORGANTZATION DESCRIPTICH/SUBJECT
yy/imy/ dd
AR 122 90/08/14 Danny Adems Kary Hasters Ltr: Response to roguest for
Internntional Poper Envirormental groukater clesn-ub goals end
Company Protection Agsncy - supplement 8/10/90 ltr re proposed
Region IX initial clesn-up goals for
groundwater & soils w/attch
AR 123 £0/08/15 Hary Bishop Jemes Jay €. Ltr: Progress report on Weed Pilot
Grent International Peper Corractive Action program during
Janes L Grant & Comparry 7790 w/attch
Asgocintes,
Incorporated
AR 124 90/08/21 Hory Hosters Dan Shene Hemo: Comments on reaults of
Environmental Environmental off-site soil sampling
Protection Agency - Protoction Agency -
Region 1X Region 1X
AR 125 $0/08/22 Mary Hesters Lfet Schodt Ltr: Reasponse to CRWACE's comments
Envirormentol Cetifornia Regional on F5 and Clarification of EPAle
protection Agency - Weter Quality Control positions Californie Safe Drinking
Region IX Boerd -~ Morth Coast Yater and Toxic Enforcessnt Act ig
flot ARAR
AR 126 90708727 Jemes L Grant & International Paper Laboratory data cheets for 6/32 -
Associstes, Compary 6719, 1990 influent/effluent water
Insorporated quelicy date for Weod gu trastment
foctlity w/YL to J Amin, B/27/90
AR 127 20/09/711 Liez2 Schadt Kary Masters Ler: Commwanitn on draft Record of
California Regional Envirorsentel Docision
Mater Quality Control Protection Agency -~
Board - Horth Coast Region iIX
AR 128 90/09/14 Ligse Schade Hory Hasters Ltr: Comments on craft Record of
California Repional Environmantal Deciaion (ROD) w/atteched table
Wator Quality Control Protection Agency - showing chamlcal concentrations in
Board - Horth Coast Region IX grounduater
AR 129 90/09/14 JJ Loasing, H Bishop Jay Amin Ltrr Progress report degcribing

Jomog L Grant &
Asso:{atas,
Incorporated

International Paper
Comparvy

sntivition on the Weed pilot
correctiva actioh program, August
1990 w/attachments





