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0A/ROD/R06-89/053 
:ited Creosoting, TX 
:cond Remedial Action -

Abstract (continued) 

- . , ::1-r.a~ 

e selected remedial action for this site includes excavation and onsite treatment of 
,000 cubic yards of soil containing contaminants which exceed target action levels, 
ing critical fluid extraction and recycling or discharging wastewater generated during 
e treatment process; incinerating and disposing of the liquid organic concentrate 
sidues offsite; spreading treated soil.on commercial portion of the site; backfilling 
sidential areas with clean fill; and air monitoring. The estimated present worth cost 
r this remedial action is $22,000,000 which includes present worth O&M costs of 
3,750,000 for 30 years. 
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SITE NAME ANO LOCATION 

DECLARATION 
UHITED CREOSOTING COMPAHY 

RECORD OF DECISION 

. September J989 . 

United Creosoting Company 
Conroe, Montgorae~y County, Texas 

STATEMENT OF BAS Is Arm PURPOSE 

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the 
United Creosoting site, in Conroe, which was chosen in accordance 
with thf. nqui rements of the Comp re hens i ve Environmental Response, 
Compensa~'.o~, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the 
Superfund Amenoments and Reautho~1zat1on Act of 1986 (SARA) ano, to 
the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision document explains 
the factua: anct legal basis for selecting tne remedy for this site, 

The Texas Water Commission supports the selected remedy, The 
information supporting this remeai,1 action decision is contained in 
the administrative record for this site. 

ASSESSMENT OF THE Sill_ 

Actual or threatened releases cf hazardous substanc~s from this site, 
if not aodressed by implementing the response action selected in this 
Recora of Decision, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment 
to public health, welfare, or the environment. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 

The major components of the selected remedy include the following: 

• Sample the residential area to better delineate all soils falling above 
the target soil action levels established in this Record of Decision. 

• Excavate all soils from residential and commercial portions of the site 
that are above the respective human health criteria and treat via 
Critical Fluid Extraction. 

~-1._Di sposc Qf the organic concentrate fr.om. _the _ex.tr:action process by 
off-site incineration. 

• As human healtn criteria and as treatment standards for KOOl contaminated 
soils are met, the treated soils will be reburied on the appropriate 
portion of the site. 
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DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

Tne selected re~edy is protective of human health and the environaent, 
complies with Federal and State requirements that a~e legally applicable 
or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-effective. 
This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or 
resource recovery) technolosies to the maximum extent practicable, and 
it satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment 
that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as their principal element, 

Because ttiis remedy will not resu'it 1n hazardous substances remaining 
on site above health•based levels, the five-year review w111 not.apply 
to this action. 

Robert E, Layton, Jr., P,E, 
Regional Administrator 
Environ~ental Protection Agency, Region 6 

9/29/89 
Date 
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DECISION SU~11ARY 
UNITED CREOSOTING COMPANY 

RECORD OF DECISION 

September 1989 

I, LOCATIOII AND GENERAL DESCRIPTION 

Tne Un1ted Creosot,ng Company site 1s located 40 miles north of Houston 
in the c,ty of Conroe, Montgomery County, Texas [Figure lJ. The site is 
one fourth mile southwest of the Missouri-Pacific Railroad and Loop 336 
intersect ion. Bo~no on 1;he west and south by Alli gator Creek, on the 
north by Dolores Street, ana on the east by the Missouri-Pacific rail 
lines, the property is approximately one hundrea acres in size. The 
physical cha•dcteristics of the site have been altered by redevelopment 
of the property, which has resulted in residential and light industri~l 
structures typical of suburban settings. 

ApproKimately 13,000 people currently l1ve within a two-mile radius of the 
Site. The s1te 1s now occupied by the Clarke Distributing Company, Conroe 
Construction Company, and the Tanglewood East Subdivision (Figure 2]. 
Ho~1ever, other residential areas surround the site to the foimedi ate north, 
west and south, wnile industr1al and commercial land uses are evident to 
the east. 

II. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVlTIES 

The Un1ted Creosoting Company operated as a wood preserving facility 
from 1946 through the summer of 1972, W1th the exception of the process 
building, where timbe~ was debarked and cut to the desired product, the 
process areas became scarred by an accumulation of the black oily chemicals 
used for treating the 1umber. H,storical a~rial photographs and analytical 
data obtained to date have been utilized to describe the process areas as 
they existed ouring active operations. 

Formed lumber, such as telephone poles and railro'd ties, were treated in 
a two-step process by the pressurized addition of pentachlorophenol [PCP) 
and creosote, Tne pressure cylinders were rinsed and the wastewater 
routed to one of the two process waste ponds located onsite. Segregation 
of the two waste streams allowed possible reclamation and reuse. The 
larger pond held mainly the creosote waste and the smaller pond the PCP 
process waste. 

No evidence exists that PCP was produced onsite. However, PCP was stored 
in one or more of the storage tanks onsite. Creosote was produced via a 

___ coal tar 11st1llation unit onsite and stored in lined pits just e~st of 
- the process waste ponds, Creosote and other dlstillate fractions of coal 

tar 1nc1uded polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs) of varying molecular 
weights. Coal tar pitch, a dark brown to black amorphous residue, was an 
unusable by-product which was apparently disposed of 1n the larger process 
waste pond. 
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In February 1970, the Texas Water Commission [TWC, at that time the Texas 
Department of Water Resources, TWC's predecessor agency), conducted a site 
investigation of United Creosoting and found no discharge of waste water 
frora the site. Abandoned in 1972, the most apparent evidence of the 
former wood preserving operations was the remnant of the two waste ponds, 
an office building, and a gar<1ge structure. Ir. 1977, the TWC inspected 
the site and rep(Jrted that the former waste ponds were being backfilled. 
Redevelopment of_the }ite haj_begun.ilt tbis $.JIJle+ · ·· 

,a-,; - - . . - ~ ·-. ,- ' -

During the SU(OOler of 1980, Montgomery County obtained soils from the 
United Creosoting site for improvements to Metts Road, Mockingbird Lane, 
and various roads in the Lake Conroe Forest Subdivision. These soils 
consisted of surface soils and pond backfill from the Clarke Distributing 
property. Citizens living along Metts Road complained of headaches, 
burns, respiratory problems, and damage to vegetation. Samples were 
collected from the roads and several locations on the Clarke Distributing 
Company property. Analysis of leachate from these soils indicated PCP 
concentrat,ons up to 20.3 mg/L. Montgomery County officials removed the 
contaminated soils frora the affected roadways and disposed of the soils 
by lanafarm treatment. 

In Augu~t 1982, TWC installed three monitoring wells on site. Additional 
wells were installed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
[EP~) R~gion 6 Field Investigation Team and by the National Center for 
Groundwater Research in 1982 and 1983. Analytical results of samples 
taken frora these wells indicated that PAH and PCP contamination existed 
in the uppermost water bearing zone. 

TWC submitted the United Creosoting site as a candidate for cleanup under 
the Superful\d program in August 1982. The iim,ediate concern at that time 
was contaminated surface water runoff flowing from the former waste ponds 
a~ea into Tanglewood East Subdivision. The TWC collected additional 
soil, water and air saraples from the site during the remainder of 1982 
and into early 1983. In September 1983 the United Creosoting site was 
included on the proposed National Priorities List by EPA and thus became 
eligible for remedi.11 funditl9• (48 Federal Register 40658, September 8, 
1983] · · 

-
In early December 1983, EPA initiated an i11111ediate response action at 
United Creosoting. Twenty-five surficial soils samples were taken in 
the vicinity of the former waste ponds and within the Tanglewood East 
subdivision. The soils were found to be contaminated with PCP and 
chlorinated dioxins and dibe'liofurans, trace byproducts of coiTrnercial 
grade PCP. It was suspected that the source of the contaminat1on might 
be storm water runoff from former waste pond areas located on the Clarke 
Oistributing property.: ,.. "'"' ~ ~,., a., ,, ... ·- ..... . 

Based on the sampling results, Clarke Distributing was directed under the 
terms of an EPA Adr.iinistrative Order on Consent to undertake an immediate 
response action witt\in the area of the former waste ponds. The action 
was completed 1n April 1984. Exposed sections of contaminated soils were 
regraded so that surface water drainage was diverted away from the 
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subdivision. Areas of contaminated soil were capped with a synthetic 
meabrane and at least 6 inches of compacted clay. Access to the cap area 
was restricted by the addition of 200 feet of fence, and drainage ditches 
were constructed to channel cap area runoff to the south thro~gh Clarke­
owned vacant land, 

A Cooperative Agre~ment for a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility 
Study (Rl/FS) was awarded to the State of Texas in March 19!!4. Field~iork 
for the Remedial Investigation was conducted in two phases~ the first in 
December 1984 and the S(;Cond in August 198_5, The data generated was used 
to estimate the extent and magnitude of contamination at the United 
Creosoting site, and to develop and evaluate several remedial alternatives 
for the feasibility Study. 

This feasibility study was completed in May 1986. Alternatives evaluated 
in the report includea offsite and onsite thermal destruction, offsite 
and onsite land fill disposal, consolidation and permanent or temporary 
capping, and no action. In August 1986, EPA proposed a remedy for the 
site which_ inc]udeo:. 

o Purchase of seven properties above and adjacent to the former 
pond area; 

o Consolidation of soils contaminated above health-based levels 
ana visibly contaminated soils 1n the pona area; 

o Construction of a temporary cap over the pond area; 

o Evaluation of innovative technologies as possible permanent 
remedies, anct; 

o Natural attenuation of the ground water contamination. 

EPA also proposed to consider a re-evaluation of this remedy in five 
years if no innovat1ve_~ech~0Jpg1es became available, 

ln August 1986, EPA held a public meeting at the Travis Junior High 
School in Conroe to discuss this proposal and the other alternatives 
developed with the residents in Conroe. The major comment received from 
the residents was a request that EPA purchase all of the homes in to~ 
Tanglewood East subdivision. However, this was not necessary to 
implement the remedy and therefore could not be done. The public also 
ex?ressed concern over the use of incineration near a residential area. 
A third major co1M1ent at the meeting re9~r<1ed the u~e.q.f biolpgical 
treatment as a rem~'¼'--- . . ••4 . . . ,' • : ·~•.c,;.• • 8 ... 

EPA signed a Record 
originally propo§ed 

of Decision un September 30, 1986, selecting the 
alter!}.~ti;i:~ iiS l~e \"e!ll~dJ for ~~g~~ ~r~9~.QHng. 

..... ~ ...... ~ ...... ,, ~'-- < , __ .~· ', ........ 
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On October 17, 1986, Superfund was reauthorized with significant changes 
to the types of alternatives to be evaluated. Tnese changes included the 
preference for onsite remedies and the use of treatment technologies to 
reduce the mobility, toxicity, or volume of waste to the maximum extent 
practicable. ln March 1987, two treatability studies were initiated to 
evaluate innovative technologies as possible remedies for the site. These 
treatability studies involved biological treatment and critical fluid 
extraction. A biol ogica 1 treatment bench sea le study was conducted from 
August 1988 to November_l988. Critical fluid extractiQn \l/dli_e~~1yated 
with a p\lot ssale unit set up on site 1n March f989. · · - · · · 

The results of these treatability-studies were reported in an amended 
feasibility study in June 1989. These results, along with a proposed 
plan to use critical fluid extraction as the rem~dy for the site, were 
presented to the public in July 1989. · 

Implementation of a permanent remedy at thi~ time would preclude the need 
for the consolidation and temporary capping portion of the remedy selected 
in the 1986 ROD. EPA will finalize the acquisition of the seven properties 
in the former pond area. Six of these properties have been purchased; 
EPA is awaiting the removal of an Internal Revenue Service lien against 
the sev~Qtn property. · · 

During the course of the ongoing investigation, EPA has identified nine 
Potentially Responsible Parties [PRPs] for this site. Although PRPs have 
been given the opportunity to participate in all actions that have been 
taken through the 1986 Record of Decision, no responses have been received 
to date. 

The PRPs will also be offered the opportunity to participate in the 
1mplementation of the final selectea remeay. If negotiations are still 
unsuccessful, the cleanup will be Fund financed, and appropriate cost 
recovery actions will be sought at a later date. Any additional PRPs 
identified will also be offered tt.e opportunity to voluntarily participate 
in implementing the selected remedy. 

~ • ~ - . J 

I II. COMMUNHV PA.RTICIPATION 

During the 1940's, when United Creosoting began operation, the site was 
relatively isolated from any sign1ficant population concentrations or 
urban development. Once operations ceased, in 1972, the property remained 
essentially dormant until redevelopment of the area began in 1977, 
Residential property owners were basically un11ware of the previous land 
usage and the potential ha~ards until the ~ite,wa~ agdr;?d to \he_Na~iqn~L 
Pri.oriti~Sf.ri~t in September)98~:-,: ~-,,, ,,,,,, -•. ",,:,, ,:,: ,--

, .. - .. .,.,.. .-~. . "j..,. •·-• ... ,,~·•• • ,._ ,. ,.,.,._, :_--. .• •-~l•· ,., . .,,. 
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An 1nitial property owners' meeting was held on September 6, 1983, to 
discuss the Superfund program and current site conditions. The vast 
majority of those in attendance demonstrated a very high level of concern 
about the long-term effects of continuous exposure to contaminants found 
onsite. In subsequent meetings they have requested a total buyout of the 
subdivision, 

The press· release announcing the-public COJOOlent period and ·public meeting 
for the alternatives presented in this ROD ~as issued on July 10, 1989. 
The comment period began on July 17 and ende,1 on August 15, 1989. An 
open house was held with the area residents on July 15 to outline the 
alter-natives presented in the Feasibility Study Amendment Report. Forty 
people registered at this open house, The p1,blic meeting was held on 
August 3, 1989, in the St. Marks Lutheran Cnurch Fellowship Hall in 
Conroe, Texas. Forty-eight people registered at the meeting and six macte 
oral statements or asked questions, 

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF 8~MEDIAL ACTION 

This Record of Decision specifies the final remedy for contaminated soils 
at the United Creosoting site. Since contaminants will be removed fro~ 
these meoia to health based levels, this ROD complements the 1986 decision 
that no action is net?ded to_remediate tht? shall.ow ground water. 

V. SITE CHARACTERIZATION 

Topography 

Tne natural topography at the United Creosoting site comprises gently 
rolling uplands and the r.atural vegeta,ion consists of virgin forest. As 
a result of industrial and reside~tial development, much of the natural 
~oils in the site vicinity 11ave ~een disturbed or covered by ftll material 
and various structures. Alligator Creek, which skirts the southwestern 
portion of the site, winds through residential properties in a southern 
direction under subdivision streets in a galvanized culvert, Once offsite, 
Alligator Creek flows in an improved channel for f1ve miles to the West 
Fork of t~eSao Jacinto Rtver. 

Surface water drainage enters Alligator Creek at various locations on and 
off the United Creosoting site [Figure 3]. Overall site surface water 
dri'inage flows to the south, The subdivision properties drain into the 
streets of Tanglewood East, ~nd then into Alligator Creek via culverts,. 
Conroe Construction P"Operty runoff flows west 'Into the subdivision 
drainage system at Arlington Street. Clarke·Oistributing Properties drain 
to the south anct into a ditch wrich feeds Alligator Creek. The cap area 
over the former waste ponds also drains into this ditch, and runoff from 
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paved areas is forced into the ditch by curbing, There is minim~l runoff 
from Clarke Distributing into tht east drainage aitch, just west of the 
Missouri-Pacific Railroad. This railroad ditch and the vacant are~ 
d~ainage ditch do not interact. 

Geology 

The United Creosoting site is geographically situated in tne West Gu.lf 
Coasta 1 Pl an Physiographi c provincE: of Texas. · The natural soi 1 s at the 
site consist of the Conroe and Splendora se~ies. These soils range from 
g~avelly loam to loamy fine sand of nearly level to 5-percent slopes. 

"-The soils have moderate available water capacity. - ""- - .- · · "'' ' 

The s1te is underlain by unconsolidated sand, gravels, and clay in 
alluvial de~osits. These deposits are of Pleistocene Age (3 million to 
20 thousa,,d years old) and .were formed by high-gradient braided streams 
that floweci coastward from uplands to the north,. The surficial sediments 
at the site belong to the Willis Sand Formation, the most coarse of the 
Pleistocene Formations. 

The Willis Formation consists largely of clayey sand and gravel, and some 
localized clay beds. The gravel is fairly coarse, is uniformly sandy, 
and contains much fossilized or petrified wood. The Willis Formation 
dips toward the Gulf at about 10 f~et per mile and, in the vicinity of 
the site, is estimated to be approximately 70 feet thick. The approximate 
elevation of the top of the Willis Formation at the United Creosoting 
Company site is 230 feet HSL. 

Underlying the Willis Formation are the Goliad Sand {Pliocene Age), 
Fleming Formation (M1ocene Age), Catahoula Sandstone (Miocene Age), and 
the Jackson G~oup (sijndsto·.e and clay members of the Eocene Age). The 
thickness of these sediments above the top of the Jackson Group is 
approximately 3,600 feet in the vicinity of the site. 

Hydrogeology 

Ground water is the majur sou~ce of public and industrial water supplies 
in Montgomery County, Texas. ·At least 60 wells have been reported in 
frequent use within the Chicot and Evangeline aquifers up to two miles 
downgradient from the United Creosoting site [Figure 4]. High volume, 
multiple-user wells such as the City of Conrce municipal supply well~ are 
generally screened in the deeper Evangeline sand and siogle-1;ser domestic 
wells ar:~ found in the sb,~~lQw Chic<>t formation. · 

. , ' 

In the Conroe area, tlie Chicot .Aquifer consists of the Willis Sand. The 
Evangeline Aquifer comprises a 5.equence of alternating sangs c,nd clays of 
the Gal lrt•1 Sand ,and part of the Flemin3 formation above the Burkeyille 
Aquiclude. The flow. directi.on in both the Chicot and Evangeline Aquifers 
is genf,ra 11 y s.o~thwarp_~,~~, l\)lg!au ! i: gradient lf 4 fee..t.!'j~ )ni} 7 a~d 

-y:_-, ,~~:~~,~~-:;~-~ :_t · :,f t~rl,~~~c-
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5 feet per mile, respectively. The Chicot Aquifer is as shallow as 66 ta 
76 feet below ground surface and is recharged by precipitation. The 
Evangel1r.e sits 825 to 1,190 feet belo.i ground su~face and has decreased 
in water level as much as 10 to 25 feet o.ver the last decade due to 
witharawals 111 the Conroe.area. 

. . 
As a dom~stic water resource, use of the thg shallow water bearing zone 

-~--directly beneath the site is _not ·anticipated due to the extremely low 
yield. This 25-foot zone is comprised Qf two _inter~onne~t~d sand 1 enses 

--separated tntermltter.tly by a thin clay layer.- The upper, unconfined 
1ens begins at a depth of 14 to 44 feet bel,ow the ground surface and 
averages approximately 10 feet thick while the lower, semi-confined lens 
_begins at a depth of 26 feet. Ground water movement in this snallow 

__ #aquifer averages between 5 to 15 fP,et ,per_Jear in"': south,)lrn direction. 

"A sec3nd water bear1ng zone exists at an approximate depth of 56 to 84 
feet below the g~ound surface and is approx1mately 20 feet thick. Ground 
water mo~ement 1n this deeper 2011e also averages between 5 to 15 feet per 
,year HI ii southern d1 rect, on. However, a clay aquitard separates this 
'zone from the shallow aquifer. Tr.e thickness of the aquitard ranies ~rom 
22 to 32 feet and the permeabil1ty of this layer 1s approximately 10· 
t:ef!t per day, initicative of <;lays which c:;~n .r:etard vertical migration. 

" -:·· • .'! .. : 

Nature ahd Extent of Soils* C.,ontamifliltion 

'The Remedial Investigation fieldwork at United Creosoting was cond~cted 
· in December 1984 and August 1985 with the purpose of acquiring site-spec1f1c 

data neeo~d to document the existence of hazardous substances and any 
threats of releases of hazardous substances at the site, Contaminants nf 
concern in soils* were selected by assessing their toxic1ty, concentration, 
a,10 persistence. Background concentrations of some of the contaminants 
conrnonly found , n suburban settings were used for. c;9!)1parati v.e purposes. 
Tne 1985 P.I Report c_9_nf?qnep ttie following:_ 

" ' ;,,,_ •· -~ . - . 
•a_, 

, The light cor.J11ercial area contains mairih subsurface soils 
contamination in the former ponds area ·down to a depth of 
20 to 25 feet [water table]. A total of 40,00Q cubic yaras 
is est im_9jed ~bOve. packgro~nd c;oncent_r~t •on~. , • . 

' :' .' ~ '' 

• !lo soil contamin!lt.tqn was fQun~ }n the clays beneath the 
water table. · • •. J : 

. ·~--.~, , Ji l 

• The ,·esidential are.-1 .contains mainly shallow soils 
_ contaminatioo to an avera,ge deqth of 3 teet •. Ar~ul'ld the 

,,, 
I 

-t· 

I 
I 

---~---··· 

l 
l 

I --
I 
I 
I 

' ' -1 . :i former waste ponds pt.ea, along the prior process ins ,irea. 
and in prior oratnage pathways, t~e tot.al estt111ate is . , 
approximately 5~,poo ~ubic ya:-Js <\~ovi, ba.\:kgrourid · · · •• 
concentrations. • • •. _ ,-f 

1 
· /~ :\ •-... "Tr" ·• ~7" j 

-••·';, _ *Otner me<1i<1_ specific findings c<1n j)e 't.ound \r1 t,lle 1986 Record ·of O~iSion. J. 
._.,,.,==··-· -'·--~-""'.".-u{i .e:..cgrouno water~~a;r;·etc.) ·· _.;;' __ -=---··-.,........., ~ .. ..,., ,,.- cL .• .,. ______ , -·-1 

--·:·• 
__ ,~·: "'"~ 
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t V1sual areas of contam,nat1on througho~~ Doth the 1ndustr1al 
ano res1aent1al areas ,n tne form of ~tar matsq ana stressed 
vegetation 1nclude acprox1mately 6,000 cubtc yards (1ncluoed 
1n the abo~e est1matesJ. 

Contamlna~ts of concern tnclude polycycl1c aromatic hydrocarbons [PAhs], 
pentach1arophenol (PCP], and ctilorlnated tsomers of dlox1n and ditien;::ofuran. 
1ab1e 1 11sts only the maxim-Jm concentrat;ons of these compounds found 1n 
d1fferent areas of the United c~eosotlng site. Host of the htgh 
concent~at1ons repo~ted 1n the res1dent1al area we~e reported 1n the area 
Glose to the asphalt1c mat of the southwest ~ortlon of the coffltlerc1al 
are~. A~erage toncenttations over the res1aential area are s19n1ficantly 
1owe~ for each contaminant. 

Ouring the 1nvest19at1on of opt1ons for treatlng the soils, the Slte ~as 
!'lot re .. Sa,",Jp led. A l'llOre detail ea samp 1 i ng effoP-t w1 l l be rNui ~ea befol'e 
co~duct1ng the remed1al des1gn. Tn1s was expressed as a conceP-n at the 
AugiJst 3, 1989, publ1c raeetlng. lherefore. EPA will conduct pre .. destgn 
sampl1ng 1n the residential area~ 

VI. SUfll,\i'.i o, sm RISKS A~O Ri~EO!At!O« GOAlS 

In 1985, the Agenc;: for- fox1c Substanc~s and 01sease Registry [ATSDR] 
wa<:. cons,;H.eil to estatihsn remM1al act1on cr 1 t:na for the s,t~. i\t 
tnat t1me, ATS0R 1ndlcated that a crtter•on of 100 pa:--ts l)eP- mill ton 
(ppm] of total PAIis in the soll would adeci1Jately protect human health. 
Since 198~. the methodologles for e~a1uat1n9 t1~\s ana remedial act1on 
c~1te~13 have been r-efined. The ~emed1Jl action c~ite~ia used 1n this 
ROD we.-e developed based ori tnes.e ref1ned metnoas publ1shea rn: 111s1: 
Assessment Gu1d.ince for Human _);e.ilth ha.lu,n1on M.inual. 1989 OSWEr­
o,rect,~e ~285~701~ and t~e Supe~tund Pu~l1e ~e~l~n E11aluat1on M~~~al, 
1986 0S~£R o,~ect111e 9285.4-1. 

l~ ove~a\\ noa1 of the remert1al act•on ts to reduce tne ~otentia\ 
rtsks cosed hy the site to between one 1n ten thousana .ind one in one 
rn1ll1on excess canc,r tisk 1nc1dents. The methodolog1es outl1ned In 
the guidance we~e useu to develop s1te s~ecif,c cr1t~rla for the 
contam.lnants a\:~~lt.e.d Creosot1rtg to meet th"s objective* 

Hu~n Health Imoa.ets 

The follllw1ng sormiary Mghl1ghts the broad concerns r-aised u a re!ult of 
··the r1sk assessment p~oces~. but does not present the numefQU\ &ssumQt10ni 

and canstratnts eoiployed tn a typ1Gal assessment._ On1y tt.G WO!"'St case 
-_::r1-ik 1s presented.. Conservat tve a:ssurnptton.s we~e used to e.1(pl1ua the 

_·potet1.t,al fo(' Mve~se health effect.s to occ.ur" JJMe~ condtttons ttiat tenc. 
to overest1mate r1sks. As a result, the r1sk ~ssess.nent should not b~ 
construed as ptesenttng an absolute est1mate of r1sk to human health. 
Rat.ner, 1t 1s a conservat,ie analy~is 1ntanded to 1ndltate t"a pot.ent,al 
for adve~se healttt effects to acciJ~. -
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TAP/LE l: CO~ITAMIN'ANTS l N SO I t 

~~-~~•·'"""."' .. "', ----~----­
rm YCYCl!C AROMATIC 

.)ttnPOCARllON COtlPOIINOS 
MA!IMUM CONCrNTRAf!ONS (mg/kg) 

;lPAH<i) 
\ 

-~ ----------
;~t".en.ap,htt-.ene 

· lk.e~aph tha 1 ene' 

" ·~.rothrace-ne 

f'<•nw( A)Anthracer:e 

t (l'.f•nto·( A ~P'yren..­

~ntof R)Fl uoranthene 

f,(-nz-o(G ,H, [ )P~r-y1ene 

r~nzo(K)Fluoranthene 

t fh ryst:"ne 

t ilibenz-::i(A,H)Ar,,lhraeene 

tiiben?:Jfuran 

f luorilnthene 

fndeno-( l ,2 ,3-CO}Pyrene 

f'nmanthren~ 

Cc,mmC'rci al former 

Po•~•~'---------' 
QGO ( SJ 

tS[cpJ 

280 (?J 

180 [2] 

3.6 (4)· 

S!(cr,J 

No Ortect 

6.4 [3] 

1)0 (2J 

3/0[cpJ 

930 (SJ 

980 [SJ 

1,100 (SJ 

!9[cpJ 

1,200 [5] 

7 ,4Q:) f5J 

Area 

300 [!01 

240 [SJ 

291 (5] 

6.3 [s] 

5 fs] 

2/#l(s] 

291 [ s] 

330 [ 5) 

280 [SJ 

:m1 (~.] 

570 [10] 

'40 [\) 

RE''i.fdNltiat 
Area 

2,600 [s] 

8.9[cp] 

970 [,) 

2,000f[sJ 

650 [s) 

268(cp) 

s4 rs J 

l ,IOOIN[s) 

2 ,000#[ s J 

724[cp] 

15 [3] 

700 [sJ 

tic Ei~tN"t 

376(cp] 

ll fJl° 

970 [s] 
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TABlE' l1 C€JNTAM'!rtANTS f N S O I l 

()rtffR ORGANIC COHPOtmns 
f,IO,Kf~IIH COIICENTRATio•s (ug/kg) 

-- fo~er Co:nmercfal Rec;fd'ential - -- ----
,------~-----.c...--'~C)fods A.r~a A,re-11 

or CONCERN 

1,100 [SJ 710 t 15) I 50 [s] 

tCl0,r-h1.,\tfd CHo>cfn'i. 

TE>t,a-
1 tntal u 

"E"rita-, total 

ff~li:<1- . tnt at 

iiePta.;, total 

Octa- . tot&l ,, ., 
tClorinateh 

1 == 

F1rrarrs 

,;.)4 [4)• No Detf"Ct 0.35 (s] 
2.1 [l] No O,,.u•ct 7.3 r, 1 
Z,B [4) 4.! fsl 27 [3) 

48 [ 4) !RO [ s) 120 (sl 
240 [ SJ 520 (s] 6,000 (sJ 

t ... tra-·. total 
No O("tPet N'o 0Ptf'Ct: No Ol"tect 

Per.ta-; total No Detect tfo 0f'tect No Oet<"rt 
He"a- • total 

u .. r,ta-. total 

Octa- . total 

t C,frc:tnogen,, CompoLtnds: 

5. I (5] 6.6 (15] l<O fs) 
37 (4) 41 [ sJ 890 [ s] ., ,, 
33 [5) 37 [!5,s] ·;): ! 1.soo [sJ 

onfy 'thf>' 2,'.l,1.R-dr!>llh<;t.itutf'd f ,;omPrs of dio..::in r5rrd furan. 
0 

ThP Only 'Detect ton for the area g1vl?'n. 
I 2,3,1,3-tetrac:htorodi!'lenzodft)Kfn was c1nalyti?d for, hut wa<; nnt d£1te--t1?d ori the c;ite-. 

[ 1 !Jep,th of Cnr,-centratfon Repl"'r-sented in feet; "s. 11 reprt?Sentc; surfictal soils lec;s thcln 6 iinch,,.,; i'n rl,•rth. 
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The United Creos~t1ng s1te comprises two se;a~ate areas, a res1Gent1a~ 
.::rea bo .. oe,.eo on the east by a 1,g.,t corm-,e .. ctdl area. Thel'"efor"e, a 
different set of c1rcumstances oeterm,ne tne expos~,.e for resicents 11v1ng 
onpte vers1.1s tndt for e,nployees working ons1te. For 1nstance, wv,.1c.ers 
onsitc woulo speno only a po,.tion of their oay 1n potential cont~ct with 
con~am1nants 1n compa,.1son to resioents wh1cn live ons1te. In aoo1t1on, 
this partldl exposu'"e woulo last only for the number of years a person 
was eroployeo ons1te. 

N 
0 
0 

Since ttie res 1oent 1 a 1 exposu'"e scend'" 1 o 1s the most conservative. ootent 1 al 
aovetse health impacts were analyzeo to oevelop a H~orst casea example, 
thls exposure scena.-10 1s based on an 1noiv1C1ual 11111119 on the s1te for 
70 yeal'"s, from infancy througri aoulthooa, The assumptlon 1s made that 
exposure to the max1mun conce~trat1on level 1aent1f1ed onsite occurs 
evel'"y time exposure occurs over a restder.t's 10 year l1fettme. Table 2A 
lists othe~ assunpt1ons which were used fOI'" tn1s scenar10, For com9a-ison, 
Yable 28 hsts the assu111pt1ons wt11ch coulel be us<!O for att office employee 
lolork1ng ons1te, 

Ch~micals onsite wh1Ch a-e net cancer-causing [noncarcinogen1c] co~pounels 
are fauna mainly ln subsurface so1Js 1n the former pnnds area or 1n 
su .. f1c1al tar mats 1n the res1c1ent1al area. cu~r-ent exposure ts thus 
l1m1ted, If the a-eas are 01sturbeC1, aaverse health effects can result 
from the levels 1dent1f1eo at United Creosoting as established by ATSOR 
in 1986, For e.1:.a:::ple, afte" continueu exposu~e. an 1nai1ddual might 
develop skin 1rr1tat1ons from contact with PAtts 1n soils. Howeve~, these 
symptoms wou1c 01sappea~ when ex~osure 1s el1m1nated. PCP 1s currently 
consideree1 no~carc1nogen1c, yet 1ngest1on may ~esult ,n kidney and ltver 
l)rob le/llS. 

One aHumpt1on re\'.il.1''lng discussion lilvolves tile ta,. mat areas tn 
res1c1ent1al a~eas which contain 111911 levels of PAHs, As a ~.at degrades 
and becomes s1m1Ja• to soil, uptake of conta~1nants from 1Jc1cental 
exposu~e may 1ncr~ase. Tne r1sk of a person ce11elop1ng hEdlth p~obl~ms 
from 1ngest1ng or dermally contact1ng co~tam1nants in tile so1l~lite 
mater1al may also ,ncrease. Howaver, contaminants 1n the t~r are unlikely 
to be ingested at tne same rate as ~f 1ngesteo 1n the fo-·rr. of a.:t;,.al 
so1l. Although this s~enar10 1s extremely conservat111e at present, over 

.. the long term, the 9111en soil ingestion rate may beCOlli8 moru reallst1c, 

~PAHs known or suspecteo to be cancer-caus1ng (carc1nogen1c] compounds may 
~vary 1n tox1c poten:y. Coupled w1th noncarc1nogen1c effects, tne picture 
Of toxic1ty be~omes ~omplex. Therefore, exposure and uptake of these 

-compounds into th~ body var1es not only w1th the circumstances at United 
Creosoting. but also w,th the mixture of PA.Ms p~esent. ~or example, 
current r1sk asseisment methodology assumes the total max1mum concentratton 

-::-of all carc1no9en1c PAils ls essent1ally all oenio~a)pyrene [BAP]. one of 
the most toxic PA.-is ons1te, At un,ted c~eosot1119, BAP representi f~om 
.!:~1 :: ~~~ :~ -.:.::. :.::~:- ;,,.;~,:il'lcgc:;;;:: p,;,, ....,. .... @r.:...-o;.;.,,,, 
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· ·. ~GE CLASS 
1 l(YEARS) 

0-1 

1-6 

i.. 6-12 

: p2-18 
I 

. ii~B-70 
' 

TABLE 211: RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE ASSUMPTIOflS 

. ,DURATION OF 

'f "" 

EXPOSURE (YEARS) 

l 

5 

6 

6 

52 
, . 

SO IL INGESTION BODY WEIGHT 
RATE (KG/OAY} (KG) 

0 10 

0.0002 17 

0.0001 30 

0.0001 55 

0.0001 70 

FREQUEtlCY OF 
EXPOSURE {DAYS/VEAR} 

0 

356 
.. 

365 

104 , 

'' 52 . 
I 

" 
• l1Eicposures'for :each age class are sumijed to ohtain Pxposur" ovpr a pPrson's expected'· 

,70 - year lifetfme • 
. . , 
1 

lr.E CLASS' 
(YEARS) 

18-70 ,. 
' ,t 

' :":i. ,' 

TABLE 28: WORKER EXPOSURE ASSUMPHONS 

DURATION OF 
EXPOSURE (YEARS)* 

30 

SOIL INGESTION 
RA TE (KG/DAY) 

0.0001 

BODY WEIGHT 
(KG) 

70 

-:J "· • 
. *Years 'E!11j>loyed on the site. 

·**Frequency of Exposur!' for light trimmercial Busin!',s also assumed only 
.s hours/day out of 16 W3king hours/d~y of potential exposure. 

"' ' 
' - .) ;, i1- . , 

FREQUENCY' dF' . .. 
EXPOSURE {DAYS/YEAR)** 

260 
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Under the scenario evaluatea, a person who is exposed to the maximun 
concentration of carcinogenic PAHs found in the residential area mignt 
have a seventy-four in one thousand chance of developing cancer over his 
expected seventy year lifetime if no remedial action is taken at the site. 
However, this is an extremely conservative estimate of ti1e excess cancer 
risk for PAHs found in soil at the United Creosoting site. First, the 
high concentration ut1l_ized in this risk estimate for exposure to PAH_ 
contaminated soils was ·detected in a tar mat area ar,·! a soil ingest ion 
rate was used. Next, the total concentration of carcinogenic PAHs was 
assumed all SAP. Therefore, the actual excess cancer risk due to 
carcinogenic PAHs at the site is most probably lower than seventy-four 
in one thousand and can even be zero, 

Some dioxins and furans are.also known to be carcinogenic and are present 
in the soils at United Creosoting. However, EPA has established criteria 
for dioxins ano furans in so1ls. Guidance used to evaluate the levels 
present in soils at Uniteo Creosoting include Interim Procedures for 
Estimating Risks Associated witn Exposures to Mixtures of Chlor1nated 
Dibenzo-p-D1ox1ns and -Dibenzofurans, EPA/625/3-87/012, March 1987 and 
also Internat1onal Toxicity Eguivalency Factor (1-TEF) Method of Risk 
Assessment for Com lex Mixtures of D1oxins and Related Com ounds, Report 
No. 6, August 1988. Although concentrations of these contaminants at 
United Creosoting do exceed the health criteria for soils sn a residential 
area, exposure is somewhat l1mited due to grass cover in most yards. 

Environmental Impacts 

Environmental concerns have been partially addressed in past removal 
activit1es and in the 1986 Record of Decision. For example, the source 
of ground water contamination is mainly PCP and noncarcinogenic PAHs 
found in the former ponds area. Tne temporary cap and diking of this 
area prevented further contaminat~d surface water runoff. The 1986 
Record of Decision specified removal of this source. This Record of 
Decisivn includes how these compounds will be addressed in order to 
alleviate further degradation of groundwater and a1lov1 natural 
attenuation of the aquifer. 

Remediation 6041s 

Remediation goals for the soils at the United Creosoting site involve 
reducing the potential for adverse human health and environmental impacts. 
Action levels for soils that were developed in the 1986 Record of Decision 
[!-:OD} took into account both human health ~nd environmental impacts, 
However, these levels can now be express!d., in a n,ore definitive manner, 
th~n.possible in \~~ij§&~QO~. ., ~. ·· f,:_--:b< 
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Tox'icity information ana the metnodology for uti1izing the ,nformation 
is better .defined today than prior to the 1986 ROD, In the past, an 
e11t1re class of compo\lnds were 1dtmtified as prob1emat1c if carcinogenicity 
was suspected for one of the individual chemicals, However, individual 
chemical toxicities of particular groups of compounds are better understood 
and more easily communicated today, For instance, the 2,3,7,8-dioxin 
isomers are now known to be tha only isomers of dioxin and furon that 
exhibit carcinogenic characteristics. Another example is apparent with 
respect to PAKs, AlthOugh no criteria have been established.for PAHs in 
soi ls to date, ~as for- dioxins, a risk assessment methodology has been 
developed to estimate and better express action levels for these contaminants 
in soil, 

The potential threat to human health posed by chlorinated dioxins and 
dibenzofurans. is based on the established criteria for 2,3,7,8-tetrachloro­
dibenzodioxin (TCDD). Chlorinated dibenzofurans and all other isomers of 
dioxins are considered to be less toxic than 2,3,7,8-TCDD and are expressed 
in toxic equivalents of 2,3,7,8-TCDD. Therefore, although 2,3,7,8-TCDO 
was not detected at the United Creosoting s1te and is not typically found 
with the other dioxin isomers associated with PCP, the target action 
level for dioxins and furans in soils 1s expressed in parts per billion 
(ppb) toxic eqvivalencies of 2,3,7 1 8-TCDD: 

Target Soil Action Levels for Dioxins and Furans 

Residential Soils 
Industrial SQils 

1 ppb Total 2,3,7,8-TCDD Equivalents 
20 ppn Total 2,3,7,8-TCDD Equivalents 

These levels are intended to be utilized as criteria in evaluating a 
representative distribution of conta~inants in shallow soils, The 
difference between residential and industrial soils was derived from the 
differences in exposure anticipated in a residential setting versus a 
light commerc1al area, 

Today, most remedial activities are driven by carcinogenic compounds 
since the action level for carcinogens may be orders of magnitude more 
stringent than those levels developed for noncarcinogens, However, if 
carcinogens are not present, noncarcinogenic compounds may also drive a 
rem~dial action when concentrations occur at levels of concern to either 
human health or the environment, Therefore, two sets of criteria for 
contaminants 1n soil can be established to effectively remediate a site 
based upon both car~inog~ni.c a.nct -~~~1;~r~!-~o,genis_ac!i,on 1~vei~~ 
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The conta~ination at United Creosoting 1s distributed in such a manner 
that botn carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic contaminants appear in shallow 
soils throughout the site, However, subsurface lOils in the former ponds 
area contain mainly pentachlorophenol [PCP) and noncarcinogenic PAHs, 
As specified in the 1986 ROD, these compounds prl!sent a ttireat to human 
health if disturbed and also present a threat of continued groundwater 
contamination, Although the 1986 ROD set a clean-up level of 100 parts 
per million [ppm) for Jot~l PAH~ tn .soils, this ROD presents two sets of 
action levels for PAHs in ,;otl--carctnon~~nic and noncarcinogenic PAHs--
to ensure effective protect i.Qn of hljm~n hcia),\t) ~ng the 1111vi ronmQnt. 

Target soil action levels for the areas where no carcinogens are present 
were calculated on the basis of noncarcinogenic health effects. These 
calculations are less complicated than carcinogenic estimates, as described 
in the same guidance documents previously referenced for calculating 
excess cancer risk, For example, the most conservative exposure scenario 
was used: a child who ingests 0,0002 grams of soil per day. Each chemical 
has a reference dose for acceptable daily intake. The ratio of the 
calculated intake to the reference iniake should not exceed unity. 

EPA retains the 1986 ROD action level of 150 ppm for PCP in soils, This 
level is ten timas more protective than the level calculated for human 
health [1,500 ppm]. Yet this level is app1•opriate in consideration of 
removing subsurface contaminants to prevent further impact to the upper 
water bearing zone. Therefore, the target soil action level calculated 
for PAHs to be protective of human health [20,000 ppm] was also decreased 
by a factor of ten to account for the potential impact of subsurface PAiis 
to the environment: 

~ar9et Soil Action Levels for PCP and Noncarcinogenic PAHs 

150 ppm Total PCP 
2,000 ppm Total honcarcinogenic PAHs 

These levels are intended to be utilized 111 evaluating a representative 
distribution of contaminants in subsurface soils. Naphthalene was utilized 
for evaluating the effects of noncarcinogenic PAHs and for deriving a 
target soil action lev~l in ~~r.l])~ of ."tQtal Noncarcinosenic PAHs". 

The potential threat to human health posed by carcinogenic PAHs is based 
upon the toxic potency of benzo(a)pyrene (BAPJ, The current methodology 
in assessing excess lifetime career risk assumes that all carcinogenic 
PAHs are BAP. For this reason, many RODs have specified target action 
levels for "Totai Carcinogenic PAHs" in soil, assuming 100 percent BAP, 
However, other carcinogenk PAHs are now known to be toxic relative to 
BAP, EPA is currently attempting to rank ottier PAHs against BAP in 
toxicity equivalel'its similar to that method used for T~D,Q,. 

Since the number which represents "Total Carcinogenic PI\Hs" is a 
summat1on of 1ndividud1 carcinogenic PAHs,_the toxicit,r o_f the mixture 

t.!. 
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is not effectiv~ly representea. Two SJmples may show the same total 
concentration of PAHs and yet ~he toxicities may be signif1cant1y different, 
An action level, however expresst.d, actually reflects the BAP concentration 
calculated from the risk level assumed for remediation of a site. Therefore, 
this RCD expresses a~tion levels in ppb BAP equivalencies to ensure that 
the toxicity level of a r,1ixture will be evaluated rather than merely the 
total concent-ration of carcino~e_nic PAHs at the time of remedial action: 

T.!!J!.~t. So,tl_ A~t.tPn J.eyels. for. C{lrcinogeni c PAHs 
. . --- - .. 

Residential Soils 
Industrial Soils 

33D ppb Total BAP Equivalents 
40,000 PE~ J9t~J8~P. Equi valJmt;; 

These levels are intended to be utilized as the criteria in evaluating a 
representative distribution of contaminants in surface soils. The difference 
bet~een residential and industrial soils was derived from the differences 
in exposure ant1c1pated in a residentia1 setting versus a light commercial 
area, as previously outlined in latiles 2A and 26., 

The level for residential soils is set at the current detection limit of 
individual PAHs in order to ;pproach an excess risk level of one in one 
million. Tne level expressed for industrial soils corresponds .o an excess 
risk of one in ten thousana, These levels fall within EPA's acceptable 
range for determining excess lifetime cancer risk, 

VII, DESCRIPTION or ALTERNATIVES 

In accordance with the National Contingenc,>- Plan [NCPJ, 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 300, initial remedial approaches were screened to 
det.erm~ne which might be appropriate for the United Creoso!;ng si~t. The 
1986 Feasibility St. ly describes the details of this scre?,,lrg, Ttte 1989 
Feasibility Study Amendment Report revises this screening to account for 
changes in developing and evaluating remedial alternatives under the 
Superfund A~endments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARAJ, Public Law 
99-499, 100 Stat. 1613, From the possible remedies developed to a'ldress 
contam,ndted soils at United Creosoting six alternatives were chosen for 
detailed analysis. A No Ac;ion Alternative 1s include~ in the fioal. 
analysis to comply wit~ t~e NCP requirements. · 

Alternatives which involve excavation activities {all except the No Action) 
take into account the praxim1ty of residences and area businesses during · 
implementation. Pote~tial air emissions during excavation would require 
intensive air monitoring and dust control. During remedial design, sevsral 
methods to control these emission$ will be develo,ped and evaluated to · 
ensure protection M hllman health; For example, knock-down spray [water] 
could be used to control p~rticulates sti~re~ up during excavation, Since 
contaminants are semi-volatile, the knock-down spray may be i:ombined ~1th 
the pace of excavation Cslower rate) to pre~ent adverse air emissions, 'A ... 
contingency plan will l;)e dev11lopect as.part of.tile remedial design and./lr~~·-•······ 

. res 1 dents will .~e :1 llf or.Jll~~.-~f..w~it )Q~1~P,.e~t~~r111~ .tni s.. a~~ 1 Vl:¥; ;~ 
0
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1his plan will describe the physical ana work pr~ctice measures that will 
be undertaken to minimize ano capture air e:''~"~ns from thE: excavation 
and processing of waste, In addition, it will surrimarize air quality 
monitoring tl1at wil 1 be performed at t.he site and 1n the commc11ty. 
Finally, it will l'Stablish the criteria for temporary relocation Guring 
construction, 

This Record of Decision is l>ased up311. ~oil samplJng infor~atjon_obtained 
in the 1905 Remedi a 1 Inver,t 1 gat ior,. Each of the a 1 ternat wes presented 
in this ROD were developed on the basis of 72,000 cubic yards of so11s 
tai-geted for excavation in the U86 ROD, While this data is adequate 
to frame the selection of broij~ remedial approaches possible for United 
Creosoting, 1t is not sufficiently detailed to prepare an engineering 
design fo:- the remedy, Therefore, prior to the design of the remedy, 
the residential areas will be resimpled to accurately map contours ~f 
soil contamindtion. This i1formation will be assessed with the target 
soil act1on levels specified in this ROD to clearly delineate areas of 
su~face soils that will b<: treated by the remedy, EPA will then meet 
with the cornrninit.J to revie1, and discuss this information. In accordance 
with established agency policies, any significant difference in the 
remedy tnat this data may produce will be addressed in an amendment to 
this Record of P:acision or in. an "Explanation of Si9nif1cant Differences" 
document, · 

Soils at United Creosoting are contaminated with a RCRA listed hazardous 
waste, KOOi Wood Preserving Waste [40 CFR 261,32], Therefore, the Land 
Disposal Restrictions [LOR] for treatmenc Qnd disposal of soils containing 
the KOOl l1stea waste ara applicable reguirements, For example, Best 
Oemonstrattct Available T~chnology [BDATJ standards for treatment of KOOl 
Nonwastewate·~ wtll be used to evaluate placement (reburial] of treated 
so11s at the stte, along with target soil action levels based on human 
health criteria aM cui·r-ent land us~. 

Conversely, PC? was not produced onsite and was not used in a manufacturing 
p1·ocess as a reactart, 1ntermeaiate, etc (40 CFR 261,31]. Therefore, · 
Land Disposal Restrictions for the F02l listed PCP Waste are n~t applicable 
for soils contaminated with PCP ana trace oioxins/furans, Treatment 
requirements for f021 wastes have net been promulgated to date, Therefore, 
healtt1 based levels developed i11 this ROD would be more appropriate for 
United Creosoting soi ls. However, other handl 1ng and temporary storage 
requirements ·re relevant and appropriate for alternatives which treat 
and dispose of contc1minated s9tls ons1te, 

.. 
Ground water monitoring is included in all of the soil remedial alternative,s 
as part of post closure 111Qnitoring to ensure that natural attenuation· . · · 
will occur. Althousih J;he .time fram!l fo~ establishing a trend t9war<1s '. 
natural attenuat l on 1s dependept on the type of a 1 uroat 1 ve 'lmplel)lerited, 
the cost for a 30 year period 1s included fn each alternative since t~e. 
post*closure mo11itor1ng was spec1fied in thf! 1986 ROD, _fat e~amp1e, , .:-:::. 
excavation and ultim~te t1estruction ·of the contan;toants 1n the ponds area · 

·may achieve a noticeable trend toward natural atte~uation ·;n·a more timely 
manner than consolidation and capping. 
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Alternative 1: No Action 

tlo remedial action woulct be conciucted for soils at United Creosoting. 
Tn1s alternativ~ would not reduce the potential site hazards and would 
not provide long-term protection of human health and the environment. 
Since contaminants would remain onsite above health based lev.el s, annual 
ma1ntenance and ~~.a.~.J~ctliJy revie1<1:s_ .would be required. ·' ·· ----- -

~-c-,c- ~ ' • •- _ 

This alternative would cost approximately $244,100 in net present wo•th 
do 11 ars estimated over ,cl,. ,.~q,.,Y,l!.,a~Jl,erjp_d_~ _ c --!ft!--r:;-·•r-,·:·•,:TT-·:cc··--c-· ·: : 

. .• . . 

Alternative 2: Containment Onsfte 

Two seµarate caps would be constructed in accordance with minimum 
technology requirements under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
of 1976 (RCRA), as amended, 42 U.S.C.§6901 n~- One cap would be 
placed over the former pond area and the other cap would be placed over 
the tank farm area. Contaminated soil in the residential area would be 
excavated and consolidated in one of these are~s. Residential areas 
excavated would be backfilled with clean fill and restored to pre-remedial 
conditions as practice!. 

This alternative would prevent direct contact with the conta~~nants as 
long as the caps are intact. However, future land use could not be 
effectively restricted to prevent contact with subsurface contamination 
if the caps are damaged or the area disturbed. Vertical mig 0 ation of 
contaminants would be reduced, but the ground water would continue to be 
impacted by the more mobile contaminants. 

Implementation should take about 1 year to comp1ete. Since contaminants 
wculd remain or.site above health based levels, annual maintenance and 
5-year facility reviews would be re1uired. Ynis alternative would cost 
approximately $2.4 million in net present worth dollars estimated over a 
30 year period. 

Alternative 3: Onsite Incfnerati9n And ~ebur1a1 

Soils would be excavated and treated in a mobile unit brought onsite 
designed specifically for United Creosoting contaminated soils. The unit 
would be equipped with advanced pollution controls and automatic shutdown 
devices to ensure that all Federal and State requirements would be met 
on a continuing basis,-_ : e, , .. "''" 

Since incineration is a proven technology for destruction of these 
contamin9nts, treated soil could be. spread on ·ttie co1Mtercial portion of 
the site as target soi J action level$ and LOR treatment standards are 
met. Residential areas excavated would be backfilled_witll clean f1ll_and 
re§tored .. ti;i ~re~rem~,t~~L c9n<!Jfl'2(l_S~tLl!'-2C!Jc~'. .. '.;:,:::.:__: ~,- -·- , - . . --- ~~--=---~-- '' . . . - _-_:· ·- -- .. :,_· - . - "'--------":=-~ . - -- - -

------:---:--.·_ ·: . .-::; ~ .:.~--~::-.---:.~:i;.--'E.--·- .. 1. ---:· 
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Tne mobile treatment unit would be removed fro~ the site once treatment 
of United Creosoting soils is completed. Implementation should take 
app~oximately 2 years, Maintenance and monitoring c;f the site would be 
necessary for the following year to ensure effectiveness of the remedy. 
However, since contaminants would be destroyed, 5-year reviews would not 
be necessary for soils, This alternative would cost approximately $46 
mi-,lion in net present worth dollars estiR:ated over a 2 year period.· 

- ------------ -- . --- -·--~--~- ...,_., ---~---------·---~~--'>.-, ... ..,.. ____ ,r;..~ ---..- ,-~,.,---- a .c,;.a. • - , .:-_ - ·-

Alternative 4: Onsite Biological Degradation And Reburial 

Soils would be excavated and trrated onsite utilizing an enclosed 
biological treatment process. 

A biological treatment pilot study was conducted with contaminated soils 
fro~ United Creosoting site during the Feasibility Study. This experiment 
showed that biological treatment would: 

(1) effectively reduce creosote compounds in soils to 
acc_ept_able.Jevels, but 

(2) eight years of treatment woula be required 
to accomplish this reduction, and 

(3) the net toxicity of dioxin compounds 
was not redL•ced al though concentrations 
of some i son\ers we re reduced. 

Treated soil reburied on the comme~cial portion of the site might need a 
cap similar to that described in Alternative 2 since target action levels 
could not be met. Altrough u 15 percent volume increase is anticipated, 
excess treated soil could not be placed in the residential area. Residential 
areas that were excavated would be oackfilled with clean fill and restored 
to pre-reraedial conditions as practical. 

Implementation would take from 8 to 10 years to complete. Since contaminants 
would remain onsite a:,nve health based levels, annual maintenance and 5-year 
facility reviews would be required, This alternative would cost approximately 
$7 million in net present worth dollars estimated over a 30 year per,~d. If 
a cap were incluaed, this cost estimate would increase by about $2 million and 
implementation would take an extra y~~r to complete. 

Alternative 5: Onsite Crit1cal Fluid Extraction And Reburial 
• 

Soils would be excavated !!Od treate,d onsite utilizing critic.ill fluid 
extract ion. Con.t.aminants would be remov"'d from the· soils and concentrated 
in liquid form. The organic concentrate woula be taken offsHe for 
destruction and disposal at a commercilllly available. incinerator, Altho!J9h 
.no facilities are currently permitted ·to·bu·rn··dioxin contaminants, a few 
facilities have applied for certification and should be available in the 
near future. 
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Water generated from the process would be recycled or discharged as necessa,y. 
App'"opriate testing would be performed to ensure water quality is aoequate 
for the ultimate discharge destination. 

A pilot scale treatability study using propane as the extracting medium 
was conducted at United Creosoting during the Feasibility Study. This 
study founel: 

(1) that organic compounds could be extracted from the soils 
sufficiently to meet the health based concentration action 
levels. fat. 1od.us.tr..ial and commel"cial eKposur-e, 

(2) that processing soils onsite would take 
approximately two years. 

These results show that treated soil could be spread on the commercial 
portion of the Site as target soil action levels and LOR treatment standards 
are met. Re~idential areas excavated would be backf,lled with clean fill 
and restored to pre•remedial conditions as practical, 

The mobile treatment unit would be removed from the Site upon completion 
cf the rer.ted.;. lmpli>,nentation should take about 2 years from the date 
the unit is moved on ;ite, Maintenance and monitoring of the site would 
be necessary for the following year to ensure effectiveness ~f the remedy. 
However, since contaminants would be remo·:ed and destroyed, S•ye~r reviews 
would not be necessary for soils. This alter~ative would cost approximately 
$22 million in net present worth dollars estimated over a 2 year period. 

Alternative 6: Off-Site Incineration And Disposal of Contaminated Soils 

Soils would be excavated and taken offsite for incineration and disposal 
in a commercially available facility. Although no facilities are currently 
permitted to burn dioxin contaminants, a few fijcllities have applied for 
certification and should be available 1n the near future. 

Implementation Should take approxi~ately 2 years, Maintenance and monitoring 
of the site would be necessary for the following year tc ensure effectiveness 
of the remedy, However, since contaminants would be rem,ved and destroyed, 
5-year reviews would not be necessary for soils. This alternative would 
cost approximately $190 million in net present worth dollars estimated over 
a 2 year perfod. 

I VII I. EVALUATION Of.. ALTER,~ATIXE~, 

This section provides an analysis of the rem2dtal alternatives considered 
for soils remediation at the United Creosoting site. The no action · 
alternative [l) is not protective of human health or the environment, but 
is utilized as a point of comparison with the other alternatives. No 
further consideration is. warranted for this alternative since the excess 
cancer risk posed by the site is greater than EPA's action level of one 
in ten thousand and the groundwater would continue to be impacted by 
contaminated soils in the former pond area. 
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Prot-ect ion of Huma.n Hea 1th and the Environment 

Incineration alternatives [3 and 6] and critical fluid extraction with 
incineration of the concentrate [5] would provide adequate protection of 
human health and the environment by eliminatrng or pr.eventing risk of 
exposure through removal and destruction of contaminants in soils. The 
biological treatment alternative [4] would not adequ<!tely address tne 
dioxin contam,nated _soiis, although the human.health risks .would be reduced 
to some extent from 'the ·degradation of PAHs ... The capping alternative [2] 
would prevent the direct contact threat and provide a barrier to any off­
site migration of contaminants via rainfall runoff, airborne dust, and to 
some extent vertical leaching. However, capping alone is not a preferred 
form of protection to the environment since the ground water would possibly 
continue to be impacted by contaminated soils remaining in the former 
~ond area. 

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements [AAARS) 

All action alternatives can be designed to meet all potential applicable 
or relevant and appropriate requirements of federal and state environmental 
laws. lhose requirements identified for each remedial action alternative 
at the United Creosoting site are included in Appendix A, as taken from 
the Feasibility Study Amendment Report Table 4-2. 

Since Chcwical-specific ARARs do not exist for the contaminants in soil 
at United Creosoting, target soil action levels have been established 
through current risk assessment methodology. All of tne treatment 
alternatives meet the target soil action levels except for the biological 
alternative [4], wnich does not meet tne dioxin target a~tion level set 
in this f<OD. 

Long-term Effectivene$s and Per(l]~nem;e 

Incineration alternatives [3 3nd 6) and critical fluid extraction with 
incineration of the concentrate [5] would achieve long•te,m effectiveness 
and permanence by destroying the contaminants of concern. Although biological 
treatment [4] would permanently reduce the health and environmental impacts 
from PAHs and PCP, impacts from dioxins would not be significantly affected. 
Capping alone [2] would not achieve the same level of long-term effectiveness 
and permanence as the treatment alternatives since the cap~ wo"ld have to 
be maintained to prevent human health impacts and since the ground water 
would possibly continue _to be ill)pact,e,q fr,911! ~9Jl~~IT)i.'l~ tn .~ll.f,9,;pt~,i:,., ,~~ .• 
ponds area. 
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Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume 

Incineration a1ternatives [3 and 6] and critical fluid extraction with 
incineration of the concentrate [5] would achieve the greatest reduction 
in toxicity due to ultimate destruction of the contaminants of concern. 
Biological treatment [4] would not significantly affect the toxicity of 
_dioxins, although some reauction in toxicity of PAHs would occur. The 
capping alternative [2] w.ou.l<Lno.t affect the toxicity of any of the 
contaminants of concern. 

Incineration.alternatives [3 and 6) and critical fluid extraction with 
inc1neration of the concentrate [5] would achieve the greatest reduction 
in mobility through ultimate destruction of contaminants, Biological 
treatment (4) would not significantly affect the already low mobility of 
dioxins, although some reduction in mobility of PAHs would occur through 
destruction. Capping [2] would reduce the mobility of con~aminants, 
althougn not to the same degree as the treatment alternatives. 

Incineration alternatives [3 and 6] and critical fluid extract,on with 
incineration of the concentrat~ [5] would achieve the greatest reduction 
in volume due to ultimate destruction of contaminants. Biological 
treatment [4) would result 1n a volume decrease through destruction of 
PAHs. However, the volume of soils containing dioxin above human health 
levels would actually increase. Capping (2] would not affect the volume 
of contaminants. · 

Short-term Effectiveness 

Incineration (3 and 6), critical fluid extractioQ with incineration of 
the concentrate (5], and capping [2] would yield comparable short-term 
effectiveness in reducing the human health and environmental risks 
currently identif1ed at the United Creosot1ng site, 

Off-site incineration a11d disposal (6) would increase short-term health 
risks due to increased handling and off-site transport of a hlgh volume 
of contaminated material. Biological treatment [4) wculd increase 
short-term health risks due to increased handling of excavated material 
over a prolonged implementation period, possibly 10 years. 

Implementability 

The capping alternative (2) would be .relatively easy to implement in a 
short timeframe. lncine.ration alternati~_es [3 and 6] and critical fluid 
extractioil .with incineration of •th.e concentrate, [5) would not be difHcult 
to implement and could b.e .implemented in approx.imately two years time. 
The off-stte incinerati.on alternative (61 would prove impossible to · "· 
implement if convnercial facilities refuse to accept contaminated soils 
from Superfund sit.es due to space limitations. "Residual ash from 
incineration of soils would not be significantly less than the original 
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volume of soil requiring treatrn.ent, The biological alternative [4] would 
prove difficult to implement due to space constraints and would take 
eight tot.en years to complete. 

Cost 

Table 3 hsts the comparison of eacti treatment alternative in terms of ~~··-
capital, operational, post closure monitoring and maintenance, and overall 
present worth costs. Onsite critical solvent extraction followed by 
incineration of the organic concentrate [5] is less costly than incineration 
of soils [3] in both capital and operation cost, Site maintenance and 
monitoring costs for the year after implementation are comparable. Ttie 
off-site i1tcineration alternative (6] achieves the same level of protection 
in a similar timeframe, yet costs nine times more than the onsite alternatives. 
Tne biological treatment alternative (4) does not achieve ttie same level 
of protection as the other treatment alternatives although the operational 
and present wo•th costs are much less costly. This alternative would have 
to be supplemented with one of the other alternatives to account for dioxins. 

The capping alternative [2] is less expensive than treatment alternatives. 
Cost estimates ar-e based on a 30 year maintenance and monitoring plan 
whereas the actual maintenance would be required indefinitely, In addition, 
5 year facility reviews would possibly find this aiternative in need of a 
replacemen~ cap or alternate technology due to failure, 

State and C01111Junity Acceptance 

No written comments or- questions were received during the public comment 
period. Verbal questions and concerns raised at the o~en house and at 
the public meeting on the alternatives presented by EPA focussed mainly 
on three topics: 

o how implementation of a remedial alternative would affect 
daily lives of_ residents, 

o how EPA could better conmunicate w1th residents throughout 
the duration of the project [desi~n and implementation], 

o a total buyout of tne subdivision, 

EPA and the Texas Water Commission have concerns about the contractual 
difficulties associated with a sole source contract since the critical 
fluid extraction. technology is currently a patented process. This 
portion of. the alternative could possibly be considered for a sole source 
contract. EPA ha.s authority to approve a ·contract sole ·source. However, 
several options exist for contracting out the remedial alternative in a 
competitive manner. These wi 11 be .. e)!;ploreq thoroughly during remedial. 
d~itgn. . .~ _____ ·•···· ;-:~·- --c:·-,-·-,-
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No Act ion 

i 
Clay Caps 

""- .. · 
•, 1i .I r 

·: •:, d.; 

..;f ,, 
t> • f'., 
~l -!>' 
,ti.. ,4' .-, 

,,;,, \ 
('.I , .• 
·•·· .. , .. 

CAPITAL COST 

56,100 

· $1,760,000 

Biological :Treatment $3,960,000 

So1 vent Extraction '$2,200,000 

l .: 

· Off-slte Incineration· : ''$4,300,000 

TI\BLE 3 REMEDIAL I\LTERNI\TIVES 
COST COMPl\fl!SON S\IMMI\RY 

IJN !TEO CRfOSOf!NG 

POST CLOSURE 
OPERI\TION MON! TOR ING AND 
COST MAINTENANCE COST 

N/A $188,000 

N/1\ $590,000 

$ 42,800,000 $200,000 

$ 2,300,000 $360,000 

$ 19,600,000 $150,000 

$185,900,000 $140,000 

$ ' 244,100 

$ 2,400,000 

$ 46,000,000 i 

$ 7,000,000 •. , 
' '' 

i 
$ 22,000,000 ,, 

' 
,, 

• 
$190,000,000 ' 

' ' 

:ii ' : 
*Pres~nt i.orth"c'al.culated over monitoring and maintenance period required for each alt'erniiti'vr> 

includes a 10'.t discount rate. 

'' i. 
; ~,;;, :;Jiilti 
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IMPLEMENTATION 
CONSTRUCTION 
TIME (YEARS) 

N/A 

o.s 

2 

8-10 

2 

1-2 
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SELECTED REMED~ 

Onsite Critical Fluid Extraction, Offsite Disposal of Wastes, 
and Reburial of Treated Soil 

All soils exceeding the established target action !evels as listed in 
Table 4 will be excavated and treated utilizing critical fluid extraction. 
Carcinogenic action levels are intended to be utilized as criteria in 
evaluating a representative distribution of contaminants .in shallow soils. 
The difference between residential and industrial soils was derived from 
the differences in exposure anticipated in a residential s~tting versus a 
light commercial area. Noncarcinogenic levels are intended to be utilized 
in evaluating a representative distribution of contaminants in subsurface 
soils. Environmental concerns have been incorporated into these levels; 
significant removal of subsurface contaminants in the former pond area 
shculd prevent further groundwater degraaation. See Remediation Goals, 
Section v:, for a detailed explanation of these numbers, 

Excavation will proceed as necessary to prepare feed material for the 
critical fluid extraction process. This activity will require 
intensive monitoring to ensure that air emissions are suppressed to 
levels which will not create a potential health impact to residents or 
workers in the vicinity of the site. Although costs are not included 
for temporary relocations, this option should be included and costs 
adjusted on the basis of the pre-remedial sampling effort [Description 
of Alternatives, Section Vll] and circumstances at the time of remedial 
design. Care would be taken to keep the residents and a~ea businesses 
aware of the activities to take place so as to minimize short-term 
potential health impacts. 

All soils excavated would be treated onsite utilizing c,.-itical fluid 
extraction. Treatment activities will occur on the commercial side of 
the site, in a manner which minimizes disturbance of and impact to the 
community. As contaminants are removed from soils and concentrated in 
liquid form, appropriate precautions will be taken for temporary storage 
of the concentrate onsite. Similarly, appropriate precautions will be 
taken for the storage of propane or other solvent to be used in the 
treatment process. As soon as practicable, i.e., sufficient quantity for 
transport, the cor,centrate will be transported to an off-site disposal 
facility. If no permitted incinerator facility is available to accept 
the concentrate for destruction, an off-site temporary storage facility 
is preferred to long-term onsite temporary storage of the concentrate. 

Results of a pilot scale treatability study using soil from the United 
Creosoting site show significant removal efficiencies of all contaminants 

'of concern. Confirmatory sampling should show that health levels are 
met and that treatment -standards for KOOl contaminate<i soils ar-e met - ' ' ·- ._, :.~ . .,.. "" ., -.: 
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Table 4: Target Action Levels for Contaminants in Soils 
United Creosoting Sit& - Conroe, Texas 

Target Soil Action ~evels .for Carcinogenic Compounds 

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons . 
Residential Soils. . ': ,,.' "''" _330 __ ppb Total SAP Equivalents 
lnd~strial .Soil~. . 0 iQ.!OQQ_pjll:l,JotalJlAl'J~quha'lenH. 

Dioxins and Furans 
., Residential Soils 

IndustrlLI Soils 

! / -••·m-~ ""--,"-"'.'!~:: 

1 ppb Total 2,3,7,8-TCOD Equivalents 
20_ppb Total 2,3,7,8-TCDQ Equivalents 

Target Soil Action Levels for Noncarcinogenic Compounds 

Total Noncarcinogenic PAHs 
Tota 1 PCP 

2,000 ppm 
150 ppr.i 

..... 
ro 
s:j· 

N 
0 
0 
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prior to reburial. Air emissions due to treatment would not occur since 
the precess 1s a closeo process. Water generated from the process would 
be recycleo or dischargec as necessary. Appropriate testing would be 
performeo to ensure water quality is adequate for the ultimate discharge 
destrnation • 

. _____ Optimization of the process is feasiole to obtain the target soil action 
levels specifled in this ROD for lndustrial lano use. Therefore, treated 
soil could be spread on the commercial portion of tne site as target soil 
action levels ano LOR treatment standards for KOOl contaminated soils 
are met. Residential areas excavated would be backfilled with clean fill 
and restored to pre-remedy condition as practical. If the volume of soil 
is excessive for placement on the commercial property, the remedy will be 
clarified by an "Explanation of Significant Differences" • 

. • I 

The mobi 1 e treatment unit would be :·11moved from the site after treatment 
of contaminated soi ls are compl'ete, ··Groundwater monitoring wells not to 
be utili• ~ as part of post-closure monitoring will be decolll'llissioned and 
the a~r, restored to pre-remedial condition as practical. To the extent 
legally feasit>le, a notice will be re~orded in the re,il property records 
of any property physically impacted by the remedial action. Each notice 
should include a statem€nt of the concentration of ~ontaminants remaining 
on site. 

Implementation should take about 2 years, Maintenance and monitoring of 
the site would be necessary for the following year to ensure effectiveness 
of the remedy. However, since contaminants would be removed and destroyed, 
5-year reviews would not be necessary for soils. Costs for this alternative 
were presented previously in Table 3, 

Statutory Determination 

Onsite critical fluid extraction of soils and off-site incineration of 
the liquid concentrate is protective of human health and the environment. 
All requirements for this remedy that are Applicable or Relevant and 
Appropriate [ARARs) can be met through adequate design and planning. 
ARARs for thib reme~y are listed on Table 5 and Table 4-2 of Appendix A. 
Table 4-2 contains additional detail for most of the ARARs specified in 
Table 5. Table 5 summarizes and includes the ARAR for air emissions 
during excavation activities. 

Long-term effectiveness is achieved through removal and ultimate destruction 
of the contaminants of concern. In addition, treatment is utilized to 
the maximum extent practical in this alternative. Contaminants are removed 
from soils onsite and concentrated in liquid form. The volume of contaminants 
for off-site transport is thus rf:!duced to a minimum. Ultimate destruction 
of contaminants through incineration of the concentrate leaves behind 
minimuM residue, if any. In comparison to other c1lternatives which require 
exq~ation __ for treatment of contaminants, implementation of this remedy 
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FEOERI\L 
REQUIREMENT 

Clean Air Act 
42 ll.S.C.' 7401 • 7410 

i :llaH6ni:!1 !Ambient Air 
,Quality Standards 
40 CFR Part 50 

; , ·· 1:· r1 ! ,. l 

1c lea rr Water Act 
B3 U.SJC. 1251 - 1376 

TABLE 5: APPLICARLE OR RELEVIINT ANO /IPPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS , 
FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY 
llN !TEO CREOSOTING S 1 rE 

State of Texas 
Requ i remt>nt CommPnt 

State Implementation Ambient Air Quality Standards will be met during th 
Plan (Federally-approved remedial action. 
Texas Air Control Coard 
Rules and Regulations) 

Effluent Gufdetfnes and Water Quality Stanrlards 
.Standards for the . , , 40 CFR Part 131 

Criteria for water quality are St>t as hased on toxicity 
to aquatic organisms and human health--State ~tandards 
take into account a particular stream, i.e. Alligator 
Creek. 

:Point Source Category 
'40 •c.r .R.,fart 122,44 

,r 1nationaf ,pon utant 
,: "0iseharge1 Elimination 
,:: ··.System 40 ·c.F .R Part 125 

National Pretreatment 
,;( Stailda rds 

1 

.40 C.F .R .. Part; 403 

l ' . I 

Best Ma~agement Practires are necessary for a discharge 
into waters of the Unite~ States during the response 
action. 

Requirement for a discharge fnto a publicly owned 
treatment works [POTW] since standards to control 
pollutants which pass through or interfere with treatment 
processes in POTWs, or· which may contamir.ate sewage 
sludge must he m~t • 
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Tahie 5 Continued 

FEDERAL 
REQUIREMEl'lTS 

Hazardous ·Materials ,, 
Tran'sportation Act 
40 u.s.c. 1801 - 1813 

ffazardcws Materfals 
Transportation Regulations 
49 C.F.R. Parts 107, 171-177 

Occupational ,Safety and 
Health Act 
29 u.s.c. 651-678 

Riverd and .ffarbors /ict 
of 18C>9 
33 u.s.c. 1il03 : 

Executive Order on Floodplain 

STATE OF TEXAS 
REQU!R--'-F_f-lE~N-'--T __ _ 

, !, M<'lnagelitent, Exec Order No 11988 
j; 

---

p I ! : 

COMM[NT i.f 

Requirement for the transportation of hazardous 
materials. 

Requirement which regulates workers' health and safety. 

Consideration for activities taken in the 100-year 
floodplain or for areas near the 100-year floodplain 
boundary. 

.. - .. 
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·State of Te){as 

Table 5 ContirtUed 

FEDERAL , 
REQUIREMENT .~ . flequi r_e_m_t!_nt __ _ 

,. 
,, 1,. ,,_ :·, '" 

Solid .Waste llfsposal Act 
42 u.s.c. ;6901,- 6987 

; 

Stdhda rds'. for Owners •and 
Operators of Hazardous 
Waste Treatment, Storage, 
and Disposal Facilities 
40 C.f.R. Part 264, 265 

I' : I ' ''·' 
Standards •1Applfcable to 
Transporters of Hazardous • 
Waste 40 C.F .R; Part 262. 263 

Use:and:Management of 
Containers: Subpart I 
40 C.F.R •. 264.171 - 264.178 

Tanks: Subpart J 
40 C.F.R. 264.190 - 264,197 

), ' ( ,- t 

Wa,;te Pfl es: Subpart L 
40,C.F.R. 264.251 

t !,'' . ' ' 

Laritl Disposal Restrictions 
40 C.F .R. Part .268 

, I 
··1· · I,! : 
,, I ,t I, : 

Texa~ Sol id Waste 
Disposal Act 

Comment 

,, 

Minimum national standards for the ~cceptable manage>ment 
of hazardous wastes for owners and operators of f ac i 1i tie 
which treat, store or dispose of ha'zardous wastP.s which 
must be considered during the remedial action. 

Standards which apply to transporters of hazardous waste 
within the U.S. 

Requir1'ment for temporary storage of RCRA hazardous 
waste. 

Requirement for temporary sto'rag~ of RCRA hazardou, 
waste. 

Requirement for non-conta;ner'ized accumulation of sol id, 
nonflamahle hazardous wa,;te that is used for treatment or 
storage. 

Requirement for the treatment of soils containing KOOt 
list~d woortpreserving wa,;tes. 
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is judgea to be reliable and should not pose short term risk to the community 
ana area businesses. 

This remedy is cost effective in comparison to other treatment alternatives. 
The total cost of the selected remedy is estimated to be $22 million 
net present worth dollars (+50% or -30%) over a 2 year period. Five-year 
facility reviews will not be_necessary for the soils since contaminants 
will not remain onsite above health ~ased levels_, 

-- - - -;; -C --

Co!Mluni ty and state acceptance is favor ab 1 e to ·.ni s remedy in comparison 
to other alternatives presented during public comment, The community has 
requested more involvement in the remaining phase of the project. EPA 
and TWC will incorporate this concern into the Community Relations Plan 
as practical, 

In comparison to the selected remedy, the other alternatives were rejected 
for the following reasons: 

No Action - inadequate protection of human health and the environment, 

Capping - if the caps are damaged or not maintained properly, risk from 
potential exposure to the untreated contaminants beneath the 
caps could be equivalent to the current risk estimate; inadequate 
protection of the environment [gro~ndwaterJ. 

Biological Treatment and Reburial - the toxicity of dioxins and furans 
were not significantly affected by this treatment process 
[treatability study]. 

Onsite Incineration and Reburial - although same level of protection is 
achieved for human health and the environment, this alter­
native was not favored by the community; costs are higher for 
this alternative than the selected remedy. 

Off-Sito Incineration and Disposal - although same level of protection is 
achieved for human health and the environmer.t, transport and 
increased handling of the high volume of contaminated soils 
creates short-term ris~ considerations during implementation 
due to the close proximity of residents, In addition, the 
costs for th)S alternative were nearly one order of magnitucte 
greater than tho~e of the s~le~ted remedy. 

D0<:uaentatton of HQ ~tgniftcant Ch~nge 

The Proposed Plan for the United Creosot1n~ s!te was released for pu~lic 
comment in July 1989.. The. Proposed Plan identified Alternative 5, -
Critical Fluid Ext~action with Incineration Qf the Orga1fc Concentrate, 
as the preferred alternative. EPA r.eviewed all comments obtained during 
the pu~ l i c comment period and determfoed that nq_ changes to ttte .r:emedy, 
as it was originally _ide9tified ln- ,tl'J.e Pl"apo!e.!!_ Plan, were neCl!S~ary. 
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RESPOtiS I VENESS SU~U-IAR Y 
UNITED CREOSOTING COMPANY 

RECORD OF OEClSlON 

September 1989 

Tnis Community Relations Responsiveness Summary is divided into the 
fo1lo11ing sections: 

Section I - Backgrou~d of Community Involvement and Concerns. Tnis 
section provide~ d brief history of community interest and concerns raised 
during remeaia"-planning activities at the Uniteel Creosoting sites from 
the time the s ·te was proposed for inclusion en the ttational Priorities 
List. 

Section II - Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment 
Pe~iod, Comments are paraphrased and EPA's responses are provided. 

I. BACKGROUND ON COMIIUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

During the I940's, when United Creosoting began operation, the site was 
relatively isolated from any significant population concentrations or 
urban development, By the time operations ceased in 1972, some 
development had occurred in the general area. The property remained 
essentially dormant until redevelopment of the area began in 1977. 

Residential property owners were basically unaware of the previous land 
usage and the potential hazard~ until the site was added to the National 
Priorities List in Septembe~ 1983, Summarized below are significant 
events in community involvement following the propos~d inclusion of this 
site on the ttational Priorities List: 

1983 

SEPTEMBER• An 1nit1al property owners' meeting was held on 
September 6, 1983, to discuss the Superfuna program and current site 
conditions. Tne vast majority of those in attendance demonstrateel a very 
high level of concern, 

DECEMBER• On December 8, 1983, a homeowners ~eting with EPA was hela to 
discuss a proposed "I11111ediate Response Action• to place a temporary cap 
over the buried sludge pits on the property of Clarke Distributing and to 
review plans to recontour portions of this commercial property to prevent 
runoff of contaminants. Initial sampling plans associated with this 
action were also reviewed. 

1984 

FEBRUARY• On Februari 28, 1984, the results of the initial sampling 
effort associated with the Immediate Response Action were discussed with 
homeowners. While low levels of organic contaminants were found in 
soils, no immeotate health risks were detected, The initial set of 
samples were used to frame a more intensive R_elll!l_gial ln.v.es_tigaticn 

-··sampling effort. - · -
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HARCH - An EPA fact sheet was published announcing the fund1ng of the 
Remeaial Investigation in March 1985, 

1986 

JANUARY - 0~ January 27, 1986 a homeowners meeting was held to discuss 
the results of the Remedial Investigation sampling effort. The 
meeting was jointly conducted by ATSDR, TWC, and EPA staff. Citizens 
were extremely concerned that property values had been adversely affected 
by the designation of United Creosoting as a Superfund site, and were 
concerned about the safety of living in close proximity to hazardous 
waste. · ,0 •. 

!!!&Y_ - On July 1986, the Feasibility Study for the site was released 
along with EPA's proposed remedy. Based on an evaluation of available 
technologies, EPA proposed onsite incineration of contaminated soils. 

AUGUST - Two community workshops were held on August 20 and 26 a~d a 
general public meeting was held on August 26. People living in the 
community were intensely opposed to incineration and instead wanted a 
complete buy out of the subdivision. Because conta~inants in surface 
soils were belov1 concentrations recommended by ATSOR, no short term 
health threat was presented. Therefore EPA explained that it lacked the 
authority to buy out homes. Properties immediately over or adjacent to 
buried waste were, however, eligible for purchase by the goverument since 
all actions to treat or consolidate wastes would require excavation. 
Much of the community wanted EPA to investigate innovative remeaies such 
as biological treatment. · 

SEPTEMBER - On September 30, 1986, the first Record of Decision for 
United Creosoting was signed. As outlined in more detail elsewhere 1n 
this document, 1t provided for: 

o Purchase of the 7 properties immediately adjacent to, or 
over, buried waste; 

o Deraolition of residences over the former waste ponds; 

o Consolidation of the waste under a temporary cap; 

o Research by EPA into innovative treatment technologies 
other than incineration; and 

, o Re-evaluation of remeatal .options 11tithin f1ve y_e_ars. 
- • ' ~ ' ·1. :: .., ; ;'" ' t • 

1. 

OCTOBER - Fact sheets describing the remedy were mailed to the ·res1dertts, 
On October 16, 198~, ·the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
of 1986 was signed, replacing the existing Superfund law.· 
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1987 

W.RCH - EPA mailed a newsletter to residents explaining the status of 
implementation of the ROD and the impact of the new law. 

JUNE - An updated newsletter was mailed indicating that funding had been 
obtained to begin implementing the ROD. 

,191!8 

JANUARY - "SITE" program fact sheets were.issued announcing a period 
from February to March 1988.for EPA.to receive co111Tients on a proposed 
pilot treatment study using the Detox Industries' biological treatment 
techniques. (This experiment was never conducted due to difficulties 
experienced by the vendor, Instead, biological treatment was investigated 
by the Texas Water Commission, inoependent of the SITE program.) 

APRIL• EPA mailed a progress report to the residents. 

W.V - On May 12, 1988 EPA and T'wC conoucted an open house to review design 
pl'ans for the temporary cap. 

:!!!fil_ - EPA mailed a progress report to the residents. 

SEPTEMBER - EPA mailed a progress report to the residents. 

1989 

FEBRUARY - Notice that the SITE program demonstration with DETOX was 
replaced by a TWC evaluation was mailed to the community. 

APRIL - TWC issued a notice to community residents announcing the p1lot 
demonstrat1on of the critical fluid extraction process on site. 

JULY - The press release announcing the public comment period and 
public meeting was issued on July 10, 1989. An open house was held with 
the area residents on July 15 to outline the alternatives presented in 
the Feasibility Study Amendment Report and to discuss the upcoming 
public co11'11lent period on these alternatives. Forty people registered at 
this open house, 

II. SUMMARY O.F PUBLIC COMMENT 

The comment period bega~ on July 17 and ended on August 15, 1989. The 
public meeting was held August 3, 1989, 1n the St. Ma~ks Lutheran Church 
Fellowship Hall in Conroe, Texas. Forty-eight people registereq at the 
meeting and six. made oral ·statements or aske(l questions. Although no : 
written comments or .questions were .received., the following concerns were 
expressed at the Public Meeting: ' - · 

Comment No. 1: l'l a neighborhood situat19n, why won't EPA .. and TW.G._buy 
out the homeowners an<:! put them 1 n a safe s i t;yaj;_i on. 
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Response No. 1: Under Section 104 [Response Authorities] and 111 [Use 
of Funds] of Title l - Provisions Relating Primarily to Response and 
L1ability of the Superfund Amenaments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 
(SARA], the acquisition of property 1s authorized when a short or long 
te~m health threat exists and purchase is necessary t9 phys1ca1Jy 
execute a remedy, 

The purchase of six homes and one vacant property was deemed necessary in 
the 1986 ROD in .or-_der _to ~cavate the former ponds ar.ea .. and remove the 
source of contar:iination. -- .. (PA be.lieves that there is no immediate health 
threat for resident.s of the neighborhood and intends to conduct more 
detailed sampling to characterize existing soil contamination. These 
data will be evaluated using the cleanup criteria specified 1n this ROD 
and the results shared with residents of the colllllunit_y. 

Comment No. 2: People that work on a Superfund site, such as United 
Cn,osoting, are in very self-contained clothes that protect them from any 
harm that might come from fumes out of the ground, And yet we have 
little children playing out here barefoot without any breathing apparatus 
that will continue to do so during this cleanup period. 

Response No. 2: EPA and TWC fie1d staff who work on hazardous waste 
sites as an occupation are potentially exposed to a wide spectrum of 
chemica 1 contamination from many different p 1 aces. EPA requires them 
to wear protective clothes because of the cumulative exposures they 
may exper1ence. Security at the site during construction will 
prevent children a_n(I adults from trespassing in the excavation ar-eas. 

Comment No. 3: The previous ROD (1986) said that there is no danger from 
the contaminated ground water--once the contaminants are removed and 
the ground water clears itself, However, the 400 years required for this 
to occur js a long time, 

Response No. 3: The model used to esttmate the 400-year attenuation 
period 1s based upon contaminant dispersion. Natural attenuation of the 
aquifer also involves absorption and possible degradation of contaminants. 
Whatever the time necessary for concentrations to decrease to background 
levels, use of th~ shallow 11quifer is npt antjcjpated d~e to low,yield of 
the aquifer. · 

Comment No. 4: I am not comfortable with the extent of past sampling 
performed in yatds of the neighbo_r_hood to believe t!lat ~ Lthe r~sidentsJ 
are adequately protected, 

Response No. 4: EPA a,grees that more detailed sampling is required, The 
sampling conducted 1n 1985, was int~nded t<1 provide the bash for · · .· · 
evaluating broad remed1al options; it was not suffi.ciently detailed .to 
prepare design plans,· ~ifore the ~emedial:Qesign is coomeni;ed, EPA will_· 
conduct a more inten$ive, samp1ins Cg,mpa,gn in. the community to identify 
contours of surface and subsurf 9ce CO!lt~ll'l,Mji 911 •~--1~.r.fil\ults..,of this. · 

· survey will_ be_ share£! ¥;/g~_rei.19ll!lt§• . , _ .... - : · ,o · · . 
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Comment No. 5: One commentor cited the Congressional Office of 
Technology Assessment (OTA) Report as being critical of EPA's 
implementation of Superfund. Examples that the commentor raised were the 
Compass Industries Site in Oklahoma {where OTA asserted that EPA made no 
colTlllitment to clean up ground water needing remediation) and the site 
the State of Washington (where OTA contended that EPA selected a remedy 
without , __ !~~~-~~1?.!.li ;t_~;uqi_e.s) ~ _ _ . _ _ _ . _" 

Response No. 5: EPA disagrees with much of OTA 's report ·and has 
responded with a rather extensive rebutta_l, For example, the Record Qf. 
Decision for the Compass site did commit EPA to pumping and treating 
groundwater if needed. The ma1ncomponent of the remedy - a hazardous 
waste cap over an abandoned industrial dump - was expected to prevent the 
generation of contaminated ground water due to the unique geo-physical 
features of the site. With respect to treatability studies, it is true 
that under the original 1980 statute there was limited use of treatability 
studies. Due to the changes to the law in 1986, treatability studies are 
now basic components of remedy selection as evidenced by the two studies 
conducted at tne United Creosoting. 

Comment No. 6: One collYllentor indicated that people felt left out and 
recommended that EPA recognize a committee of homeowners with whom the 
agency would regularly communicate during design and construction activities. 

RespJnse No. 6: There are several facets of EPA's response to this comment: 
(A) Regarct1ng past community relations effor..!,i - As shown at the 
beginning of this Responsiveness Su~nary, EPA and the TWC have kept 
citizens informed through a variety of techniques. EPA has given citizen 
concerns an impor-tant weight in dP.cision making (e.g. the 1986 decisi.on 
to seek other innovative technologies rather than incineration). 
While the agency's record in this regard has been adequate, EPA agrees 
that more intensive efforts will need to be made in the futu~e in terms 
of presence at the site and o~portunities for public review. lo this 
end, EPA will revise the sites Community Relations Plan to provide 
greater ,and more r_egul ar contact. 

(B) pegarding special status of a co1m1unity grou~ - EPA recognizes the 
impact that remedial activities will have on theanglewood East sub­
division and understands the need to increase communication with the 
homeowner~ during these activities, ColTlllents received through this 
colTlllunication will be addressed based on their technical, scientific, 
and 1 ega 1 content as we 11 as how they reflect upon the_ \'Ii s_hes, of the_ 
colTlllunity as a whole, - , -· · · •. · · 

(C) Technical Assistance Grants • Groups of citizens are' eJigible to. 
receive grants of up to Sso,ooo (one per Superf11nd site) to 'se,cure ... : , 
assistance in reviewing the technical mer1ts ot EPA plans and "(lata. · 
Announcements and Workshops for, interested citizens have been issued ano 
conducted by EPA ir. the Houston area in the past, EPA representati~es at 

- -----the meeting offered to return to Conroe to provide more inform~tion,to ··-·· 
•··• - any interested group. ·Receipt of a Technical 'Assistance Grant does not 

center special status to the receiving Citizens group in terms of how 
their comments or reconmendatiqns are received by EPA as explained above. 
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Comment No. 7: How much propane is going to be brought out to implement 
the supercritical process? Isn't propane flammable? 

Response No. 7: The conceptual des1~n estimate is approximately 
160 lbs/hour propane as fresh make-up per process unit. With two units 
proposed, a tank eight feet in diameter and sixteen feet long would be 
required. State and local fire regulat1011s would be followed in the 
placement of propane supply at the site. In addition, each extraction 
unit would be equipped With combustible gas detectors and emergency 
relief systems designed to protect the health and _safety of t;he operators 
and local r.e.sidents. - --

Comment No. 8: How many times has supercritical fluid extraction been 
imp 1 emented success fu 1 Jy? Wti~re? _ _ 

Respons•! No. 8: Several pi lot scale tests have been performed favorable 
at \'arious places around the country. As a full scale remedy under the 
Superfund Program, the technology has not yet been utilized. However, 
the technology is currently being used on a full scale basis at a 
petrochemical plant here in Texas. 

Comment No. 9: If you are going to concentrate tne contaminants in the 
soil into a supertoxin, how much of that stuff is going to be able to 
accumulate here before it is moved away? 

Response No. 9: EPA's preference is tc, clccumulate cnly enough concentrate 
to transport out safely ar.d economically for disposal. However, if no 
off-site incineration facilities become available, an off-site temporary 
storage facility will be necessary. The least preferred option would be 
to store this concentrate onsite. However, any drums stored onsite (even 
for a short period of time) would be secured on the commercial portion of 
the site, A site safety plan and periodic inspections, as well as 24-hour 
security, would be part of the remedy implementation. 

co11111ent No. IO: Is EPA going to pJrcha:;e, or lease, the vacant area i11 
Jack Clarke's property where the treatment process is proposed to occur? 

Response No. 10: No. 

Comment No. 11: I don't feel comfortable to have my family at home 
during tne remedial action implementation. Will temporary relocations 
still be offered? -

Res~onse No. 11: ~·es. The criteria by abating possible fugitive air 
poLutants, ·work shutdowns, and temporary _,relocation will be developed as 
a component of the (!esign and shareg with t~!! (;emmuni\t,f!Jr revi~w ~nd 
com:nent,.. - - - ~.... · · 1.,.-~ 1 : r ... .,__ _""·,. : ., - :-- . , 

. ' 

Comment No. :12: How will we know if air emissions reach a dangerous 
level? w,\1 alarms go off? Will you go door-to-door to notify us? 
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Response No. 12: The contingency plan described above will deal w)th 
these specifics. EPA's aim in developing this plan is to prevent 
exposure, to measure possible pollutants at the source as well as in the 
col1lllunity, and to provide a system of reporting this information to 
residents. The C!!nti.ngenc,Y_ would be designed to avoid. an,Y acut_e . 
problems. " " - - · .. , .. _ ·, ·• ...... ··- · ... ~ · •"'-"••~~ ·. 

Comment No. 13: In reference to previous sites that EPA has cleaned up· 
[OTA Report], a problem was .identified as the extreme youtti of some of 
the people that you used in making decisions; the short time that they 
are out of college. ls this the situation on this project? 

Response No. 13: No. The level of review, at both EPA and TWC, provides 
a great level of expertise prior to selecting a remedial action for the 
United Creosoting site. In fact, recommendations by both junior and 
senior level staff are weighed by several tiers of upper management at 
EPA prior to the final selection of a remedial action at any Superfund s1te. 
While staff level project managers have changed, EPA supervisors and 
managers reviewing this Record of Decision also evaluated the 1986 Record 
of Decision. 

Comment No. 14: At the last meeting, in 1984 or 1986, EPA told us that 
we shouldn't be digging in our yards over 2 feet, that it was a danger. 
Now it isn't a danger? 

Response No. 14: Residents of the houses located directly over the 
buried waste deposits (since purchased by EPA) were advised not to dig 
in their yards•-this did not extend to all residents of the community, 
Highly concentrated waste deposits are not expected to be buried elsewhere 
in the cofMlunity. However, should such pockets be found, EPA or the Texas 
Water Commission should be notified. For example, EPA is currently 
sampling and analyzing soil from or,e resident's yard because water pooled 
in a hole contained an oily sheen. 

EPA does not believe that the surface soils represent an acute threat. 
In the 1986 ROD and in this decision, EPA plans to consolidate soils 
that are contaminated. The extent of this effort will not be known 
until the pre-design sampling campaign is completed. 

Comment No. 15: You have all but told most of us that there is nothing 
in our yards or properties that is going to be cleaned up other than the 
six homes that you have bought. Ho~ever, you cannot predict what i~ 
under my home. 'If 10 years from now, my neighbor's home is knocked down-­
I am not the expert--but what if the pond is exposed right there next to 
my house? Who wi 11 ta~~ ~arll .o(, L\~!J.~? ~ .~e .wi}l ,~tip , ~~!e .t~e ~ame 
problem we ha.ve \q1~~•c; · ~' · · · --~ , ,,,, . < ,.,i; , • 
Response No. 15: EPA has developed cleanup criteria for this ROD which 

__ indicate the need for careful sampling of some of the residential area 
not previously targeted for cleanup, Tnis will ensure that if 
significant contamination exists beneath a home, E~A will be able to 
identify the problem prior to initiation of the remedial action, 
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With this additional information, EPA can be extremely accurate about 
predictin~ any contamination beneath a home. However, if a house ,sever 
knocked down, and you feel concern about the soil being contaminated, 
please contact the EPA Region 6 office. EPA will address your concerns 
based upon the circumstances and information available then, 

Comment No. 16: Have you considered air slides--11ke a mining operation, 
pulling the dirt up completely enclosed -- into the tr~~1;ment unit? 

Response No. 16: That is a design criteria \Ill!! ma.y be i;onsidere(! during 
remedial design. 

Comment No. 17: Jf you have information for the homeowners, the public 
library is not that convenient. We are the only ones interested anyway. 

Response No. 17: The public library is the closest repository to the 
site and was chosen as one of the repositories for this reason, 

Comment No. 18: The map provided in the handout, Figure 2, is 
confusing. You have a site that looks like two or three sites. Where do 
you draw t'1e line? 

Response Ne. 18: 
Figure 2 on page 
uses of the s1te 

EPA agrees. A new figure has been provided in this ROD, 
3 of the Decision Summary, which shows the current land 
as a whole. 
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Action, !!I 

i 
I 

l . 
I I 
I i 

,_L 4-Z 
f'OTRTllll. -.ccw.E • IIREWUT - •• 1-• ..11£ _,_s 

leiqufre111ent1 

Placet11ent of• cep over waste (e.g.t 
cloafng • lendflll~ or c\oslng • sur• 
face lllpOundlloe~t or waste pile••• 
t ■ndfltl, or ■ l ■t, ■r action) ~equlre1 
• eov•r designed end constructed to: 

o Provfd• ton1•te,·• •fnf■ltatfon or 
■lgr■ tlon of liquids through the 
capped are-a; 

o funct1on v,th ■1nt.,. utnt•nance: 

o Proaot• dr1ln■1e and ■(nf ■ lr• eroalon 
or abra■ fon of the cover; 

o Acc-•t• ••ttllnw end aub■ ldence ao 
that the cover•• Integrity t ■ 
tufntefned; and 

o tta¥e a per..,abll hy tea• than or equal 
to the p;,r■eablllty of any bott­
llner aystea or n~turat aub• ■otl ■ 
pre-■mt. 

Ell•fnate free liquids, at■blll!e 
wastes before c1pptn1 <•urf■ce 
I ■poundooent1 I . 

lntrlct po■t-clo•ure tase of prOl)erty 
•• MCe■■ary to prevent d-•·e to the 
cawr. 

P·r..,.nt run-on and riln•·off froa d■•v· 
tng- cov•r. 

.,rotect •ncl -rntaln aurveyed bench-■•rh 
ued to locate w11te cell ■ (lanclfl!ls. w••t• pile•. 

Prerequhltea for Apptlc■bll lty £/, ,V Citation 

RCU har■ rdout WHtlt ploc1td et ■ Ito after thlt 40 CFR 264.228(1) 
~ffecttve d•tc of th~ requireHnta, or p\ec~nt (Surface lft-PoundtlentJ) 
of h1r1rdou1 wost1t Into anothor unit will Nk& 40 CFR 264.258(b)(W11te 
roqufr...,nt■ ■ppllc■bl1t when th& w11t& It b<!lnt Piles) 
covered ulth a cop for the purpose of teovlnt tt 40 CFR 264.~t0(o) 
b~hfnd •ft•r th• rl!'lffdy Im cot111pt•tfld. C•Pitfnt (lendfllleJ 
without •uch pl•cC!'IIIC!:nt will not ••k• requtr .. enta 
applicable. rU 

40 CFl 264.228( ■) 

40 CFR ?64.IIT(cl 

ca CFR 264.228(b) 
4~ CFa 264.3t0(b) 

40 CFR 264.310(b) 

I/ C:Urrentlr onlr ICH, CVA, - SDVA requtreaents are Included. Additional actlon• ■pecfflc requlr....,,,t ■ will be added H addttlonol statute• are 
-•rzed. 

~ Action ••lternat1¥ff fr• IOD k_,-d •-•• Fft9!6 hcord of Decision Annual bport. J■nuarr 1987, llazardou■ Site Con~rot Division, EPA. 

£1 Requtr ... ntl h■ve be.n propoaM but not pro-.at•■ted for air atrlppfng, h)'brfd clo1or1t, l'■S cotlectlon and ■facett1neous unrt treatment. Vhen 
these regulaUons •re prc:aultrated,,. they 11il I be (nctuded (n the a11trh:. 

SI s..,. actfon .. specfflc: ~rNM'fl•t• lf•ted ••Y be- rete-wnt and approPrf ■te even If IC'l'A chf'ffnftfona of ator■ge. dhpos■ l, or hetardous Nlll!lte are not 
Nt, or If the.,..,. at the sfte t ■ si•ilar to but not ldentfffabte as• RCRA hmrardouw wast~. See Chepter Z for lnforMetlon on r~tevnnt and 
appropdott RCRA Fe<fUfr.,.nt1. 
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- -- -llctl• !µcHle !f 

Cl _ _,...,.,,_ ~ 

.,.,r■ 

~ 'i Ii; ' ~---
Ip• J;._, ,t,; .i ii i.-, ,,.,, 1 , .,..,..,.._ ;!!it.A I ·,Ao< 

- -
l>rc,requlsl tu for Appllcabll lty 1,/, If 

11•-'•h• ..,._"""• tr-fo,_tl...,, ct_,.. of lfflll c ..... ,- unit•. 
IMOb!llratlon of hatardous cOMtltuffltl 
•fthln the tre-atMnt zone-. ■inf•he 
runoff of constituents., -lntalR run-
ori ~ONtrol syst• .-ref run-off •ne•~-
■ent •FWt .. , control orlnd dispersal of 
ls-arardous wn:te-,. -!nt■ tn unsaturated 
,•- ■onltorlnv~ utabllsh ve~t•tl"" .c.,.,...,, and ectaollch back9round coll 
,valuu to ...,,.,.rne consistency "Ith 
,pe,ralt .,.,ues. 

- - - -
Citation 

,o CfR 264.280 

VI tll rapect to '" _,., that b llo,e•nt of llarardouc ""'" and pl■ceMftt Into· 
~ .. SM rltqllfrt1Nnt'a In :he fottov- another u,[t. 

So• Capplns, Clowu•e with 
V11t~ tn Pl ■ee 

'Intl aectl_, C-lntl, Closure 111th 
,V..te In l>lace. 

,C-afners of IICIIA llazan!ous 1tHte 
:-, be: 

Stor- of ltCIIA lt■tffdofl nst• ( ll11ted or 1 
ch•rac:Cttlatlc) not Mitt'tl"I' •-·II quar1tlty l 
SN'M!'rator crft~rl• held for a tNlpOrery perlOd 

,!It "-fntefne<f In aOCNI condition; 

,fl ~fbla vl'th NHrd'ous -t• 
to be •tored; and 

vre■ter than 'ia ~ !Mfor• treatMnt, dllf>Cl••l 40 CFI 264.171 
or •tor119e el•"""••• (40 CFI 264.tO), In• 
contal...,. (I.e • ...., portllbla ckvlc• fn lfhleh ■ 40 CFI 264.172 

• ,CIOffd' d'url"' itora,•' (except to 
add or r- wute). 

tncpect container ■tor- ....,.. llffl:ly 
for deterfo~atfon. 

•t•rlel I ■ •torM. transported. dlapoaed of,, 
or b.ndled). ,. 'lfllff■tor llho ■cc:uaal ■te• or 
•torn h•r•~doua vaste on•alte for 90 days ·or 
Ina ~n .,_11....,. 1tlth 40 CFI 262.34 (■)(1'•4> 
la not aubJect to futl RCltA arora..., requfreaenta. 
s-11 qu,mt ltr -••tora ■r• _, ■ubfect to the 
90 d■y .,.,, <'O CFI 262.J4(c),(d), and c.,,. 

,1"1- cont■!""" on • sl_.s, erect-free 
JN,lltt., and protect ff"OII', contact wl th 
,-.=c--,let■cl liquid. Pr...,lde contain• 
.-nt •'l"ltnt with• capecltr ef 10 pe,r­
:~•nt of th• votuae of eontafneota of free 
,liquids. •- apllled or leated nste 
,In ■ tl■-1'1' -• to pr- °'""fl°" of 
11
«1t• contel1naent .,,., __ 

40 CFI 264.17! 

,a CFI 264.174 

-

______________________________________________ ....;. ____________ _ 
\ q.' 
l,..<(lo,,,,4111,lt<,-~. !I•<-+ . ..-• 

',,. JI, i 
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1 
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Ac:tfons !!I 

-■1-n.._ 
(contflWocf) 

uc:fareport.oo, 

I I I, - _,_ -\ 
,,i.,. / 

• -• R 4· - _, - • 
NIRTIAI.. ..... Call.E • 11R.ED111 - • I HNIIR£ ■tiAW11111 IEIElllll11S 

ltoqul rnents 

Ke~ con1:alners of Ignitable or reactive 
k•st~ at l~••t SO feet for• the facility'• 
r• operty ttne .. 

!!:eep lnc-•tlble -terlall •-•n ... 
S-r•ta lnc-atlble _,.,rlala stored 
ne-■1" e■clt o-ther by • di te or other 
barrier. 

At closure., reaove- all hatard«Ja wste-
end resldun fr• the contel,..nt •~te-as,, 
and decont•fnate o·r reaove all container■• 
I iMrs. 

Storat• ·;.,, ~ "utes _, bl> In 
accordance vi th ,o CFlt 261!1. Uhen auch 
atora,e occurs beyond one ve-•r, the 
OVM-r/oper■tor bear• the- burden or 
prwlnt tha·t a11<:h stor•v• Is solely for 
th1t purpot11t of ■cc...,latlng aufflcl""t 
c;,mntltlH to allov for proper rttovery, 
tr~ataent, and disposal. 

ffft Awfiabl• TtthnolOff: 

t·· 
ij-l,iM.l '._ 

,,,, ::'~' \•, 

, . , , lit , · i , · : 

Usit of best avallabl1t tltCltnology <■AT) 
«-lcally •chlevab!e h reqc,lred to 
control to•tc and nonconvefttfone.l 

f , , , , ' .\~f!~~ ' I' · 

Pofnt som"ce dlsdritr19'to'. ~t~rl{~f~dltiu~,iect 
suuo. y J/ 

pot lut■nta. esa of be-at convent lonal 
pollutant contr"l technology (ICT) Is 
requlritd to conuol conv""tlon■ l 
pollutants. ~echnology•btted ll■lta­
tf ons ••Y be d~tenrlnM on• case-by• 
case baafa. 

Vater Oual I tr Standards: 

Applfcabh, •ed'erally approved State 
"8tff -llty atandards IIIU9t M coooplll>d 
Kith. ti>fl• StomdlH'<k -y M In addl• 
.tton to or •r• •trfngent than other 
Federal standards under the CVA, y 
Discharge tlaltatlons .,,, bl> establloh­
ed ar aore arrlnsent level• than tech• 
nology•.,.•ed standards for to·Klc 
pollutants. 

-.J 

, I ► 

.. I I '1 
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Citation 

40 cu 264,176 

,o en 26,.111 

40 CFR 265.179 

40 CFR 269.50 

40 CFR 122,44(•) 

,,,, ' 

40 en 122.,, ·;..,,f·sut"• 
r~gutatfonw approved 
under 40 tfl 151 
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.. - - - - --- - -'l'IIRE 4-2 t-1-.ll 
NTnl'lat ..... ,CWE - ll£lEYAIIT .... I itJlltlfll'E --.ww■iS 

lequfreo,ents Prerequisites for Applfcabflfty y, ~I 

•~➔ ea ef ·yr .. , at 9p1a1 1!.st Nan■sntent Practfces: 
Effl-
(contlnuedl Develop and fapleMent • lest N■nag·eHnt 

\Ii 
1
,. ·,1- 1, ... , ,j ,.• .,. ••• \ , Practlces pro1r•• to Pf'e-vent the re(e-ase 

· of tc~fc constituent• to •urface veters. I I I ' ~ I I~ p,;, 

',,fll.<,1 /1 · 

,, ..... 

Ill ,1 i s, I ,, ~ • l' ': ~, \ ,,,' ., ~ •' II :., ' .l 

j!t,,_ ·-,,;., j1,Mi•l~Hi f?,.,t.itU!!- ~· 
1n1-._ ,•,J..,11f;j,1 ilt./,, lhl"*v • ;.~ p I ... 

The le•t Nanageioent Practlc& profr­
MRt: 

.Est1bll1h specific prc::,durea for 
the control of to•I• ■nd h111rdous 
,pollut■nt ■pill ■• 

o fnclud• • predfetfon of dfrtttfon, 
r■ te of flov, and total quantity of 
toxfc po·ltut1nta vhere e.rperfence 
Indicates• reasonable potential for 
equl-nt failure. 

o A■aur1 proper .. na,...,nt of ■ol Id and 
l:l1urd®11 lf&11te Ii\ accordance lfl th 
n1ulatlono pr-,11ated under ICIA. 

NOflftorf"9 tfflUlrnte"ts: 

Dlschar9e .,., be IIOftltored to a■,ure 
COOll)llance. Dlacharge Ifill 110nltor: 

o lh• •••• of each pollutant 
o The volu.e of effluent 
o fr...,.ency of discharge and other 

!lea■ur,..nto •• appropriate 

' •• • , , i ·.,1" 
Discharge to veter■ of the U.S. U 

ti Retlonal adalnlatrator ■ay revl ■a lan1th of poot·clooure care period c,o CF~ 264.1171. 

.. 

hi Landfill unit• Metlnw the requlr...,nt■ of 40 CfR 264.30f(f) •re not subject to RCRA ■Inf- technolOIY' requlr.....,,t■• 

JI •ll•te•·• of the ~•.s.• h defined broadly 1n',o CFR T22.2 and Include■ etsentlally any 11eter body and ltf!tlar,d. 

- - -
Citation 

40 CFR 125.100 

40 Cf~ 125. 104 

,o Cfl 122.41(11 

,!I .Section 121 of CAIA ff-t• on•alta CfRCLA activities fro■ obtaining per■lt•. Nowever, the ■ubstantl•• requlre■entt of r I•~ or regulation 11Ust 
• ~• Mt. In particular, .!'n•alte discharges to surface voter■ are ••-t fr011 procedural NPOES pol"Mlt requlr.,..nta. Off·•lte dischargers Mould be 

required to apply for and obtain an NPOES por■lt. 

WM<~;,~ Jili. .• 4 :/.+ j,- ~1, 
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.,...,_. at t,-tllioot 1yst1a 
Effl_ ,_,_, 

,,1,, 

TUI.E 4-2 (catl,-ih , , 
"""91'111. N'ft.11:MlE m W - NI -ti.TI: B:111,iliJEIII 

tequlre.ente 

Approved test aethods for waste 
constituent to~ ■onltored .ust ~ 
follov~. D~tefled requfr~•ents for 
analytical procedure, end quality 
controls are provided. 

Saaple preserYatfon: procedures, con­
tainer 11aterfals, and a•xfaua allaw­
•ble holding tf•es are pre~.crfbed. 

Coa,ply with additional tubttantfve 
condition• auch ••• 

o Duty to ■lttgou any adverse effect• 
of any df1char1e; and 

o ,Proper'operotton'....s ■elntenance of 
treetaent ayatos. 

Prerequltltea for Appllc■btllty £(, !l_f 

Df1ch1rae of'pollutantt that paas· Indirect discharge to• POTU, 
through th■ POTW without treat■ent, 
Interfere w!th POTW operation, 
cont•,nate POTW aludge. or end1n1er 
heaUh/taf&ty of POTW workers, II 
prohibited, 

Specific prohlbltlon1 preclude the 
dl1ch1rae of pollutant• to POTUa that: 

!/ •water■ of the U.S.• le defined broldly In 40 Cfl 122.2 and Includes essentially any water body and wetltnd, 

CIUtlon 

40 CFR 136.1·136.4 

• •i. 

40 CFR 122.41(1) 

40 CFI 403.5 

J/ Section 121 of SAtA ••-■ptt on·alte CEICLA •ctfvltlts fro■ obtilnlnt per•lta, Howe~••• the aubst•ntlve requlr-nta of• ltw or re1ul•tlon .,,t 
M •t. In particular, on·altt discharges to aurfoce Meters ■ re e,e■pt frOII procedural NPDES per■ lt requlre.ents. Off· ■ lte dischargers Mould he 
required to spply for and obtain an NPOES per•lt. 

l/ federal Utter llu■tlty Criteria ••Y lie retevint and appro~rhte depending on the deelgnated or potentrat UH of the Miter, ,h,; Media e'ffected, the 
purposes of the criteria, and current lnfor■atlon, (CE~CLA 121(d)(21(Bl(III Federal Water Quality Criteria for the protection of aquatic life 
MIii ~ relev■nt and apprcprlote Yhen envlron■ental factor• (e.g., protection of 1qv1tfc organisms) are ~Ing eon1fdered. (50 f! :;uly 29, 

i, ,, , 19851), 
ho! .,,j~ j, ........ ib ;,jjJ,,IA,,"~t~ ,iiiJr,i,.e;'",~ 

,t,j, 

,I,· t ; !11 
' 
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A<:tlons !!f ,. · • 
I .,;,,, d f;· ff <I ,;;, i -' • ~-
,, 

a111d'11w~ ef •••Uel~ -·,,...._t - CPOIVJ (off· 
alte activity, ■ee footnote !!!I> 
(continued! 

Fl .. u .. 

r 
! 

- - - - ---- - - - ·- - -t•u: 4-Z «-1-4) 
PGl'Ell'lll -..rruu: - IIEI.EYUT - IIHIIINIAff ..... wu.J 

Requlr-nn Prerequl1ltes for ~pptlcabl\lty '£/, ir Cl tot Ion 

o Creete • fire or ••p\oslon haterd In 
the POTII; 

o 'I/Ill ceuse co,roslve structure\ change 
to POTII: 

o Obstruct ft"" resultln9 In Inter· 
ference; 

o Are discharged et a flo1t rtlte and/or 
concentratfon that vftl r-esu-tt fn 
1nterference; and 

o IIICrene the tewipe-~•tur~ of wastewater 
enterfng the t~eataent p\1nt that 
would result tn fnterferenee, but 
IR no case rafoe the ~OTW ISfluent 
tetlpe<'ot..,.e •- 104°f (40 Cl. 

O ·Ollch•l'f• ... , COllply 111th lo~al 
POTW p~etreetaent pro9~••• tn• 
eluding, POTll·speclflc pollutants, 
wplll preventidn progr■• requtre· 
•n~•. and r~rtfng and aonftcrfng 
requfr-nt1. 

o ICRA pe,■tt•by•rule requlr-nto 
(fncludfnt co~rectfve ectfon where 
the NPOES per•lt v•• laoued efter 

'"ovetllber ll, 1980 IIU9t !>e co,op\ led 
vlth for dlochorgea of JCRA herer· 

"' '-dou• vestes to POT\ls. 

'111>-t of exeaveud ■•ter'l ala to nev 
•location and placfflent In or on land 
~Ill trigger l•nd disposal reatrlctfono 

" Are• froa llhfch aaterfela are &Ke■v1ted 
'.fll&V requ(re cleanup to level1 estab• 
'l hhed by closure uqul rettents, 
;, 

£e CFR ,ol.5 end local 
POTU regulations 

fronsport of RCRA hourdow v•otes 'to POTUo by ,o CFR 270.60 
~ruck, ••II, <>r dedicated pl.,. (I.a., 1>lpe · 
so\e\y dedicated 1or haterd0\1$ waste t•s defined 
In 40 CFR 2641 llltlch dfochoriOO frot1 within the 
boundorfet of the CERCLA olte to within the 
boundaries of the POTW). 

N•terlalo contalnlnt RCRA ha1ar- wattee 40 CFR 268 ($ubpart 0) 
aubject to l•nd dlopota\ roatrlctlona are 
placed In another unit. 

RCRA hazordou1 voote piece<! at alte after the See Closure In this 
effective dote of the requlreaente E•hlblt. 

,Sectlon 1Z1 ~f S~IA eReapte on•tlte CERCLA •ctfvftfe■ fro~ obtarntng per•fts. However. the 1ubstantrv1 requfr,unts of• lew or regulation W1Ust 
be ■et. In partfcul•r• on•sfte df1ch1rges to surface waters are exeMpt frOM procedural NP~£S perMft requirement,. Off·slte dischargers would be 
~equtred to apply for and obtain an NPOES permft. 

uc:fsreport.00~ l '\i ' . 
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Actions· !!I" ,, ' .,. 
'. , ... 

I". '". 
<-'< i, ~, ,. f" ~.' t"'i:-i4,,U~•~,. w\ , 
:kfi"·W~•.~u--r,Ji, ff'~~l~~' £1iu-Jftli-.,-;(1;ii,11 · 

TARE 4-~ Ccattl_, 
PIIJEIITIA!. ... UCMLE OI ftl.£11UV - _,an: _,_s 

Proroqulslt•s for AP11llc1blllty ~. ~ 

Analyre the waste feed. 

Dllpon of •• I heurdous woste and 
resfdues, tncluding &$h, sctubber water, 
and scrubber sludge. 

•c further roqulr.,..,nts apply to 
fncfnerato~a that onty burn wastes th•t 
••• ll1t...t cc harardous solely by vt,tue 
of cofflblnatlon with othe• wastes, ond If 
the waste analysis deMOnstratea that no 
Appendla VII constituent lo presont that 
Might renonobly be ••reeted to be 
presented. 

•c•A haterdous wast& 

PerfoMllitlctt standards fo• lnelne•otors: RCRA honrdous·woste. 

o Achfeve • destruetfon and re1110val 
efficiency of 99.99 percent for eoch 
principal orgonl~ harordout 
COMtftu.nt in th• ~•tte fe~ •nd 
99.9999 percent for dio~fns: 

o ~educe hydrogen chloride eal ■-lons to 
1.8 kt1/lt<' or I percent of tht> IICI In 
tht> stac:t 99!1'H before entering any 
poltutfon eontrol device•:!!!! 

0 Not l'EIHtt ,,...tlcu\ate tn ffet>SS of 
1!l0 agfds.,. corrttted for aaount of 
oxygen fn ,teck ga5. 

Monftorfftg of varioua pa,...ll@ters durfng 
op&retlon of the Incinerator 11 •equlrt>d. 
Theae para•eters inciude: 

o Cooob<Rtlan te10P1reture: 
o Waste feM rate; 
o An lndleotor of C:Ollbuatlon gas 

velocity; end 
o c,rbon 1110noxfde. 

,, ' 

,, 

; I,,,:, 

•• \',, 

'" " 

rli= Ii 
i--~ ' fl 

" "i'' ,, 1.i 

' 
'' 

Citation 

40 era 264.341 

40 Cfl 26'.351 

40 Cfll 264.340 

40 CFR 26'.343 

,o er• 264.342 1 

!Y Dlsc~e•t• to POtU• I• considered en off·alt• eetlvlty (lee p. 3·21 or discussion of requlreMnta): therefore, requl,OMnt• related to discharge to 
■ POTW •re not ARAR•~ but ere Included fn tht* eahlbft for reference. Off~1fte actfons aust CCNf!PlY with all legally applfcebte requirements~ both 
sUbsttmt\'ft- and adffliniatretfve. the concept of •r~tev1mt and 3pproprlat~a fa not aval\ab\e fo~ off•s1te actions. 

uc: fs re'port. 004 

',;j-;,.~ ,-
'A. ,,~. t. 

002503 ,i - - -~-d, - - -
002503



-
Actions !?f 

,b t '/· .~1/a"; Htlf i 
ll,t"" ><t♦·.t.,. .. 1a ~~ H1!1•,1r-, it,., -,di\~ 

1, i';t ,, )' 
1J..,._,,.,.t,,j,flll- Jlj,i, -~-l~l•'lllU~Wil ~, 'icJI, 

....,.T,.__ 

- - - - - - - - - -T-.E 4-:t (ca,ti......., 
l'OlOTIAL a,pt.rCAllf.E M llELEYUT Aa .,.._lllTE -.amr.,S ~ 

Requt remente Prerequisites for Applicability £1, gl 

Control fugitive emissions t,lther by: 

o Keeping c0tnbu9tion tone sealed or 
o Nafntafning combustion•tone preisure 

louer th•~ atmospheric pressure 
Utfllre 1ut0fllletfc ~utoff syste~ to atop 
waste fe~d when operating conditions 
deviate. 

-

S~clal ~•fortnnce ttondard for 
lnclnerotlon of PCBs: 

Liquid on non•llquld PCB• Dt concentratlona of 
50 ppm or greater. 

o Acht&ff • destructfon •nd reMOv&t 
.,fflctency of 99.9999 ~rcent; 

o ,EI ther 2 gecond dvt,ll t ,.., at 1200 
,deg·rees c 1!,1·GO) and 3 percent eKcess 
o•y1~n tn 1tack gas; or 1.5 second 
,dwell tlM at 1600 deor..,, c. and 2 
percent e•cess osygen fn ■ t ■ct gas; 
,!!!IJ. 

o For non•llquld PCHs, Nsa air 
-e~fsslons froat the fncfnerator s'hall 
,be no 1·reeter than o .001 ,. ltl per tr 
of the PCB• enterfno the Incinerator. 

De410nctrate th•t harardou■ con•tftuenta 
for each waste can be co,apletely 
degraded, trensforaed. or faobltfzed fn 
the treataent zone • 

'i 

Prior tc> 'lend ~rfftaent, •th" waate 
acKt b& treated to IDAT levels or 
aeet a no •fgration standard. 

RCRA harardoUll waste bl!tnr treatl!d or plact,d 
fnto another unft. 

Ensu~e that hazardous conatftuenta are 
degrad&d, transfor~ed, or IIIR90bflfted 
wfthfn th~ tr~atment zone. 

NaKfllUIII depth of treetiaent zone wst be 
no MOf'e then 1.5 11te-ters (5 feet) frOfl the 

'"'~' l~+-·-htH•\1~,, ·: il:I • la(;• tn-ftlat safl .. surface and aore thin t 
' i:; •t•• (3 feet) abov1> the seHonal high 
j , , , . _vater table. --• .. •••~~+· ~h ... >/Hl'-i•trr·••-- '~•-•--rs,~• 

- - -
Citation 

,o CFR 264.145 

40 CFR 761.70 

40 CFR 264.271 

40 CFR 264.211 

~0 CFR 264.271 

er An underground source of drinking water (USDVl I& s non·••••pted aquifer or Ito portion which: (1) suppl I•• any public water system, or (2) which 
confafns • sufficient quantity of groundvat~r to supply e public water systeM and auppltes drinking water for hUlltan consumption or contains fewe~ than 
10,000 1119/I total dl•sotved solids. (40 CFR 144.3) 

~c, fareport .004 ; , ' 
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TNIU ll•Z (.,_ll'IIINI) 
POlelTIAL lll'ft.lClal.E m lll'lEYIIIT - -IAff _,,WIS!/ 

1lktl._...,, lflc !!I · · , 
'''-----'"''-..;.;".;· .. •'-'-' -•;;:.'·:..;";.'''-'',;,•· ... •-· ·--·---------------------------------------------'-'-· --------------J\ 

Actions bl - ' 

._._. TrN- (conti.,.,td) 

,,...,.._,,_.,.. _,__a--• 
{: , .. , 
li.i--11t ., - , ....... ;:••-· .,,,t 

-

Requfrefflents 

ftlnl■ltt run•off of hotordous 
constftuents. 

Nafnta!n run•onfrun•off control and 
,nana9etaent syste111. 

-•Special •PPl lc■ tloi, condl tlons If food· 
chafn crops &re grown In or on treatment 

~,one • 
• 
:,llnsatura1:td tOM MOn!torlng. 

11Speelal requlre...,nt■ for lgnltabl• 
,,,:1re■ctlve waste. 

,,>Specht reqofreaent■ for lnc011patlbl1> 
IHI-Stea. 

Prer,qul1lte• for Appllc1blllty £/, d/ 

i 

. Citation 

40 CFR 264.273 

40 CFR 264.276 

40 CF• 264.279 

40 CFft 264. 276 

40 CFR 264.282 

Spt,elal tntlng and location requlr1>· RCU lfHte It F0211, F021, F022, Fll23, ,f026, FIY27 40 CFR 283 
aents for c~rtafn hazardous vastes. (dlo~ln·contefnlng w■1te1) 

!O•ye■ r poct•closure care to Insure 
th•t aite fa ■aint ■ tned end 1110nft0red. 

L•nd Of•pGS•l Restrfctfons: 

Attain lend disposal •treot"""t 
11 •tendards" before puttfng waste fnto 

landfill In order to COtlPlY wit~ lend 
df1pos11t 1re■ trictfons. A treatment 

.: atencierd can be ef ther-: Ct) • con·• 
centr~tfon level to be achlevM 

,~perfor•nee•basod) or (2) a 
,;llrpecff led technology that ■ust t;., 

used (technology•besed). If the 
:1•t■ndard ii perfor11ance·b1sed, any 
~~echnclqy can be used to echfeve 
nithe •tamdard~ (See TreetMen·t when 

Waste will be Land Disposed.) 

- ',.,1, 

land d(spos■ l clDIUre. 

Ploc.,..,nt of ltCU hazardous lfHte In a londflll, 
aurf■ce f11p0undaent, waste ?fle, tnJectton welt, 
land treatent f■ctltty, ■alt dCNN fort11tfon, 
■alt Hd for•■tlon, or untiergtound •fM or cave • 

- 002505 - - -- ,111111 
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T• ~ (On·Slte) 

~· •~ ,i,ihr, •ll'}i1 
t, ~ .~ ,, ·• ! ,.,1, tVtfi: _,,_...,,,_,,, ''·t H ~ ., 

.t•,;,••••j•• dl,i-

~l',;1 t',I ",W,, ,,,. ""'"·' 

' ' ' " ,l,,,, s '. 'I• •j• uc:fsreport.oo, 

- - - - - - - - - -
T--E ,.~ (_i_, 

l'OTEffllll -.ri:utE .. IElEYAIIT "lie -••n; _,IIBE!Ts 

Prevent run··on and control end 
coltect run-off frot1 a 24-hQur 
atoMII (Ma1te pfle1, land trPat· 
•ent f•cttftle•, t1ndf(ll11. 

Prevent over•topptng· of surface-
1,npoundllents. 

Prerequlsltea for Al'f>llceblllty £/, ff 

RCRA huardou• 11a1t11 treated, atored, or 
disposed after the effectl~e dote of the 
requfre11tents .. 

-

:': ii t I,,,.! "ii 

- - -
Cl tat Ion 

40 CF• 264.251 (c).(d) 
40 Cfl 264.ZTl(c).(dl 
40 CFl 264.J0l(c).(d) 

40 CFR 264.221Ce) 

·'•"k• ••t flav-e- sufffclent structural 
,atren,th to ensure thet they d,ii not 
collapse., rup·ture, or f■ H. 

Storoge of •c•A ~orordouo Ml&te (ll■ltecf or 40 CFR 264.190 

.VHtot -t not be lnc-tlble with 
,the tent ■aterfat unleH the tank Is 
rProtected by a l tner or by other e■n-1 

,char■ct•rlatlc) not Meeting- ••tl quantrty ; 
9enerator criteria held for• t-r•ry period 
,9re■ ter thin 90 doY9 before trut,..,nt, •di apo11t 1·40 CFR 264 .191 
or stor19e ehellhere C40 en 264. ,o,, In • ton- ·r 
c(l.e., any portoble device In lllllch a ■aterl ■ t 
.11 stor@d, transport~, dta,,osed of, oi:- 1 , 

Tanks ...,.t ~ provided Ylth aetondory 
cont■ rntaent end controls to pr~vent 
overfllllnt, and sufffcfent free• 
board •fntafne<f fn open t•nks to 
prevent overtopplnt by wave- action ar 
preclpft11tlon. 

~•ndled). A 9enerotor who acc-,tateo or 1tore1 ,40 CFR 264.193·194 
hatordouo M•ote on·~lte for 90 doya or I••• In 

Inspect th& folloMlng: overfilling 
control, control equlp11ent, 1tanftorfn1 
data, w••te level (for uncove-red· tanks), 
t■nt condftron, ehove•g·round portions of 
d'■nka (to •••ess thefr ■tructural 
~fn,tegrtty,, •nd th& •·re11 aurroundfng the 
,tank (to Identify •l1n• of l11otage). 

' \lepe;·ir any cot-l"OSlon, .erack, or le-et. 

:At cloc\ll"e, rHIOVe •ll h■ierd0\19: waste 
(and hazardoc,o waste residues fr• tents, 
,dfscher1e- con·trol equ(c,aent, and 
tdf1ch•1• conffneaent structures .. 

Star• ltnlt•ble end reectlve lftlste sc, •• 
.to .prevent <the nste fr~ Jgnit,ng· or 
,.reacttng-.. ;,Jgn.heble or re■ctlve w-a·stes 
In covered tanh ■ust COIIPIY Mith buffer 
~one r~lreioenta In •Fto""'"'ble end 
c-.stlble liquids Code,• Tables Z-1 
"through Z·6 (National Fir• Protection 
~ssocletlon, 1976 or 1'9111). 

co,opllonce with 40 CFR 262.34(1)(1·41 lo not 
subject to full •c•~ otorote requlr-■enta 
S••ll (ltlafttlty 1enerator1 ere not eubJect to the 
90 day ll■lt (40 CFR 262.34(c),(dl, and (e)). 

.. ' _,. 
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Actions !if 

~ St.-- (On-Site) 
(contlnurid) 

IJllq It t.i·i> ~ ~'"t ~• '-ii Lt~{ 

""'f!" 
' ' tt, , ll!, i:•!1 

. ..,,J;. 

uc, fsreport. 004 

TUI.£ 4-Z ,.,_,_, 
l'Offlrt'IM. APPl.rrm..E - fftEl'Aff ... MILSWial£ IHDiW■IS 

Requlre111ents 

~tor....., Prohibitions: 

!tora9e of bannad w•~tes 10111t be In 
accordance with 40 CFR 2611. When auc:h 
storage occurs beyond one y~er. the 
owner/operator beers the burden of 
provfng that such storage ia ootely for 
th-e purpose of accuaulstfng su·fffcfent 
qu■ntft••• to •tlov for proper recovery. 
treat11en·t and disposal. 

Oestg .... and oper•tfnt standards for 
unft fn llflfch ~1z■rdous waste fl 
treated. (SM citation• at right 
for deal1n and o~ratlng requl re· 
Rnta for specific unit.) 

Prerequl1lte1 for Appllcablllty sf, ~I 

fre■tMent 6f harerdou, v■•te fn • un•t. 

I , il' 

Citation 

,o CFR 269.50 

40 er• 264.190-2M.1~2 
(finks> 

40 CFR 264.221 (Surf1ce 
I apoundloentl) 

40 CFR 264.251 (Uaate 
PlleS) 
40 CFR 264.273 (land 
Tre1t.ent Untt) 

40 CFI 264.343•345 
(lncrneratcre) 

40 CFR 264.601 
(Nt•cell ■neous treataent 
Units) 

40 CFR 265.373 (Ther .. t 
Treat...,nt Units) 

Tre1t1R11t of waste aub)ect to b•" on 
tend dtaposat 111\Jst ■·tt■1n levels 
i>eat deaonstrated avail*ble tre■taent 
technolo1le1 (IDAT) for each hazardou■ 
conctltuent fn each tfsted vestet ff 
re•l-1 la ·o be land dl1posed. If 
re1htuel f• to be -further tre-ated, 
tnftf ■ l treat..-nt end any subsequfflt 
treatftnt that producea residual to be 
rreeted nffd not be 8DAT, If It don 
not exceed ¥■ lu• 'In CCWE (Constituent 
Coneentratt·on h'il ll■ste Extract) Table 
for each appllcoble Yater. (See 51 Ft 
40642. lov-r 6, 1986.) -

OlspoHI of ~ontlllinated aoH 1nd
1 

~.;,~.,: 'L 'FJ 40 en 268.10 
, .. suiting fr- CERCU rHpotlH action& or ICtA':J 40 CFI 2611. 11 
correctfff artlona ts!!!!! aubJect to lal'ld I i 40 CFR 269.12 
dhpoHI prohibitions and/or trHtMflt 1tenderd1 \40 CFI 268.41 
tor so,.,..nr•, dlo•lns, or callfomla 11st -■stea ,a CFR 268 CSul,pcrr 01 
until loveaber 8, 1990 (and for cartaln flr1t 
third wastes until Auguat 8, 1990). 

All notea listed aa hazardous In 40 CFI Part 
261 as of lovellbe-r a, 1994, ••cept for ■pent 
aotvent wastes and dloxfn•cont1fnfng wnte1 
have been ranke& with respect to volUIN and 
intrinsic kaz■rdt, and are scheduled for lend 
di ■posat prohibition and/~~ treattitent 1tand■rd 
deter■fnatfon •• follow■: 

Solvent■ and dfo•fn1 
Calffornf ■ lfat Waste• 
One-third of all rented 

haza-rdous wastes 

Nov. II, 19116 
July 8, 191J7 
Alli. 8, 1985 

002507 
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Actions !?I 

,..,.,_ ,...__., wnl.., 
~ •I~) Ccontlnu.,d) 

I . 
s· I <o<a.,d lftjojj,t:1- ef 

-- - ,...,.t.,., ---

ill'4-f: . ,,,.-,J~~' , J M·1,·J,,,,1, :jij4li+-~, 

••~·-' ~1,,;,Nl.~ ·H•+ ;,, •~ <:.If. 

--~•t.'+ ,,..,,.,., --- -~··· 

ue:fsreport.004 

'. ' .liil: L 

- - - - - - - - -TMt.lE 4-l (_I_, 
l'll10Tllll IIPPl.lrm.lE m IIEllE't'IUIT - APNWUATIE IUWnWIIS 

ltequlr•""nts Pr•requloltes for Applicability £1, ~I 

Underground Infection of Aug. a, f988 
solvents •nd dfo~fn1 
and Collfornla llat 
11as-tes 

CERCLA re$ponse actfon Nov. 8, t~8S 
end RCRA corrective 
ectfon soft and debris 

T~o-thirds of all ranked July a, f989 
end lfsted hazardous 
wastes 

Al I r•••fnlng ranted and N•v S, 1990 
listed ~•r■rdous wastes 
fd~ntffted by cher■eter• 
fstfc under ICtA sectfon 
3001 

Ar,y harerdorn v■st& 
listed or Identified 
""""' Rt•A section 3001 
eft~r Novellher at 1984 

BOAT Atlftdarff• fer spent aolvent vastes 
end df0Nin-centefntn9 westes •r~ bas~d on 
one of foul" technolog-ies or cotebfnations.: 
for ,11•ste t1e·tera,, ( f) sta strfppfr,:g 
<2> blologlcol treot...,~t, or (3) carbon 
ebsorptfon ~atone- or fn c0tlbfn11tfon wlth 
(1) or (2>J: and for ••U other waste$~ 
(4) lncln~•etlon. Any technology MY be 
used, .hcw•ver, ff ft vfll achieve the 
coneentretion l~vel1 cpeclffed. 

Ulth!n 6 -• 
of the date of 
ldentHlcatlon 
or tlltlnt. 

UIC prevr• prohlblta: A?P•~ved UIC progr .. Is required In States 
lfsted und~,- sow~ section 

( -, ' /!' 
o l~Jectlon activities that atlov 

aoveeent of con·t••I nen•tl fnto 
MtdererotMld aourcea of dr~nkfng 

. veter which ••Y •••ult ,~ violations 
of "Clo or adversely aff•ete health. 

I 

hove bee!\ ll ■tedl. Clcss I wella end C!ou IV 
welts ar~ the retevent clasalffcatfona for 
CERtL• alte,. Cl ■!,Ll vella ■r~ uaed to tnJect 
h1tardou9 v11te, beneath the loverao1t foMMtlon 
containing, wfthfn one quarter •tte_ an under· 
ground 1ourr• of drinking voter (USON). rJ;I 

o cor.,tructlon of nev Cl••• IV veils, 
.and oper1U on and u I ntenence o,f 
,e.l1tint veils. 

Class IV well• are u~ed to tnJect h•z•rdous or 
radioactive vaste lnto or above I foNUtfon 
vhfc~ cont•fns, wfthin one quarter •fle of the 
welt, en und~rground source of drinking ~•ter. 

002508 
i.1 I .... 

- - -
Citation 

40 CFl 26B.30 .. , 
lCIA Section& S004(d>C31, 

(e)(3) 
41 u.s.c. 6924Cd>C3>, 
ceH31 

40 CF' U4.12 

40 C,_ 144. f3 

-
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Actions !!f 

...... ,,....., 111feetf- ef 
-ti!II - l'ri!llted cn.nl .. _ 
(continued) 

i 
'""'i l~ 11~,.._.•1°'• !If 'fl/..~ .14••1, 
''" ,..,. jl\l-ll'J'.tt,)'.,;~ ,._. 

! 

i\ 
" '! 

1i 
i I 

T._IE ~-2 «-hu,d) 
POTnTIAl UPL;cut.E Cit 1£lO'An Am {II i .IONIAYE 1f1111.aca.:a1s 

ReqoireJtents 

Class IV we-tls are banned except fo,­
refnJectfon of treated 1roundw1t~r into 
the••• forMatfon from vhf ch tt vas 
vfthdr1wn, es part~,• CElClA cleanup 
or RCRA corrective action. 

The Director of the UIC pr09ra■ fn • 
state ny lHsen the stringency of 
40 Cfl 144~S2 construction, operatfons, 
and ••nffestfng requlre....,ta for• well 
tf (njection d04!'s not occur tnto, 

~r•r•qulsltes for App\lctbltlly £/, V 

ihrOU911, or above• usou o~ lf the radius 
of endangering influence (tee 40 CF~ 
\46.06\c)) la lesa thm or equal to the 
~•dlus of the well. 

o hport 110n-o:o01pll1nce orally 11lthln Chso I wells. 
24 houra. 

o P.repar•,. Nln•tatn, and coapty wtth­
plugflng and •b•nd-nt pl•n. 

ti tot Ion 

40 CFR 144.13(c) 

40 er• 1u.16 

40 CF• ,,,.2ecb) 
40 CFR 144.~1(b) 

Monitor Cl111 I wilt by, Cl1H I wilt ••• used to Infect llanrdolls 40 CFI U4,28(g)(I) 

o frequent ■n■ lysfa of fnJ•ctlon 
!tufd•; 

o continuous 110nltorlng, of Injection 
presaure, flow rate, and vott.-e, ~ 

waste,. beine•th th·e lo11e-r110at for•tlon contain• 
fng, w(thfn on. quart•r •fie,. an -...d'•~eround 
•ouru of drlntlne ,..t•r fUSD~). 

o fnat■ ll ■ tfon ■ncf aonftor-fnt of 9round• 
Weter ltOnftorfng well ■• 

Appllc:sntt for Class I per■IU aun, 

o Identify ell Injection welt• -!thin 
the area of revte~. 

o last ectlon •• ne-ce•••ry to eMut"e 
that 1-ueh well are propesrl,. seal flt, 
cotnp\etflt,. or •bendoned to preftnt 
cont■~lnatfon of USOW. 

0'02 5 0 9 

,40 CFR u,.ss 

Ii- L­ - -IU -l - - - -t;- [\·- -
002509



... - - -
Actions !?f 

VI,.., ..... l11fa:tl-ef -t--,,_, ... ~­(continued) 

uc:fsr,c;por,.o:o, 

- - - - - - - - - -. TIRE 4.-Z l_f_, 
NIBITIU. ...._rcutE • 11£1.fflillf DII a I a&Clnt: &a:AU■!S 

hquf r.-nts Pren,qufsftn for •pptlcablllty Sf, "1 

Crfterfe for de-t~rafnlng whether an 
■qutfer NY be- detenalned to be an 
e.:e•111pted equ·i fer Include currfflt and 
future use. yfetd, and water quality 
ch■ract&rfstfca. 

CaH and cetoent all Clau I wlla to (See abowJ 
pre....-nt IIOvetaent of fluids Into ~"• 
taking Into consfcfe,ratfon wll de-pth,. 
lnJ•ctlon pressure. hole elre. 
coaposftlon of Injected ,...te, and other 
f■ctora. 

Conduct appropriate •eolotlc drll llnt 
logs and other tests durin9 consr.ructlon. 

lnJectfon, preasur" -, not e•ceed • 
Mlli.,. level dff;f,ned to em:ure that 
tnject,on do.• not initiate nev fracturff 
or propat■t• eKfstfnv ones ■nd cause the 
IIOVe'IWnt of fluid• Cnt~ a IJSDV. 

Continuous IIOftftorlng of lnJectlon 
pre-ssure, flow rate-., and ¥Oluae-., and 
annual pressure., If requ·lred. 

0..,,..-onstr■tlon of aec:hanlcal lnt~rlty If 
required ..,.ry ~ ye•r•. 

GrouncfwaUr IIClftltorln, uy ■ho be 
requ(re-d. 

COOll)ly with State unclergrouncl lnJectlon 
requl retllfflta. 

ltHarcfous -st• to be Infected Is subJ•ct 
to fa,,d ban re11Utatfons. (Sn section 
4.2.2.i of this_,,. Treated ground• 
waler that .. ets th• definition of 
h■z■rdc>ua w .. i., - h to be Injected 
also Is aabject to land ban rcgu! ■tl~ns. 

002510 

- - - - -
Clla!lon 

40 CFR 1'6.4 

,o era 1,,.12cd1 

40 en 1'6.1J 

40 CFR 268.2 

1; i I 
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Actions l!I 

t ~ twll~, 1/i \'t'>,i ►. , ( . 
~4!.'.'d .mw~~i "'"+~~f ~ , .. .,.Mijl ~na•~1i1 
~•·'~""•··'iii l"rl:ilt•""" •• 
"'fl'...,4•~•·"t.l•• _,,,~.,•~•+~it+""'""'"'",..-~"°''~,_.,,... . .,,_., 

, 11·)Jdt!~.1:t ih!' I 
: : 

"~ '"'f·+: 
u,1-:• ,t~111~P;~QM!'!I H t ,t ~11·\i 

. uc,iiJ,port.&I, 

DR£ C-Z (caotl_, 
PGIRl'IAI. aPPlfCW.IE • fflfWll'I' - AU :a9tl1Aff &&:CASIS 

llequl re,oents 

Use • sln,l• liner and leochoU 
collection syst•. 

lloste put foto vnu pile subJect to 
.,lsnd ban revulatloM (see Append I• of 
thf• •anu■l)~ 

'" 

Prerequlsltn for Appllcabll lty £1, ~I 

IICH h■Hrdous .... u. non-cont■l""rlzed 
rcc.-lotlon of sot Id, nonfl-bte harerdoua 
waste that f• wt-cl for treataent or atorete. 

Citation 

40 CFII 264.251 

002511



.. , .. 
Location 

Within I00•1ear floodpleln 

Within floodplain !/ 

- - - - ----- -----TULE 4-Z ccantr-, 
l'OTHTHL ....._ICMLE m IIEUYUT - WI -IIIITE -•-■IS 

lequl reo,ents 

Facility IIUSt be designed, 
constructed', operated, end 
Mafntafned to 1vold w1,hout 

Action to evofd adverse effects, 
■fnf ■tze potential harn, restore 
and prestt-rve natural and be-ne• 
flchl value. 

Prerequisite• for Applicability£/, d/ 

RCRA hi,rardoua we-.i·te: tre■taent, stor■1e, or 
disposal 

Action that vftl occur In ■ floodptafft, ••••, 
lowlands, end relatively flat •·reas adjoining 
Inland end co1st1I ~•tors and other flood 
prone arees 

- - - -
Cl utlon 

40 CFR 264,111 !/ 

Protection of flood• 
plains, !1(40 CFR 6, 
Appendf• A); 
ffrh and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 
<16 use 661 !! m., 
40 CfR 6.302 

!I 40 CFR Part 6 Subpart A sets forth EPA policy for carrying out the provision• of f•ecuttve Order• 119811 (Floodplain Nonag ... nt) and 11990 
(Protection of Vetlande). Eiecutfve order, 1-re binding fn the level (P.o., federal, st■te) of gover~nt for which they ere f ■eued. 

;: 
' ' u c : f ,·report • O O, 

'"I',,,, 

002512 
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TEXAS WATER COMMISSION 

TEXAS WATER COMMISSION 
' 

8. J. Wynne, Ill, Choirm.:,n 
Paul Hopkins, Cnmmiu10Nr 

olohn O. Houchin,, Comm1li10~r 

Mr. Robert E. Layton, Jr., P.E. 
Re;ional Adminiatrator 
U. s. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region VI • 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: Draft Record of Deciaion 
united Creosoting supertund site 

Dear Mr. Layton: 

Allen IHinke, Executive Oire"°' 
Michael E. Field, G~ncroi Couns•I 
B,endd w. FHl«r, Chief c1.,;. 

--- - -------
"C"O ==·~a;C,--~•--"-

We have reviewed the draft Record ot Decision (P.00) and 
responsiveness sUllllnary tor the United creosoting superfund Site. 
We feel that the use of the target action levels (TAL) proposed 
in the draft ROD represent a considerable improvewent over the 
action levels set in the 1986 ROD by more accurately defining the 
risks posed by the contaninants present. At the same time 
however we are concerned that the adoption of these TAL 1s 
presents some uncertainties which cannot be addresaad at the 
present time, 

The addition~l sampling proposed in the residential area will 
fill currently existing data gaps as to th• extent ot 
contamination. Furthermore the methodology used to convert 
empirical data to risk based equivalents has only recently been 
developed as EPA guidance and is still being refined, In light 
ot this the limits of contamination and the scope of the remedy 
could change considerably, We are concerned that the public and 
the Texas Water Commission lack all the data necessary to fully 
evaluate the proposed remedy at this time. 

For the reasons stated above TWC concurs with EPA's proposed 
Record ot Decision on the condition that upon completion of the 
proposed additional sampling and data evaluation, EPA will, in 
addition to any other administrative reqi.tirement, make this 
information available to the public and r·eopen the Administrative 
Record to allow a formal public comment period, conduct a public 
meeting and issue a Responsiveness sun.mary, The proposed remedy 
upon which we conditicma.llY eoncur inc:ludaa: 

. ' 

ID • 

(\.J 

0 
0 
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.\ ' ' . ' 
• • •• , ~ • • , .• • ~ • I • • • , ./ ' • •. • : I , ' ' •. ~ • : ' 

• 
Mr. Robert E, 1,ayton, Jr,, P,E. 
Page Tllo 

512 463 8317 P,03 

• Sampling of the residential area to better delineate 
all soils falling above tho target ■oil action levels 
e•tabl~shed in this Record of Deciaion. 

• Excavation of all soils from residenti•l and co1DJ11ercia1 
portions of the aite that are above the respective 
human health critflria and traatm•nt.via.oi::itioal_fl~id 
extraction, 

• 

• 

Treatment of contaminated •oils to hU111an health 
criteria and reburial on the appropriate portion of the 
site. 

Disposal of the organic concentrate from the extraction 
process by off-site incineration. 

on a related matter, we would like to comment on the obligation 
of state monies tor a period of 30 years after the remedial 
construction activities are complete. such a co111t1itment by the 
state ot Texas may be a violation of Article VIII, Section 6 of 
the Texas constitution which addresses the appropriation of ~oney 
beyond a two year period, 

Sincerely yours, 

~~tu 
Allen Beinke 
Executive Director 

·- .,l!l -· 

.. 
·- -·--···---- --- - ---·-

I. , 
I 
I 
I , __ , 

ml 
..-

I 
I 
l~ 

:i:-----;:;:;; 

l~ 
'~· -i~~(';!: 

l 
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09/30/89 Aaainistrative Record - Category Nuaber Order Page: 
Unit. Creosote 

D uaent Nu~ber: OB-0001 Date: 09/30/80 

Docuaent Title: Application of PCP Contaoinated Soil to Roads in Kontgciery Co., Texas 

lype: Me■orandua 
1)- -111ent Quallfiersls): 

Author: JNes S. ltallil)ay, Eoviron■ ental Biologist 
Houston Branch, USEPA 

l •• ipient: Millin Librizzi, Director 
Surveillance and Analysis Div., US[PA Region 6 

l al Pages: 6 

Doc111ent Nulber: 08-0002 Date: 10/Gl/80 

_ Original/Duplicate of Original, 

D 111ent Title: Co■plaint by area resident concerning Retts Rd. Montgo■ery Co., Texas 

l ~: Me■orandum 

Doc111ent Qualifiers(s): 

A hor: Toa Kearns, field Representative 
Texai Dept. Water Resources 

~ ipient: Gari- Schroeder, Chief 
Texa• Oept. of Water Resources 

l·•at Pages: , 

D._111ent Nuaber: 08-0003 Date: 07/27/81 

n 111ent Title: Potential Hazardous Vaste Site Identification 

, .... e, Miscellaneous 
Ii 111ent Qualiflers(s): 

Author: 8111 ffup? 

Recipient: United Creosoting Co. Site flle 
U5£PA Region 6 

Tota: Page~: 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

·~ 
I 

] 

'~----·+-

'" 1 l 
L 

:ff.~ 

L 
<1~ 

I_ 
' - .;;_·"""'-':-,.""!' 

:~ 

-:~ 
-~ 
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I 

Dlment Nu1ber: 06-0CO• Date: 06/30/82 

Tent Title: Potential Hazardous Waste Site - Site Inspection Report 

ll: Report/Study 
D lllfnt Qualifiers(s): _Orlglnal/Dupl icate of Original, 

-- ------~--

Chris Lippe, Enforceaent 
Texas Dept. of Water Resources 

Author: 

I -·-. -~~;'.!:~f-'.':'":~~iE~iiiBlii:'7FlLl2..¥fifti~fi;~;§G+,d 

i...ipient: United Creosoti~g Co. Site File 

1 
US[PA Regio• o 

l• 11 Pages: 21 

1-........................................................................ . 
08-0005 Date: 0•/12/83 Tent Nu■bcr: 

D, _,.ent Title : Hazardous Ranking System Package (includes worksheet and docu1entatioo records) 

lie, 
l)ocUllent Qualifiers(s): 

lor: Ti ■othy J. Wolterink 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Texas Dept. of Water Resources 

Rlipient: United Creosoting Co. site file 
- USEPA Region 6 

1f1 Pages: 55 

t······································· -················· -········ ------ -.. 

l)..1111ent N•ber: 08-0006 Date: 06/29/83 

nl-ent Title: EPA HQ review of Nitre Rankings results In revised ranking and lover score. 

1&, Letter 
~ent Qualiflers{s): Original/Duplicate of Original, 

-,, or: Russell Bartley, Engineer, Operation Section. 
USEPA Region 6 

!llplent: Aod Ki■bro -- -
;, Texas Dept, of Water Resources 

11'' Pages: I 

, ----~······••w••······~-·---····•~-a••··d········••O•WWW••·····-·••~--~-······ ,-

' - ' - -" (X) 

...-
l(\ 

(\J 

0 
0 

':..."< 
-.\£ 

, i' 
:. . .._.. 

_, 

;f,lt"'J;¼i!wi) :C;illi 1l 
-'1 ,'""'~--~ ,..z. -":'.:, -.- :l"" 

1 ~ • !< • I " -
' . , ' 

' ' • • ' ' - ' : i ' • • -. ' '' •• ,- '-.., : : • - ' ' • • ' • ' . '. . . _'. ' ' J - ' - ' ' ' ' 
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09/30/89 Administrativ, Record - Category Nu■ber Order Page: l 
Unit. Creosote 

D U11ent NumDer: 08-0007 Date: 10/31/83 

DocUfllent Title : Request by the State of Texas for Initial re1edial ■easures, with t~e Texas Dept. of Water Resources 
as the lead agency. 

Type: letter - ''" "• ., u - - . ' ~-,~~---
- -· ✓- ~•-&...~-----·--- ___ _, 

-- - - -- - ~ --- -
Jln•uaent Qualifiers(sJ: 

I ,. 
l 
I 

Orlginal/Oupllcate of Original, 
.-,. . ..:...::..;:Efr! 

. ~ ----.- - - . - '' J;;---~ 

"= ,._MM.....! ri1t : 1 rt '~I Aw,hor: Charles[. Ne1lr, Executive Director 
Texas Dept. of Vater Resourc,s 

R lpient: Dick Vhittington, Regional Ad1inistr1tor 
USEPA Region 6 

T al Pages: 4 

Dotuaent Nu1ber: 08-0008 Date: 11/21/83 

D uaent Title: Response to Representative Phil Gra111's Inquiry r1 behalf of State Representative Rodney Tow's office. 
(Co11unication is attached). 

T e: letter with Attach■eots 
Docutent Qualifiers(s): 

A hor: Oick Whittington, Regional Administrator 
US(PA Region 6 

R··tpient: Phil Gra11 
United States House of Representatives 

Total Pages: 4 

l)· •ent Nu■ber: 18-0009 !lite: 12/15/83 

Original/Ouplicate of Original, 

0,-·•.1unt Title : Couents on pohntia! public health proble■s 1t United Creosoting Site 

T~.; Ne1orandu1 
Di 111ent Quallflers(s): 

Author: George Buynoskl, Puallc Health Advisor 
Centers for Disease ,ontrol 

Recipient: frank Gorry, On Scene Coordinator 
E1ergency Response Branch 

1otal Pages: 3 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

. - -
~ ... ' >. - ~ ..... ...._ ---· 

..- ' 

01 
... 
1,,1 

~I 

I 
I 
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»

I 

I 1111ent Number: 08-0010 Date: 12/23/1)3 

1u•ent Title : Notice letter re: ! ■mediate re1oval action 

l e: Letter 
111ent Quallfiers(s): ..... --~-· --•Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Au.hor: 

I 
WI II lu B. Hathavay, Deputy Director 
Air and Waste llanage■ent Division, US[PA ~egion 6 

J fpient: Tho1as [, Bye• I H01eovner in Tanglevood East 

r:al Pages: 2 

1 ............................................................................ . 
08-COII Date: 12/21/83 1u■ ent N1111ber: 

[ ·1111e,,t Title : Administrative Order or. Consent, United Creosoting Co. Site 

,,c: Niscel laneous 
'lu•ent Qualifiersts): 

J.hor: Dick Whittington, Regiona! Adoinistrator 
USEPA Region 6 

lipient: Clark Bottling Co., Res?ondent 

ja1 Pages: 8 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

1··················-························································ 

08·0012 Date: 12/28/83 ,t 111ent Muaber: 

lument Title: EPA Environ1enta' Nevs • pr,:,s release announcing !11ediate clea .. up of surface cont11ination 
on Clarke Bottling CG. land. 

&e: Newspaper/Journal trticle 
:fl111ent Quallfiers(s): 

Roger fteachan 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

.. 

0 ... 

(\j 

. !S\ 
(\j 

0 
·o 

. 
::=: ., 

, C. 

'l: .. ·._-.' ,· -,:;;~: ;;:,")j ~ .... " ~ 

'C'"':! 

Office of Public Avareness, USEPA Region 6 
.. ·----·~···· -- ----- - ..... -,-- ·7·•·•: ,~•,:;·!. ·1 

.i:.· otal Pages: 
.{ 

•':' . . ~. 
.. _":..._,,_ : .. .-=~::: 

2 
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Aoministrative Record· Category Nulber Order Page: S 
Unit. Creo1ote 

08-0013 Oate: 01/10/8• 

Cocuaent Title: lnforaation request letter 

Type: letter 
Or J1ent Qua I lflers(s): -Origlnal/Oupllcah of Orisinal, 

Author: Allyn N, Oavls, O!rector 
Air end ~aste ttanage■ent Oiv., US[PA Region 6 

R,.ipient: ftr, Wiggins 
Miggins lnvest■tnt Co. 

11 Pages: 2 

-· ...... _ .......................................................................................... ~---·--·-·---................ .. 

08·0014 Oate: 01/16/84 

*e10 re: ■eeting held Oec, 18, 1983, to lnfor1 Tanglewood East Ho1eow11ers Assoc. of proposed 
luediate response action. fact s11eet attached. 

T· i: fte■orandua 

lloc1.111ent Qualifiersls): 

Carlene l, Chaabers 
Policy and Design Section, US[PA Region 6 

R, lpieot: Sa■uel L. Nott, Chief 
Suoerfund Branch, US[PA Region 6 

Tr'1I Pages: 3 

Original/Oupl icate of Original, 

--------------··--........................................................................................................... ... 
n, . .aent Nuaber: 08-0015 Date: 01/19/84 

Response to lnforsatlon request letter 

T.,..,: letter 
lh i.ent Qualiflers(s): 

Russell r. Wiggins 
Wiggins Enterprises 

Qecipfent: Nr. SttYt Phillips 
US[PA Aeclon 6 

Total P1ges: 

Or(g!nal/Oupl lcate of Orlgf11al, _ 

I. 
l .. .. 

I 
I 

___ -"::~, l~;;: 

~· IS\ ~· 0 

I 
I 

I 

.,,,! 

'-,~ 
I ,, 
. 

-1 ., 
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06-0016 Date: 01/20/84 

OJent Title: lnfor■atlon request letter 

~!I: letter 
:"Tent Quallfiers(s), ... _ _ ....... _ _ Ori9inal/Duplic4te of Original, 

- .Z:/.~-...,;;-.;r ·-;: :t.:::::;,.::::;::;:-:.:.:~~•::::~_'.:;.: · .... :._·.:.~ - .--__ :.: .. :· ... ~ -"' 

AL • .ior: Allyn N. Davis, Director , ,1 Afr anti Vaste r.anage~ent Div., USEPA Aeg!on 6 

,Rr 'plent: Ernest Coker, Jr 

2 

'-1-------·-----·-··---······-----··-·------····-·---·-----·------·-·---·-·· 
08-0011 Date: 01/20/8' Oo,e~t Nuaber: 

0c 11ent Tit le : lnfor■ation request letter 

• ,I Letter 
,1111ent Qualifiers{s): 

1lr: Allyn"· Davis, Dir~ttor 
Air and Waste "anagement Div., US[PA Region 6 

,.llent: Pat Grorge 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

_. Jltiglnal/Oupllcah of Original, 
;:· ,_, > )J 

--- -·--- --'""7'"_-'-~·-·-•--~t ""'"·"i:: 

::;;;;-.:.;;; 
-- -- '~ 

., ... -~--
- ..... N 

(\J 

- L(\ 

N 
0 
0 
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09/30/89 A01i~istrative Record· Category Number Order Page: 
Unit. Creosote 

D uaent Humber: 18-0019 ~te: 02/13/8, 

Doruaent Title: Response to fnfor■ation reques~ letter. 

Type: Letter 
.9n•uaent Qualifiersts): 

A •• hor: Patricb D. 6aorge 

R ipient: Superfund [nforce1ent 
US[PA Region 6 

T al Pages: 

1 

Origlnal/Ouplfrat~ of Original, 

I 
~- ·;;;1: 

I 
l~d 

'.'l 
I: 

~-;~i-Ye# 

- ·-·-------·-· ............ ·--......................................................... ----· ............................................................ . 
Doc1111ent Nu1ber: 06-0020 Date: 02/IS/a, 

D uaent Title: Information request letter 

l e: letter 
o~.uaent Quillifiers(sJ: 

A hor: Allyn"· Davis, O'rector 
Air and Maste Nanageaen: Div., USEPA Region 6 

R··fpient: Buddy Milkenfeld 

Total Pages: 3 

U 111ent iUllber: 08-0021 Date: Gl/09/8• 

Dr·111ent Title: Information request letter 

Tyi,e: Letter 
D 111ent Quafiflers(s): 

Author: Allyn N. Davis, Director 
Air and Waste "anage■ent Div., USEPA Region 6 

Recipient: General Manager 
·· ~ ·· ffOliSton Shel I and Concrete Co. 

2 

- .;!}~ . 

: :L':~ 

--., .. -· -,- , "='~ .,., __ ,. . . -~-' ' ,'!, 
• ------------ - - ------~-- -:1...-.J: __ _!c<.,.:,_~,.-_ --- -•-~ T 

, .... 

'-, 'II' 
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I 

olent Number: 08-COZl Date: 03/20/8• 

Tent Title: Response to infor1ation request l~tter 

' letter . ___ ent Quallfiers(s}, .grlginal/Ouplicate of Original, 

Ati •. .or: l,A, llouthltt, Vice President I Housto11 She !I and Ccncrete Co. • 
~-,_,cc-,_•~·"'-~-"'-"'~-'"'-!-·F.'.'~.,:':",-C~-~~1:~~-·-:_:_~i.."'t!i:--U:Yii.f-~~~---.::;;::t;;;II 

Re p!ent: "r. Steve Phllllps I USEPA Region 6 

To ,I Pages: t 

J ........................................................................ . 
Tent Nuaber: 08·0023 Date: Ol/28/84 

(\J 
' . 

If\ 
(\J 

-0 
0 

De •er.t Title : Co·operative Agree1ent bet•een USEPA and Texas Oept, of Water Resources, Sc~pe of Work attached. 

'Tyl, Niscel laneous 
Do.U1ent Qualifiers(s}: 

.Ir: 
US(PA / TOWR 

R;Jlent: United Creoscting Co. Site File 
USEPA Region 6 

loll Pages: 9 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

-·1······················································-·············-···· 

\0c ■ent NU1ber: 08·0024 Date: 04/10/8• 

rlent Titl;: lnforaation request letter 

I 
twl: letter 
~11.ent Quallfiers(s}: 

' •,r: Allyn tt, Oavls, Oirecttr 
~-. Air and Waste ftanage■ent Division, USEPA Region 6 

t:
·,,.·. lent: General Nanager 

,, . llcDonough Coapany 
A . 

~1:.:: ... : ............ ••····--·-·-·······-·-···c-··,,··,,,,,, . . . 

· cH<"~' ,. Nlii ,.._, 

~.,-. -. ~-!,.:,., •~1' 1- .!' 1 ;._ ••-~~ 

~~.:::-:~~-~~--:a-:.-;-.... ~ ~,..; 
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09/30/69 Administrative Record· Category Nu1ber Order Page: 
Unit. Creosote 9 

:st ...... ~- .......... :: - .. -=: ... : .... :~ .•• -.. -- .. -...... c .. :;.i:: .. = ............... ;. .... ::,.c., ................... :: .. :.s: .. 

Ot 11ent Nu~ber: 08-0025 Date: OC/18/84 

Doc1111ent Title : lnfor1at ion request letter 

Type: Letter 
Oori111ent Qua I lfiers(sJ: 

Ai. .. 1or: Allyn N. Davis, Director 
Air ind Va5te Nanage■ent Oiv., USEPA Region 6 

R1 ·pie_nt: Nrs. Aileen Tiras 

Tc 11 Pages: 2 

Doc1111ent Nu■ber: 08-0026 Date: OC/30/SC 

: Dr 111ent Title : Couunity Relations Plan - Remedial Action 

T1 i: Co■-unity Relations Plan 
Do, .. ent Qualifiers(sl: 

Texas Dept. of Water Resourcts 

Rr·'pient: United Creosoting Co. Site file 
USE PA Region 6 

Total Pages: 44 

Datt: 05/01/84 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Original/Oupiicate of Origioal, 

Dr··•ent Title : E■ergency Action Vork Report las bul It drawing and waste shipping control tickets avallable 
In site file available for review at USEPA Region 61 

Type: Report/Study 
1k 11ent Qualfflers(sl: . i ·•orfg!nal/Oupllcete of Original, 

L 
I 
~-•-•<, 

• a,,( 
·\ •• .C.:-7 

·,, __ 
:'$'~ 

~·:_~(~ ~, 
\(\ 

,~I 
0 

I " 

••• 
y ",aF-

'~' I 

'"~: 
'·-.. •·. 

C I. 
. :;;c. 

... , 
•1-,:1 

'''" ----Ca' uthor; Staff 
Resource Engineering 

}--JJ:,.7, Ja -?;"~--1 ""· i •-: , 

~ecipient: United Creosoting Site rue 
1 

- •. ··uSEPA, Region 6 
-!/'. 

- -~~~~-,~~----. ~·~ --:-.~~t'-',. 
C"'!""dT,,:..! ·~---·.:-- ·.·.'"' 

9 ' 
-:·~~}~--~ 
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1
I 
130/89 Adai~ist•ative Record· C4tegory kuaber Order Page: JO 

_ 1ss::s1;:1:::G::11:1::;c:~:!!~c~::~!~!:,~;;1•;11;:a~;1::s:::a;•as:;cac:;;;; 

IJ1ent Humber: 18·0028 Date: os,2,,u 

'IUll!eM Tit le : llevle• of sol I samples and household dust sa■Pin 

Jae• Neaorandu■ 
-'luaent_ 9ual lflers(s): 

Aw.hor: George Buynoskl, Pub I le Health Advisor :1 Centers for Ohease Control ·" ,.. . . _ ~-·- __ 

R lplent: frank Gorry, On Scene coordinator 

J 
[aergency Response Sranch 

al Pages: 

.Original/Duplicate of Original, 

•·········································································· 

Date: os12,1ac rent kuaber: 

I) 1111ent Title: Response to infor■ation request letter by attorney for McDonough Co. 

,l, letter 
Ov.uaent Qualifiers(s): 

'or: Thomas M. O'Brien, Attorney 

Rllplent: Mr, Steve Phillips 
USEPA Region 6 

tf I Pages: 

Original/Duolicate of Original, 

1 ·· .. ······ ................................................. ·_·· ··_· .. -,-.. ·_·. 
O 111ent Muaber: 18·G030 Oate: 08/01/84 

--- '° 
(\J 

lf\ 
(\J 

0 
0 

Scope of Ser,ices • taken fr011 Contract for Services, between Weston, Inc. and Texas Dept. Mater Resources, 
for Investigation and ftaslbfllty Study 

t.: l!lscetl1neous 
9-ent Quallfierst,J: 

'or: TOMR 

.• fpiertt: -:
01 

- 'llSEPA Region 6 

'1111al Pages: 31 

:·-, 

4. 
,-~-f Crfglnal/Dupllcate of Original, lnc91plete, 

;i ~ ., .. . - -- -:tii; :+rr:-'·J.~1J ~-:~'--:~1 
·;,;h; ~L,,;. ,,j :-a.tic •.i ~ 

..;:-,.:ct-:·t •=-cat t-; _;-.. --nJ ,;.;.,d,i 1 . .s.-'..:..;if~_ '-~ ~..J.-_,!<t'1:f __ tl_f'~-;!_ -~'
1
::~ 

---- ------=-:·, ~~ 
--~-.;;:....:_,.,- .. ~ __ - -~-- -~-~ -- ---- -,, -~---------~'--" =c:--"cc=·-:..:c·c-cc ___ cc_c.._--="'--"--'--'--~--cc·=-:;; 

- '. ~ .• ~ _;,,\;, : ;.~ .. _- ~i'.'fi 

J-" .~-~-:3 .,~1.;-; "':t; 
• - • -~.C... 

;. ;i~1 i- __ , 
- -I,~:... 

:;I ---
'.!',F,!:. ~l"_.• .. ••-•• ......... ••••• .... •~• ............ n ............... ~••.-:-.. ....... .,..,,.,.,.,. .,.,..,. ... ,.,.,-,_ • ., .. ,..,..., .. .,.. 
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I --___ ;;.--.::= 

09/30/89 Aa~inistrative Record· Category Nu~ber Order fige: 
Unit. Creosote 

II I 
O, .111ent N111ber: 06·0031 Date: 09/11/84 I 
Document Title : EPA approval of [urgency Action Work Report · 1 .. ,1 

lyl)e: Letter 
Document Quallflers(s): ::·:E~'.'orlginai/Ouplicate of Original, 

-- C - - - ,, -- • -

_,....,-.,;t._,;c:';..,- --'"'"'--= .,c_ ~-c,; ... _c.-p..c.,-a-.""--""•"'°~ --='-' 

,,~ 
- -~-'.4~ 

A~ •• 10r: Snuel Mott, Chief 
Superfund Branch, USEPA Region 6 ~1 .. 

R• lp.'ent: J~ck Clarke, 111 
Clark Botti Ing Co., Conroe, Texas 

(\J , ~, 
r, 11 Pages: 0 

01 
Doc1111ent Number: 08-0032 Date: 11/28/84 

D, 111ent T It I e I Work PI an for SI te Invest I gati on, United Creosot Ing Superfund SI te 

'. i: Report/Study 
u.1111ent Qualifiers(sJ: 

i tor: Staff 
Weston 

1 'plent: Texas Oept. of Water Resources 

otal Pages: I 19 

■ent Nuaber: 08-0033 Date: 12/21/8' 

r··■ent Title: Letter outlining adjust■ents to the Work Plan. 

Yl)e: letter 
1 ■ent Quallfiers(s): 

uthor: Bryan W. DIJon, Chief 

r 
Soi id Waste and Spi 11 Response, Texas 0$P_t:_o~--Wa~~r Resouce 

ecip!ent: Sam Mott · ··- _ ...... . 
USEPA Region 6 

oLal Pages: 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Original/Duplicate cf Original, 

'-"•"~'-- ,-.~ "I 
·_, ·~~ 1i 

~~~ 
:-·i4fi ,t 

,,,.-,: :.~· ~. 

..... '4 
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I 
09/JO/B9 Adainistratlve Record· Category Hu■ber Order Page: II 

I Un It. Creosote 
'IIIICIIIIIIGIWlllll8111&11·····••11c111111:1111111111,1111111~a1111111111~ 

08·0031 Date: 03/11/81 t 11ent Number; 

luaent Title , Co11ents on results of off• site surface soil sa~ples 

type, Ne■orandu• Tent Quallflerl(sl: 

k .. wr, Georgl A. Jones, Chief, Superfund l1ple1,nt1tlon GrQUP 
· · Center for Olsean Control 

Jiplent: George C, Buynoskl, Public Health Advls, 
USEPA Region 6 

1l,1 Pages: 

Orl9inal/Oupllc1te of Original, 

·1···········································-······························· 

08·0031 Date: 10/0B/85 

""'to 
(',.J u, 
N 
0 

·•o 

~ 

yent Nu■ber: 
iJ11tnt ffth : letter requesting tlariflcatlon of Issues raised by Center for Gisease Control's July 31, 1981 Ke1or1ndum. 

(Ne1or1ndu1 Is attached) Note: TWC succeeded TOWR un 9/1/85 

, 1(, letter ~ith Attach1cnts 
D,,.-ent Quallfier,(sl: 

.,. '"'l 
' 

Orlgfr-1/0uplfcate of Original, 

il10r: Charles R. faulds, Chief Superfund Section 
Ha1,ardQUl and Solid Waste Oiv,, Texas Water Co111ission 

Rfplent: Carl Edlund, Chief 
Superfund Pro9ra1 Branch, USEPA Region 6 

Tfl Pages: 9 

J~:::·:::::~··:::::::··················::::~·-;:~:~;::···················· 

. ·,r~ 
~ -r; 

---~ 
,i 
,·f 

°tent Title: Conference call between EPA, CDC I TWC staff to discuss Issues related to CDC's July 31, 1985,~e■o 
c~ :-.,., ,, 

!•: _ lletorandua 
T'nt Quallflers(s): 

·• i-

Afor: Oon Ylllla■s .,, ' .,,, 
,!I Texas Reaedial Sectlo-., ~,EPA Region 6 

teclplent:Carl Edlund et ,11. 1 -.. Addressees I ht~d on page two 

t~,al Pages: 2 
. . 

,,: 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

-·'I 
--~· ........................................................................................... ~ .................. _ ... __ 

-~ 

"!!.! ;-": ,_.m,,-_ ~ ·=:'".'.\ti! 

·:11~tii:~~~ -~-:~ 

·•·-1~'--~: ~ e,:.;'.··, •-:-t!d~ 

. - ". - . --""~ 

~=---c-.,ccc._.,_: ::·.-~ 
.,i,,.i ~--..~ 
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D9/30/69 Adil I ni Gt; at Ive Record • Category Numb tr Order Page: 13 
Unit, Creosote 

as ::11111;111111111111111~:i11111a11n11111c111111111111~1;11111111r11111111;1 

Ot 11ent kumber: 06·0037 Date: 11/30/81 

Oocuaent Title: Site Investigation, United Creosoting Site, Volu■e I 

Type: Report/Study 
0~"111ent Qua! lfiersh): 

Roy r. Weston, Inc. 

Rt pfent: 
Teias Water Couisslon; US[PA 

Tt 11 Pages: 229 

Docuaent Hu■ber: 08·0038 

Origlnal/Oypli~,t~)>f Qrlgln~ __ _ 
-.~·-a- -,--· .. •cC"'-"·-~•-"-.,a• c·· •!~.".,-• ;•~ 

Date: 11/3D/85 

D1 ■ent Title : Site Investigation, United Creosoting Site, Volume II Appendices 

Ti !l Report/Study 
Do•uaent Qualifiers(s): 

A1 tor: 
Roy r. Weston, Inc. 

R1 'pient: 
Texas Water Co■misslon; USEPA 

lot4I Pages: 278 

De ■ent N111ber: 08·0039 

Origlnal/Ou~ilcate of Original, 

Date: 01/01/86 

:~­
I 

#,,.;; ,, 
·1 

I 
-::-'! 

';,~J 
Dr··■ent Title: Public Meeting Notice and Ag~nda for 1eeting Jan. 21, 1986 In Conroe, Texas, to provide area residents 

with lnforutlon ab~ut the re■editl Investigation. 

~, 
Tyo~: C011unlty Relations Plan 
lie ■tnt Quallfler1(s): 

Author: NilllaN [, Cclbert, Director 
~fflce of Public Jnforaatlon, Te~as Water Co•lssicn 

Recipient: P~bl ic 

Total Pages: 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

·;d ,~, 

--· ,, - ' . c,,,1 ",.,: -, 

-·-- -' ~ .. -. -- --- . ----··· ~ -·- ----· -- ----- - -----~· ~] 
-~ 

--·-
' . . . . . . . - - ... ' ·. . .. . . . . .· 

I • • • • o • jjl • • I • \ , 

• • ' • • :: , ' , • • ' • • t. , ; • • • 
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X
I 
130/89 Admi~i1tratlve Rtcord • Category ~u~ber Order Page: ll 

Onlt, Creosote 
111111s11111•1ct111111~1111•••••••••••••1n111111111a11111•1111111111111111 

Date: Ol/30/66 

yient Title I rea1lblllty Stuoy, United Creo1otln9 Co1pany Site, Volume I 

~e~ Report/Stuor 
Tent Quallflers(s): Orlglnal/Oupllcate of Original, 

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

A.:hor1 

I Weston, Inc. 

R lplent: I Te•as Valer Couissfon, USEPA Region 6 

18,1 Pages: 181 

.1 ......................................................................... . 
Tent Nu1ber1 08·00ll Date: 0•/30/86 

D 111ent Title : reasfbillty Study, United Creosoting Company Site, Voluae z Appendices 

1l, Report/Studi 
D.,.111ent Qu~lifier1(s)1 Original/Ouplicate of Original, 

Alor: 
Weston, I ~c. 

Rliplent: 
· TeKas Vater Commission, U&tPA Region 6 

I Tf I Pages: 2,z 

I M.1·····································-···································· 

i o 111ent NUlber: os-00•2 Date: OG/2S/86 

I tent T.ltle : eo_~ressfonal Staff Br.f~flng 

1 rr•: "eaorandua 
!<Df!!ent Quallflers(sJ: 

.

1

.,;:···• .. or: Don VII lla1s, Envfron11ental Engfneet 
" Texas Re1ediai Sectior., USEPA Region 6 

•" 

!.jplent: Stan Hitt, Chief · I", Texas Aeaedlal Section, USEPA Region 6 

i 1u,1 I Pages: 2 

11. 

Jrltlnal/Oupllcate of Original, 
~ 'i 

: ~ "" ...................... .,. ............................................................................... ., ..... ,. .............. .. 

-- -------

I"', 
I.(\ 

(\J 

0 
0 

; 

'·//''." 9.'-·j 
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D9/30/89 Ad1inhtratlve Record • Categorl' Number Order P1ge: 
Unit, Creosote 

IS 

I H&UIIHIIIUll'-IIIUll•• .. •• .... •n ■ 111111111111cn11111u1111uu1111111u11111 

£ 1111ent Number: 08·00 ◄ 3 Date: 07/31/86 

OocUlllent Title; -otlce of Public "ertlng, August 20, 1986 fn Conroe, Texas 

1ype: Couunlty Relations Plan 
00c1111ent Quallffers(sJ: Original/Duplicate of Original, 

A .• hor1 C011unlty Relations Staff 
USEP~ ieglon 6 

i Jpient: Public 
C011unlty relations 11ailfng list 

l al Pages: 

... -----~ ................ - - ................................................ - ....... ---·- -- .4, .............. -i. ........ .. 

Oocuaent Nu1ber: 08-0044 OatP.: 08/01/86 

n uier.t 'iitle: Superfund pro~ram project update· United Creo1oting Site, Feasibility Study 

l e: Coaunlty Relations Plan 
Lv.uaent Qualifiers(sJ: 

A hor: COMunlty Relations Staff 
USE PA Reg Ion 6 

e-·Jplent: Publlc 

Total Pages: 

0 Ullent N111ber1 GB-0045 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Date: 08/ 14/86 

''",! 
I 
I 
I ... , 

·±I 
--~ 

. ··r·• 

......• c ... ' .• ,L,c'.t,~;; ~-

~, 
0 

01 

I 
.4"' 

'·~ ,, , .. 
:'-'!.::"''"'! ,,~ 

. l • 

D••1111ent Title: £rA Envlron■ental News· presi release announcing publlc 1eeting to be held 8·28·86, end publlc coaent perlOd 

, I~ 
.l, 
I 
,!'!!,W 

Type: Newspaper/Journal Article 
0 ._.ent Quallflers(sl: 

Author: Karen L, 0rovn 
Office of Public Awareness, U5£PA Region 6 

Reel pl ent: Public 

Orl9l111t(Oupllc3te Gf Qrlglnat, 
.,, 

?,~:; 

... -·- ·_·· .. ..,...· ·.· -.·,····••.·. •._: ... 
.... ,, ,.,._ .... -·::' ·,-, . ._...;:. ~ 

: .. d1.~ .i1 ,;. : 

I. - .;;:;; 
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,.91-/89 Ad1inl1tratlve Record• Cetepory Number Oroer Page: 16 
Unit, Creosote 

11 111111, ■ IIIDIIIIIIIIIIIMlll&illllllllllllllllllllllfOl*llllllllllllllMIII 

I 

lo l,nt Nu~ber: Date: 08/14/86 

ll!Jent Title: Letter Inviting eddressees to briefing on Auyu:1 Z0, J9ij6, Ager.de, proJect update, flit of eddrtnen ettaehed ;:c;;.!1 

Ty,• Lett. n with A.ttec. h■ents 
llil ent Quallfier1(5):. 

1411 or: Olck Whittington, Regional Ad■ lnlstrator I UStPA, Region. 6 . ... . ... 

1Re plent: "ultlple addressees listed 
I 

:Tu- Pages: 14 

_01'.Lginal/Oupl icate of Original, 

r·'········································································· 

·--··-···--·"""t\1 ,, ; 
r. 

' I.fl 

N 
0 
·o 

1
0o,ent Nu1ber: 08-00H Oate: 08/20/86 • 

Do ■ent Title I Transcript of United C1·eo1otln,, Site Pub I le ■ettlng, held on August 20, 1986 in Conroe, Tekas 

,Tyl c011unlty Relations Plan 
•• 1ent Quallflers(s): 

In 
International Litigation Servlee1, Inc, 

ellent: United Creosoting Site file 
USEPA Region 6 

rot Page1: 121 
I • 

Ort1lna\/Oupllcate of Orlglnal, 

r1······-···········-········-······················-·············-·--·-··· 
tent NU1ber: 08·0048 Date: 08/25/86 

fent Title I Notice letter to p11hnti•I y rtsponsible parties, 2 addreueu, ilsted :on at,ta,che_~ thee~., ,, 

• Letter 
ol!lent Quallflers(s): 

'

r: Ally~ N. Davis, Olrtctor 
_'l Hazardous Waste ffanage■ent Olv., USEPA Region 6 

•,lent: Jack Clark, Clark Botti Ing Co: ·----· 
7 ·werbert Sisco, Conroe Construction Co. 

o!i Paoes: 5 

' 

9rlglnal/Ouplicatt of Original, 
i.l.iil..1!h ~l :~ ~--' -­

i'J..~d ": ·":·. ··fl :::·:~i .. '''.'.~:,--:l.: ;~.;:ti 
;,: __ ·_1i . .!!:!'!.!.~ ·.:.:.:.;·~ 

----·- ----- -- ---- - - ----·-. -- -- _:_:__:_- ---~~ ' -~ ~-.;,: : :-:~~<=: ,- .:~ ;;~ 

~··; ............................................................. '"' ......................... .,, .............................. 11, .. 
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09/30/89 Administrative Record• Category Nu•ber Order Page: 
Unit. Creosote 

11 

D 111ent Nu!ber: 08·00l9 Oate: 08/28/86 

Do:1111ent Title : Transcript of United Creos~ting Site Public Meeting, held on August 28, 1986 in Conroe, Texas 

1Yl)e: COllunlty Relations Plan 
Dnruaent Qualifiers(s): -·---- .~~-- ·-------· -.. - . ~~~~---

Or l3ir.JI/Oupl ica!P of Origin~I, 

A •• hor: 
International litigation Services, Inc, 

R ipient: United Creosoting Site r11e 
UStPi Region 6 

l al Papes: 177 

Docuaent N1111ber: 08·0050 Oate: 08/29/86 

J) 111ent Title, Co11ent on closure 1ethods under consideration, suggestion that a liquid solid biodegradation 
digestion process be considered for the United Creosoting Co. Site 

T e: Letter 
Du,uaent Qualifiers(1): 

A hor: H.O. fti Iler 
Ecotech, Inc. 

R··lpfent: Carl Edlund, Chief 
Superfund Branch, USEPA, Region 6 

Total Pages: 3 

J) 111ent Nuaber: 08·00Si Date: 08/29/86 

Original/Oupf icate of Original, 

D·•U1ent Title: Inquiry on behalf of Mr, & ftrs. Claytor of Conroe, Tx. 

lYl)e: letter vlth Attachaents 
J) 111ent Quallflers(s): 

Author: Senator Lloyd Bentsen of Texas 
United States Senate 

Recipient: Dick Whittington, Rt~ionat Administrator 
US[PA Region 6 

lu,al Pages: 2 

Origlnal/Ouplicate of Original, 

I 
I 

~ '! . • ~ 

l_ 

__ ., 
r .,. 

l~ 
I 

. , I 
~ 
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I u■ent ~umber: 08·0052 Date: 09/06!8, 

lume~t Tit le : 

lr~e: Letter 

Co111ents on peraanent relocation of Tanglewood East rtsldents. 

t111ent Qualifiers(s): 

• hor: Craig e. Sall I Abrahiia, Watkins et al, Attorneys 

/ltpient: Carl E. Edlund, Chief 
Superfund Progra■ Branch, USEPA 

I., Pages: 3 

1----·-··························································--········· 

08-0053 Date: 09/09/86 w111ent Mu1ber: 

li'vaent Title : Me10 and attached position .statement re: Rei1burse1ent for Economic Damages under CERCLA 

le: fte ■orandum 
m •• uaent Qualifiers(s}: 

lhor: Dick Whittington, Regional Ad1ini1trator 
USEPA Region 6 

l ipient: J. Winston Porter 
Office of Solid Waste and E■ergency Response, [Pl 

1al Pages: s 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

tvaent Title: Re~ord of Phone Conversation with liay■ond Walston, City Councilaan, Conroe, Tl. Re: tOll>ltte buyout 
of subdivision; on site lnc!neratlon. 

I. e: ROC 
. uaent Qualff!ers(s}: 

#iihor: Carl Edlund 
'I USEPA Reg ion 6 

·•,;.ecipient: U~ited Creosotinq Co,.Site File ii USEPA, Qe9!on 6 

t~•• I Pagu: I 

I 

,,. ;' ,, Orlglnal/Oupllcate of Qriginal, :-.£:-C~f!-";1._£¥ Jc•.~-_­

,~co.-·.,; f!-.-..-~..., !ts'! ~" .. -.;ijt;:-•1"' · -.s~_;_ 

~ ...................................... ., ................................................... ~-:-·· ............................. . 
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09/30/89 Adm,,istrative Record - Category ku1ber Order Page: 19 
Unit. Creosote 

o, J11ent kumber: ee-ooss 

Docuaint Title: iesponse to notice letter 

Type: Letter 
Docuaent Qualifiers(s): 

AL •. \or: Jack Clark I ii 
Clark e~t\llng Co. 

R, iplent: fts. Kl■ Turnpaugh 

Date: 09/09/86 

Superfund Co1Pliance Section, US[PA 

T, 11 Pages: 

Docuaent Nu■ber: tB·OOSS Date: 09/10/86 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

D, aent Title : Co11ents on alternatives under con.ideration for United Cttosoting Site and suggestion that 
the Detox Ind. biodegradation pror.ess be used. 

1: !: letter 
o •. aent Qualifiers(s): 

At 1or: Tho■as A. Dardas, President 
Detox lnd~stries, Inc. 

~••lpient: Carl[. [di~nd, Chief 
Superfurod Prograo Lranch, US(PA, Region 6 

Total Pages: 2 

D, Ment lu■ber: 116·0D57 Oate: 09/12/86 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

o~"•ent Title : 9 vrlthn couents received during public couent period. (Publlt:c~;Qt per!od vo fro. 8/22/86. 9/ll/86) . 

Type: letter 
•ent Qual!fhrs(;): -· ·' 0,rfglnal/Oupllcate o~ Original, 

l.uthor: Tangle~ood [ast property owners 

1 __ 
,, .. ,:~ 

I 

l~ 
l .. 

-~,--.-

.. ·--•_L_ 
-~-:~~~ 

I 
" j 

I ,. 
-,s,~,i~ 

L 
;~l~ 

:<,:....c-,:::;f# 

L . ,, ell 
-, F.,i- -· 

·-yr,, 

·.~·L 
Retipito!,;U~lted treo1oting Co. Site file 

USEPA Region 6 
_____ ...c..c.c.__ _______ : , - - · c C :,-" ~:--:;- ~~::: C_-i¾flr 

l~,.dl Pages: IS - -i. ·;::~'-!--· 

-~-,.._,, --
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I 

Dclent HU11ber: 06·0058 Date: 09/15/86 

Agency Position on Rei ■tursefflent for [conosic Losses Under_CE~C~A 

~, Meaorandua 
. ent Qua I ifierslsl: 

Al. ,or: Henry L, Longest II, Oirector ,I Office of E1ergency 1nd Aeudial Response, USEPA 

Rt plent: Oick Vhittlngton, Regional Ad1inlstr1tor , I USEPA Region 6 

r,1111 Pages: 

-'··-·---------·- --· 
08·0059 Oate: 09/ 16/86 Tent Nulber: 

,De aent Title : Couents froa property ovner concerning on site incineration 

T)l Letter 
Dc. • .!lent Qualifiers(s): 

aiilr: Jack Cl~rk, Ill 

Origir.ol/Ouplicate of Original, 

Clark Bottling Co■pany 

Rellent: Carl£. Edlund, Chief 
· Superfund Program Branch, USEPA, Region 6 

Toi Pages: 

-,----------·••--··-------·-·-·········•·············-·······•······ss---·-

•ent Nuaber: 08·0060 Date: 09/17/86 

---·-------------~=• ... 

I<) 

m 
(\J 

·O 
0 

""'"le 
,..;,;;.~ 

~ 

~fent Title: Inquiry on behalf of boeeovners in Tanijlevood East Subgivis\on)nJonroe, T~. ,ffqe~qvn~r•i Pet_lt,i~n h,attached, 

ra Letter with Attach■ents caent Qualfffers(s): 

.,,, Senator Lloyd Bentsen of Texas 
< United States Senate 

erient: Dick Vhitt~ngton, Regional Administrator 
, "·USEPA, Region 6 · 

,.~1 Pages: ~ 

·1 

.,,Orlgfnal/Duplfcate of Original, 

--· - -- ----~ ~--.~-~~,--_.,._ 
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~~/30/89 Adcinistrative Record• Category Number Order Page: 
Unit. Creosote 

r :1111er.t Number: 08-0061 Date: 09/13/86 

21 ' 'I 
I ., 

Docuaent Title: Response to Senator Bentsen's letter dated Aug. 29, 1986 on behalf of hr, & Mrs. Claytor of Conroe, Texas. I 
:J lype: letter 

Dociaent Quallfiers(s}: 

I :hor: Dick Whittington, Regional Ad■ inistrator 

"". US[PA Region 6 

I :iplent: Senator Lloyd Bentsen 
United States Senate 

1 :al Pages: 3 

. 
·original/Duplicate of Original, 

.. -----·--·-· .................................. ·----.................................................................. . 
Docuaent Nuaber: 08-0062 Date: 09/23/86 

l .went Title : Response to notice letter 

1 •e: Letter 
1.;uaent Quallfiers(s}: Original/Duplicate of Original, 

I ·.hor: Robert C. Floyd, Attorney for Conroe Construction Co. 
Floyd, Taylor and Riley, Attorneys 

P••lpient: Ns. Ki ■ L. Turnpaugh 
Superfund Compliance Section, USEPA Region 6 

Total Pages: 

[ 111ent Nuaber: 08-0063 Date: 09/2S/86 

-~.,:;:~"'Ba 

.. ·csr--1 
n ~. 
0 

I 
• 

. , 
I 

',.\ 

I 
.. I 

-0\, 

llocU1ent Title: Response to letter fro■ Bruce N, King, a Tanglewood East property owner, dated Sept, 2, 1986 
(corre,pondence 1ttachedl, ··I 

T~~e: Letter with Attachlents 
t uaent Quallfiers(s}: 

Author: Carl E. [dlund, Chief 

'-Orlglnal/Oupllcate of Original, 

.... 

. , - : .;':,,,;I 

Superfund Pro9ra1 Branch, USEPA Region 6 

·)Ill 

,,;,;,] :-:•i '''""' ,,,, 

fie~ipi_!!!_t_: Bruce King 
Tanglewood East property owner 

1 •• al Pages: 5 

· ·---· c-:c..:.:cc=c.=cc:c= · ·.::c::::::~:::~·:.;..··-.-"':~c;:·. _!:~·. ~~~=· ::':;:..,~~~. ''.l~1 
_it- - ·f'i:11: ~ 

I 
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I 
09[/89 Adtinistrative Record· Category Nu~ber Order Page: 22 

Unit. Creosote 
" --~-==-==========--=--=-~-====--Q====----==----=======---=···==·=·==·====-

Date: 09/29/86 

lnforaation request letter sent to 1ultlple addressees 

, T!i'. Letter 
D91"ent Qualifiers($): 

I • 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Ai. •. .or: Allyn R. Divis, Director I Hazardous Waste Nanage■ent Division, USEPA Region 6 

1R1 plent: Charles C. Pal ■er et al., 

1 

l Other eddressees listed on attached sheet. 

Tc Pages: 5 

08-0065 Date: 09/30/86 :,ent Nu■ber: 

1k aent Title : Record of Decision, Reaedial Alternative Selection (lnteri ■ Re1edy), United Creosoting Cocpany 

'1,I Guidance/rolicy 
D<, • .i■ ent Qualifiers(s): 

jAt.lr: Signed by Ryron O. knudsen for Frances E. Phillips 
, US[PA Region 6 

11,fient: United Creosoting Site file 
I USE PA Region 6 ~o, Pages: 68 

! 

Original/Ouplicate of Original, 

r·,········································································· 

lie ■ent NUlber: 08·0066 Oate: 10/01/86 

~fent Title : Superfund progra■ project update - Unite~ Creosoting, Re■ edial Action Oe,clsion 

r• C-unlty Relations Plan 
0(5,nt Quallflenlsl: 

C01111unlty Relations Staff 
USEP,\ Region 6 

. , ,,;Orlglnal/Oupl lc1te of Original, 

"" _.-...... -............. _ .............................................................................................. .. 

· c· ... ,n,, tif "..,., 
l<'i 
l{\ 

(\J 

0 
0 

.. ,.; (''j 

""" '3~ 
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0S/30/8$ Administrative Record• Category Number Order Page: 23 
Unit, Creosote 

D ument Nu1oer: 88-0061 Date: 10/08/86 

DocU11ent Title: Response to Senator Bentsen's letter dated Sept, 11, 1986 on behalf of ho1eowners the Tangle•ood 
fast Subdlvlilon, Conroe, Texas 

lJPe: letter 
Doc1111ent Quallfiers(s): ·or i~lnal/Oupl icate _of Original, _ 

'·~ 
I 
I .,.,,.,..>ii 

I _:, ... ··. 

-.... ---- --;L 
A .. hl>r: Francl·-E. Phillips 

USEPA, Region 6 
.,, ": .• , cc,-,,, = .,.~ -Cl' I 

. ·t<"\._ .>i, 
R ipie~t: Senator Lloyd Bentsen 

United States Senator 

l al Pages: 2 

Doc1111ent Nuaber: 18·0068 Date: 10/15/86 

0 1111ent Title: Revie• co1~ents on the final Feasibility Study and Report by state and regional agencies 

1 e: letter •ith Attachoents 
~ •• 111ent Quaiifiers(s): 

A hor: Herschel S. fteriwether, II, Deputy Asst. for Progra~ 
Office uf the Governor, State of Texas 

R••ipient: Larry R. So•ard, Executive Director 
Texas Water Couission 

lot a I Pages: I 0 

D 1111ent Nuaber: GS-0069 Date: 10/24/86 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Dn•t11ent Title: Inquiry on behalf of J.C. Tatuc, Iii, attorney for Nr, I Mrs. llllrvin J. S~haeffer of Conroe, Tx. 

Type: letter •Ith Att1chlents 
D uaent Quallflers(sJ: 

Author: Senator Lloyd Bentsen of Texas 
United States Senate 

liecipient: Frances E. Phillips, 
USEPA, Region 6 

"'· ~Original/Duplicate of Orig Ina I, 

~. 
0 

01 
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I 
010/89 Administrative Record• Category Nu,ber Order Page: 2~ 

Unit. Creosote 
s .;::1c;;;;;:;:;;1:,1ac1:cc11:1:1:;;:;:::caa,,;1;:r111i1ca:c11111:::::::a1:; 

ol■ent Nu~ber: 08·0070 Date: 11/11/66 

D,•ent Title: Response to Senator Bentsen's letter dated Oct. 2~. 1986 on behalf of ,LC. Tatu~ Ill, 

'

• Lett. e.r wlt····h Attach■ents 
ent Quallfiers(sJ: _____ ..c_~-- -Orlglnal/Du?licate of Urlglnal, 

A •• hor: rrances [. Phi I lips, Acting Regional Ad1inistrator 
,, USEPA Region ' . 

R lplent: Senator Lloyd Bentsen of Texas 

1 
United States Senate 

T al Pages: 3 

.1 ......................................................................... . 
08·0071 Date: 12/01/86 Tent ~uaber: 

O 111ent Title: Response to lnfor■ation request letter 

1·l, Letter 
v •• u1ent Qualifiers(sJ: 

Alor: Carol Palaer 
Charles• Thomas, Inc. 

elplent: "S· K!1 Turnpaugh 
Superfund Compliance Section, USF.PA Region 6 

rf1 Pages: 3 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

·1·················································-························ 

p · 111ent Nuaber: 08·0072 Date: 01/28/87 

+ent Title: Notice letter 

't Letter 
D. ent Quallfltrs(s): 

.or: Allyn N. Davis, Director 
·9 llizardous Waste Nanage■ent Div., USEPA Region 6 

R.lpient: "r. Sn P. £vans, tt al. - - · -1 Other addrhsees I lsttd on 4ttached shoet 

Tu,al Page5: 3 

;I 

Orlginal/Oupllcate of Original, 

- ... :-:r 
lf\ 

N 
·o 
0 

::;;Ji 

'<a•~f~ 

·~ 

' , . .,.,.~ 

~ .. ~'Z~ --~ • • :.· ~~· . _..;." •. ::_---::.-·::::~~ 

~::. -->~~~::~~-~~·'!'--:,:,;;: ---- ..;~~ 
·:::.'.! 

·.:;; 
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09;30/89 Administrative Record· Category ~unber Order Page: 
Unit. Creosote 

D, iJ11ent Nutber: 06· 00 7 3 Date: 02/03/67 

Docu1ent Title: Response to notice letter 

Type: Letter 
Doc1111ent Quallflers(s): 

A •• nor: frnest Coker, Jr, 
Coker, Durst 1nd Wood, Attorneys 

R lplent: Ms. Kl■ Turnpaugh 
· Superfund 'nforce■ent Section, USEPA Region 6 

T aLPages: 

Docuaent N111ber: oe-001, Date: 05/01/87 

ZS 

Orlginal/Ouplltate of Original, 

I,~ 
_,•~-~ 

I 
I 

--~~~ 

I,,~ 
' 

-- ·: .. _ -~ 
~I 

.·r;;l" ~. 
'O 

D UDent Title : Staie of Texas gives assurance that It wil I take title to real properties after construction of clay cap. 

T e: letttr 
Du,uaent Qualifiers(s): 

A hor: Willla1 P. Clements, Jr., Governor 
State of Texas 

R•·ipient: Robert E, Layton, Jr., Regional Admin. 
USEPA Region 6 

Tota I Pages: 

D uaent Nu■ber: 08·0075 Date: OSiU/81 

lr•111ent Title: Respon;e to notice letter, 

Type: letter 
D uaent Quallfler1(sJ: 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Or!glnal/Dupltcate of Original, 

Author: R. Keith Hopson, Attorney for first Federal Savings I loan of Conroe 
Bruwn Maroney Rose Barber l Dye, Attorneys 

Recipient: Ms, Ki• l, Turnpaugh 
Superfund Enforceaent Section, USEPA Region 6 

lu,a I Pages: 2 
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I 
Ad1inistrative Record• Category Hu■ber Order Page: 

Unit, Creosote 

98·0076 liate: 05/ I 9/81 

Dfment Title : lnforqation request letter 

,., Letter 
.ent Qualifiers(sJ: 

Atror: Robert[, Hanesschlager, thief I Superfund Enforce■ ent Branch, USE?A Region 6 

Rt 1plent: Nrs. Aileen Tiras 

I 
11 11 Pages: 3 

I 
+ent Humber: 08·0077 Date: 05/22/81 

26 

Crlginal/Oupllcate of Original, 

DI sient Title Letter and att· ·'ed affidavit giver· In response to lnforaation request l,•tter. 

I 
Ti 1: Letter with Attachments 
Tent Qualifiers(s): 

A1 ,or: Aileen Tiras 

RIPlent: Ns. Ki ■ Turnpaugh 
Superfund Co■pliance Section, USEPA Region 6 

1l1 Pages: 3 

Orlginal/Ouplicate of Original, 

-I·········································································· 

O, aent Nuaber: 

ient Title: 

08·0078 

Notice letter 

:rl: Letter 
Cl aent Quallflers(sj, 

Uate: 06/18/87 

Afor: Allyn N. Oavfs 
. Hazardous Waste Nanage~ent Div., USEPA Region 6 

11_.plent: Jo.hn_ ftcKfrahar., Mar1ac Corp. 
•P P,tr ick George 

3 

Orlglnal/D~pllcate of Original, 

(\J 

" l(\ 

N 
0 
0 

ll 
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09/30/89 Ad~inistratlve Record· Category Number Order Page, 21 
Unit. Creosote 

De 1111ent Number: 08·0019 Date: 06/16/87 

Docuaent Title : Transfer of Title of Property at United Creosoting 

Type: "e■orandu■ 
Dr··•ent Qua I ifiers(s): --Orlglnal/Ouplicate of Original, 

I ~ 
··:·_.-:~ 

I _, 

t. 
I. 
I_ 

... --·· ..•.. --
. ---· - - ------.---·•-

Aucnor: [van L. Pearson, Asst. Regional Counsel 
IIS(Pt. Region 6 ~ ,:=.:c,,. -"'<':>• \,,,c 7 ;"•"·, ,a·c~O "-':,., __ :,a;;I . 

,;;j• 
R1_;plent: Carl Edlund, Chief 

Superfund Prcgra■ Branch, USEPA Region 6 

Ti 11 Pages: 3 

Docuaent Number: 08-UOBO Date: 07/01/B7 

llo •ent Title: Superfund program project description• United Creosoting Site 

l e: C0111unity Relations Plan 
Docum•nt Qualifiers(s): 

A, ,~r: Co11unity Relations Stafi 
USEPA Region 6 

R, ipient: Pub I le 

Original/Ouplicate of Original, 

_ ..................................................................................... 6, .................................... '!'.!'-• .. -

Dt .-ent Nlllber: G8·008 I Date: 09/25/8: 

o, .eent Title : Status of Relocation Negotiations, and attached letter to Go~. Cleaents clarifying Issues. 

lvoe: He1or1nd1111 
D, •ent Qualtfiers(sJ: ,,~'.+' .,, __ .;, · ••"i' ~,Orlglnal/Dupl feat! of Orig Ina I, 

Author: Robert[. Layton, Jr., Regional Ad■ inlstrator 
USEPA Region 6 

Recipient: J. Winston Porter, Ass't. Ad1inlstrator 
Sol Id Waste and E■ergency Response, USEPA 

Total Pages: 3 

................. ~ .................................... - ....................... .,. ................. !,O,._..,. .. _ .. ,.. .. ~~ ... -.,,. .... ~•r• 

--~, 
_o 

Ole.• 
I 
Ir_• 

'l ' 

I - 'ltd 

.l~ 

' l, .. 
;,._....:l 

,,•: l 

- I 
•-;~ 

"•l· 
. c*'"ll ~-,~, 

_.._,_, ... ~ 
·_ ':-:...: ·~ 

I., 
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I 
0[/89 Adm 1nlstrative Record· Cate~ory Humber Order Page: 28 

Unit, Creosote 
• 1;:~111aa1:1:i,ac1~c111;1;;111s:;;;;;;;1:1;;;11:11;;;;;:;11;;;a11~:1,s11; 

D1Lent Humber: 08·00e2 Oate: 10.'28/87 

Al,.,lOr: Allyn"· Davis, director I Hazardous Waste "'n~ge■ent Oiv., US~PAJes!on .~ ... 

R, lpient: Larry Soward, [ketutive Clrector I Texas Vater Couission 

T,'1.1 Pages: 

_l ........................................................................ . 
Tent Hu1ber: 08·0083 Oate: 11/ 13/81 

--;:.,:::- ::i<,,;;;.....; --~ 

s,;i· 

lf\ 
(\I 

0 
0 

I), 11:,nt Title : Qesponse to Jnquiry from s,nator Grau on behalf of hh constituent (corrnpondence attached) 

T:-: Letter with Attach■ents 
nu ... ent Qualifiers(sJ: 

A,lr: Robert E. Layton, Jr., Regional Administrator 
U5£PA Region 6 

R,,plent: Senator Phil Gra~m of Texas 
United States Senate 

1t1 Pages: , 

Original/Oupl lcate of Original, 

•t•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·••••••••••••••••••••••o•••••••••· 

I), :atnt N111ber: 08·008, Date: 11/20/87 .,. ., • 

DJent Tltle: United States w11, tJke te■porary title to properties until construction of c1p Is c1;111plete, then trensfer title to 
the state of Texas, 

TL· Me1orandu1 
0... nt Quallflersls): 

J, Winston P9rter, Ass't. Adllinistrator 
USEPA 

Rjlplent: Robert [. Layton, ReQional ~•inistrttor 
•• USEPA Region 6 ~-- ... . - -- - . 

1~••1 Pages: I I .. · -

., _ ,,Orlgtnal/Dupllcate of Original, 

-;;:;'"'- ~~:-.::.'";;j:-~~~-:•~~-:;; .... ~-~li&A 
-- :i-:~;.,.~.a~ ~~-.:.;:. -~ 
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09/30/89 Aam:.,istrative Record • Category M111bH Order Page: 29 
Unit. Creosote 

D Ullent Humber: 08-0085 Date: 11/23/67 

Doc111ent Title: United Creosoting Phase I Treitability Study· Work Plan, Health and Safety Plan, 
Quality Control/ Quality Assurance Plan 

l)'l)e: Report/Study 
0°•111ent Quallfiers(sJ: Origlr,al/Ouplicate of Original, 

I 
I 
I ::;~te. 

IC -
-,-,;,:;~ 

. ~~-~,?¥ 
A..Lhor: Staff 

Weston, Inc. ;ot'.'.~~~; 

"1" 
R fpient: Texas Vater Co•ission 

T al Pages: 93 

Document N1111ber: 08-0086 Date: 11/30/87 

D ueent Title: United Creosoting Phase II Treatability Study - Vork Plan, Health and Safety Plan, Quality Assurance Plan 

T e: Report/Study 
Doc111ent Qualifiers(s): 

A hor: Staff 
Weston, Inc. 

R fpient: 
Te~as Water Co■mission 

D• aent Nu1ber: 06-0087 

· or aft, 

Date: 01/29/88 

n, ·:=ent Title: Aaend~ent No. II to Con~ract for Services aodifles Scope of Services 

Tvoe: ftiscellaneous 
O, iaent Quallfiers(s): 

Author: Staff 
Texas Vater Cot111is1ion, [.P.A 

Recipient: United Creosoting Co. Site File 
USEPA Region 6 

Total Pages: l 

'"Orlglnal/Dupltc,te of Original, lncoaplete, 

I 
~! 

I. 
I 
I 
I 
,~. 
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I 
•

1

39,/89 Ad1inistrative Ricord• Category Number Order Page: 
Unit. Creosote 

30 

__ ; ,. ____ --- .. -•• : ....... -...... ---= .,'#- ......... :.:::s ....... ==----I:= ........ --........ : ... ; ......... ---•-•-= .... 

·Do.lent Number: 0i-0088 Date: 03/31/88 

Ootent Title : Aaendtent ~o. IZ to Contract for Servicu ■edifies Scope of Servicu 

I 
TY9 Miscellaneous 
IDo.ent Qualfflerslsl: 

1 r: 
; Texas Vater Couission, [.P.A. 

Re •• pient: United Creosoting Co. Site rile 
1 I USEPA Regioh 6 

To I Pages: 6 

Original/Duplicate of Original, lncoaplete, 

I I 
- -------------------·--·-·--·-···-----~~···· ...... ~~--·------........................ ~ 

08-0089 Date: 08/26/88 Dofent Nu■ber: 
,Do. _.,nt Title : Proposed scope of vork for Phase II Treatability Study focusing on fluid extraction. 

~Y ~ Letter 
flent Qualifiersisl: 

r: Calvin L, Spencer, Project "anager 
ioy r. Weston, Inc. 

elient: Loui1 Rogrrs 
Texas Mater Co..,isslon 

ol Pages: 7 

Incomplete, 

1·················-····-·················································· 

.,.11ent IUlber: 98-0090 Oat~: 09/30/86 

lent Title: Aaend&end lo. 14 to Contract f~r ~rvlces todifles Scope of services 

ff isce II aneous 
ent Quallfl:rs{s): 

r: 
Texas Water Co111!ssion, [.P.A. 

"lient: United Creosoting Co. Site File 
USEPA Region 6 

Original/Dupllcatf ~f Original, lr.coaplete, 

_i --
--~-..:....a-~~;:.:.;;...,......,;_; ___ :~------~~-

- f. __ f 

\() 

s::i-
1.f'\ 

(\J 

0 
0 

•• 
j ~· . ,,.tt j 
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09/30/89 Ad~i~istrative Record - Category Nueoer Order Page: 
Unit. Creosote 

31 

Dt •ent Numoer: tB-009 I Date: 09/30/88 

Docuaent Title: Coeents after review of proposed scope of work for Phase II Treatability Study. 

lyPe: Letter 
.Doci■ent Qualifiers(s): 

A1 10r: Don Vi II i•s, Re■edlal Project "anager 
. USEP• Region 6 

Rt iplent: Louis R,igers 
Tex1s Valer C011isslon 

Tt 11 hges: 2 

Docll'l!ent Nu1ber: 08·00~2 Date: 10/11/86 

Orlgin1I/Duplic1te of Original, 

D< •ent Title : letter outlining revisions to the scope of work for the Phase II Treatabillty Study 

T: i: Letter 
0... • .-ent Quallfiers(s}: 

Al 10r: Phillip deBlanc, [nglnetr 
Roy r. Weston, Inc. 

R,•iplent: Louis Rogers 
Texas Water Couission 

Total Pages: 10 

·-··--····· .. -···----•-............................................................... 'P ........ l'!l,! ... _ .. '!>-~-

Dt ■ent ffueber: 08-0093 Date: 10/31/88 

lnc01plete, 

Do•oaent Title : Awroval of technical scope of work for Phase ll lrea.ttbilJty Study. 

'Type! Letter 
Dt aent Qualiflers(sJ: 

Author: Donald H, Nillia■s, leader Rl/fS Unit 
USEPA Reg ion 6 

Recipient: Louis Rogrrs 
Texas Vater CC1Misslon 
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I 
A~/30/89 Ad•'nistrative Record· Category Nuober Order Page: 32 

l========•===============Unit.,Creosote===•=====•==·==•==••=·••======•=•=•• 

4,-ent Mu1ber: CS-0091 Oate: 11/08/SB 

1111ent Title: 

lype: Letter 

[PA proposes a phased i1ple1entation of the interi ■ re•edy. 

,uaent Qualifiers(sJ: Original/Duplicate of Original, 

A...hor: Allyn K. Oavis I Hazardous Waste Mana9e1ent Div., USEPA Rtglon 6 

i ipient: Allen 8einke, Executive Oir:ctor 
Te•as Water Coaission 

l1 Pages: 2 

-I---······---·-··------·-···--·········-···-··························-----

06·009S Date: 11/21/88 ]u■ent Nue~er: 

1 .uaent Title : TWC supports [PA' s suggested a I ternat i ve of phased ilp Iner.tat ion of rued i a I action at United Creosot i eg s I te 

le, Lttter 
£.,.;ilaent Qualifiers(s): 

,ltior: Allen P. 6einke, Eiecutive Director 
Texas Water Co1111ission 

t ipient: Allyn M. Davis, Director 
Hazardous Waste ftanage■ent Civ., US[PA Region 6 

fl Pages: 

t1 .. :::·:::::··::~::::·····----·········:::::··::::~:::···················· 
f-ent Title: Public Notice announcing that a technical assistance grant Is available for the United Creosoting Site. 

'flle: Couunlty Relatio. ns Plan 
ta-ent Qualifiers(!): 

~r: Shannon Doss I USEPA Region 6 

Rtcipient: Public 

I 
iuia I Pages: 

I 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 
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09/30/89 Admi~istrative Record• Category Number Order Page: 33 
Unit. Creosote 

D, .ment Number: l!B-0091 Oate: 06/16/89 

DotU1ent Title: (PA'S Couents on draft Feasibility Study A1end1ent 

TY!Je: letter with Attachaents 
II< .111ent Quallfiers(s): 

Author: Cynthia J. Kaleri, Renedial Project llane9er 
TExas Reaeay Section, US[PA Region 6 

R,.lplent: Louis Rogers 
Reaedial Contract Activitfn Section, TWC 

T· 91 Pages: 10 

llocuaent NUllber: ts-0098 Date: 01/01/89 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

D •• uaent Title: feasibility Study A1end1ent • Preferred Alternati,es Analysis 

i e: Report/Study 
Docuaent o~alifiers{sJ: 

A hor: Staff 
Meston, Inc. 

R lpient: Texas Water Conisslon 

T 'al Pages: 153 

Dw.uaent Nuaber: 08-0099 Date: 07/01/89 

D uaent Title: Svperfund Project Update· United Creosoting 

T···e: c-unlty Relations Plan 
D 111ent Qualfflers(s]: 

Author: COifiunlty Relations Staff 
U~EPA Region 6 

Recipient, Public 

lotal Pages: 10 

Draft, 

Orlgfnal/Oupllcate of Original, 
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Date: 07/05/89 

Tent Title: Letter lnfor11 Interested parties that an Open House will be held on 7/15/89 In Conroe, studies are co1plete 
and related doc111ents will be available for public review. 

!i[ letter 
yent Qualifiers(s): Original/Duplicate of Original, 

All•nor: Peggy Ryan co1posed and signed letter In Ellen Greeney's absence. I Couunity Relations Staff, USEPA Region 6 

lie pient: COl.lunlty relations aailfng list 

TJI Psges: 

-1---·········-----------·-----------·--·--····························-···· 

08-0101 Date: 08/03/89 
1 

Tent Nu■ber: 

' De •ent Title : 
Transcript of public ■eeting held August 3, 1989 in Conroe, lexas re: proposed plan for United Creosoting Site. 

: TJ, Co■■ unity Relations Plan 
Docutent Quallfiers(s): 

.Ir: Roxanne Shirvan, Tr1nscriber 
On the Record Reporting, Inc. 

Rlpient: United Creosoting site file 
USEPA Region 6 

Ttl Pages: 108 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

-i········------·-··································-··········-··········· 

llc; • ..aent Nu■ber: 08-0102 Date: 08/29/89 

ent Title: [PA gives conditional approval of the revised Feasibility Study A■end1ent Report (See attached couents), 

~I~- Letttr with Att1ch1ents 
i"""'"nt Quallflers(s): 

r: Robin Gelston• Walls, ,eras Superfuno Coordinator 
USEPA Region 6 

r ient: J11es feeley, Acting Chief 
Contract Re■edial Activities Stctlon, TWC 

ohl Pages: 2 

I 

Origlnal/Dupllc,te of Original, 
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09/30/89 Administrative Record• Category Number Order Page: 
Unit. Creosote 

C 1J111ent Nu•ber: 08·0103 Date: 09/01/89 

DocUl!lent Title : Feasibility Study A1end1ent Preferred Alternatives Analysis (Final - includes revisions ■ade to July, 

lY1>e: Report/Study 
r·•uaent Qualifiers(s): 

Author: Staff 
Muton, Inc. 

l •• lplent: Texas Water Co111ission 

l ~, Pages: 153 

Docu■ent Nu,ber: 08·010, 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Date: 09/08/89 

!.:went Title: ffe■o re: United Creosoting ROD and lnteri1 Final ROD Guidance 

l ,e: Neaorandu• 
Doc111ent Qualifiers(s): 

, hor: Cynthia J. Kaleri, Re■edial Project Manager 
Texas Re■edy Section, USEPA Region 6 

f ·lplent: Donald Willia•s, Section Chief 
Texas Re•edy Section, USEPA Region 6 

T·•.aJ Pages: 

L.~u■ent Number: 08-0105 Date: 09/21/89 

I :1.11ent Title : Record of Decision 

l"'>t: ftlscetlaneous 
I :1111ent Quallfiers(s): 

Author: Robert E. Layton, Jr., Regional Administrator 
US(PA Region 6 

Recipient: United Creosoting site file 
USEPA Region 6 

lota I Pages: I 09 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 

Original/Duplicate of Original, 
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