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3. Abstract (Lirmut: 200 words)

he 100-acre United Creosocting site is in Conroce, Mcntgomery County, Texas. The site
urrently is occupied by a distributing ccmpany, a construction company, and a residentia
ibdiwvisicon. Frcm 1946 <c 1372, the United Crecsoting Company operated a woed preserving
scility at the site which used FTrs and crecsste in the wocd preservaticn process. PCP
b reosote wastes were stored In two waste ponds on the prcrerty of the distributing
- ay. During 1920 the ccunty improved area roads using soil and waste pcnd backfill
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m bcth the site and the roadways were
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. Abstract (continued)

2 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
2 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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DECLARAT ION
UNITED CREQSOTING COMPAHY
RECORD QF DECISION

LU septemr 1o

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

United Crecosoting Company
Conroe, Montgomery County, Texas

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

0024469

This decision document presents tne selected remedial action for the
United Creosoting site, in Conroe, which was chosen in accordance
with the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensaion, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reautho~ization Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to
the extent practicable, the National 0+1 and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan {NCF). This decision document explains
the factua. and legal basis for selecting tne remedy for this site.

information supporting this remediil action decision 1s contained n
the administrative record for this site.

ASSESSHMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases c¢f hazardous substances from this site,

if not aadressed by implementing the response action selected in this
Record 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:

e 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,

“e Dispose of the organic concentrate from the extraction pracess by
off-site incineration,

¢ As human healtn c¢riteria and as treatment standards for K00l contaminated

soils are met, the treated soils will be reburied on the appropriate
portion of the site.

," I The Texas Water Commission supports the selected remedy. The
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DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Tne selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment,
complies with Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable
or retevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and i5 cost-effective.
This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or
resource recovery) technologies 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 this remedy will not resuit in hazardous substances remaining

an site above health-based levels, the five-year review will not apply
to this action.

IR e

9/29/89_

Robert E. Layton, Jr., P.t, Date
Regional Administrator
Environzental Protection Agency, Region 6
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DECISION SUMHARY
UNITED CREOSOTING COMPANY
RECORD OF DECISION

__ September 1989

LOCATIQN AND GENERAL DESCRIPTION

The United Creosoting Company site s located 40 miles north of Houston
in the City of Conroe, Montgomery County, Texas [Figure 1]. The site is
one fourth mile southwest of the Missouri-Pacific Railroad and Loop 336
intersection, Bound on fhe west ard south by Alligator Creek, on the
north by Dolores Street, and on the east by the Missouri-Pacific rail
lines, the property is approximately one hundred acres in size. The
physical characteristics of the site have been altered by redevelopment
of the property, which has resulted in residential and light industriul
structures typical of suburban settings.

Approximately 13,000 people curreatly live within a two-mile radius of the
site. The site 5 now occupied by the Clarke Distributing Company, Conroe
Construction Company, and the Tanglewood East Subdivision [Figure 2].
However, other residential areas surround the site to the immediate north,
west and south, wnile industrial and commercial land uses are evident to
the east.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

The United Crensoting Company operated as a wood preserving facility

from 1946 through the summer of }972. With the exception of the process
building, where timber 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 lumber. Historical aerial photographs and analytical
data obtained to date have been utilized to describe the process areas as
they existed during 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, The pressure cylinders were rinsed and the wastewater
routed to one of the two process waste ponds Tocated 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, PLP was stored
in one or more of the storage tanks oasite, (reosote was produced via a

._coal tar Nistillation unit onsite and stored in lined pits just east of
the process waste ponds. Creosote and other distillate fractions of coal

tar included polycyciic 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 in 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, TUC's predecessor agencyl, conducted a site
investigation of United Creosoting and found no discharge of waste water
from 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 garage structure, Ir 1977, the THC inspected

the site and reported that the former waste ponds were be1ng backfilled. "~

RedeveIOpnent of the Site had_begun at this time, .

During the summer of 1980, Montgomery County obtained soils from the
United Creosoting site for improvements to Metts Road, Mockingbird Lane,
and various roads in the Lake Conrge 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
concentrations up to 20.3 mg/L. Montgomery County officials removed the

contaminated soils from the affected roadways and disposed of the soils
by landafarm treatment.

In August 1982, TWC installed three monitoring wells on site. Additional
wells were installed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
[EPA] Region 6 Field lnvestigation Team and by the National Center for
Groundwater Research in 1982 and 1983, Analytical results of samples
taken from these wells indicated that PAH and PCP contamination existed
in the uppermost water bearing zone.

TWC submitted the United Creosoting site as 3 candidate for cleanup under
the Superfund program in August 1982. The immediate concern at that time
Was contaminated surface water runoff flowing from the former waste ponds
area into Tanglewood East Subdivision., The TWC collected additional
s0il, water and air sampies from the site during the remainder of 1982
and into early 1983. 1In September 1981 the United Creosoting site was
included on the proposed National Priorities List by EPA and thus became

ellgible for remedial fundang [48 Federal Register 40658, September 8,
1983 . ‘ . .

In early December 1983, EPA initiated an immediate 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 dibenzefurans, trace byproducts of commercial
grade PCP, It was suspected that the source of the contamination might
be storm water runoff from former waste pond areas located on the Clarke
Cistributing property,. o eiauii ey s Arerei v e 7
fased an the sampling results, Clarke Distributing was girected under the
terms of an EPA Adm1n1strat1ve Order on Consent to undertake an immediate

response action within 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

4
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subdivision. Areas of contaminated soil were capped with a synthetic

membrane 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 through Clarke-
owned vacant land. '

A Cooperative Agreement for a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility o
Study (RI/FS) was awarded to the State of Texas in March 1984. Fieldwork
for the Remedial Investigation was conducted in two phases, the first in
December 1984 and the secong in August 1985, 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 tompleted in May 1986. Alternatives evaluated
in the report included offsite and onsite thermal destruction, offsite
and onsite land f111 disposal, consolidation and permanent or temporary
capping, and no action. In August 1986, EPA proposed a remedy for the
site which includeg: .

002456
-

o Purchase of seven properties above and adjacent to the former

pond area;

Consolidation of so11s contaminated above health-based levels
ana visibly contaminated soils 1n the pona area;

Construction of a temporary cap over the pond area;

Evaluation of innovative technologies as possible permanent
remedies, and;
o Natural attenuation of the ground water contamination.

EPA also proposed to consider g re-evaluation of this remedy in five
years if no inngvative technoulogies became available.

In August 1986, EPA held a public meeting at the Travis Junior Hignh
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 the
Tanglewood East subdivision. However, this was not necessary to
implement the remedy and therefore could not be done, The public also
expressed concern over the use of incineration near a residential ares.
A third major comment at the meeting regarded the use of biolpgical
treatment as a remedy. = e .
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EPA signed a Record of Decision un September 30, 1986, selecting the
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0On QOctober 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 technolegires to
reduce the mobility, toxicity, or volume of waste to the maximum extent
practicable. In 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 biological treatment bench scale study was conducted from
August 1988 to November 1988. Critical fluid extraction_ was evaluated .
with a pilot scale unit set up on site in March '[989,

e

Tne results of these treatability ‘studies were reported in an amended
feasibility study in June 1989. These results, aiong with a proposed
plan to use critical fluid extraction as the remedy for the site, were
presented to the public in July 1989.

Implementation of a permanent remedy at this time would precluge 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 1s awaiting the removal of an Internal Revenue Service lien against
the seventh properiy,

During the course of the ongoing investigation, EPA has identified nine
Potentially Respansible 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 rece1ved
to date.

The PRPs will alsc be offered the opportunity to participate in the
implementation of the final selected remedy. 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
identifiea wi11l also be offered the opportunity to voluntarily participate
in implementing the selected remedy.

COMAUNITY PARTICIPATION S .

During the 1940's, when United Creosoting began operation the site was
relatively isolated from any significant 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 basica1ly unaware of the previous land

i
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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, e .

- The press release announcing the publi¢ comment period and'ﬁublic meefing

An initial property owners' meeting was held on September 6, 1983, to l

for the alternatives presented in this ROD was issued on July 10, 1989, "

The comment pericd began on July 17 and ended on August 15, 1989. An

open house was held with the area residents on July 15 to outline the @

alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study Amendment Report. Forty w0y

people registered at this open house. The public meeting was held on . <

August 3, 1989, in the St. Marks Lutheran Laurch Fellowship Hall in o

Conroe, Texas. Forty-eight people registered at the meeting and six made OI

oral statements or asked gquestions, : o
IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF REMEDIAL ACTION . l

This Record of Decision specifies the final remedy for contaminated soils

at the United Creosoting site., Since contaminants will be removed from l

these media to health based levels, this ROD complements the 1986 decision
that no action is needed to remediate the shallow ground water.

V. SITE CHARACTERIZATION

{ The natural topography at the United Creosoting site comprises gently
rolling uplands and the ratural vegetauion consists of virgin forest. As
a result of industrial and residential developmeni, much of the natural
s0ils in the site vicinity have heen disturbed or covered by fill 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 five miles to the West
Fork of the San Jacipto River, :

Topography ) !

Surface water drainage enters Alligator Creek at varigus locations on and
off the United Creosoting site [Figure 3]. Overall site surface water l
dreinage flows to the south., The subdivision properties drain into the

streets of Tanglewood East, and then into Alligator Creek via culverts. _
Conroe Construction property runoff flows west into the subdivision ..~ -
drainage system at Arlington Street. Clarke Distributing Properties drain

Lo the south and into a ditch which feeds Alligator Creek., The cap area i
over the former waste ponds also drains into this ditch, and runoff from
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from Clarke Distributing into the 2ast drainage ditch, just west of the
Missouri-Pacific Railroad. This railroad ditch and the vacant area
drainage ditch do not interact. :

paved areas is forced inte the ditch by curbing. There is minimal runoff l

Geology ) o -

The United Creosoting site is geographically situated in tne West GuIf = ll :
 Coastal Plan Physiographic province of Texas. The natural soils at the N
. site consist of the Conroe and Splendora series. These soils range from ~ o
" gravelly loam to loamy fine sand of nearly level to 5-percent stopes.
~ ~~=The soils have moderate available water capacity. = - - o

0
L]

{ O
The site is underlain by unconsolidated sand, gravels, and c¢lay in <r
alluvial deposits. These deposits are of Pleistocene Age (3 million te C\'I
| 20 thousand years old) and were formed by high-gradient braided streams o

that flowed 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.

0
L5

The Willis Formation consists largely of clayey sand and gravel, and some
‘localized clay beds. The gravel is fairly coarse, is uniformly sandy,

and containg much fossilized or petrified wood. The Willis Formation
dips toward the Gulf at about 10 feet per mile and, in the vicinity of
the site, is estimated to be approximately 70 feet thick. The approximste
elevation of the top of the Willis Formation at the United Creosoting

| Company site 15 230 feet MSL. :

“Underlying the Willis Formation are the Goliad Sand (Pliocene Age),
Fleming Formation (Miocene Age), Catahoula Sandstone (Miocene Age), and
the Jackson Group (sandsto.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. o .

Fidm

Hydrogeotogy | . ) ‘ -

Ground water is the majur soyrce of public and industrial water supplies
in Montgomery County, Texas. At least 60 wells have been reporced 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 wells are
generally screened in the deeper Evangeline sand and single-yser domestic
wells are found tn the shallow Chicot formation. '

NN

In the Conroe area, the Chicot Aquifer consists of the Willis Sand. The
Evangeline Aquifer comprises a sequence of alternating sands and ¢lays of
the Golred Sand and part of the Fleming Formation above the Burkeville
Aquiclude. The flow direction in both the Chicot and Evangeline Aquifers

i ,
; ) . - AN ‘
! is generally southwarg_at a hydraulic grad1ent§0T 4 feet pgr.m11? and (i!? h
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- " Tne 1985 RI Report conf7rmed the fol]ow1ng

-4 former waste ponds area, along the prior processing ares,
- S and in prior drainage pathways, the total estimate is
A s approximately 53, 000 cubie yaqgs Qpcvg ba;kgroun ' o
ST concentratvuns. M - e i; o ?*“’* *f s

. EARRATA e Tt

TUTTIII 4 e ground water Tair, Tetc.) 7 IV

5 feet per mile, respectively. The Chicot Aquifer is as shallaw as 66 to
76 feet below ground surface and is recharged by precipitation. The
Evangelire sits 825 to 1,190 feet below ground surface and has decreased
in water level as much as 10 to 25 feet over the last decade due to
witharawals n the Conroeqarea. . , P

As a domestic water resource, use of the the shallow water bearing zone
-airectly beneath the site is not anticipated due to the extremely low )
'yigld. This 25-foot zone is comprised of two interconnected sand lenses
—--separated intermittently by a tnin ¢lay layer. The upper, unconfined
lens begins &t a depth of 14 to 44 feet below 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 shallow
- {aquifer averages between 5 to 15 feet per Yyear in i southgrn direction.

‘A secand water beariag zone ex1sts at an approximate depth of 56 to &4

feet below the ground surface and is approximately 20 feet thick, Ground
water movement 1n this deeper zone also averages between 5 to 15 feet per
‘year in a southern direction., However, a clay aguitard separates this

izone from the shallow aquifer. The thickness of the aquitard ranges grom
22 to 32 feet and the permeability of this layer 1s approximately 10°
feet per day, ingicative of clays which can retard vertical migration,

Nature and Extent of Soils* Contamination

“The Remedial lavestigation fieldwork at United Creosoting was conducted

“in December 1984 and August 1985 with the purpose of acquiring site-specific
data neeged to document the existence of hazardous substances and any
threats of releases of hazardous substances at the site. Contaminants of
concern in soi1ls* were selected by assessing their toxicity, coacentratton,
and persistence. Background concentrations of some of the contaminants

_commonly found In Suburban settings were used faor. cumparat1ve purpoSes.

# The 11ght COnmerc1al area contalns main1y subsyrface seils

contamination in the former ponds érea down to a depth of z S g

20 to 25 feet [water tablel. A total of 40,000 cubic yaras
1s estlmqted above hackground goncen*rations. . : SR

e MNo soil contaminatign was fuuna in the clays beneath the
water table. , . g i ;

.,.=,._¥__ ; R E

. e The residential area contains @ainly shallow soils -
contamination to an average degth of 3 feet.. Around the

*Otner medla,spec1f1c f\ndlngs can_be fnund 15 the 1986 Record of ﬂggision.
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¢ Visyal argas of coatamaation throughoul Doth the ingustria)
4nd residential areas tn tnhe form of “tar mats® and stressed

vegetation 1nclude appremately 6,000 cubrc yards (rncluged
n the above estimates].

Cantaminants of concern include polveyclic aramatic hydeacarhans [PAKs],

pentach¥grophena) [PGP], and cnlorinated Ysomers of dioxin and gibenzofuran,

Table 1 lists only the maximum concentrations of these compounds found In
different areas of the Untted Greosating site. Host of the high
concentrations reported 'n the resrdential area were reparted fn the area
close te the asghaliic mat of the Southwest portion of the comercial

ared. Average toncentralions over the resrdential area are significantly
lowe~ for eacn contaminant,

fluring the thvestigation of optrons for treating the soils, the $1te was
not re-sampled. A more detailec sampting effort will be required before
canducting the remedial destgn. TmIs was expressed as a concern at the
August 3, 1989, public meeting. Therefore, EPA will conduct pre-design
sampling 1n the resideatral arga.

V1. SUMBLAAY OF SLTE RISKS AND RIMEDIATION GOALS

In 1985, the Agency for Toxic Substancas and Disease Registry [ATSDR]
wis consuited Lo establish remedial action or'tirva for the site, AL
tnat time, ATSOR iadicated thai a criterran of 100 paris per millien
[opm] of total PAHs in the se1l would adeguately protect human health,
Stnce 1985, the methodologies for evaluating FiL'ts ang remedial action
€r1teria nave heen refined. The remedisl action c-ite~33 gsed 1a this
RGD were developed based on these refined methods published vr: Risk
Assessment Buidance for Human Kealtn Evaluation Manual, 1989 OSWER
Gvrective 9285. 1014 and the Sype~fund_Pudlic Healtn £vatuatian Manual,
1986 OSHER Di-~ective 9285.4-1,

The geerall goal of the remedral actren is o reduce the potential
r15ks posed by the $'te té between one 1 ten thousand and cne in ane
mtiiion excess cancer éisk ncidents. The methodalogies outlined tn
the guidance were ysed Lo develop site specihic critaria for tne
contamindnts at _United Greesating to meet this abjective.

Human Health impagts

The following summary hignlights the broad concerns raised as a resulc of

~the risk assessment pracess, but does mot presgnt the numerqus sSsumphions

and constraints employed in a typreal assessment. Only the worst case

_Tmsk 15 prasented. Consérvative assumptions were used to explere the

_pateatial far adverse health effects to occur under conditions that tend
‘to overestimate risks. As a rasult, the risk assessment shauld not be
construed as presenting an absolute estimate of risk te human heslth.

fathar, 1t 15 a conservative analysis intended to inditate the potential
far adverse health effects to occur.

——

2a
1Y




p o~ - - - o - -— —

R T ABLE 2: COMTAMINANTS I8N  SOtL

rEEENCD ¥ o T

H 1’&1 ‘{C\‘CLIC RRDMATIC : MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS (mg/kq) H
: ;WDPDC!\RBON COMPOINDS fommesane B R D LR PEL R nmemanan -2
‘(PAH;) H Former Commercial Residantial :

: Pands Arpa Area

- Hcehaphinene : 860 {51 300 [101 2,600 [s}

s Elf\cenanhthalenes; 150ep]  —eeeee- 8.90ep]

: ‘batnracene : 280 [2] 240 5] 970 (5]
3 t BenzofA}Anthracere H 180 2] 29% [5) 2,0004]s]

t LenzofA}Pyrens : 1.6 [4]° 6.1 [s] 650 5]
t PearofB)Fluoranthene Bllepl 00000 eemeee- 268[cp)

t fenzo(G,H,1)Perylene No Detect 5 sl 84 s}

t Peazo(K}Fluoranthene 6.4 3] 2701 s] 1,700F#[s]

P t Chrysene : 130 [2] 290 5] 2,0006[s]
: t Dibenza(A,H}Anthracene : Mepl ceeeee- 124l cp]

Bibanzifuran : 930 5} 330 5] 15 [3)

f Tuoranthene H 5980 18] 280 [5) 700 s
f tuorene : 5,100 8] 316 [5) Ho Betect
tadeno{1,2,3-C0)Pyrene 19lepl 0 eeeeas 176{ cp

Maphthalane : £.200 [} 570 E10] 1t £3]1°
Phenanthrens : 7,803 £59 440 [5) 970 [s}
Fyrene : 1,600 [5} 430 [8) 2.800 §s] :

44 mmmm—m mﬂm‘*mwm '"”ﬂ"‘"“ﬂ

lhrﬂ ﬂnty Betec:im For the brea given.
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CONTAMINKANTS [

s0frtL

L T

OTHER ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

OF CONCERN

: Former Commercial Resident {at
L Ponds Area frea
Peatachtorophenot {mgrkg) 1,100 {57 710 Fi5) 150 [s]
tllarinated Diaxing
Tetra-, total § R [4]° No Detect 0.38 {s]
Penta~, totaf 2.1 f2j] Nao Datect 7.3 [s]
Hera- |, total .8 [4] 4.F [s) 27 3]
ileptas<, total 43 14] 180 f<] 720 [s]
Bcta- , total 240 [5) 520 [} 5,000 (<]
tClorinated Furans B
Tatra-, total ' Mo Detect No Oetect No Datact
Penta-:. total ) o Detect No Detect No Detert
Hexa- , total 5.1 (5] 6.6 [157 140 [5}
Hepta-, total ’ 37 [4] 41 {s] 890 5]
Bcta- , total _»EE 33 57 37 {15,5] 1.500 Cs]

[ I bepth of Cancentration Represented in feet; "s® represents surfictal soils less than 6 fnches in dupth.

? The gnly Detect fon
% 2.3,7.3-tetrachtors

t Larctaagenic Compoundss only the 7.3 7.8

far the area given,
didenzodiaxfn was analyZed for, hut was not detected an the gite,

~disubstTtuted Tsomers of dioeTh snd furan,




The United Crensating ¢ite comprises two seja~aie areas, a resigentla)
| éred bordereq on the east by a T1gnt comme-cral area. Therefore, a

different set of circumstances ceterming the exposyme for resicents Tiying
gnstte versus tnat for employees working onstte. For 1nstance, workers
onsite woulg spend only § portien of their day 1n poténtial contact with
contamipants n compa~ison to restdents whicn live onsite. Fo adaityon,
this partial exposu~e wauld last only far the number of years & person
was employed onsite.

Since the resigential exposu*e $cenatie 1s the most conservative, tolentlal
adverse health wmpacts were analyzed to develop a "worst case” example.
This expesure scena~ia 1s based on an Ingividual living on the site for
70 years, from infancy through aduithood, The assumptien 1s made that

expasyre to the maximun conceatration level igentified onsite occurs
‘ every Lime exposure oicurs over a restdert's 70 year hifetime. Table 28
f - Tt5ts othe~ assumptions which were used for this scenario. For compa~isen,
\ Table 28 Yists the assumptions which could be usad for an office emgloyee

working onstie,

Crrmicals onsite which a~e not cancer-causing [aoncarcinegenic] compounds
are found marnly wn subsurface sotls 10 the former pands area or 10
sumfievdl tar mats in the residentral area. Cu+renl exposure 1§ thus
bimsted., [f the areas are gistyrbea, adaverse health effects can result
fram the levels 1dentified at United Cressoting as established by ATSOR
in 1986. For example, after continued exposure, an individual might
develop skin i#ritatrons from contact with PAHs 14 sofls. Howeve~, these
symptoms wou'ld diSdppear when exposure 1s elimyaated. PCP 15 currently
cansidered noncdrcinogenic, yet tagestion may result n kidngy ana ltver
problems.

One dassumption requi=ing discussion ravalves Lhe ta- mat areas In
resiaentlal ar~aas which contain nigh levels of PAHs. As a mat degrades
and becomes srmila® to soil, yptake of contaminants from 1acidentat
exposue may incredseé. The risk of a person developing health protlems
fram 1ngesting or dermally contacting cantamingnts ia the sorlslike
matertal may also yncrease, However, contaminants 'n the tar are unlikely
to be ingested at the same rate as if ingested n the foon of actuel

§0v1. Altheugh this scenarig 15 extremely conservalive at preésent, Gver
~the long term, the grven soil Ingestion rate may becdtis morg realistic.

PAHs known or suspected to pe cancer-causing [tarcinogenic) compounds may

.- zvary n toxic potency. Coupled with noncarcinegenic effects, the picture

Moy of toxicity begomes complex, Therefore, expgsure and uptake of these

. . -compounds tatg the body varies npt only with the circumstances at United
Creosoting, But also with the mixture of PAHs present. For gxample,
curtent risk agsessmnt methodology assumes the total maximam concentration

o - - Tof all carcinogenic PAils 1¢ essentrally all benza{ajoyrens {BAP], one of

. .o= B ‘}\he most toxie PAMs onsite, AL Untted Creosoting, BAP rapragents f-am

o 0.2 mx I o g tanil LEelinegents Pha ceewunllelion
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; TABLE 2A: RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE ASSUMPTIONS

e ciass - puraTION OF SOIL [NGESTION BOBY WELGHT FREQUENCY OF
| CAYEARS) . EXPOSURE (YEARS) RATE (KG/DAY) . (K&) EXPOSURE {DAYS/YEAR).
0 o 0 10 o
. 16 5 6.0002 17 356
%-6-12 6 0.000t 0 365 j
te-18 i .6  p.not 55 106
Ziha-ro o s b 0.0001 70 52
'@ S ,

{ FXpGSUPeSWbejEBCh age class are sumned to obtain exposure over a person's expected i
70 ~ year Tifetime.

I

S
¢

PO

] i
; - TABLE 2B: WORKER EXPOSURE ASSUMPTEGNS T
4 G 3 : o . “ | .!‘ :. ;: :
_ AGE CLASS .- DURATION OF SOTL INGESTION BODY WEIGHT FREQUENCY OF = -
- {YEARS) ' EXPOSURE _(YEARS)* RATE (KG/DAY) (KG) EXPOSURE {DAYS/YEAR)**
¢ 18-70 .
i

30 8.0001 70 260
- *Years employed on the site. : : , | g

[
"™

. ** Frequency of Exposure for Light Commercial Business also assumed only
.8 hours/day out af 16 waking hours/day of pntential exposure.
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Under the scenario evaluated, a person who 15 exposed to the maximun
concentration of carcinogenic PAHs found 'n the residential area might
have a seventy~-four in one thousand chance of geveloping cancer over his
expected seventy year lTifetime if no remedial action is taken at the site,
However, this is an extreme1y conservative estimate of the excess cancer
risk for PAHs found in soil at the United Crecsoting site. First, the
high concentration uti1lized in this risk estimate for exposure to PAK
contaminated soils was ‘detected in a tar mat area an+t a soi) ingestion
rate was used. Next, the total concentration of carcinogenic PAHs was
assumed all BAP. 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 knawn to be carcinogenic and are present
in the soils at United Lreosotvng. However, EPA has established criteria
for dioxins ang furans in sorls. Guidance used to evaluate the levels
present tn soils at Unitea Creosoting include Interim Procedures for
Estimating Risks Associated with Exposures to Mixiures of Chiorinated
Dibenzo-p-Dioxins and -Dibenzofurans, EPA/625/3-87/012, March 1987 and

also International YToxicity Equivalency Factor (1-TEF) Method of Risk
Assessment for Complex Mixtures of Dioxins and Related Compcunds, Report
No. 176, August 1988. Although concentrations of these contaminants at
United Creosoting do exceed the health criteria for soils “n a residential
ared, exposure is somewhat limited due to grass cover in most yards.

Environmental Impacts

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

Remediation Goals

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 Decisfon
{ROD] took into account both human health 3nd environmental impacts.
However, these Tevels can now be expressed in a nore definitive manner
than possvble in thgﬂéggﬁ ROD.,V‘ Paj,
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Toxicity information and the methodology for utilizing the aformation

is better defined today than prigr to the 1986 ROD. In the past, an
entire class of compounds were identified as problematic 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 the only isomers of dioxin and furan that
exhibit carcinogenic characteristics. ‘Another example 1s apparent with
respect to PAHs.” Although no criteria have been established for PAHs 4n o
s5011s to date, as for dioxing, a risk assessment methodology has been :

devglo?ed to estimate and better express action levels for these contaminants
in soil.

The potentia) threat to human health posed by chlorinated dioxins and
dibenzofurans 13 based on the established criteria for 2,3,7,8-tetrachloro-
dibenzodioxin (TCOD}. Chlorinated dibenzofurans and all other isomers of
dioxins are considered to be less toxic than 2,3,7,8-TCOD and are expressed
in toxic equivalents of 2,3,7,8-TCDD. Therefore, although 2,3,7,8-TCDD
was hot detected at the United Creosoting site and s not typically found
with the other dioxin isomers assoctated with PCP, the target action

level for dioxins and furans in soils 15 expressed in parts per billion
(ppb) toxic equivalencies of 2,3,7,8-TCDD:

002469

Target Soil Action Levels for Dioxins and Furans

Residential Soils 1 ppb Total 2,3,7,8-TCDD Equivalents
Industrial  Soils. 20 ppb Total 2,3,7,8-TCOD Equivalents

These levels are intended to be utilized as ¢riteria 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 setting versus a
Vight commercval 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
carcinegens are not present, noncarcinogenic compounds may also drive a
remzdial action when concentrations occur at levels of concern to either
human health or the environment. Therefore, two sets of criteria for
contaminants in soil can be established to effectively remediate a site
based upon both carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic action levels.
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The contamination at United Creosoting s distributed in such a manne®
that botn carcinogeni¢c and noncarcinogenic contaminants appear in shallow
50115 throughout the site. However, subsurface 30ils in the former ponds
area contain mainly pentachlorophenol [PCP] and noncarcinogenic PAHs,

As specified in the 1986 ROD, these compounds present a threat to human
heaith 1f disturbed and alsov present a threat of continued groundwater
contamination. Although the 1986 ROD set a clean-up level of 100 parts
per miliion [ppm] for Total PAHg in soils, this ROD presents two sets of
action levels for PAHs in soil-scarcinongeanic and noncarcinogenic PAH§«-

i c
H - i

to ensure effective protection of human hga]ﬁ;n and the gnvironment. O'
Target sofl action levels for the areas where no carcinogens are present -
were calculated on the basis of noncarcinogenic health effects. These <t
caltculations are less complicated than carcinogenic estimates, as described cq!!
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 & reference dose for acceptable daily intake. The ratio of the
calculated intake to the reference intake should not exceed unity.

EPA retains the 1986 ROD action level of 150 ppm for PCP in soils. This
level 1s ten times more protective than the level calculated for human
health [1,500 ppm]. Yet this level is appropriate in consideration of
removing subsurface contaminants to prevent further impact to the upper
water pearing 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 four the potential impact of subsurface PAHs
to the environment: ,

Target Soil Action Levels for PCP and Noncarcinogenic PAHs

<
150 ppm Total PCP T '

2,000 ppm Total honcarcinogenic PAHS

These levels are intended to be utilized in evaluating a representative
distribution of contaminants in subsurface soils. Naphthalene was utilized
for evalusting the effects of noncarcinogenic PAHs and for deriving a
target soil action level in terms of “Total Noncarcinogenic PAHs®.

The potential threat to human health posed by carcinogenic PAHs 45 based
upon the toxic potency of benzo(a)pyrene [BAP]. The current methodology
in assessing excess lifetime cancer risk assumes that all carcinogenic
PAHs are BAP. For this reason, many RODs have specified target action
levels for "Total Carcinogenic PAHs" in soil, assuming 100 percent BAP.
However, other carcinogeniv PAHs are now known to be toxic relative to
BAP, EPA is currently attempting to rank other PAHs against BAP in
toxicity equivalents similar te that method used for TCDD,.

Since the number which represents "Total Larcinogenic PAHs" is a ,
- summation of 1ndividudl car¢inogenic PAHs, the tosfcity of the mixture

53 .
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is not effectively represented. Two sumples may show the same total
concentration of PAHs and yet the toxicities may be significantly different.
An action level, however expressed, actually reflects the BAP concentration
catculated from the risk level assumed for remediation of a site. Therefore,
this RCD expresses action levels in ppb BAP equivalencies to ensure that

the toxicity level of a mixture will be evaluated rather than merely the
total concentrat1on of carcino"gnic PAHs at the time of remeQ1al action:

Target Soil Action Leyels for_Carcinogenic PAHs

Residential Soils 330 ppb Total BAP Equivalents
Industrial Soils 40,000 ppb Total BAP Equivalgnts

These Tevels are intended to be utilized as the criteria in evaluating a
representative distribution of contaminants in surface soils. The difference
between residential and industrial soils was derived from the differences

in exposure anticipated in a residential setting versus a light commercial
area, as previously ocutlined in Tables 2A and 28,

The level for residential soils is set at the current detection limit of
individual PAHs 1n order to approach an excess risk level of one in one
millien., T¥ne level expressed for industrial soils corresponds vo an excess
risk of one in ten thousand. These levels fall within EPA's acceptable
range for determining excess lifetime cancer risk.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with the National Contingency Plan [NCP], 40 Code of
Federal Regulations Part 300, initial remedial approaches were screened to
determine which might be appropriate for the United Creosoting site. The
1986 Feasibility St. 3y describes the detatis of this screrirg. Tne 1989
Feasibility Study Amendment Report revises this screening to account for
changes in developing and evaluating remedial alternatives under the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 [SARAD, Public Law
99+499, 100 Stat. 1613. From the possible remedies developed tu address
contam1nuted s011s at Untted Creosoting 5ix alternatives were chosen for
detailed analysis. A No Actton Alternative s included in the final
analysis to comply with the NCP requirements.

Alternatives which involve excavation activities (all except the No Action)
take into account the proximity of résidences and area businesses during
implementation. Potential air emissions during excavation would require
intensive air monitoring and dust ¢ontrol. During remedial design, several
methods to control these emissions will be develgped and evaluated to -
ensure protection of human health, For axample, knock-down spray [water]
could be used to contro) particulates stirred up during excavation, .Since
contaminants are semi-yolatile, the knock-down spray may be combined with
the pace of excavation' [slower rate) to prevent adverse afr emissions. A
contingency plan will pe developed as part of the remedial destgn and gres.
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_-excavation and ultimate destruction of the contanminants In the ponds area
““may achieve a noticeable trend toward natural atteauation in a more timely

002472

This plan will describe the physical ana work practice measures that will l
be undertaken to minimize and capture air gniscisgs from the excavation

ang processing of waste. In addition, 1t will summarize air quality

monitoring that will be performed at the site and in the commuaity. , l
Finally, it will cstablish the criteria for temporary relocation during

construction,

A e

: ~ B . & 3 . e .
This Record of Decision is based upon s01] sampling information.obtained l

in the 1905 Remedial Investigation.” Each of the alternstives presented
in this ROD were developed on the basis of 72,000 cubic yards of soils

targeted for excavation in the 1386 RGD. While this data is adequate NI
to frame the selection of broad remedial approaches possible for United -
Creosoting, 1t 15 not sufficiently detailed to prepare an engineering <
design for the remedy. Therefore, prior to the design of the remedy, Nl
the residential areas will be resempled to accurately map contours of o

soil contamination, This information will be assessed with the target
soil action levels specified 1n this ROD to clearly delineate areas of
surface soils that will be treated by the remedy. EPA will then meet
Wwith the comnunity to review and discuss this tnformation, 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 Dacision or in an “Explanation of Significant Differences"
document . . . .

Soils at United Creosoting are contaminated with a RCRA listed hazardous
waste, KOOl Wood Preserving Waste [40 CFR 261.32]. Therefore, the Land
Disposal Restrictions [LOR] for treatment and dispesal of soils containing
the K001 11steda waste are applicable requirements, For oxample, Best
Demanstrated Available Technology IBDAT% standards for treatment of KOGl
Nonwastewate~s will be used to evaluate placement [reburiall of treated
soils at the site, along with target soil action levels based on human
health criteria and current land use.

Conversely, PCP was not preduced onsite and was not used in a manufacturing
process as a reattart, intermediate, et¢ [40 CFR 261.,31]. Tnerefore,

Lang Disposal Restrictions for the FO21 listed PCP Waste are nnt applicable
for soils contaninated with PCP and trace dioxins/furans. Treatment
requirements for ¥021 wastes have nct been promulgated to date. Therefore,
health based levels develaped in this ROD would be more appropriate for
United Creosoring soils. However, other handling and temporary storage
requirements -re relevant and appropriate for alternatives which treat

and dispose of contaminated soils onstte. ' o

Ground water monitoring is included in all of the soil remedial alternatives
as part of post closure monitoering to ensure that natural attenuation L

will occurs Although the time frame for establishing a trend towards . .

natural attenuation s dependent on the type of alternative Implemented,

the cost for a 30 year period 1s included in each alternative since the |
post-closure monitoring was specified in the 1986 ROO. For example, 77170

manner than consolidation and capping.
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Alternative 1: No Action

No remedial action would be conducted for soils at United Creosoting.
This alternative would not reduce the potential site hazards and would
not provide long-term protection of human health and the environment.
Since contaminants would remain cnsite above health based Tevels, amnyal
maintenance and 5-year facility reviews would be requ1red. i

v eemmamim |

This alternative would cost approximately $244,100 in net present worth -
dollars estimated over a 30 _year Eper.od,w____,ww e T T BN 1

Alternative 2: Containment Onsite

Two separate 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.§56901 et seq. 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 areas. Residential areas .
excavated would be backfilled with clean fill and restored to pre-remedial -
conditions as practiczal. k.

002473

This alternative would prevent direct contact with the contaminants 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 migration of
contaminants would be reduced, but the greund water would contiaue to be
impacted by the rniore mobile contaminants.

Implementation should take about 1 year to compiete. Since contaminants
wculd remain onsite above health based levels, annual maintenance and
5-year facility reviews would be required. Tnis alternative would cost
approximately $2.4 m1lion in net present worth dollars estimated over a
30 year period.

Alternative 3: Onsite Incinefatjen’Anq Reburial

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 pellution controls and automatic shutdown

1
st g

devices to ensure that all Federal and State requirements would be met

on a continuing basis, e s ey segpia

Since incineration is a proven technalogy for destruction of these

contaminants, treated soil could be spread on the comnercial portion of .. -
the site as target soi]l action levels and LDR treatment standards are - A
met. Residential areas excavated would be backfilled. with, clean fill and -
restored tu pre remed1a} cond111gns aggprgcticg14r_ T T LT o )

- TR e . -,-.‘afﬁnl—vwhme N .‘x‘--:

- o.T TS W3

22 ;.

002473




ait

Tne mobile treatment unit would be removed from the site once treatment
of United Creosoting soils is completed. Implementation should take
approximately 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 destroyed, 5-year reviews would not
be necessary for soils, This alternative would cost approximately $46
miilion in net present worth dollars estimated over a 2 year period.

- . — .“ .‘m
i
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Alternative 4: Onsite Biological Degradation And Reburial

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

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

002474

(1) effectively reduce creosote compounds in soils to
acceptable levels, but

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

(3) the net toxicity of dioxin compounds
was not reduced although concentrations
of some isomers were reduced.

Treated soil reburied on the commercial portion of the site might need a

cap similar to that described in Alternative 2 since target action levels
could not be met. Although a 15 percent volume increase is anticipated,
excess treated soil could not be placed in the residential area. Residential
areas that were excavated would be packfilled with clean fi1l and restored
to pre-remedial conditions as practical. ’

Impiementation would take from 8 to 10 years to complete. Since contaminants
would remain onsite a“ove 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 peried. If

a cap were included, this cost estimate would increase by about $2 million and
implementation would take an extra year to complete. '

-

T ne - - L3 B s
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Alternative 5: Onsite Critical Fluid Extraction And Reburial -

Soils would be excavated and treated onsite utilizing critical fluid -
extraction. Contaminants would be removed from the soils and concentrated

in liquid form. The organic concentrate would be taken offsite for , !
destruction and disposal at a commercially available incipnerator., Although R
no facilities are currently permitted to burn dioxin contaminants, a few IR
facilities have applied for certification and should be available in the l i
near future. -
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Water generated from the process would be recycled or discharged as necessary.
App~opriate testing would be performed to ensure water quality is adequate
for the ultimate discharge destination.

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

—— R . cme s e T 8 Daaimer
5T Ll me L edio T f

(1} tnat organic compounds could be extracted from the soils
7 sufficiently to meet the health based concentration action
levels for industrial and commercial exposure,

{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 actfon levels and LDR treatment standards
are met., Residential areas excavated would be backfilled 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 remedy. Implementation should take about Z years from the date

the unit is moved on itte. 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. This alteraative would cost approximately
$22 million in net present worth dollars estimated over a 2 year period.

Alternative 6: Off-Site Incineration And Disposal of (ontaminated Soils

Soils would be excavated and taken offsite for incineration and disposal

in a commerciaily available facility. Although no facilities are currently
permitted to burn dioxin contaminants, a few faci1lities have applied for
certificatron and should be available in the near future.

Implementation should take approximately 2 years. Maintenance and monitoring
of the site would be necessary for the following year t¢ ensure effectiveness
of the remedy. However, since coataminants would be removed and destroyed,
S5-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 period.

s .-t -

VIII. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES ’ et Tremrenn oAt

-

Tnis section provides an analysts of the remedial alternatives considered
for soils remediation at the United Creosoting site. The no action o
alternative [1] is not protective of human health or the environment, but
is ytilized 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.

24
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Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Incyneration alternatives [3 and 6] and critica)l fluid extraction with
incineration of the concentrate [5] would provide adequate protection of
human health and the environment by eliminating or preventing risk of
exposure through removal and destruction of contaminants in soils. The
biological treatment alternative [4] would not adequately address the
dioxin contaminated soi¥s, although the human health risks would be reduced

to some extenl from the degradation of PAHs. The capping alternative [2] \D!
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 N
continue to be tmpacted by contaminated soils remaining in the former <O !
~ond area. , Ol

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements [ARARS]

A1l action alternatives can be designed to meet all potential applicable
or relevant and appropriate requirements of federal and state environmental
laws. Those 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.

at United Creosoting, target soil action levels have been established
through current risk assessment methodology. All of the treatment
alternatives meet the target soil action levels except for the biological
alternative [4], wnich does not meet tne dioxin target antion level set

Since chemical-specific ARARS do not exist for the coataminants in soil '
in this kQD,

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Incineration alternatives {3 and 6] and critical fiuid extraction with II
incineration of the concentrate [5] would achieve long-term effectiveness
and permanence by destroying the contaminants of concern. Although biological

treatment [4] would permanenrtly reduce the health and environmental impacts l
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 permanance as the treatment alternatives since the caps waould have to

be maintained to prevent human health impacts and since the ground water ll
would passibly continue to be impacted from contaminants in thg former, . .. .

ponds area. - o
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Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume

Incineration alternatives [3 and 6] and critical fluid extraction with s
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 R —

__capping alternative [2] would_not affect the toxicity of any of the SR o

“contaminants of Canern.

',A L i anE & g rpErs owF ofvm D ME eyt St |
Incineration alternatwves 3 and 6] and critical flu1d extraction with
incineration of the concentrate [5] would achieve the greatest reduction
in mobility through ultimate destruction of contaminants. Biological
treatment [47 would not 519n1f1cant1y 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 contaminants,
although not to the same degree as the treatment alterpatives.

002477

Incineration alternatives [3 and 6] and critical filuid extraction with
incineration of the concentratz [5] would achieve the greatest reduction
in volume due to ultimate destruction of contaminants. Biological
treatment [4] would result wn a volume decrease through destruction of
PAHs. However, the volume of $0ils containing dioxin above human health

Tevels would actua11y Increase. Capp1ng (21 wou1d not affect the vo\ume
of contaminants,

N

ot

bR

Short-term Effectiveness

[ 3 ﬁle‘mil‘iiu

o i 1 28U

Incineration [3 and 6], critical fluid extraction with incineration of

the concentrate [5], and capping [2] would yield comparable short-tera

effectiveness in reducing the human health and environmental risks

currently identified at the United Creosoting site.

0ff-site incineration and disposal [6] would increase short-term health

risks due to increased handling and off-site transport of a high volume .
of contaminated material. Biological treatmeat [4] wculd increase

AR

P

i

shert-term health risks due to increased handling of excavated material
over a prolonged implementation period, possibly 10 years.

Implementability

Tre capping alternative [2] ﬂuuld be relat1ve1j easy to 1mplement in a =
short timeframe. Incineration alternatives [3 and 6] and critical fluid - ..~
extraction with incineration of the concentrate [5] would not be difficult

to implement and could be implemented in approximately two years time. : o
The off-site incineration alternative [6] would prave impossible to -~ "o " =5 .
implement if commercial facilities refuse to accept contaminated sofls

- from Superfund sites due to space limitations. Residual ash from . -  ,szsiss o oo

incineration of soils would pot be significantly less than the original
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volume of soil requiring treatment. The biological alternative [4] would
prove difficult to implement due to space constraints and would take
eight to ten years to complete.

Cost s s e

Table 3 lists the comparison of each 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 implementatfon are comparable. The
off-site incineration alternative [6] achieves the same level of protection

in a similar timeframe, yet costs nine times more than the onsite alternatives.
The biological treatment alternative [4] does not achieve the same level

of protection as the other treatment alternatives although the operational

and present worth costs are much less costly. This alternative would have

to be supplemented with one of the other alternatives to account for dioxins,

Ll
|

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

State and Community Acceptance

No written comments or questions were received during the public comment
period. Verbal questions and concerns raised at the onen 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 communicate with residents throughout
the duration of the project [desiyn and implementation],

o0 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 has authority to approve a contract sole source. However,
several options exist for contracting out the remedial alternative in a
competitive manner. These will be_explorea thoroughly during remedial
" design. - e A R L
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TABLE 3 REMEDTAL ARLTERNATIVES
COST COMPARTSON SUMMARY
UNITED CREOSOTING

[ N
oA

F S SN LI s A

i
N

S XA o POST LOSURE qoTa* | IMPLEMENTATION
TR . OPERATION  MONITORING AND  TPRESENT 4 - CONSTRUCTION
MLTERNATIVE™ % . © . CAPITAL.COST COST MAINTENANCE COST WORTH _+ TIME (YEARS)

N/A

" No Action - ; EAEE 56,100 N/A $188,000 $ 244,100

Clay Caps o<1 . $1,760,000 N/A $590,000 § 2,400,000 . 0.5
A Y P . ' -

ot B a1 : '

197

On-Site Incinbration | . 43,300,000 $ 42,800,000  $200,000 $ 46,000,000

Biological Treatment . .$3,960,000 $ 2,300,000 $360,000 $ 7,000,000

§

i

Solvent Extraction '$2,200,000 $ 19,600,000 $150,000 $ 22,000,000

it L]

. Lo ' 3 a‘:" ' . t * ‘ o
" Dff-site Incineration | '$4,300,000 $185,900,000 $140,000 $190,060,000'

i Co

BT

G
L ‘ A
~*Present worth calculated over monitoring and maintenance period required for each alternative
includes a 10% discount rate.

0024769
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1X, SELECTED REMEDY

Onsite Critical Fluid Extraction, Offsite Dispasal of Hastes.
and Reburial of Treated Soil

A1l soils exceeding the established target action levels as Yisted 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 setting versus a
light commercial area. Noncarcinogenic levels are intended fo 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 degradation. See Remediation Goals,
Section VI, for a detailed explanation of these numbers.

-;-Eﬂmnwﬁnapnu
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Excavation will proceed as necessary to prepare feed material for the
critical flurd 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 temparary relocations, this option should be inctuded and costs
adjusted on the basis of the pre-remedial sampling effort [Description
of Alternatives, Section VII] and circumstances at the time of remedial
design, Care would be taken to keep the residents and area businesses
aware of the activities to take place so as to minimize short-term
potential health impacts.

N A3 =R
; iy
‘.‘\_‘. s . . .

All soils excavated would be treated onsite utilizing critical 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 ansite. 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 o

| " transport, the concentrate will be transported to an off-site dispesal s

- 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.

<ot - ]

A

_Results of a pilot scale treatability study using soil from the United
Cre050t1ng site show significant removal efficiencies of all contaminants

- of contern. Confirmatory sampling should show that health levels are

] met and that treatment standards for K001 contaminateq soils are met
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Table 4: Target Action Levels for Contaminants in Soils
United Creosoting Site - Lonroe, Texas

Target Soil Action Levels for Carcinogenic Compounds

Polycyclic Aromatic¢ Hydrocarbons

Residential Soils . = -: =.s. 330.ppb Total BAP Equivalents
~_ Industrial Soils - _...40,000 ppb Total BAP Equivaignts

Dioxiné and Furans

% Residential Soils 1 ppb Total 2,3,7,8-TCOD Equivalents
Industriil Soils 20 ppb Total 2,3,7,8-TCDD Equivalents
Target Soil Action Levels for Noncarcinagenic Compounds
Total Noncarcinogenic PAHs 2,000 ppm
Total PCP 150 ppm
‘ N e . 30 | m
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prior to reburial, Air emissions due to treatment would not occur since l
the precess 15 a closea process. Water generated from the process would

be recycled or discharged as necessary. Appropriate testing would be

performed Lo ensure water quality is adequate for the ultimate discharge I
destination,

~_...Optimization of the process is feasible to obtain the target soil action - ,Til .
levels specified in this ROD for industrial land use. Therefore, treated
soil could be spread on the commercial portien of the site as target soil -
action levels and LOR treatment standards for KQQ1 contaminated soils QO
are met. Residential areas excavated would be backfilled with clean fill

and restered to pre-remedy condition as practical, If the volume of soil Sz

is excessive for placement on the commercial property, the remedy will be

clarified by an "Explanation of Significant Differences”. N'
. -1 -

The mobile treatment unit would be removed from the site after treatment o

of contaminated soils are complete. “Groundwater monitoring wells not to
be utili- d as part of post-closure monitoring will be decommissioned and
the arc , restored to pre-remedial condition as practical. To the extent
legally feasible, a notice will be recorded in the real property records
of any property physically wmpacted by the remedial action. Each notice
should include a statement of the concentration of contaminants remaining
on site.

Imptementation 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,
H-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.
A1l requirements for this remedy that are Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate [ARARs] can be met through adequate design and planning.
ARARs for this remedy 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.

i
Ak

Long-term effectiveness is achieved through removal and ultimate destruction
of the contaminants of concern. In addition, treatment 15 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 reduced to a winimum. UYltimate destruction
of contaminants through incineration of the concentrate leaves behind
minimum residue, if any. In comparison to other alternatives which require =~ . 7=

~—- -excavation for treatment of contaminants, 'mplementation of this remedy
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TABLE 5: APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS .
o FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY
P UMITED CREQSOTING SITE

FEDERAL State of Texas

REQUIREMENT Requirement Comment

Clean Air Act
42-U.S.C.f?4ﬂl, 7416

4 Mationdl Ambient Air State Implementation Ambient Air Quality Standards will be met during th
Quality Standards Plan (Federally-approved remedial action.
4Q CFR Part 50 Texas Air Control [Doard

Rules and Regulations)
ETET ‘ ’ t:‘r’f‘ Log
€lear Water Act

133 U,8.€. 1251 -~ 1376

F
Effluent Guidelines and Water Quality Standards Criteria for water quality are set as based on toxicity
Standards .for the -+ 40 CFR Part 131 to aguatic organisms and human health--State standards
iPoint Source Category take into account a particular stream, i.e. Aliigator
~@0'€,F.Rhs?art~{?2.44 Creak. v

4 National Poliutant

Best Management Practices are necessary for a discharge
it “Didcharg® Ciimination into waters of the United States during the response
HY T System 40 €.F.R Part 125 action.
’; National! Pretreatment Requirement for a discharge into a publicly owned
sl Stahdards g

treatment works [POTW] since standards to control
40 C.F.R. Part 403 C o ‘ paliutants which pass through or interfere with treatment

N - . processes in POTHs, or which may contaminate sewage
N studge must be meot,
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Tabie 5 Continued

FEDERAL : STATE QF TEXAS
REQUIREMERTS REGYIREHENT

Hazardous ‘Materials &
Transportation Act
40 4.S5.€. 1801 -~ 1813

Hazardovs Materfals -
Transportation Rzgulations
49 €.F.R. Parts 107, 171-177

Occupaticnal Safety and
Health Act
29 11.5.C. 651-678

Rivers and Harbors Act
of 1899 '
33 U.5.C. 303 =

Executive Order on Floodplain
hManagement, Exec Order No 11968
B IS

o
. .

COMMINT i

Requirement for tﬁe transportation of hazardous
materfals., S

Requirement which regulates warkers' health and safety.

Consideratian for activities taken in the 100-year
floodplain or for areas near the 100-year floodplain
boundary.
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Table & Contirued

FEDERAL =~ =
REQUIREMENT

State of Texas
... Requirement

Texas Solid Waste

Solid Waste Bisposal Act :
Disposal Act ‘ "

42 U.5.C. 6901 ~ 6987

002485

Stihdards}fﬁr Owners and
Operators of Harardous
Naste Treatment, Storage,
and - Disposal Fac1lit1es
40 C.F.R. Part 264, 265

Standards Applicable to
Transporters of Hazardous -
waste 40 C.F.R. Part 262, 263

Use‘and'Management of
Containers: Subpart I
40 CaFlRt 2641171 - 264-1?8

Tanks: Subpart dJ

40 C.F-R. 2640190 - 2640197
Naste Piles: Subpart L

40 €.F.R. 268.251

1,

Landkbxsposal Restrfctfons
49 E F.R. Part 258

v
[

f

. (
. . El‘ -
Shok o b s e

Minimum national standards for the %cceptable management
of hazardous wastes for owners and operators of facilitie
which treat, store or dispose af hazardous wastes which
must be considered during the remedial action.

t

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

Requirement for temporary storage of RCRA hazardous
waste.

Requirement for temporary std?age of RCRA hazardous
waste.

Requirement for non-containerﬁzed accumulation of solid,
nonflamable hazardous waste that 1s used for treatment or

storage.

Requirement for the treatment of so0ils containing K001
listed woodpreserving wastes.
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is judged to be reliable and should not pose short term risk to the community
and 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

ret 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 rema1n ons1te above_ health based leveis, -

Commun1ty and state acceptance is favorable to “his remedy in comparison
to other alternatives presented during public comment. The community has
requested more involvement Yn the remaining phase of the project. EPA
and THC will incorporate thlS concern into the Community Relations Plan
as prastical.

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 [groundwater].

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

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.

0ff-Sit= Incineration and Disposal - although same level of protection is
achieved for human health and the environment, transport and
increased handling of the high volume of contaminated soils
creates short-term risk considerations during implementation
due to the close proximity of residents. In addition, the
costs for this alternative were nearly one order of magnitude
greater than those of the selected remedy.

- -

Documantation of No Significant Change o

The Proposed Plan for the United Creosoting s‘te was released for public
comment in July 1989, The Proposed Plan identified Alternative 5, -
Critical Fluid Extraction with Incineration of the Organic Concentrate,
as the pref'erred alternative. EPA reviewed all comments obtained during
the public comment period and determined that no changes to the remedy,
as it was originally idegtified in the Praposed Plan, were necessary.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
UNITED CREOSOTING COMPARY
RECORD OF DECISION

September 1989

This Community Relations Responsiveness Summary is divided into the
following sections:

Section 1 - Background of Community Involvement and Concerns. This
section provides a brief history of community interest and concerns raised
during remedia’ "planning activities at the United Creosoting sites from
the time the s'te was proposed for inclusion cn the Naticnal Priorities
List.

Section Il - Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment
Period. Comments are paraphrased and EPA's responses are provided.

BACKGROUND ON COMIUNITY INVOLVEMENT

During the 1940'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 cwners were basically unaware of the previous land
usage and the potential hazards until the site was added to the National
Priorities List in September 1983. Summarized below are significant
events in community involvement following the proposed inclusion of this
site on the National Priorities List:

1983

SEPTEMBER ~ An 1mitial property owners' meeting was held on

September 6, 1983, to discuss the Superfund program and current site
conditions. Tne vast majority of those in attendance demonstrated a very
high level of concern.

DECEMBER = On December 8, 1983, a homeowners ieeting with EPA was held to
discuss a proposed "Immediate Respanse Action® to place a temporary cap
aver 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 February 28, 1984, the results of the fnitial sampling
effort associated with the Immediate Response Action were discussed with
homeowners. While low levels of organic contaminants were found in
soils, no immeciate health risks were detected. The initial set of
samples were used to frame a more intensive Remedial Investigatien

';M=ﬂmsampling effort, - 7 L
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MARCH - An EPA fact sheet was published announc1ng the fund1ng of the
Remegial Invest1gat10n in Harch 1985.

1986

JANUARY -~ On January 27, 1986 a homeowners meeting was held to discuss
the results of the Remedjal Investigation sampling effort. The o
meeting was jointly conducted by ATSOR, TWC, and EPA staff. Citizens

- were extremely concerned that property values had been adversely affected

002489

by the designation of United Creosoting as a Superfund site, and were

concerned about the safety of ]1v1ng in close prox1m1ty to hazardous
waste. . e

JULY - On July 1986, the Feasibility Study for the site was released
along with EPA's proposed remedy. Based on an evaluation of available
techinologies, EPA proposed ensite incineration of contaminated soils,

AUGUST - Two community workshops were held on August 20 and 26 ard 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 contamninants in surface
soils were below concentrations recommended by ATSDR, no short term
health threat was presented. Therefore EPA explained that it lacked the
authority to buy out homes. Praperties immediately over or adjacent to
buried waste were, however, eligible for purchase by the goverument since
all actions to0 treat or consolidate wastes would require excavation.
Much of the community wanted EPA to investigate innovative remea1es 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, it provided for: -

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

4] Dem011t1on 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 1ncinerat!on and

¢ Re evaluation of remeaial options uithin five years.

OCTOBER = Fact sheets -describing the remedyrwere mailed to the residents. i
On October 16, 1989, -the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorizatlun Act ;

of 1986 was signed, replacing the estting Superfund law. o
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1987

MARCH - EPA mailed a newsletter to residents explaining the status of
Tmplementation of the ROD and the 1mpact of the new law.

JUNE - An updated newsletter was mailed 1nd1cat1ng that funding had been
obtained to begin 1mp1ement1ng the ROD.

- =t S e

-

JANUARV - "SITE" program fact sheets were “issued announcing a period

From February to March 1988 for EPA to receive comments 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. lInstead, biological treatment was investigated
by the Texas Water Commission, independent of the SITE program.)

APRIL - EPA mailea a progress report to the residents.,

MAY - On May 12, 1988 EPA and TWC conducted an open house to review design
plans for the temporary cap.

JUKE - EPA mailed a progress report to the restdents.
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 comnunity residents announcing the pilot
demonstrattion 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 outllne the alternatives presented in
the Feasibility Study Amendment Report and ta discuss the upcoming
public comment period on these a\ternat1ves. Forty people registered at
this open house, : B

SUMMARY QF PUBLIC COMMENT

The comment period began on July 17 and ended on August 15, 1989. The
public meeting was held August 3, 1989, in the St. Mavks Lutheran Church
Fellowship Hall in Conroe, Texas. Forty-eight people registered at the
meeting and six made oral 'statements or asked questions. Although no °
written comments or guestions were .received, the following cencerns were
expressed at the Public Meeting: - _ '

- Lomment No. 1: In a neighborhood situation, why won't EPA and TWC. buy

out the homeawners and put them in a safe situation.
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Response No. 1: Under Section 104 [Response Authorities] and 111 [Use
of Funds] of Title I - Proyisions Relating Primarily to Response and
Lvability of the Suyperfund Amengments 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 to physically
execute a remedy. . - -

The purchase of six homes and one vacant property was deemed necessary in .
the 1986 ROD in order to excavate the former ponds area.and remove the ) T
source of contamination. EPA believes that there is no immediate health L
threat for residents of the neighborhood and intends to conduct more o
detailed sampling to characterize existing soil contamination. These '
data will be evaluated using the cleanup criteria specified in this ROD
and the results shared with residents of the community. :

Comment No. 2: People that work on a Superfund site, such as United
Creosoting, 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
Tittle children playing out here barefoot without any breathing apparatus
that will continue to do so during this cleanup period.

002491

Response No, 2: EPA and TWC field staff who work un hazardous waste
sites a5 an occupation are potentially exposed to a wide spectrum of
chemical contamination from many different places. EPA requires them
to wear protective clothes because of the cumulative exposures they
may experience. Security ai the site during construction will

prevent children and adults from trespassing in the excavation areas.

Comment No. 3: Tne previous ROD (1986) saidg that there is no danger from
the contaminated ground waters-pnce the contaminants are removed and

the ground water clears itself, However, the 400 years required far this
to occur is a long time. ‘

Response No. 3: The mode! used to estimate the 400-year attenyation
period 15 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 the shallow aquifer is not anticipated due to low yield of
the aquifer. ST ' i - U

Comment No. 4: 1 am not comfortable with the extent of past sampling ¥
performed in yards of the neighborhood to beligve that we [the residents] E
are adequately protected. ' Lo

Response No. 4: EPA agrees that more detailed sampling is required. The

“survey will be share¢ with residengs..

S
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sampling conducted in 1985 was intended to provide the basis for — .- o E - |
evaluating broad remedial options; it was not sufficiently detailed to 1
prepare design plans.“‘Bgfore.the,RemediaIuﬂesign is commenged, EPA will
conduct & more intensive sampling campaign in the community to ifdentify
contours of surface and subsurface contamination. The results of this
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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 OkTahoma (where OTA asserted that EPA made no
commitment to clean up ground water needing remediation) and the site

the State of Washington (where OTA contended that EPA selected a remedy
without treatability studies), — o

y

Response No. 5: EPA disagrees with much of QTA's report and has
responded with a rather extensive rebuttal. For example, the Record of
Deciston for the Compass site did commit EPA to pumping and treating
groundwater if needed. The maTn component 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 the United Creosoting.

002492
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Comment No. 6: One commentor indicated that people felt left out and
recommended that EPA recognize a4 committee of homeowners with whom the
agency would regularly communicate during design and construction activities,

Response No, 6: There are several facets of EPA's response to this comment:
(A) Reqgarding past community relations efforts - As shown at the
beginning of this Responsiveness Sumnary, EPA and the TWC have kept
citizens informed through a variety of techniques. EPA has given citizen
concerns an important weight in decision making (e.g. the 1986 decision
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 future in terms
of presence 3t the site and o?portun1t1es for public review. To this
end, EPA will revise the site's Community Relations Plan to provide
greater and more regular contact.

.“ Rf

oyt

Jiad

{B) Regarding special status of a community group - EPA recognizes the
impact” that remedial activities wil! have on the Tanglewood East sub-
division and understands the need to increase communication with the
homeowners during these activities. Comments received through this
comnunication will be addressed based on their technical, scientific,
and legal content as well as how they reflect upon the wishes of the
community as a whole. SR e e

Fi

$?III

&
i

(C) Technical Assistance Grants - Groups of citizens are eligible to
receive grants of up t¢ $50,000 (one per Superfund site) to ‘secure
assistance in reviewing the technical merits ot EPA plans and data. =
Announcements and Workshops for_interested ¢itizens have besen issued and
conducted by EPA in the Houston area in the past. EPA representatives at
..the meeting offered to return to Conroe to provide more information 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 recommendations are received by EPA as explained above.
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Comment No. 7: How much propane is going to be brought cut to implement

the supercritical process? Isn't propane flammable?

Response No. 7: The conceptual design estimate is approximately

160 1bs/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 regulations 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 the operators

and local residents.

b

Comment No. 8: How many times has supercr1t1ca] f]u!d extraction been
implemented successfu]ly’ Where? e A

Respons: No. 8: Several pilot scale tests have been performed favorable
at various 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
s011 into a supertoxin, how much of that stuff is going to be able to
accumulate here before 1t is moved away?

Response No. 9: EPA's preference is to accumulate enly enough concentrate
to transport out safely and 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 implementaticn.

Comment No. 10: Is EPA going to pirchase, or lease, the vacant 3rea in

Jack Clarke"s property where the treatment process is proposed to occur?

Response No:_IQ: Ho.

Comment No. 11: 1 don't feel comfortable to have my family at home

during the remedial action implementation. Will temporary relocations
still be offered?

Response No. 11: Yes. The critéria by abating possible fugitive air
poliutants, work shutdowns, and temporary relocation will be developed as
a component of the design and shared wlth the community for review and
Comen - e LTE0 - ﬁﬂf 3 N o )*":—m .

__Q,_ - -

i

Comment No. 12: How w111 we know if air emissions ‘reach a dangerous

Tevel? Wi11 alarms go off? Will you go door-to-door to not:ﬁy us’

002493
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Response No. 12: The contingency plan described above will deal with
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
community, and to provide a system of reporting this information to
residents. The contingency would be designed to avoid any acute N
wmﬂmm. - "“f T e T T

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

Response No. 13: No. The level of review, at both EPA and TMC, provides

a great level of expertise prior to selecting a remedial action for the
United Creogsoting 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 site.
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?

Respense 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 commynity. 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 one 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 put 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. However, you cannot predict what is
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 will take care. of thag’ Ne wil] §t111 have Jthe same |
problem we have toda; o cr e E SRR e anag a i
Response No. 15: EPA has developed cleanup cr1ter1a for this ROD which
—.Andicate 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, EPA 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
predicting any contamination beneath a home. However, if a house 1s ever
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--like a mining operatien,
puiling the dirt up completely enclosed -- into the treaiment unit?

Response Ho, 16:

That is a design criteria and may be considered during
remedial design. '

Comment No. 17: Jf you have information for the homgowners, the public
Hibrary 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 wWas 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'e lipe?

Response No. 18: EPA agrees. A new figure has been provided in this ROD,
Figure 2 on page 3 of the Decision Summary, which shows the current land
uses of the site as a whole.

002495
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Tomee -2
POTERTIAL APPLICARLE OR QELEVART ANR APYROPRLATE DEGUIRENENUTS

ll:ﬂlli—spmtfﬁ o

Actfons by Requirements

Prerequisites for Applicabitity cf, g/ Citation

Capping

Plucement of 8 cap cover waste (e.g.,
closing o tendfitl, or clostng » sur-
face impoundeent or waste pile as s
Landfitl, or simfiar sction) requires
s cover designed and constructed to:

o Provide long-teem minimiratfon or
migration of liquids through the
capped area;

Function with minimm maintenrance;

Promote drafnage and minimize erosion
or abrasfon of the cover;

Accommodate settling and subsfdence a0
that the cover’s integrity is
maintained; and

Have » parmeabiiity less then or equst
to the permesbility of any bottom
Liner system or neturst sub-soile
present.

El{imfnate free liquids, stabilifze
wastes before capping (rurface
{mpoundments).

kestrict post-cloxure use of property
a8 necessary to prevent demsge to the
cover.

Prevent run-on and run-off from damsag-
ing cever,

, Protect snd ms{ntain surveyed benchmarks
- tsed to focate waste cells (landfitls,
%x waste pliten,

3

i

RCEA hezerdous weste placed et sfte after the A0 CTFR 254.22878)
effecttve date of the requirecents, or plecement {Surface Impoundments)
of hazerdous weste {nto another unit witl meke &0 CFR 254.258(b)(Waste
requirements appliceble when the waste 5 being Plles)

covered uith a cap for the purpose of leaving 1t 40 CFR 2564.%10({s)
behind after the rewedy o completed, Copping  (lendfilie)

without such plecement will not make requiresents

applicable. df

A0 CFR 266.228¢0)

40 CFR 264.117¢c)

43 CER 264.228(D)
Av CFR 264.310(b)

&0 CFR 264.310(b)

- s e

E
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Currentiy only BCRR, CUA, and SOUA requirements are Included.
wnaiyzed,

Actfon atternatives from ROD keyword Index,

Addittonal actfon-specific requirements will be added sx additional statutes are

FY19gs Record of Dectsion Anvnunl Repart, Jenuary 1987, Nezerdous S{te Control pivisfon, EPA.

Requirements have been proposed but not promulgated for sir stripping, hybrid closurze, ges coltlection snd miscetlloneous unit trestment. When
these regulations are promulgated, they will be (ncluded {n the mntrix.

Some action-speclific requirements listed may be refevant and sppropriste even {f RCRA definftions of storage, dizposal, or hsrardous wazte are not

uet, or if the waste st the site (s similesr to but not identifiable as & RCRA hersrdous waste.

appropriate RCRA recuirements.

L L
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See Chepter 2 for {nformation on relevant and
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Actiew-Apecitic a7

Actions b7

Requirements

Prorequisites for Applicsbility ¢7, df

Clitation

Cleswre of Land Ir-i—w
Ynite

!
i
|

lh-"ﬁﬂ-ln‘ htn Enltn

Contnfner St&-p

HEETRE 1Y
AU T T VIR WIS T W PR

re— e

Naxiwize degradatfon, trarzforsation,

Clozure of fand Creatment unitse.

femobitizetion of hazerdous constituents

within the treatment rone, wminimtre
runof? of constituents, maintafn run-
ot sottrol xystem and run-off manage-
ment systew, contrel wind disperssil of
hazardous waste, maintein unssturated
xone monftoring, estsbiish vegetative
cover, and astablish background soil
~vslues to detarmine consistency with
pernit values,

With respect to the waste thet &s
moved, see requircaents fn the foltow-
fng sections: Cepping, Closure uith
Meste in Place.

Lomsiners of RCEA hezardous uaste
mut be:

o Malntelned n goed condition;

o CompatTble with Mazerdous waste |
to be stored; and

o Closed during storage {except to
add or remove waste).

Inspect contsiner storage sress weekly
for deterfiorstion.

Hovement of harardouw waste and plecewent (nte’
another onft,

Storage of RCRA herardous waste ({fsted or i

cherscteristic) not meeting suell quantity |

generator criteris held for & temporary perlo&'
greater than S0 deys before teeatmant, dispossl
or storage elsevhere (L0 CFR 264.10), In e

contsiner {{.e. sy portable device in which &

waterisl fs stored, transported, disposed of,
or handled), A generytor who accumulates aor
stcres herardous waste on-site for 90 days or
less in compliance with A0 CFR 2862.34 (a)(1-4)

is not sublect to full RCRA grorage requirements.,

Sasit Ity generstors sre not subject to the
90 day Limit (L0 CFR 262.34¢c),(d), and (o)),

Flace containers on a gloped, crack-free

boza, and protect from contact with
sccumutered Liquid, Provide contain-
ment system with & capecity cf 10 per-

cent of the volume of containers of free

N fquids,

Remove spilled or lesked wmste

JAn & timely manner Lo prevent overflow of

Lhe contelnment system.

40 crr 264,280

See Cnpp!ui, Closure with
Heste {n Pleace

40 CFR 264.171
AD CTFR 264.172

40 CFR 264173

AQ CFR 264 174

! o
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PFOTERTIAL APPLICASIE CR RELEVANT AED APPROPETATE REOTRENEATS

Mlmlﬂc o .

Actions b/ Requirements Prerequisites for Applicability e/, df Citation
Comtaliner Stevage Keep containers of {gnitable or resctive 40 CRF 266.176
{cont inued) weite at (esst 50 feet form the facility’s

. sroperty Line, ‘ '
Yetp incompatible materisls separste. &0 CFR 264177
Separate incompatiblie materials stored
near each ather by & dike or other
harrler,
At closure, remove all harardous waste : &0 CFR 265.178

and residues from the containment systems,
and decontsminate or remove slt contsiners,
Liners.

: Storage of batned usstes must be In ' 40 CFR 268.50
! sccordence with 40 CFR 268. then such

storage accurs beyond one yesr, the

owner/operstor bears the burden or

proving that such storaege [s solely for

the purpose of sccumulating sufficlent e i
quantities to silow for proper recovery, T
treateent, and dispoxel. Voo %“ T
§  Slecharge of Trostuent System Best Avafisble Yechnotogy: . o :,;%ﬁi‘ i.’. .
. EFflwent . R R T BETRIT e o
- P Use of best avellsble technology (BAT) Polnt source discharge to wetery of tial United 40 CFR 122.44(»)
‘ economically schievable {a required to States. {7 I/ ‘ T
control toxic snd nonconventionsl |
potiutants. Use of best conventionat - T
1 ‘ pollutant contral technology (BCT) is o bl
required to control conventionst . : . N
pollutants, Technology-based iimtta- . ; -

Al b PR T
| tions mey be determined on » cese-~by-
case basin,

Uater Quality Standards:

£ oty e fr e s 18 om Co T ,
Lk H“.‘ frocisate aw) 42 Appticabte *ederally approved State E &0 CTFR 122.44 and States
. o water qustity standards must be complied regutations approved
L [ uith, Thets standards may be in sddi- under 40 CFR 131

tion to or more stringent then other
Federal stondards under the CWA. K/

PR bischarge timitations must be establish- &0 CFR 122.4K4¢e)
o od at more stringent Levels than tech-
nology-based standsrds for toxic
poliutants.
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TAELE -2 teentireed)
L L . POTERVIAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REFEUTRENFUIS
Action-Speciife ss '

Actlons bf Requirements Prerequisites for Appticabitity ¢/, d/ Citation

Mlacharge of Treatment System
Efflumt
Ccontinued)

gest Management Practices:

Develop and fmplement a Best Hanagement 40 CFr 125.100
T TR .. Practices program to prevent the relesase , .

ol e b a wey OF toxic constituents to surface weters. ' Sy ‘
e AR Aty b " The Nest Management Practice progrem  Dlscharge to waters of the U.S. g 40 CFR 125.104
. must:
I LI R PR .
g, s Y o Esteblish wpeclfic procedures for ‘ o
1 b s j§ r Wi [ YT HET Y . . . \ Eobgr b
i e 43". Cr RN Rouba e the control of toxic and hazardous
F L Dy R T poliutent spilis.

-

T e o Include s prediction of direction,

rate of flow, and total quentity of
toxfc poltutants where experience
indicates & ressonable potential for
equipment faflure.

, o Assure proper mansgement of solid and
Bods o ower bR el & oW hazardous weste {n sccordence with

L P TS WYY TR PR regulations promulgeted under RCRA.

B L LRI AR Y Y - g . .- .
Bt T a%w“ Fad w Monitoring Requirements:

| Bischarge sust be monftored to assure 40 CER 922.41C0)
- complisnce. ODischarge will monitor: ‘ !

The mass of esch pollutant

The volume of effluent
Frequency of discharge and other
messurenents as sppropriate

LE-N ]

o/ Regionsl adwintstrator may revise Length of post-closure care perfod (40 CFR 264.117).

b/ Landfill unite meeting the requirements of 40 CFR 264.301(f) are not subject to RCRA minfmum technology requfreientl. !

517 Matecs of the U.8.* {s defined broadly Tn 40 CFR 122.2 snd fneludes essentfally any water body and wetlterd.
Pl ::eetion 121 of SARA exempts on-site CERCLA sctivities from obtafning permita. Wowever, the substentive requirements of £ law or regulation must
. be met,

tes particular, on-site discharges to surface waters are exempt from procedurat NPDES permit requirements. OFf-site dischargers woutd be
required to appiy for and obtain an NPDES permit.

WG st Glee d g fe Wiy

uc:farcport . 004
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- - ) TABLE £-2 Tcentirued) L ;
. YOTENVIAL APPLICARLE OR RELEVANT ASD APPROPRTATE REGUIRINENTS .

;'11{4\5,;‘L,;, [

Action-Specific o/

ketions b/ ) Requirements Prerequisites for Applicebility ¢/, d/ . Citation

Discherge of Treatment System Approved test methods for waste ) . . &0 CFR 136.1-136.4
Effluent (oontineed) | . . constituent to be monitored must be PR
' followed. Detafled requirements for

aralytical procedures and quality ‘ . .

controls are provided.

Ssmple preservation precedures, con-
tainer materials, and meximm sllov-
able holding times are pre:cribed,

Comply with addit{onsl substentive . A0 CFR 122.41C1)
conditions such ss: .

o ODuty to mitigete sny adverse effects
of any discharge; and

o Proper operation snd maintenance of
trestaent systems,

S 3 i

e 1l ‘ o L g :

;‘_DIM of ai;uevtym bischarge of poliutants that pass- Indfrect discharge to o PNIVW. &0 CFR £403.5
Freatuent Uerks (FOTHS (off- through the POTH without trestment,

sfte activity, see footnote m/} interfere with POTW operstion,
contaminete POTV sludge, or endenger
heelthsaafety of POTW workers, fs i j
prohibited. i

specific prohibitions preclude the : !
dischaerge of peliutants to POTHs that: :

A7 "daters of the U.3.% ¢ defined bromdly in 40 CFR 122.2 and inctudes essentfally any weter body and wetlend,

L7 Section 121 of SARA exempts on-ufte CERCLA sctivitiea from obtefning permits. Wowever, the substentive requiremants of s lew or regulation must
be met. In particular, on-sfite discharges to surface weters sre exempt from procedural KPDES permit requicements. Off-site dischargers would be
required to epply for and obtain an MPDES permit.

B X/ federst Uater Gustity Criterfs may be relévant snd appropriate depending on the desfgnsted or potential use of the water, vhe medis affected, the
o purposes of the criveris, and current information. (CERCLA T29¢d}(2)(B)(i)) Federal Water Guality Criterfa for the protection of aquatic Life
will be relevant and oppropriste when anvironmentsl factors (e.g., protection of squetfc orgenisms) are being considered. (50 FR IJuly 29,

40 19850).
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YARLE £-2 (contimwd)

N P POTENTIAL APPLICASLE OF RELEVARY AND APPROPRIATE REGUIRIRENTS

Action-Specific af

Actions bf . - .. “k Requirenents Prerequinites for Applicabitity ¢f, &/ ,
o dies .1 g iR e e - . i
] ' .
Biucharge af Publictty Owed o Create s five or exnlosfon hatard in
Treatment tierks (POTUS (off-~ the POTU;
site activity, see footnote m/)
{continued) [

citstion

Wit ceuse corrosive atructural change
to POTY;

o Obstruct flow resutting in inter- b .
ference; :

@ Are digcharged at & flow rate and/or
: concentration that &#itl resutt in
interference; and

o ¢ Incresse the tempersture of wastowater

H : entering the trestment plant that

T would result (n fnterference, but

. fn no case refse the POTH igfluent
tewpersture sbove 104°F 40y,

Diacherge must comply with Loce!

- POTH pretrestment program, in-

P cluding POTW-gpecific potlutents,
‘L wpill prevention program require-
o menty, and reporting and monitering
requirements,

42 CFR £03.5 ond l{ocafl
POTY regulations

E

RCRA permit-by-rule requirements

Encavation

11
'
i
i
Sl
¥
'
i
i
b
i

Cincluding correctfve action where
the WPDES permit uea {ssued sfter

November 8, 1984) must de complied
= uith for diacherges of RCRA hazar-
" ~dous wastes to POTUs,

!
i

‘Novement of excavatsd matertsls to new
iocation and placement €n or on tand
witt trigger tand disposal restrictions
¥

Ares from which materfels are excavated
‘moy trequlire ctaanup to levels estab-
_*Hshed by etosure requfirements,

- truck, reil, or dedicated pipe (f.e., pipe

fransport of RCRA hszardous westes to POTWS by ~ 40 CFR 270.50
soiely dedicated Tor hazerdous usste tas defined

fn 40 CFR 264) which dischorges from within the

boundaries of the CERCLA site to within the

boundaries of the POTH),

Materigls containing RCRA hazerdous westes
subject to Lend dleposal reatricticons are
placed {n another unit.

40 CFR 268 (Subpert D)

RCRA hazardous waste placed at gite after the See Closure in this
effective dete of the requirements Ezhibit.

ok .

LR L BT |ﬁ"41

ucsfsreport.o04
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§ 7 ,:gctibn 121 of SARR exempts on-site CERCLA sctivities from obtafning permits, However, the substantive requirements of & lew or regulation must
) met.

En partfcutar, on-site discharges to surface waters are exempt from procedursl NPDES permit requirements.
reguired to apply for and obtein an KPDES permit,

off-site dischargers would be

e e

. 002502

=

L




a4 I(“i{:g [P I R s

TARLE £-2 (centimed)
POTENTIAL APPLICARLE OR RELEVAETY AND APPRUPCIATE GEWITEENCETS
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Digcherge to PotUt fe cons{dered on off-sfte activity (tee p. 3-21 or discusafon of requirements); therefore, requiremente related to discharge to
off-site actions must comply with all legelly appiicadle requirements, both

[RRPT-T-) YIS A s

Ii).l—ﬂii AT

of combination with other wastes, and 1f

the wnste anatysis demonstrates that no

Appendix YII constituent (& present that

might reasonsbly be expected to be C ' :
presented. : "

Performince stenderds for Incinerstors: RCRA hazardous waste. : !

0 Achieve o destruction and removel
efficiency of 99.99 percent for each
principat orgenfce hererdous
constituent {n the weste feed and
99.9999 percent for dioxins:

o Reduce hydrogen chioride smissfons to
1.8 kg/hr or t percent of the BCt in
the stack gsees before entering sny
poltution control devices; sand

o Mot relesse perticuiste In excess of
180 myrdsca corrected for smount of
oxygen in stack gas.

Monitortng cf verious parsmeters during
operation of the incinerator {s required.
These parsmeters fnctude:

Combust{on tempersture:

Waste fead rate;

An indicetor of combuation gas
velocity; end

o Cerbon monoxide,

L]
o
o

B Yy

#ctions by i’ o Requirements trerequisites for Applicabitity ¢f, o/ Citation
i Ky .o TR } . .
fncineratisn Analyze the waste feed. RCAA hezardous waste 40 CFR 264.341
" Dispose of all harardous weste and o &0 CFR 264.351
residues, including ash, scrubber water,
end scrubber sludge. ;
4
e further requirements spply to A0 CFR 264.340
incinerstors that only burn wastes that
sre tigted ot horardous aolely by virtue
& B HE

A0 CFR 264.343
§ -

| 40 CFR 266.362 ' .

&0 CFR 266,343
Ll

‘%0 €FR 264.343

8 POTU sre not ARARs, but pre Encluded fn this exhibit for reference,
substantive and sdminiatrative.

The concept of %retevent and sppropriate™ is not available for off-site actions,




TABLE 4-2 (continued)
POTEATIAL APPLICARLE OR RELEVANT A AFPROPRIAVE REQUIREREETS a7

Actien-Specific ar

Actfons b/ Requlrements Prerequisites for Applicability c/, d/ Cication

Incineration (continued) Controt fugitive emissions either by: &0 CFR 266,345 L s

- v o Keeping combustion zone seaied or ‘ R
o o Maintaining combustion-rone pressure e
N touer than atmospheric pressure
Utilize sutomatic cutoff gsystem to stop
wsste ferd when operating conditions
: deviate,

Specisnl performance standard for Liguid on non-tiquid PtBs ot comehtﬂtim of 40 CFR 761,70 R
incineration of PCBs: 50 ppm or greater. ’ PETE

o Achieve & destructfon and removat
efficiency of 99.9999 percent; : L

¢ Elther & gecond duell time at 1200 . AR :
; degrees € (+100) and 3 percant axcess ’ i .
LigrEoad ) oxygen fn ateck gas; or 1.5 second
Borh oodtbkery BE OB de o v dwell time at 1600 degrees C. and 2
: percent excess oxygen in steck gas;
L1 i - and
i g, pue b _iimimgwa v Xth
. ¢ For non-{iquid PCHs, mass air
ewissions from the incinerator shall :
‘be no grester than G.001 g. X8 per kg . K R A
of the PCBs entering the incinerator, ’

i Demonctrete thet harardous constituents L0 CFR 284.27%
! for esch waste can be completely
! degraded, trensformed, or {mmobliized in
the treatment zone,

g Land Vireatarent Prior to dlend treatment, the wsste RCRA hazardous waste being treated or placed
must be trested to EDAT levels or fnto another unit,
meet & no migration standard.

Ensure that hazsrdous constituents sre . &D LFR 264,27t
‘ ‘ degraded, transformed, or fmmobil{ized
] i within the treatment zone.

Makimum depth of trestment zone must be &0 CFR 264.271
: o no more than 1.5 meters (5 feet) from the
T L e S SR TR infeial soll surface and more then 1
i P meter €3 feet) above the seazonal high )
¥ water table. . T D -

o

I}
r *\‘F’O*'?i‘yg-r’ﬁn"'m s T

0/ An underground source of drinking water (USDV) s & non-exewmpted squifer or (ta portfon uhfch: (1) supplies sny public weter system, or (2) which
contains & sufficient quantity of groundwater to supply e public water system snd supplles drinking water for human consumption or contains fewer than
10,000 mg/7t total digsolved solida, (40 CFR 144.3)

ucs:fsrepart . D04 . .

. 002504
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TRELE §-2 {comtirued) .
POTERTIAL APPLICABLE DR RELEVAKT ADD APPROPRIATE CESUIRENENTE of

retisn-Specitfic af - ) .
i“: [ A4 T ﬁH fa ull i Bt hov oo .z B
Actioma b/ Requirements Prerequisites for Applicabilfty ¢/, ¢/ ‘ Citation
Lond Trestment (continued) Hinfmize run-off of hazerdous - 40 CFR 2464.273 .
constituents, }
: Maintsin run-onfrun-off controt and 40 CFR 264,273 .
management system, .
_ _Spectal sppticatfon conditions ¢ food- 40 CFR 264,276 ST
- 1 . chain crops &re grown In or on trestment oo
T ‘ : sEone, . -
b - . , -~ —A o
BN PRI » Unsaturated zone monftoring, - i ST p A0 CPR 264,278
o e i1Special requirements for ignitable &0 CFR 264.276
1 ' sreactive waste, Coe :
- ) . Spectal requirements for {ncompatible . AD CFR 264.282
. ] wastes,
i i . Specia! teating and tocation require- RCRA waste #s F020, FO21, F022, FO23, FO25, FO2? &0 CFR 2a3
N i s ments for certafn hazardous wastes, (dioxin-containing wastes)
i (i Gperation -ullbi’m J0-year pott-closure care to Ensure tand disposal closure. &0 CFR 264,310 .
; i ¢ORN} that site is maintained and monitored. .
;P!-u-:t of Weste In Lol Land Dhﬁl sl Restriceions: |
i Pispesatl Unit :
L Atcain land disposat "greatment Plocement of RCRA hazardous weste tn o lendfUILl, 40 CrR 2628 (Subpart D)

+ standards® before putting waste Into sutrface (mpoundment, usste pfle, Injection well, :
: londf{ll in order to comply with (and (land treatment feclility, salt dome formetfon,

! ‘ disposal restrict{ons. A treatwent salt bed formation, or underground mine or cave. ol

: i gtondard cen be efther: (1) a con e

centrstion level to be achieved 1 ‘
performance-based) or (2) a :

] . siwpeci fied technology that sust be , . by ' : P
| used (technoiogy-hased). 1If the . S
i L stondard s performance-bassd, any N

~technology €sn be uted to achieve
E iithe stendard. (See Treetment when
i Waste will be Lend Disposed,.)

o

oo o Lo

-

Ll SR

ucﬂ'srrport.oﬁﬁ A ; . :

r ! o 1002505, , e
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TARBLE £-2 {centimed)
POTENTIAL APPLICABLE GR RELEVANT ~40 APMIOPRIATE REMITREAENTS

Action-Specific ar

Actions Bf

Regquirements

prerequisites for Applfcabitity ¢/, d/

cltation

Swvfate Uater Contrel

Prevent run-or and control and
coltect run-off from & Z4-hour

RCRA hazardous waste treated, atored, or
digposed sfter the effective date of the

&40 CFRk 264.25% (c).(d)
&0 CFR 264 .273(c). ()

atorm (waste pites, tand treat- requirements. i AD CFR 264.301Cc).(d}
ment faciti{ties, landfillg). :

Prevent cver-tapping of surface . : 40 CFR 264.221(c)
{wpoundments ., . . T

u . v b Lwba

W P 1 T i
Storsge of RCRA hezardous waste [limited or *
«charactertstic) not meeting small quentity !
generator criteris held for o temporary period
greater then 90 days before trestaent, -disposat
or storage etsevhere [A0 CFR 2564,10), In a tank
{i.e., sny portable device in which a materiat
i3 stored, transported, diaposed of, or i
jhandted). A generator who accumui{ates or stores 40 CFR 264.19%3-194
hatsrdous wsste on-site for 90 days or Lless in
compi{once with 40 CFR 262.34(0)(1-4} s not
subject to full KRCRA storege requitements
Smsli quantity generators sre not subject to the
90 day Limft ¢40 CFR 262.34Cc),(d), snd (@)).

Torks must hwe‘sufficlént structurat 40 CFR 264.190
Atrength to ensure thet they do not

collapse, rupture, or fall.

Yok Sterspe fﬂn-slte)

. &0 CFR 264,191
Meste must not be incompatibie with f
i rthe tank material untess the tank i3
R . IT P protected by a tiner or by other means
B ag ~tu|1il vl Ao B
- Yanks must be provided with secondary
contsinment and contrals to prevent
overfilling, and sufficient free-
; board maintefned In open tenks to
prevent avertopping by wave action or
precipitation.
{nspect the following: overfilling 40 CFR 264.195
control, control equipment, monitoring
date, waste ltevel (for uncovered tanks}),
tank condition, above-ground portions of
£Lanks (to assess thelir structurstl
dAntegrity), and the area surrounding the !
xank (to identify signs of leakage). : P o

AT CEN 268 196
40 CFR 264197

| a
SPIRY depsir any corrosion, creck, or teak.

: At clocure, remove sll hagsrdous uaste
: @and harsrdous waste residues from tenks, :
; discharge contral equipment, and
i ) idischarge confinement structures.

¢
I
|
|

5
b
i
|
grra e w1 BN 1
E
)

i ‘ Store fgnitsble and reactive weste go as
: to prevent the wvaste from fgniting or
reacting. .tgnitable or remctive wastes : ¢ -
a fn covered tanks must comply with buffer ;

K R IR
dt

!
i -
it .
W pa el .u;!f.wﬁu‘. Zzone requirements in "Flammable ard :
i Combustible Liquids Code,™ Tabtes 2-1 SN v
- "‘] some e e stheough 2«6 (Mationsl Fire Protection :
v e iy ¢ Association, 1976 or 1981). : o ‘ sl
} K :
4 s, Aonon

LS
ue:'fsreport.ol)‘ [
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el proving thet such storasge in solely for

TARE £-2 (contimmd)
POTERTIAL APPLICARLE OR ECLEVANT AND APPREGPETATE EERITREREUTS

sctien-specific u?

Actlons B/ Requiresents Prerequisftes for Applicebllity ¢f, ¢/ citation
‘ Tunk Sterape {On-Site) Storage Prohibitions:
Y ¢cont inued)
' Storage of benned wastes must be in £0 CFR 268.5¢

accordence with 40 CFR 258, When such
storage occurs beyond one yesr, the
ouner/operator bears the burden cof

the purpose of sccumuleting sufficient
quantities to atlow for proper recovery,
trestment and digposal,

Treatwwt (Tn & amit) Desig. and operating standards for Treatient of hazardous waste in s onft, A0 LR 264.190-254.192
unft fn which Yezerdous waste o ! (Tanks)
treated, (See¢ citations at right ; &0 CFR 264,221 (Surface
for design and vperating require- 5 {mpoundments)
menta for specific unit.) J &0 CFR 264.251 (unte
i Pilen)

) . A0 CFR 264.273 (Land
. : Treatment Unit)
s : , ' ; i A0 CFR 264.343-345

. - H i C(Incineraters)
. ' . : [, &0 CFR 264.601
; w1} 1 (Miscellaneous trestment
X S |- j3#%  Unfes)
: BERE - B ?, . 4D CFR 265.373 (Thermel
] P . . ) ot : ‘;f ! Trestment Units)
N ki . T - E 3!4-
‘Yreatment (vhen: Paate il be Treatment of weste subject to ban on Dltpuut of tmmnlted s0i’ and debris ri—& 40 CFR 2608.10
Land Disposed) tend dicposs! must attain levels - resulting from CERCLA response actions or ncu 40 CFR 268.11
best demonstrated availasbie teestment corrective artions §s not subject to lend | i, &0 CFR 268,12

technologies CBOATY for each hatsrdous disposal prohibitions and/or trestment ltmdardn 40 CFR 268.41
canstituent In each tisted waste, {f for solvents, dioxing, ar Californis Llst snstes 4O CFR 263 (Subpert D)
residual s "o be Land disposed. 1If until November 8, 1990 Cand for certsin first

resfidual g to be further treated, third wastes until August 8, 1990).
B I W T Y PR {nitial treatment end any subsequent : :
‘ trestment that produces residusl to be All wastes {fated as hazerdous in 40 CFR Part 51 FR 40641
treoted need not be BDAT, {f it doen 261 as of Ngvember 8, 1984, except for apent 52 ER 25760

not exceed velue in CCUE (Constituent solvent wastes and dioxin-containing wastes
Concentration im Vaste Extract) Teble have been ranked with respect to volume and
for esch sppliceble water. (See S{ FR  intrinsic hazerds, and are acheduled for flend
: 406842, November 6, 1986.) disposal prohibition send/cr tremtwent standard
b determination as follows: :
TN N T Y, B i
B " ? ¢ Solvents and dioxina Nov, 8, 1986 .
‘ e T Celifornia LTet Wastes July 8, 1987
i One-third of all ranked Aug. 8, 1088

l ; hazardous usstes
TR s s Lt Ll e e D

csfsreport, 004 ‘
| - 002507
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. TABLE 4-2 (centimued)
POTERTIAL APPLICARBLE OR RELEYART AND APPROPETATE Bt WIRERENTS

Aot

Kctien-Specific i

Actfons b/ Requiresents Prerequisites for Appticability ¢/, d7 Citation

Frestment (hen Baste wiil be Underground fnjection of Aupg. 8, 1988

Land Bispased} (continued) solvents and dioxing
and Calffornia List

wastes
CERCLA resporse actfon fiov, 8, 1988
and RCRA corrective |
action sofl and debrls K
Tuo-thirds of all ranked Juty B, 1989
and listed harsrdous
wastes
: ALl remaining renked and May S, 1990
. R - . Listed hazerdous wastes
) identified by charscter-
istic under RCRA section
. . . 3001
L T . Any hazerdous waste Vith!n & moe.
. listed or fdentiffed of the date of
. under RCRR section 3001 identification
. - after Movemher 8, 1986  or Listing.

. eir
BOAT ctandards for apen® Folvent wastes . ‘ ‘ A0 CFR 268.30 .
. #ond dioxin-centafning westes are based on . RCRA Sections 5006¢d)(3),
i one of four technolegies cr combinations: ¢ {e)(3y
for waste wsters, (1) stem stripping : . &2 U.5.C. 6924(d)(3),
: {Z) biological treatwent, or (3} carbon : (e)(3)
' absorption fielone or in combinatfon with
{%) or £2)1; and for at! other usstes.
: (4} incineratfon, Any technology may be
v used, however, §f ft will achieve the !
; ' f ‘ ’ concentration tevels gpecified. E
Wndicrgrecesd Eaiééﬂn of Wit pregram prohibita: . Approved UL progrem {3 required In Stotes ‘
Vastes wvd Jreated Growwd Pater tisted undar SDVW: gection i
ok . o ;! '
o Injection sctivitics that stlow . have been [fated). Cluss 1 wetls ond Closs IV | 40 CFR 144.12
rovement of contasminants fntoe " wells are the retevent ciassifications for |
amderground sourceas of drinking CERCLA sites. Cioss [ wells are used to Inject |

. mpter which may result in violations hazardoua waste, beneath the lowermos? formation’
of #¥Cls or adversely affccte health. containing, within one quarter mile, an under-
ground sourcy of drinking weter C(USDMN). o/
o Corstruction of new Clasy IV wells, Class IV vells sre used to inject hazardous or 40 CFR 164,13

RPN . and gperation and maintenence of cadicact{ve waste {ntc or sbove a formation
e o0 e Lamdkh b ey g d s exigting wells. which contalns, within one quarter mile of the
IR d iSRL ki iR g : . . welt, an vnderground source of drinking water,

adepmr e w

TP R LY B P Pth s,

uc:fsreport. 004
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TARLE £-2 (rontimued)
POTENTIAL APPLICARLE OF RELEVART AND APPROPEIATE NCGUTRENEETS

[T
L
i

Action-Specific o/

N s Actisng b/ Requirements Prerequisites for Rkpplicehitlicy ¢/, o/ Civretion
Undecgrownd Infection of Class ]V wells are banned except for ; 40 CFR 1484.13(c)
- ¥astes st Treated Groumd Water reinjection of treated grounduater inte .

-~ . {cont {nued) the seme formation from which it was

B withdrawn, as part of a CERCLA cleanup

or RCRA corrective action,

The Director of the BIC progeam {n » . . . dew 0 AD CFR 164,16 |
state mey lessen the stringency of : :

A0 CFR 164,52 construction, operatfons, . .

and manifesting requirements for a well S ot

{1f {njection does not occur Inte, :

Bkt b stiing JIJIMW
¥ - RN W7

B e ey PR

bl g 4y through, or above a USOM or {f the radius
of endangering influence {2ee 40 CFR
1656.06¢{¢)) 13 Leas than or equatl to the
radjus of the well.

J— .%T.;_--«n.r

b o Report non-compliance orally within Class § wells. - &0 CFR 144 ,28(b)
;. 2h hours. AD TFR 144 .51(D)

N o Prep&lrn, meintain, and comply with
plugging and sbandonment plen.

, i e
i L Monitor Clase I wells by: Class | wells sre uned to Infect hazerdous . | AD CFR 144,28(g) (%)
L | usste, benesth the lovermost formetion contein- |
I L o frequent analysian of Injection ing, within one qusrter mfle, an underground :
. P fluids; source of drinking sunter LUSDN).
A ':; | o continuous monftoring of Injection
o RN pressure, flow rate, snd volume, snd
Lol
| ‘| o {installation end monftoring of ground-

water monitoring welle.

Applicants for Clast [ permits must: ' i ;&0 CER 14455

the area of revieu,

¢ Task sction ss necessury to ensure

b

i
N
‘ ‘* t o fdentify stl fnjectfon wells within
: i;

{I\

2 that such well mre properily sesled,

B completed, or sbardoned to prevent
TR @4 ot bl L Mi ke ) § contamination of USDW.
PLUE AUC DN TS {H# HELE de

L b4

o .- TR ’

ué:?s’rﬂport.ﬂ&i

w ey : . e sv s
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2
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) . TABLE £-2 {contFamed)
FOTENTIAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANY AED APPROPRIATE EFGNIRENFETS i

N A

B sction-specitic a7 : .,

Actions b/ Requirements Prerequizites for Applicebility ¢, g/ Cleation

Wdergrvand Infection of Criterta for determining whether sn £0 CFR 146.4
imztes snd Tremted Greound Gater aquifer may be determined to be an
(cont inued) exempted equifer Include current snd
future use, yield, and water quslity
‘ characteristics,

Case and cement all Class | wells to (See sbove) &0 CFR 144.2BCe)(1)
L prevent movement of fluids fnto USOW,
P taking fnto consideration well depth,
injection pressure, hole sire,
composition of infected waste, and other
factors.

tonduct appropriate geotogic drilling L0 CFR 146, 12(c)
logs and other tests during construction.

tnjection pressurc may not exceed a 40 CFR 146,13
maxioum level desfgned to ensure that

injection does not initiate new fractures

or propagete extsting ones snd cause the

movement of fluids (ntc e USDW.

Cont fnuous monftorfng of Injection
pressure, flow rete, and volume, and
annual pressure, (f required.

brwonstration of mechanfcat integrity {f
requiced every 5 years,

Groundwater monitoring way sfso be

required.
. Comply with State underground inJection £0 CFR 147
e T requi rements., P e

Nastardous wente to be (njected Is subfect 40 CFR 268.2

to {end ben regutatioms. (Szo mection

4£.2.2.1 of this menuat). Treated ground-

water that meets the definition of , o
3 hazardous waste and (s to be fnjected o T A 1]
o M e " also s subject to lsnd ban rogulations, : .

[N e T T

uc:fsroport.0G4

»
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JEPE | TARLE £-2 (cantiveed)
SR - o POTERTIAL APPLECABIE OR RELEVANT ANS APPROPRTATE SEGNTRENENTT

B Actien-specttfic a7

Actions b/ Requirements Prerequisites for Appticability ¢/, 4/ citation

aate Pile i Use & singte Liner and [eschate RCRA hazerdous wsate, non-contaicerized 40 CFR 264,251
collection system, rccomutation of setid, nonflesmable harsrdous
waste thet (s used for trestment or storege.

N thiste put into weste pile subject to ' 40 CFR 268.2
- . dand ben regulations (see Appendix of
EER. . this manust).

CH
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[ R T T e .
R 1 ) g mw L] iy e P .
S doi My | Ji’aqw i o e
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TABLE £-2 (contimed)
POTERTIAL APPLICARLE DR RELIVANY AND APPROPRIATE RUEMINONREUTS

lecation-Specific
tLocation ' Requirements Prerequicites for Applicebiliey g/, 4/ Ciwntlon

Within 100-year floodpinin Facility must be designed, RCRA herardous wecte; treatment, storage, or 40 CFR 264.18 1/
constructed, operated, end disposal
maintatned to avoid weshout

Within floodplain x/ Action to avoid adverse effects, Actlon that wifl occur in a floodplaln, f.e., Protection of flood-
minimize potential harm, restore L(owlands, and relatively flat sress adjoining pleins, x/(4D CFR 6,
and preserve natural and bene- fnland erd coastal waters and other flood Appendin A);
fictol values prene aress Eich and Wildlife

Coardination Act
(16 USC 641 et sen.y
40 CrR 6,302

Y] (0 cFR v;rt 6 Subpart A sets forth EPA policy for carrying out the provisions of Executive Orders 11988 (Floodplain Wanagement) and 11990
(Protection of Wetlande). Executive orders are binding in the level (e.g., Federal, State) of goverrment for which they are fmsued.

[P —

N
uc:f&report.ﬂﬂﬂ
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B. 3. Wynne, Ill, Chairman

€3/28-1989 13:25 TEXAS WATER COMMISSION Stg 463 €317 P.@2

TEXAS WATER COMMISSION

Allen Beinke, Exccutive Direcior
Michael E. Field, Generai Caunsel
Brende W. Faster, Chigf Clerk

Pau! Hopkins, Commisaiores
dahn O. Houchins, Commssioner
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Mr. Robert E. layton, Jr., P.E. . : o
Regional Administrator e
U. §. Environmental Protection Agency

Region VI _ .

1445 Ross Avenua

Pallas, Texas 75202-2733
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Re: Draft Record of Decigion
United Creosoting superfund site

Dear Mr. Layton:

We have reviewed the drafi Record of Decisien (ROD) and

responsivaness summary for the United Creosoting Superfund Site.

We feel that the use of the target action levels (TAL) proposed E
in the draft ROD represent a considerable improvement over the

action levels set in the 1986 ROD by more accurately defining the ) 7
risks posed by the contaninants present. At the same time -
however we are concerned that the adoption of these TAL's 5
presents some uncertainties which cannot be addressed at the

present time. -

The additional sampling proposed in the residential area will
£111 currently existing data gaps as to the extant of
contamination. Furthermore the methodology used to convert
empirical data to risk based eguivalents has only recently been
developed as EPA guidance and is still being refined. 1In light
of this the limits of contamination and the scopa of the remedy
could change considarably, We are concerned that the public and
the Texas Water Commission lack all the deta necessary to fully
evaluate the proposed remedy at this time.

For the reansons stated above TWC concurs with EPA's proposed
Record of Decision on the condition that upon completion of the
propesed additional sampling and datea evaluation, EPA will, in
addition te any other administrative reqirement, make this
information available to the public and reopen the Administrative
Record to allow & formal public comment perlod, conduct a public
ngeting and issue a Responsiveness Summary. The proposed ranedy
ypen which we conditionally concur includes: '
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. sampling of the residential area to better delineate
all soils falling above the target soll action levale
establishad in this Record of Decision.
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. gExcavation of all soils Prom residentialm;ﬁd éommercial
portions of the site that are above the respective
human health criteria and treatment via c:itical fluid

axtraction. _ 1

_ | —

. Treatment of contaminated soils to human hoalth Te
criteria and reburial on the appropriato portion of the o
site. o

v Disposal of the organic concentrate from the extraction ©

procass by off-site incineration.

Oon a related matter, we would like to comment on the obligation
of State monies for a period of 30 years after the remedlal
construction activities are complate., S5uch a commitment by the
State of Texas may be & violation of Article VIIiI, Section 6 of
the Texas Constitution which addresses the appropriation of money

beyond & two year period.

Eincerely yours,

Allen Beinke
Executive Director
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09/30/89 doninistrative Record - Category Wusber Order  Page: | '
Unit. Creosote ) ..
D uaent Wuaber: 03-0001 Date: 09/30/80 l
Document Title : Application of PCP Contaminated Soil to Roads in Montgsaery Co., Texas i .
Type: Heaorandus S e e [ PR . S 2
B -ument Qualifiers{s): e _ Originaljduplicate of Original, .
Author: James §. Hatliday, Environaental Biclopist B L e
Houston Branch, USEPA _ r._'
R..ipient: Willias Librizzi, Director ;‘: S
Surveiilance ang Analysis Div., USEPA Region 6 C\}l
T al Pages: & . o
N |
 Socument Kumber: 98-0002 Date: 10761780 !

i

D ument Title : Coaplaint by area resident concerning Metts Re. Montgomery Co., Texas

T et Henorandun & .

Bocument Qualifiers(s): Original/Cuplicate of Original, '

A hor: Tom Kearns, Field Representative g
Texas Dept. Water Rescurces K -

h ipient: Gary Schroeder, Chief l

Texas Dept. of Water Resources

T-*al Pages: _ !_

. _ument Nusber: {8-0003 Date: 07/21/81 ==
L ument Title ¢ Potential Hazardous Maste Site lgentification !ﬁ
Teme: Hiscellaneous ! "
b uaent Qualifiersis): Originat/Duplicate of Original, i

Author: Bill Hupp

Recipient: United Creosoting Co. Site file
USEPA Region 6

Tota! Pages: |
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230189 Agaisistrative Record - (ategory Nueber Order  Page: 2
Unit. Creosote : X
t 3 R EEEEEErLEIIISSCIIIISRITIISTICISIEOICECCSEIEELIEISSEZIITEIIZEIITISSERIISSIISSSES ‘:
Dlment Nusber: 05-0004 Date: B6/30/B2
Drent Title : Potentia! Hazardous Waste Site - Site Inspection Report E
Tage: Report/Study
pIRment Qualifiers{s): oo ' Originalfbuplicate of Original, 7
duthor: Chris Lippe, Enforcement ‘ , ) _
l Texas Dept. of Waler Resources < Erme prenee-ctad- S b riamt o Jo o - :.-
R..ipient: United Creosoting Co. Site File o
USEPA Region & n
N
T 31 Pages: Zi o
i ©
ent Nuaber: 06-0005 Date: Q4/32/83
D. .mment Title ¢ Hazardous Ranking System Package (includes worksheet and documentation records) *f
I i
e ._55 .
Docuaent Qualifiers(s): Original/Duplicate of Originai, -
r: Timothy J. Wolterink
Texas Dept. of Water Resources
nlipient: United Creosoting Co. site fite E

YSEPA Region 6

1';1 Pages: 55 )

D._cment Kumber: 08-0006 Date: 06/29/83 §

g;-ent Title ¢ EPA HQ review of Witre Rankings results in revised ranking and lower score.

i

‘;le; Letter

Waent Qualifiersis): , o Original/Ouplicate of Original, s e

: 23 CE Lo e biisd e 8

JuBnor: Russell Bartley, Engineer, Operation Section, .

‘l YSEPA Region 6 S S e B oapeS ek R
T T T T uar qe L S -

Ipienti flod Kimbro : R — B |
= Texas Dept, of Water Resources C vt
“Jotal Pages: 1 R : ., ‘ C o T
S
. Fo . . .‘ B _- . -'\.> '.; ) \ Cer N - ¢._ ) ‘ '
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69730789 Adeinistrative Record - (ategory Wumber Order  Page: 3

Unit. Creoscte

= ittt ittt sttt st ittt it t ittt Attt ittt it it bRttt p At R b E S A2 0
D usent Nyaper: 08-0007 Date: 10/31/83

Document Title @ Request by the State of Texas for initial remedial measures, with the Texas Depl. of Uater Resources
as the lead agency.

2 et

TYP!: Letter . G M HaLllol - = )
Darygent Qualifiers(s): Original/Duplicate of Original,

Auchor: Charles E. Meair, Executive Director - e -
Texas Dept. of Water Resoyrces

i
14

R ipient: Dick ¥nittington, Regional Administrator
USEPA Region 6

T al Pages:

- EEAAASARRACEEReEEsrAERNfeRtArsmamnebedb bl L PRSP A R

Document Nusber: 08-0008 Date: 1L/21783

i

jilae

D ument Title : Response to Representative Phil Grasa’s Enquiry of behalf of State Representative Rodney Tou's office.
(Comaunication is attached).

4 e
i
N

T e Letter with Attachments
Document Qualifiers{s): Original/Duplicate of Origiral,

A hor: Dick Whittington, Regtonal Administrator
USEPA Region 6

i
2

R -ipient: Phil Grasa
linited States House of Representatives

Jotal Pages: 4

. L
g O e s
A .

D ment Number: €6-0009 fate: 12/15/83

4
N

D--uxent Title : Comments on potential public health probless at Uaited Creosoting Site

Tvze:  Heporandus R R LU

D ument Qualifiers(s): Origlnat/Dunllzate of Qriginal,

Auvthor: George Buynoski, Pyylic Health Advisor T
Centers for Disease Control

Reciplent: Frank Gorry, On Scene Coordinator o -
Emergency Response 8ranch

Total Pages: 3
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VDAY _ e
/30/89 Adainistrative Record - (ategory Nucber Order  Pige: &
Unit. Creosote

= -===========::=========:===:::::::::::::-‘-=:;::::::::::::::::::-‘-:::::::'—':::::
.unent hyaber: 0§-00610 Date: 12/2443
'uuent Titte : Notice letter re: immediate remova! gction

g: Letter

vaent Quatifiers{s): oo~ {ir iginal fDuplicate of Original,
Aobor: Willlaa B, Hathaway, Deputy Director

Air and Waste Managewent Bivision, USEPA Region 6
F ipient: Thomas f. Bye*
Honeouner in Tanglewood East
’:al Pages: 2
‘uunt Nusber: 08-06!1 Date: 12/21183
l‘-'meﬂt Title : Adainistrative Order on Consent, United Creosoting Co. Site
|

s Miscellaneous
ﬁulent Qualifiers{s): Origiral/Duplicate of Original,

hor: Dick Wnittington, Regiona! Adainistrator

USEPA Region 6

!ipient: Clark Bottling Co., Respongent

‘lal Peges: 8

£ ument Number: (8-0012 Date: {2/28/81

!went Title : [Pk Environaenta’ News - pre,s release announting fesediate clea.up of surface contamination
) on Clarke Bott!ing Co. Yand. ‘

e NewspaperfJournal Article
WP paent Quaiifiers(s): Original/Ouplicate of Original,

3 Cogafed. E S 23mET o ToMnisaegive
#@hor: Roger Heachan
Office of Public Awareness, USEPA Region 6

‘:iipi_entz_,?ubl_ic il T T TR

i:el Pages: 2
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P 0573089 Aoministrative Record - Category Mumber Order  Page: 5 L
' Unit. Creosote By
37 iEIrdasneSTEIssciEaaz IESE3888258l88=======3853‘8===.‘.==z=====R=====3==5===== o
B Do ment Wuaber: 08-0013 Qate: 01710784
: Document Title : Information request letter '
Type: Letter . T : - . """'"W'Wm;:—:;l
L O ment Qualifiers{s): T - - -Qriginal/Ouplicate of Original, - -]
; Author; Allyn M. Davis, Birector e Bemmtaed ¥R AR TEE St e BRI TR
i Air and Waste Nanagement Qiv., USIPA Region 6 8V
. - . s = -7 m -
R Ri.ipient: 8r. Wiggins
’ Wiggins lavesteent (o. Nl
- O :
8 Tt 1) Pages: 2 C’l
B Docuaent Mumber: 08-0014 Date: 01/16/84 l
Do.sment Title @ femo re: meeting held Dec. 18, 1983, to infore Tanglewood fast Homeowners Assoc. of proposed '
{maediate response action. Fact sueet attached. !
8 7 o feworandus .
RN ocument Qualifiers(s): Original /Oupl icate of Original, l

& wor: Carlene L. Champers | : = :
Policy and Design Section, USEPA Region 6

R ipient: Samuel L. Nott, Chief l::;;
) Superfund Branch, USEPA Region §
Tr*al Pages: 3 P !

BN D..oment Muaber: 08-0015 Bate: 017i9/84

D ent Title ¢ Response to Inforsation request letter

- ,. By Tvre: Letter coAd o T o TR : ) -v [
I D ment Qualifiers(s): Original/Duplicate of Original, _ i
Author: Russell F. Wiggins PR BT AR PR &"3,

Yigoins Enterprises

s B Gecipient: Ar. Steve Paillips
USEPA Reglon &

Total Pages: | h

LR
" % .
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'09 0/8% Adninistrative Record « Category Nuaber Order  Page: 1
Unit. Creoscte
H At A A e A R e Pt e A It P P E R T IS T 11 LT
jlllt&ent Nuaber: OE-0016 Date: 0172084

Bo'ent Title ¢ Information request letter

Type: Letter ?_,.
D%ent Qualifiers{s): . Qngma [Uupllcate uf ﬂng:nal. :

RS s s SR K5 -8 Fatiorisemb TS e e e e e DRI DRGNS Eg

‘m...mr: Aliyn W, Davis, Director S e
Air ang ¥aste Kanageaent fiv., IJSEP& &eg‘on 6

‘Rt ‘pient: Ernest Coker, Jr

Itl Pages: 2

Dogggaent Nusber: 08-0011 Date: 01720/64

002572

Ot weat Title : Information request letter

gl Letter 4 .

rxd

wument Qualifiersis): Original/Dupticate of Original,

;lr: Allyn 8, Davis, Dircctor
Air and Waste Management Biv., USEPA Region 6

R(Iﬂient: Pat George

Io' Pages: 2 :ai 7

fu-clir - - -

ment Number: 08-0018 Date: Gif21/84

krient Title ¢+ Hfesponse to nformation request letter

E‘ Letter e
Shent Qualifiers(s): e vty i tos oo Sriginal /Ouplicate of Original, G

&!r: Ernest Coker, Jr. (former property owner)

PRV I S S ©

Regipient: Wr, Steve Pbillips L S S
éﬁ "USEPA Region 6 _ o

Iozal Pages:
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09/30/89 Adaizistrative Record ~ (ategory Number Order  Page: 1
nit. Creosote

- Lt PR 2 2 & E R e A e R A R A PR EH F R T S T 2

D ument Humber: ®B-0019 fate: B2/13/84

Dorument Titie : Response to information request letter,

Type: Letter

Borument Qualifiersis): o ' Original/Duplicate of Original,

Auhor: Patrick 0. George S - H -

R ipient: Superfund Enforcement ‘

USEPA Region 6

T al Pages: |

Document kuaber: 06-0020 Date: 02715784 l

D ument Title : Information request letter Y

T e: Letter v

Ducument Qualifiers(s): ~=

A hor: Allyn K. Davis, Director

Air ang Waste Nanageaen’ Div., USEPA Region 6

R--ipient: Buddy ¥ilkenfeld l’
~E

Total Pages: 3 a7 l N

D ment Musber: 08-0021 Gate: 03/09/84 ’ o B

Dr~oment Title @ [nformation request letter oo ;-

Type: Letter
D umept Qualifiers{s):

AR W Yo AIRIC ligmiE

" Original/Buplicate of Original,

Author: Allyn K. Davis, Director Bkiindiiead it
Air and Waste Management Div., USEPA Region 6

Recipient: General Manager - S LR T I s e S
Houston Shell and Concrete fo.

foual Pages: 2

P e -
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09435/69 Adainistrative Record - Category Wuober Order  Page: 8 .
Unit, Creosote
s3 ittt it i it Lttt et i te sttt ittt ittt tt ittt ittt ittt ittt -
Bclent Nuzber: 08-£022 Date: 03/20/84 ..
Beluent Title : HResponse to inforaation request lstter .
- fet. 3 s
Ty Letter
Dyiaent Qualifiersis}: . . Driginal/Ouplicate of Qriginal, R —
Moor: LA, Douthitt, Vice President e e : ==
Houstor She!l and Concrete Co. ) e b e b S St WA
Re pient: Mr. Steve Phillips ) .o
USEPA Region 6 ey
| N
0l Pages: 4 )
§ | ©
ent Wuaber: 08-0023 Date: 03/28/84 o
Bc wert Title + Co-operative Agreement betueen USEPA and Texas Dept. of Water Resources, Scupe of Nork attached. -
Iyi: Niscellaneous :
Do.ument Quatifiers(s): Original/Dup!icate of Criginal, ol
rs P
USEPA / TDWR *
m‘ient: United Creoscting Co. Site file 2 )
USEPA Region 6

To'l Pages: 9

Oc sent Wusber: 08-0024 Date: 04710/84

_ﬁ!unt Titl; : [nforsation request lette:

|

Ti: Letter
| at Gualifiers{s):

Aulior:  Allyn H. Davis, Directer
o Air and Waste Management Division, USEPA Region §

%

padpient: General Manager
ZJ  McDonough Company

al Pages: 2

S @fé.‘;ﬁ@?gr{ginalfﬂuplicate of Original,

002524

=




089/30/69 kdministrative Record - Category Mueber Order  Page: 9
Unit. Creosote

Bt S IETRRTIETEI AR ER NI IS I A RN IR I T TSR R R SSIS IRz asEERRER AR

Do ment Number: @8-0025 Date: 04718784

Type: Letter L :

Dorment Qualifiers{s): ST e e Original /uplic teofﬂriginat.ﬁw 7

Document Title 1 Information request letter : : '

fu.aor:  Allyn K. Davis, Director ' - v S u*{ :
Air and Maste Nanasgeaent Div., USEPA Region 6 o~
R ‘plent: Wrs. Aileen Tirss L 0
' o
Te ] Pages: 2 o ]
Document Wusber: 08-0026 Date: 04/30/84 : ‘
Dc ment Title : Comeunity Relations Plan - Reaedial Action T R
Ty = Comeunity Relations Plan [ﬂ '
Do.ument Qualifiersis): Original/Dupticate of Qriginal, l ’
A oor: | i B
Texas Dept. of Water Resources :
Re-“plent: United Creosoting Co. Site File ' ! N
USEPA Regicn 6 Ee
Total Pages: 4d l -
\Ik ment Nuaber: 03-002) Date: 05/01/84 ‘ : S "5”’1?
De-ment Title : Eaergency Action Work Report (as butlt drawing and waste shipping tontrol tickets avallable ‘*l A
tn site file available for review at YSEPA Region §) %‘3-??“5 :
Type: Repori/Study U o ,s‘
B¢ ment Qualifiers{s]: TR e s T e iginal fDuplicate of Griginel, o =
uthor: Staff wrzred Lt
Resource Engineering v
Retipi eqt:lkl.lnited Creosoting Site File T S T T T T T >

" USEPA, Region 6

Jowdl Pages: 9 o
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PH30/8S Adaimistrative Record - Category Wumber Order  Page: 19
tnit, Creosote

IR E I TN TR R R TN R S RS LR LRI AR LR LI SR ERRESEERE SRS

oA

lmnt Wueber: B0-0028 Date: 05/24/81

o oo s ey

eiument Title : Review of soil samples ang household dust samples

Type: Nesorandus ‘
Li“??t.QUQ'ifief?{?” . , Original/Dup!icate of Origina!, : 1

-i..har: George Buynoski, Public Health Advisor
. Centers for Disegse Control

B ipient: Frank &orry, On Scene coordinator
Emergency Response Branch
1'3! Pages:

_l---.-a-- -------------------------- P Ly e - smwak

l‘mmt Number: §8-0029 Date: 05/24/84 %_j

D ument Title ; Response to information request letter by attorney for McDonough Co. o

o o - zp
- i Letter )
Duoument Qualifiers{s): Origina!/Duplicate of Original, 3

Alor: Thosas M. O'Brien, Attorney ol

R@lipient: Hr. Steve Phillips 7

USEPA Region 6 : - e

1'! Pages: |

- e -

D ument Nusber: 886030 Sate: 08/01/84

nlnent Title : Scope of Services - taken fros Contract for Services, betueen Weston, Inc. and Texas Bept. Water Resources,
- for Investigation and Feasibility Study :

T8: Niscellaneous
ent Quatifiers(s):

¥ rmigst @R

PR tr i
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89/30/89 Agministrative Record - Category Wumber Groer  Fage: i
‘ Unit. Creosote

Rt bt P A e Rt R P T e T Y P R R P A S AR R R R FE 3 S AR IITTY

Du ment Number: 4§&-0031 Date: 09/11/84

Document Titte : EPA approval of Emergency Action Work Report

Type: Letter - .
Document Quatifiers(s): e SR

;jﬁriginalfﬂuplicate of Original,

Au.aor:  Seauel Hott, Chief
Superfund Branch, USEPA Region 6

i: iplent: Jack Clatke, 11i
Clark Bottling C¢., Conroe, Texas

Te 3t Pages: |

- - - L L) - h- [

Docwment Nuaber: 06-0032 Date: [1/28/84
D ment Title 1 Work Plan for Site Investigation, Unites Creosoting Superfund Site
* ;. Report/Study
owweent Qualifiersis): OriginalfDuplicate of Original,

iotor: Staff
eston

Re *plent: Texas Dept. of ¥ater Resources

Totat Pages: 119

- - T -

pf ment Nusber: 08-0013 Date: 12721784

De~ment Title ¢ Letter outlining adjustaents to the Work Plan.

Type: Letter o EURETS SR Cd
Dc ment Qualifiers(s): Original/Qup!icate of Original,

Muthor: Bryan M, Dixon, Chief
Solid Waste and Spill Response, Texas Dept. of Water Resouce

USEPA Region €

Towal Pages: |

jmse e ——— LT

AR -
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£9/30/89 Adainistrative Record - Category Hueber Order  Page: K *
Unit. Crecsote
R RN TN AR R I AR O BN RS IS OSSR NN XCINGRENCERRAETE
Dlilent Kymber: @B-0034 Date: 03711765
Dicuuent Title + Comments on resuits of off - site surface soll samples .
EL. ul . oTo0 Ty L - L £, - w el '”"J"":-‘éii;.

Type: Hesorandun
eat Qualifters(s): Original/Oupiicate of ODriginal,

g.,wr: Georgi A. Jones, Chief. Superfund Impleasntation Group
o Center for Disease Control

R’ipiunt: George €. Buynoski, Pudlic Health Advis.
USEPA Region 6

T8} Pages: |

:iment Number: 08-0035 Bate: 10/08/85
ment Title ¢ Letter requesting clarification of issues raised by Center for Disease Control's July 31, 1985 Hemorandun, N
{Meacrandue is attached) Note: TWC succeeded TOMR on 971/85

‘ Tl’: Letter with Attachments
Bucoment Qualifiers(s): Crigft 1/0uplicate of Griginal,
#or: Charles R. faulds, Chief Superfund Section S

Hazardous and Solid WMaste Div., Texas Water Commission &
R'plent: Carl Edbund, Chief
Superfund Program Branch, USEPA Region ¢ <=

1': Pages: 9 7
T "’1¥§ R

A o L N e o EL LT Y TV YR TF T ey TR T T ;%(
I 4

ment Husber: 08-0036 Date: 10/17/85 E

prent Title : Conference call betwesn [P4, COC L TWC staff to discuss issuss related to COC's July 3%, 1985 mean

R Qg
IR S Vg %
]

N e

Tags: Hesocandun

p‘m_ nt Qualifiers(s): Original/Duplicate of Original, ‘ SO
. Tahe TeB P oarazbiall geint 4 piremiinied i '

Author: dor ¥illiams o 24 ek

& Texas Ramegial Section, YSEPA Reglun 6 tmee | eaind t gt d e

i!iécipfent}_ﬁarl Ediund et al. - _’u“ 7) yﬁﬁlv ,,_:1‘

= - Addressees listed on page two e R TR ST RS 7

TQ.al Pages: 2

. i ewmad laant g

P TATEPTL P N S D o b e " i
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Unit, Creosote
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‘ o
09/30/8% Adninigt ative Record - Category Number Orcer  Page: 13 l

Dc ment kusber: 08-0037 Date: 11/30/8%

Document Title s Site Investigation, Unlted Creogoting Site, Volume |

Types Report/Study R |
Dorment Qualifiers(s): Original/Dyplicate of Qriginal, )
Auwngr:

[

#oy F. Meston, Inc.

Rt nient:
Texas Yater Comaission; USEPA

Tc 41 Pages: 229

[ T T e e T T P L P P R R AL LR L LT LR L L L T I I P P e -

Dotument Wumber: 08-0038 Date: 11/30/85

De ment Title @ Site Envestigation, United Creosoting Site, Voluee [F Appendices
T 1t Report/Study
Document Qualifiers(s): Originaibuplicate of Original,

A o
Roy . Weston, Inc.

f ‘pient:
Texas ¥ater Commission; USERA

Total Pages: 216

Ll L DL e T P Y T R L DL LDl b bbbl bt kg

i
It
*

Lt

Dc ment Wumber: 06-0939 Date: olmllﬂB 7

Cadeis

i
A

De-wment Title ¢ Public Meeting Notice and Agenda for meeting Jan. 27, 1886 in Conroe, Yewas, to provide area residents
with informetion aboyt the remedial {nvestigation.

Tyoe: Cosmunity Relations Plan C %!

Dc ment Qualiflers(s): Original fDup!icate of Uriglaal, ;
Author: Killiam £, Celbert, Director Coe IR VI Ty e gt

QOFFice of Pubtic Information, Texas Water Commission A

e e . . e e i i o e e s i S e s e PRSP SRS ST ;..;.;,__.;;_iii_;ﬁ

Recipient: Public - T e P e T e e tjﬁ___.-,._T.._._._ﬂ_]

Tota) Pages: 4
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/89 Administrative Record « Category Number Order  Page: Tl o
Unit. Creosote ' ' it
Il‘lllllllllilEEIIIII‘I‘Ill‘llllillllllllln!IIII‘IHiﬂtlﬂll!llilllllilllIIII ' o o
- in?i
ol.nent Numbert 8- 0040 Date: 04/30/86
n.ument Title + Feasibility Study, United Creosoting Company Site, Volume |
) e
Type: Report/Stugy 7 =
Dﬂnent Qualifiers(s): o L Qrliginal/Duplicate of Origlral, ' o r
A hort” - : - L TTT T o ** I =
Weston, lac. . , e s e e e )
R ipient: A
Texas Water Cosaission, USEPA Reglon 6 TN
l ol
T¥al Pages: 181 o
l L)
ent huaber: 08-0041 Date: (04/30/86 s
D veent Title : Feasibility Study, United Creosoting Company Site, Volume 2 Appendices -
1‘: Report/Study ‘
Dooument Qualifiers(s): Original/Duplicate of Original, .
Afhor: i
Veston, lac. %
fRipient:
B Texas Water Commission, USCPA Region 6 A
'[il Pages: 242 .
- - -y - LA LI T LTI ES TR TN Yy & - .3 '
H "“i‘i% |
D ument Husber: 08-0042 Bate: 06/25/86 _ a
Q’uent Title ¢ Congresslonal Staff Briefing -
’ - It : DL * N ?—3%
: Hesorandun _ .
pNBment Qualifiers(s): o _Originat/0uplicate of Origlnal, S )
) N D A R tribgTei H u% Ty g y
or: Oon Willlams, Environkental Englineer
’ Texas Reaediai Section, USEPA Reglion 6 , o
Py it an 47% ERLAF T I - 4 . ;
ilﬁent s“n l'“ttl Ch|3f ’ et T T o s T e S e =
%ﬁ Texas Rewediat 5e:tion. US[PA Region 6 _ T
Tl Pages: 2 . o
Q ;l‘.*- - rrp———
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Adainistrative Record - Category Number Order  Page: 15 I

I vment dumber: 08-0043 Date: 07/31/86
Document Title + Wotlce of Public Neeting, August 20, 1986 in Conroe, Tevas 7 - ' '

Type:  Comnunity Relatfons Plan e o _
Docuzent Qua“ﬁll’!““ Originallﬂupl{cate of Orlginal, RS .

A_.horc Community Relations Staff

USEPA Region § e S ] |

% ipient: Public S "
i \

Cossunity relations mailing list I
(AN}
T al Pages: | ©

Document Wuaber: ©8-0044 Date: 08/01/86

0 ument Titie ¢ Superfund program project update - United Creosoting Site, Feasinility Study

T e: Community Relations Plan

Booument Qualifiers(s}: Originat/Duplicate of Criginal,

& hor: Comaunity Relations Staff
USEPA Region 6

R--Ipient: Public

Total Pages: 4 l
cd N M : Pt - § “ ,L'g - |
1)

D weent Nomber: 08-0045 Dater  08/14/86
Do-ument Title ¢ EPA Enviranmental News - press release announcing publlc seeting to be heid B+26-86, and public comment period

& ;;
Type: Newspaperfournal Article A, -

Y]
FAUY

D usent Quatifiersis): ST T ariginat fduplicate of Origingl, W_J .
Authort Karen L. Brown . *éwfﬁwn:m ;;4: S ;
Office of Public Awareness, USEPA Region 6 S e T EEE e %

Recipients Public . . .. e I i

Tuwual Pages: 2
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Unlt, Creosote

L} ] SENBNIS NN ORI TR G N E RSN LR R TR R RN ORI R A EE R A AN AN EIEEEINTERRR TN

)o_lent Number:  DE-004% Date: 0B/14/86

Jn'ent Title ¢ Letter Inviting addressees to briefing on Augus* 20, 1986. Agerda, project update, list of addressees sttached

Tyugs Letter with Attachments
Jaient Quatifiersis): ‘ N o .. . Uriginal fouplicate of {riginal,

Ay or: Dick Whittington, Regional Adsiaistrator T T e
USEPA, Reglon 6

Re pient: Hultiple addressers listed
|
In. Pages: 14

}.-l ------- LR T LA T LY ) ot bdbosowienswes el hYerreNSR LSl P eV AT AR TN

ent Number: 08-0047 Date: 06/20/86 N
\ ! -
aent Title ¢ Transcript of united Creosoting Site public meeting, held on August 20, 1986 in Conroz, Texas

Tyl Comaynity Relations Plan
tu.ncnt Qualifiers(s): Original/duplicate of Qriginal,

r:
International Litigation Services. Int

o9 lent: United Creosoting Site File
r USEPA Region 6

fotll Pages: 12

" . ST T Y YT LTI ] PPy PPy T T o -

:lent Wuaber: 06-0048 Date: 08/25/86

ent Title ¢ Notice letter to potential y responsible parties, 2 addressees ilsted on attuched sheet,

Letter
Bent Quatifiers(s): e erglnallauplitate of Orlginal,

,' ri Allyn B. Davis, Director et b n ;
9 Hazardous Maste Hanagement Div., USEPA Region 6 A

_! jent: Jack Clark, Clark Bottling Co: T LT THII T T T T ‘ ’
¥ “Herbert $isco, Conroe Construction fo. R E

| Pages: 5

! Caad e
4 . IR I
3
Y
w“
p—— .
g i ! !
{
o

R [EEIT ] FLT Y TP T T P LI YL T DT LT BT
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T ETIRIsIILIIEIsIsIsToezussicEItissaszzan FRRECTEISSSTISSsIIIEITIsIEIEEsIusISss

D ument Nusber: 08-0049 Date: 08/28/8%

Dosument Yitle t Transcript of Uniteg (reoscting Site Public Neeting, held on August 28, 1986 in Conroe, Texas

Type: Comaunity Relations Plan — nry ezt e
Dorument Qualifiers(s): B o erginalibup!icate of Original,

Au.bor: e
International Litigation Services, Inc,

R ipient: United Creosoting Site File
USEPA Region §

1 al Pages: 177

Document Kumber: B8-0059 Date: 08/29/8%

D vaent Title : Comwent on closure methods under consideration, suggestion that a liquid solid biodegradation

digestion process be considered for the United Creosoting Co. Site

T e: Letter
Ducument Qualifiers(s): Original/Duplicate of Origina?,

A hor: H.D. Miller
fcotech, Inc,

R--ipient: Carl Edlund, Chief
Superfund Branch, USEPA, Region &

Total Pages: 3

[ Cmenme S T - “ ————

D ument Nusher: 08-005| Date: 08729786
Drryment Title © Inquiry on behalf of Wr. & Nrs. figytnr of Conrge, Tx.

Type: Letter with Attachaents ) D se aes e
D ument Qualifiers(s): Original/Buplicate of Originat,

Author: Senator Lioyd Bentsen of Texas
United States Senate

Recipient: Dick ¥hittington, Regionat Administrator
USEPA Region 6

Tual Pages: 2
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Unit. Creosote

.............................................................
E e b 4 PR D R St R 1 gTII=x EISEITH FEEAFESLIIEITISISzTE

iulent Number: #8-0852 Date: 09/0678¢

iumt Title : Comaents on permanent relocation of Tanglewond East residents.

Type: Letter
ZRuaent Qualifiers(s):

iwimm == ———{riginal fDuplicate of Original,

hor: Cralg 8. Ball
Abrahsm, Watkins et al, Attorneys

e "wm el

=

ipient: Cerl E. Edlund, Chief O
Superfund Progras Branch, USEPA LR

4N}

&) Pages: 3 o
o

- - L L LT T PR

ument Wuaber: 08-0053 Date: 09/09/86

“txef e

vaent Title : Memo and attached position statement re: Reimbursement for Econonic Dasages under CERCLA

Ie: Heaorandua |

‘ L..uaent Qualifiers(s): Original /buplicate of Original,

K
.3
£

|
ihor: Dick Whittington, Regional Administrator _ B
[SEPA Region € : ‘ s

'ipient: J. Winston Porter - 3
OFfice of Solid Maste and Emergency Response, EPA

lal Pages: & . et

-y L LTSRN Y

3ment Nysber: 0B-0054 Date: 09709786

| 'uent Title : Record of Phone (onversation with Naymond Mglston, City Councilman, Conroe, TX. Re: complete buyout
, of subdivision: on site incineration,

e ROC

;uent Qualifiers(s): cani s tn araserns o o: o OTI9INAN/Duplicate of Original, e
har: c.rl Edlund =%t ;;11» an ¥ e f;‘-!f’

f' USEPA Region 6 3maoyy greempen DpgT Eergdfery

~Recipient: United Creasoting Co. Site File ey oss - e

'; UsEPA, Repion 6 & S e

Tooit Pages: |
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Unit. Creosote '
A IEErEIII LIRS T P IC SIS EENEREISErETSTICTIRI iz ICsYSTEIITEESISs s e
Du sment wumber: €E-0055 Date: ©9/09/86 l,:u
Documeat Title :  Eesponse to notice letter ' l
Type: Letter . e .
Docusent Qualifiersis: ‘  -Griginal /Duplicate of Original, o l f
Auaor: Jack Clark 111 ' o T T Rt T T
{lark Bottling Co. o . . . . . ml
R ipient: Ws. Kim Turnpaugh 0 T
Superfund Compliance Section, USEPA i
| of
Tt 1} Pages: | O
R
Document Number: #B-0055 Date: 09/10/86 l_
D ment Title : Comments on alternatives under con.ideration for United {1eosoting Site and suggestion that R
the Detox Ind. biodegradation process be ysed.
Tooez Letter !
Du.ument Qualifiersis): Original/Duplicate of Original, =Y
& or: Thomas A. Dardas, President l
Detox Industries, Inc, )
fe-ipient: Carl €. Edlend, Chief : '

Superfund Prograa branch, USCPA, Region 6

Total Pages: 2 !

D saent Musber: 0§-0857 Pate: 03/12/86 ' o ij’tﬁ

Doriment Yitle : 9 written conaents received during public comment perled. (Public_cossgat period way from 8/22/86 - 9/12/86), % '

Type: Letter L ST
Do ment Quslifiers(s): ) T 77 Original /Dupticate of Qriginal, Ty
Juthor: Tanglewood East property owners » Co “L

5 z y - | N 5.4
Recipient: United Creosoting €o. Site Fiie o IR e R A T;Mff:' _““ o

USEPA Region § PR R

To.al Pages: 15 o T
proy - o~ o - vty RSB T,
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i Unit. Creosote
== ==:===:======:=:=$===:=::===:=:==:=3================'ﬁ:::::::::::z:;::::H; Iy
an‘ent Huaber: QE-D058 Date: 0%/15/86
De'ent Htie : Agency Position on Reisbursement for Economic Losses Under CERCLA
Tyii #enorandun

R ent ﬂualif,lers!s,g. .. e WPl Ll la ZIEDIATE L lLpil :ﬁ': ig!ng'!ol_f&!jgit_! Qf__ofiﬂlnil,l,v

A or: Henry L. Longest 1i, Director :
Office of Emergency and Remedizl Response, USEPA

Re pient: Dick Whittington, Regional Administrator
USEPA Region 6

T:'l Pages: |

ent Mymber: 08-005%¢% Date: 0%/16/86

‘Dg ment Title : Comments from property owner concerning en site incineration B
Tyl Letter E
De.ment Qualifiers(s): Origira!/Buplicate of Original, N
Aulwr: Jack Clark, 111 _
Clark Bottting Company

Repient: Carl E. Edlund, Chief
Superfund Prograa Branch, USEPA, Region 6

1ol| Pages: | K

-

it

’Dt aent Nusber: (B-0060 Date: 09/13/66 ) , §

}oolent Title : Inquiry on behalf of heaeouners in Tanglewood East Subdivision in Conroe, Tx. Homequner’s petition Is attached.

e 7

B

ki i

T Letter with Attachments

, ent Qualifiers(s): .- - Original/buplicate of Qriginal,

: United States Senate ez sieps L e mdEE

ﬁ:'r: Senator Lloyd Bentsen of Texas - .- ”% g
N . B RT3 )

Repapient: Dick ¥Whittingten, Kegional Administrater . ——
i - YSEPA, Region 6 : - T T e T e e S e

To..! Pages: 4 o _ P
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................... EEEEEESSCISCISYSEISILEEIEALSsECREEsszszEcsc
t sSss=TIITESE szzs=se TITTLIIT FEES T H TIz=IIEE IEEEERSizCTETIITSIRIISTIIZSEzTIIz

Bocument Title ¢ Response to Senator Bentsen’s letter dated Aug. 29, 1986 on behalf of Hr. & Krs. Claytor of Conroe, Texas.

Iype: Letter . ] ce e
Docunent Qualifiers(s): ©o Tt lriginal fDuplicate of Original,

[ :ument Nusber: 08-00¢] Date: 09/23/66 l

EETI T 73 I a e T T S

{ :hor: Dick ¥hittington, Regional Administrator

. P i . e e e e e __.+_,;.. e e - e TP ,_;._:-_:..;.__. [

. USEPA Region 6 T — g : _ s Mhl

¥ :iplent: Senator Lloyd Bentsen O
United States Senate T Wign
| of

T .at Pages: 3 ‘o
1

Document Kumber: 0B-00672 Bate: 03/23/86

I .went Title : Response to notice letter

Toer Letter
i.:ument Qualifiers{s): Criginal/Ouplicate of Original,

§ “hor: Robert €. Floyd, Attorney for Conroe Construction Co.
Floyd, Taylor and Riley, ttorneys

s
; e
i
Loy,

E . i

Pocipient: Hs. Kis L. Turnpaugh
Superfund Coapliance Section, USEPA Region 6

Total Pages: |

£

Sons S . BN

[ uaent Kusber: 08-0063 Date: @9/25/86

Document Title : Response to letter from Bruce . King, a Tanglewood fast property owner, dated Sept. 2, 1986
(correspondence attached].

. T

Type: Letter with Attachaents L Ce e
L ument Qualifiersis): ST T 5T Sgriginal/uplicate of Original, T

i -
duthor: Carl E. Edlund, Chief PRl 3 SEITH D Tiead oY

Superfund Progran Branch, USCPA Reglon § '
Recipient: Bruce King ~  ~ T TIIINITToimmmoemoeorens st ossetep sttt S b oasig
Tanglewnod East property gwner - - R SRR AR

1..al Pages: § # -opeh e
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H. Unit. Creosote
a2l oy s rTIESIITTISS RS SISO C I RIS IERNISSS SIS SIS REASSRESITERESIIREEITR
m:lunt kumber: G6-0064 Date: 09/29/6¢
oa'nnt Titie : Information request letter sent to aultiple addressees &;
Typg: Letter
Dp,_ient Qualifiers(s): , emem ma ... .. Driginal/Duplicate of Origiaa!,

ll-v-‘.ﬂl'i Allyn 8. Davis, Director - R —
Hazardous Waste Kanagement Diviston, USEPA Region 6

R¢ pient: Charles C. Palmer et al,,
Other pddressees Yisted on attached sheet,
Ic‘ Pages: 5

_l ...... P Y Y e L C P L DL L T P - EEE T

j ent Kumber: 08-0065 Date: 09/30/86
D¢ ament Title : Record of Decision, Reaedial Alternative Selection (interim Remedy}, United Creasoting Cospany

'l)l.. fuidance/Policy
De.ament Qualifiersis): QOriginal /Quplicate of Qriginal, .
M r: Signed by Myron 0. Knudsen for Frances E. Phillips ]

! SEPA Region 6 -
‘Pr fent: United Creosoting Site File e
1 USEPA Region 6 S e T T
ﬁo_' Pages: 60 e
L X o
F-‘. .- Ll bl d b L e ] -- ) ‘31 -
Dc Wment Huaber: 08-0066 Date: 10/61/86 .
bo'ent Titte : Superfund progras project update - United {reasoting, Reaedial Action Dejcisriou P
Tyl Cosunity Relations ?lan o o B
b MRent Qualifiers(s): ’

‘gu r: Community Relations Staff
l YSEPA Region 6

hgiient: puulic - TSI L e T wmme e "'__,'.'__..'"_'_T_Z__ LT RS

lucal Pages: 3

{

= -
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Brit, {reosote

..............................................
£ ERFIIFSSIEs: L2144 LRttt PRt E E L T R P A E PP LS Pt R T S T E T A L 3 T ]

Docunent Title : Response to Senator Bentsen’s letter dated Sept. I7, 1986 on behalf of homeowners the Tanglewcod

B ument Rumber: £B8-008? Date: 10/08/56 '
fast Subdivision, Conroe, Texas !

Type: Letter
Dacument Qualifiers(s):

A hor: Franch E. Phi“ips L. g Grepte w ey cebrgpsprg | cREeosogm edanx ommoe e
USEPA, Region 6 o o

R ipieat: Senator Lloyd Bentsen

United States Senator o

T a8l Pages: 2 o
. (:)II
Document Number: @8-0068 Date: 10/15/86 '

D ument Title : Review comnents on the final Feasibility Study and Report by state and regional agenties

T e: Letter with Attachments y«mfpﬁé
Do.ument Qualifiers(s): Original/Duplicate of Original, )
A hor: Herschel §. Keriwether, 1, Deputy Asst. for Prograa ]

Office of the Governor, State of Texas

R=~ipient: Larry R. Soward, Executive Director . | I
Texas Water Comaission

Total Pages: 10 . .

Bttt

0 ument Kumber: B8-0069 Date: 10724786 )

Dregment Title ¢ lnquiry on behalf of J.C. Tatus, I11, sttorney for Wr. & Nrs. Warvin J. Schasffer of Conrce, Tx. “%
Type: Letter with Attachsents e LT i "
D ument Qualifiers(s): 07 7 Tpriginaljouplicate of Original, s

-
@

Author: Senator Lioyd Bentien of Texas
United States Senate

Recipient: frdnces £. Philtlpé.
iSEPA, Region 6

T..8! Pages: 4 )
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Unit. Creosote
e SRR LT EE R LR LR R P R L Pt A  E R R S T IR P YT I T YT R T . o
Dlment Humber: 0B-0070 Date: 1711786 -
n'naent Titie : Response to Senator Bentsen's letter dated Oct. 24, 1986 on behalf of ¢.C. Tatum |11, i
Tige: Letter with Attachuents Y
Qgtent Qualifiers(s): . oo friging fDuplicate of Uriginal, o
A.hor: Frances €. PhIILips, Acting Regional Administrator - _ o +

USEPA Reglon §

st T e - T Plawm Al PR UHRALTRAE TR Y cg g

R fplent: Senator Lloyd Bentsen of Texas
l United States Senate

T

-l-..-o------—--b-&--—o----‘---,- whemm—— L L L T Py

ent Wymber: §8-607) Date: 12/01/86

8l Pages: 3

o
s
o)
o
O
<O

D usent Title : Response to information request letter

‘I’l: Letter

fucument Qualifiers(s): Original/duplicate of Origina!,

Alhor: Carol Paleer
Charles + Thomas, Inc,

a!plent: s, Kfo Turnpaugh
Superfund Compliance Section, USEPA Region 6

Til Pages: 3

P ument Nusber: §8-0072 Date: 01/28/87

nlnent Vitle ¢ Notlce Letter

Tae: Letter

D¥eaent Qualifiers(s): wowe o idm.- o (Original/Duplicate of Original,
or: Ailyn K. Davis, Director : P
Qz Hlazardous Waste Management Div,, YSEPA Region 6 L.

x
-3

Regivients Wr. Sas P. fvans, et sl T L T T L s
Other addreysees tisted on attached shegt

nﬂal Pages: 3

E
SN

-
i}

- suwese - weEBISENEY
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Unit. Creosote

4 83==!=:!Stl!ﬂls==t!:===!====:‘:========B==IR=ESS!ﬂﬂiRﬂtﬂ::t:l!::lﬂ&:ilﬂl:zl
D upent Wymber: 06-0073 Date: 02/03/67
Document Title : RAesponse to notice letter

Typa: Letter
Docoment Qualifiersis): - « - OriginalfOuplicate of Original,

B e S R R

Au.hor: Eenest Coker, Jr,
Coker, Ourst and Wood, Attorneys

8 ipient: Hs, Kis Turnpaugh
Superfund *nforcement Section, USEPA Region §

T al Pages: |

e L oL L LT T T P e P raeame - - -

Bocument Number: 68-0074 Date: 05/01/87 ’ . ; :I
0 uaent Title : Staie of Texas gives assurance that it will take title to real properties after construction of clay cap. T
T #: Letter . e
Buvaent Qualifiers(s): Original/Duplicate of Origina!, - I
A hor: William P. Clements, Jr., Governor l )
State of Texas - i
f--ipient: Robert £, Layton, Jr., Regiona! idwin, : l B
USEPA Reglon 6 : s
Total Pages: |
D wment Wusber: §8-0075 Date: 05714/87
Preguent Title : Response to notice letter,
Type: Letter
D ument Qualifiers(s): ' "~ Origtaal/Ouplicate of Original, B
Author: R. Kelth Hopson, Attorney for First Federal Ssviags & Loan of Conroe
Brown Karoney Rose Barber & Dye, Attorneys O L.~ O S Y O I £ - SO
Recipient: Ms. Kim L. Turtpaugh =~ .~ T et tEe e B
Superfunc Enforcement Section, USEPA Region 6 : T S
Tuial Pages: 2 - : _Ji.r; T
w mEw LY - L] T o - n-vnelm ]
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0'0/89 Adainistrative Record - Category Nuaber Order  Page: 2
3t

D¢ ment Huaber: 86-0076 date: 0%/19/81 L

niment Title : Information tequest letter

Tik: Letter
ent Qualifiers{s): Criginal/Buplicate of Original,

or: Robé.ft E. Hanesschlager, Chief
Superfund Enforceaent Branch, USEPA Region 6

Re ‘pient: Mrs. Aileen Tiras

Tc sl Pages: 3

002542

- mesermw P LT TN - - P

ELITATE R E T FL T ey

an,lent Nuaber: 0B-§077 Date: 05/22/81

&
TR

B ment Title : Letter and att--“ed affidavit giver in response to information request lotter.

Ty 2 Letter with Attachments T
Tent Qualifiers(s}: Original [0uplicate of Original,

A wr: Rileen Tiras

nlpient: Ms. Kim Turnpaugh <
Superfund Compliance Section, USEPA Region 6

1‘1 Pages: 3 .

O ment Nuaber: 08-0078 fate: 06/18/81 ' Y

Sment Title ¢ Notice letter

‘([;: Letter ) _

O ment Qualifiers{sj: oo oo Original Quplicate of Original, -
Aiﬂn Allyn K. Davis T S T R O T =
R Hazardous Waste Managemeat Div., USEPA Region 6

'R totent: John RcKiraghan, Marmac Corp. T T TR i
" Patrick George LSl RN

‘l‘l Pages: 3

[P L L L L L
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Unit. Creosote

EeEEt i it it R R R R it S A L M I E T SR IR I 11

D¢ ment Nusber: 0§-00T9 Date: 06/26/87

Document Titie : Transfer of Title of Property at United Creosoting

Type: MNemorandum
De~ment Qualifiers(s): N - —Qriginal/0upiicate of Original,

Autnor: Evan L. Pearson, Asst. Regional Counsel

.
%

USEPK Reglon 6 S L3 anTuE mATIR .i_:,’r.-:; - ;‘;ia_ég.:=@:a~.:= afa;_:;.m..:_:;:l;(\!- V
Re_.pient: Carl Edlund, Chief . .
Superfund Program Branch, USEPA Region € 0
g
Tt 3 Pages: 3 e .
Q’ .

Document Muaber: 88-0080 Date: 07781787

M ament Title ¢ Superfund prograe project description - United Creosoting Site

T e Cosaunity Relations Plan F3
Docuwent Qualifiers(s): Origing!/Duplicate of Original, -
A& or: Community Relations Staff .ﬁ’i

USEPL Region 6

& ipient: Publlc ‘ . L

Total Pages. 2 . . a N
Dc ament Nusber: 08-008 Date: 0972567 \ LA
Dc ment Title : Status of Relocation Negotiations, and attached letter to Gov. Cleaents clarifying issues. l :
«i .
Tuse: Heaorsndua - '
B sment Qualifiers(s): o - mmwosaencgr0Original fDupticats of Original, N i
futhor: Robert E. Layton, Jr., Regional Adainistrator - AT :
USERA Region € innen 2 e -
Reciplent: J. Winston Porter, Ass't. Adsinistrator T T T T T e e e e e L Ly
Solld Waste and Emergency Response, USEPA e s s

Tota! Pages: 3

L e -
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Unit, Creosote
B NSRRI IR I I R R IR S R S RS C A AN R IV RN SR AT ORI b YRS .
D;lent Number: 08-00€2 bate: 10/28/87 7
u'lent Title ¢ Letter stating that USEPA wiil asqume titie to proerties Involved during construction of temporary reaedy
Tyge: Letter
a‘"‘t qua'iﬂ‘"s“l,“_,__ I asepesd bmoaime:enes.oasse. =0 1ginal fluplicete of Original, T o
Aot Allyn K. Davis, director ot ) ' o ) '
Hazardous Waste Menagement Dlv., USEPA Region § o Ee3
R 1pient: Larry Soward, Executive Cirector
Texas Water Commission
'{.!1 Pages: |
rent Muaber: 08-0063 Date: 11/13/67 ;
D upent Title : Response to jnquiry frem Senator Graes on behalf of his constituent (correspondence sttached)
T:!: Letter with Attachaents
Duument Qualifiers(s): Original/Ouplicate of Qriginal, -
AWor: Robert £, Layton, Jr., Regional Administrator N
USEPA Region §
a;pient: Senator Phil Graas of Texas <
United States Senate
7‘] Pages: 4 E
& mment Musber: (B-0084 Date: 11/20/87 _ e 44
b«.uent Title ¢ United States will take temporary title to properties until construction of cap is coaplete, then trensfer title to
the state of Texas.
ie Hemorandus
5 Msent Qualifiersis): e W e w - OriginalfDuplicate of Ocfginal, I
for: J. Kinston Parter, Ass’t. Adainistrator Prard o
USEPA 8 3 emiTrIosES) C9IGF Ion)
Regdpient: Rabert E. Layton, Regional .\dmmstrjgrm;m;‘;;,; e min agme e g e ]
_‘ . uSEPA Region 6 ._;,“ . . e e o= e oo - oo L T T LA _W.A.a.n M-.w . o

Tusst fages: |

P L T w . s . - -
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Unit. Creosote

R 23+t A LA PR PP R R R RS R4 P E P R R R R R R IR P R F R P S R P P S T P T I T F 3+

D ument Kumber: 08-0085 Date: L1/23/87

Document Title 1 United Creosoting Pnase 1 Treatability Study « Work Plan, Health and Safety Plan,
Quatity Control / Quality Assyrance Plan

Type: Report/Study — . DU LEe g
Brrument Quatifiers(s): _ - Original/Duplicate of Qriginal,

Authort Staff S i o o

Tw iln e LR AL g AT
Weston, Inc. SRR AT

R ipient: Texas Water Comaission

T al Pages: 93

L L L R e L h bl T T P A e e N T PR B T R e T

Docuaent Muaber: (8-0086 Date: 11/30/87

D uyment Title ¢ United Creosoting Phase 1 Treatability Study - Work Plan, Health and Safety Plan, Quality Assurance Plan

- Docusent Qualifiers{s): “Draft,

& bhor: Staff
¥eston, Inc,

g R ipient:
| Texas ¥ater Commission

Tatal Pages: 56

T e: Report/Study '; B

B ument Nuaber: 08-0087 Date: 01/29/88 ‘ x &

B D -aent Titie @ Agendment No. I1 to Contract for Services modifies Stope of Services

et

B Tvoe: Misceilaneous e

=

B oment Qualifiers(s): CeE e s P o iginal fhup) fcate of Origlnal, Incomplete, -

Author: Staff wphavigieians Pk ovediid suli 4
Texas ¥ater Counission, E.P.A

B Recipient: United Creosoting Co. Site File e P
N USEPA Region 6 PotaT

Total Pages: )

. B e e T O b
i o0 ime T - £ =
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i Unit, Creosote

- ::::::::::::::::::::-‘.::::=!====l====‘.‘=!:32:5!2::3:::====:=======:===:::3::
Do'lent Nugber: (0&-0088 Date: 03731788

-i)olent Title = Amengrent Wo. 12 to Contract for Services sodifies Scope of Services

l
1 Hiscellansous ek
\Do"ent Qualifiersis): T ’ Qriginal/Duplicate of Original, Incompiete,

r: RS i~ L. PN S N
."i Texas Water Cmission. £.5.4. e e R TR R D e o T e i -a.,s....w“--"“'*
‘ .

Re..pient: United Creosoting Co. Site file
| USEPA Region &

To | Pages: 6
1

no'ent Nusber: 08-008% Date: 08/26/88

002546

—-——— L L L L R S ey ) - -

Do..ment Title : Proposed scope of work for Phase 1l Treatability Study focusing on fluid extraction.

Ly i Letter

incoaplete,

‘ent Qualifiersis):
Fu r: Calvin L. Spencer, Project Manager

Roy . Weston, Inc,

l'\‘elimt: Louis Rogers
Texas Water Comaission

Toj@ Pages: 7

Do..ment Wember: 88-0090

y‘ fiscellaneous
ant Quatlifiars{s):
Tt
Texas Water Commission, [.P.4.

Re@rient: United Creosoting Co. Site File
. USEPA Region 6

hi fages: &

,-' -------

Date: 09/39/88

-

lent Title + Jeenduend Ho. I to Contract for Services modifies Stope of services

Original /Duplcate of Originat, Incomplete,

o

ERRAE . % 5 S
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Unit. Creosote

ms mmmsrETECETetE o SruTecEEUmrissisemesdremy=e

U e e P P R P2+ 3t 1 13 43 1 14 TEIRTEEIRILz=zzse

Dt ment Number: §B-0$1 Date: 09730788

Docement Title : Comaents after review of proposed scope of work for Phase 11 Treatability Stedy.
Type: Letter

Document Quatifiersis): . Origingifbuplicate of Original,

& wr: Don iillius. Reaedial Project Hanage
USEPA Reglon 6 ‘

Rt iplent: Louis Rogers
Texas Water Coseission

T ol bages: 2

W cASeutEemssTEEwaw L e L Lot L L L T rupuperpy LT T - LY T,

Document Nuaber: (08-00%2 Date: 10711/88

Do ment Titie : Letter cutlining revisions to the scope of work for the Phase Ii Treatability Study
T o Letter

Do sment Qualifiers{s): Incoaplete,

A wr: Phillip deBlanc, Engineer
Roy F. Heston, Inc.

Re~ipient: Louis Rogers
Texas ¥ater Cossission

Total Pages: I

- - maaa

Ll LT

Dt meat Huaber: 08-0093 Date: 19/31/88

Dorument Title : Approval of technical scope of work for Phase 11 Treatability Study.
Type:  tetler

Lo ment Qualifiers(s): . e = tme e zasOriginal Duplcate of Urigina’,

Author: Jonald Y, Witliams, Leader RIJFS Unit
{SEPA Qegion 6

Recipient: Louis Rogers o
Texas Water Comsission

Tl Pages:

- s L1 ) -

N

&.- T
. L S R
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fy/30/89 Age nistrative Record - Category Mumber Order
Unit. Creosote

[laent humber: 98-00%4 Pate: 11)08/88

iuaent Title : [EPA proposes a phased implementation of the interim remedy.

Type: Letter
vaent Qualifiers{s):

A_.hor: Allyn K, Davis
l Hazardous Weste Management Div., USEPA Reglon 6
®

ipient: Allen Beinke, Executive Dirsctor
Texas Water Commission

Tlal Pages: 2

n'unnt Muaber: 0B-B095 Date: 11721788
4

Tle: Letter

Lociment Qualifiers(s):

hor: Allen P, Beinke. Euecutive Director
Texas ¥ater Comaission

1ipient: Allyn W, Davis, Director
Hazardous Waste fanageament [iv., HS{PA Region €

T!Al Pages: |

tl.uent Number: 08-909%5 Date: 902/01/89

pllent Title : Public Notice announcing that a technical assistance grant is available for the United Creosoting Site.

: Cosaunity Relations Plan
[ Bsent Qualifiers(s):

r: Shannon Doss
g USEPA Region 8

Recipient: Pubiic

Juial Pages: |

Original fDuplicate of Original,

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

‘wment Title : TW( supports EPA’s suggested alternative of phased iwpleaentation of remedial action st United Creosoting Site

----------

Original fBupiicate of Qriginal,

- e o o A e e e e e e e
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B9/30/89 Adeinistrative Record - Category Number Order  Page: 3
Unit. Creosote

D ment Number: @&B-0097 Date: 06716789

Document Title : EPA’S Coaaents on draft Feasibility Study Amendsent

Type: Letter with Attachaents

B mment Qualifiers{s): Original/Duplicate of Qriginal,

duthor: Cynthis J. Kaleri, Reaedial Project Hanager
Texas Remedy Section, USTPA Region 6

R . iplent: Louils Rogers
Remedial Contract Activities Section, THC

T ol Pages: 10

- - - —dpmsm o ——- o o

Document Huaber: ©8-0698 Date: 01/61/89

D..ument Title : Feasibility Study Amendment - Preferred Alterastives Anatysis
T e: Report/Study

Dociment Qualifiers(s): Draft,

& hor: Staff
Veston, inc.

& ipient: Texas Water Comaission

T "af Pages: 153

- - T T pa—— - -

Do.ument Nuaber: £8-0099 Bate: 01/01/8%

D usent Title : Superfund Project Upcate - United Creosoting
T-¢: Community Qelations Plan S

§ uwaent Qualifiersis): OriginalfDuplicate of Original,

Author: Coznunity Relations Staff
USEPA Region 6

fecipient: Public

Total Pages: 10

\ .
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Unit. Creosote

i i3 F s e s it Pt i i A A PR A A e A I R R S E P R T T

D’nent Wusber: 08-0106 Date: 07/05/89

ent Title = Letter Informs Interested parties that an Open House wiil be held on 1/15/89 in Conroe, studies are coapiete
and related documents will be avallabie for public review.

T Letter
Di!ent Qualifiersts): Ortginal f0uplicate of Original,

Aucnor: Peggy Kyan composed and signed letter in Ellen Greensy’s absence.
Coaaynity Relations Staff, USEPA Region 6

Re pient: Commynity relations sailing list

Tl | Pages: |

ent Number: 08-010) Date: (8/03/8%

002550

Dc ment Title t Transcript of public meeting held August 3, 1989 in Conroe, Texas re: proposed plan for United Creosoting Site.

] Tyl: Community Retations Plan
Docement Qualifiers{s): Original/Duplicate of Original,

nlor: foxanne Shirvan, Transcriber
On the Record Reporting, inc.

R'pient: United Creosoting site fiie
USEPA Region §

Til Pages: 103

bc. meat Number: 86-0162 Date: 08;29/89

ent Title = EPA gives conditional spproval of the revised Feasibility Study Amendment Report {See attached comsents).
: Letter vith Attachaents

Wacnt Qualifiers(s): Original/Duplicate of Original,

gkor: Robin Gelston - Walls, Yexas Superfund Coordinator
USEPA flegion 6 e e e

- fent: Jawes Feeley, Acting Chief
Contract Remediai Activities Section, ¥HC

otal Pages: 2

002550



09/38/89 Adoinistrative Record -~ Category Number Order  Page: 35
Unit, (reosote

[ ument Wumber: 08-0103 Date: 89701789

Document Title @ Feasibility Study Amendeent Preferred Aiternatives Analysis (Final - inciudes revisions made to July, 1989 report}

Type: Report/Study 5
£--ument Qualifiers(sh: Original/Duplicate of Original,
Author: Staff -
¥eston, Inc. -
Wy
f..ipient: Texas Water Compission e
N
T ! Pages: 153 O
O

- mhmsrsrtdsmLmsLdmhdm L Y et d k.- ——— - -

Docunent Kusber: 08-0104 Date: 09/08/89
I :vment Title : Heac re: United Creosoting ROD and Interim Final ROD Guidance
1 e:  Keasrandua
Document Qualifiers(s): Original/Dupiicate of Original,
4 hor: Cynthia J. Kaleri, Remedial Project Manager
Texas Reaedy Section, USEPA Region 6
Texas Reaedy Section, USEPA Region &

T
5 wed?
f cipient: Donald Xilliams, Section Chief '
T-“at Pages: | E

e LT - N

L.cueent Huaber: 08-2145 Pate: 09/29/89

ol

i

§ :ument Title @ Record of Decision

Yunp: Hiscellanzous : v
I ument Qualifiers(s): - Origina)/Duplicate of Origins!,

&

«
.
* 3 - o
AR AR AN
! v 44 -2
N :

n
s

Author: Rebert E. Layton, Jr., Regional Administratoer
USEPA Region 6

Recipient: United Creascting site file
USEPA Region 6

Tota) Pages: 109

e - e

e res
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