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RECEIVED

s July 19, 2007 JUL 272007
Reply To
Attn Of: AWT-121 DEPT. OF ECOLOGY

*Ms. RueAnn Thomas, Environmental Programs Director
J.H. Baxter & Co.
85 N. Baxter Road
P.O. Box 10797
Eugene, OR 97440-2797

Re:  Disapproval and Comments on Corrective Measures Study (“CMS”) Report
J.H. Baxter & Co. Arlington Facility
§ 7003 Administrative Order on Consent (“Order”)
Docket No.: RCRA-10-2001-0086
EPA ID No.: WAD 05382 3019

Dear Ms. Thomas:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 (“EPA”) has reviewed the CMS
Report, dated January 12, 2007, submitted by J. H. Baxter (“Baxter” or “Respondent”), as
required by Section VII of the Order. Pursuant to Section XII, paragraph 72(d) of the Order,
EPA is hereby disapproving the CMS Report. In accordance with paragraph 74(a) of the Order,
Baxter shall submit a revised CMS Report which corrects the deficiencies noted in the enclosed
- comments within sixty (60) days of receipt of this letter.

Please contact me at (206) 553-6702 or at palumbo.jan@epa.gov , or have your legal counsel
contact Jennifer MacDonald at (206) 553-8311, if you have any questions regarding this letter and the
enclosed comments. A

Slncerely,

%I:ﬂ%umbo

Project Coordinator

Enclosure

cc: SaraBeth Watson, Steptoe & Johnson, Washington D.C.
Mary Larson, J.H. Baxter, Arlington
Les Brewer, Premier Environmental, Portland
Georgia Baxter, J.H. Baxter, San Mateo
Dean Yasuda, Washington State Department of Ecology

aPﬂnMonRscydadPaper
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EPA COMMENTS ON J.H. BAXTER CORRECTIVE MEASURES STUDY (CMS)

REPORT DATED JANUARY 12,2007

Overall the CMS was prepared following the general outline which Baxter and EPA had
discussed, and included the remedial options we had agreed upon. However, revisions are
required before the CMS can be approved by EPA, WhJCh are dlscussed below.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1.

- Generally the CMS lacks sufficient detail necessary for EPA to select a remedy. Many of

the alternatives, including the presumptive remedy of ground water extraction and

. treatment, and the alternative recommended by the facility, ground water extraction and

re-injection into an injection trench, lack the detailed analysis that would provide the
basis for EPA to select a remedy, and for the publlc to understand whether the remedy, if
implemented, would be effectlve 1 .

The CMS lacks balance: and ob_]ect1v1ty It appears biased, placing empha51s on concepts

such as-cost and “impracticability” and presenting some potentially effective remedial

options as not:viable though they may in fact be viable. The recommended remedial
action is described very favorably, without sufficient details to document that it would in
fact functlon as descnbed

The correctlve .actlo‘n ob_] ectives (CAOs) must be more clearly developed and the CMS
must discuss how each alternative addresses the objectives. They must be included in the
front section of the document to help guide the development of the CMS. The CAOs
must include, at a minimum, 1) ground water plume control in the near term to avoid any
potential movement of the plume off-site, including pumping along the axis of the plume
to collapse the plume, 2) ground water plume reduction in size based on parameters
including concentration and length of plume, with annual reviews of monitoring data to
determine progress, and 3) contaminant source minimization and stabilization.

The proposal in the draft CMS that ob_] ectives not be achieved for 30 years is
unacceéptable.

An objective, detailed and accurate description of the alternatives is essential to enable
EPA to evaluate the alternatives and to have a basis for selecting a remedy. Beyond

- providing a basis for remedy selection, the concept and details of the Respondent’s

recommended and other potential alternatives are also critical to the ultimate design after
remedy selection, and therefore must be more fully described with greater detail. This
includes correction of many errors on Figure 9-7, illustrating the concept of the proposed
alternative. '
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in the CMS but is not fully developed is the option
d water and then to fesm_]ect the treated wafef

6.

he mee with Bax Y 26, and also based on subsequenﬂv reeelved
mformatlon from the-Washmgtcn State lepartment of Ecology, treated contaminated
ground water may be re-injected into the aquifer in the course of performing an approved
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) corrective action. :

7. The concepts of technical impracticability and natural attenuation are used too loosely
throughout the document, especially in Section 6:4. EPA has specific guidance which

deﬁnes these terms and how they are to be 1mplemented J.H: Baxter’s use of these terms
: EPA guidance documents,

st use: ulc
: 2 lity of Ground-Water Restoration,
Directive 9234.2-25 and Ferformance Monitoring of Monitored Natural
Attenuation(MNA) Remedies for VOCs in Ground Water (EPA/600/R-04/027, Aprzl
2004). The CI 1ust be revised in accordance with these guidances; rather than
discarding an alternative based on the unfounded conclusion that it is “impracticable,”
WOTSE,; dlscardmg any alternailve that rmght address ground water because as-a ¢lass they

_ gv‘L nresepts a preblem fer many readers. (’enelstem use 0““ pg/L enab;es
readers to avoid having to.convert from one unit to another, and mg/L requires many
zeros at the relevant level: (u 001 mg/L), and could lead to.confusion. .

Please note; Many of the. specrf’ ¢ comments below also require that Section 10.0:0f the Report,
Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives, be revised, even if the comment is not repeated but the issue
is repeated in the commenis on that Section. '

A}w note: ""“}Huughuut the CMS t}‘:ei'e are eomleswe s‘iate“aeﬁts whieh are not weﬂ-;s 1

ﬁed

; ] has mad‘ substantlal comments regafdlng thv Iaek of
support £ premises on which the conclusions of the document. rely. Thus, the.evaluation
and- cenclusmns of the evaluatlon will require-substantial revision before this decument can be
approved by EPA.

(o]
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1.

Page 5, Section 2.2.2. The discussion of Regional Hydrogeology states that the closest
surface water is Portage Creek, yet there is a ditch along the east side of the J.H. Baxter
facility. It is unclear why this ditch is not mentioned. Baxter has mentioned in the past
that efforts have been made to gain access to this ditch to facilitate wastewater discharge,
but was denied access by the property owner. This ditch may be an optlon for discharge

-~and should be discussed in this Section and in: Sectlon 6. 2 2 Also see comment 44,

Sectlon 8. 2 4.10; pp. 53- 54 below

Page 12 first paragraph The text states that Parcel B has not been affected by historic
releases. However, data in the Site Investigation (SI) and the CMS show that there is
contamination in Parcel B, though not above proposed cleanup levels Revise

: accordmgly

Page 13 Section 3.0, and throughout the document The document defines and uses the
term “interim cleanup levels.” Please substitute the term “proposed cleanup levels,”

. 'which is the correct termmology for cleanup levels that are used to develop correctlve
- measures. - i _ T flal e

Page 13 second paragraph Itis not accurate to say that chem1ca1s used-at the fac111ty ,
have low volatility. Rather, the monitoring that was performed at the facility showed that

+~air emissions from the facility did not cause a risk to human health or the environment.’
- Revise the first phrase of the fourth sentence in this paragraph, so that the revised -

sentence reads: “Historic releases to the ground are not causing a risk to human health or
the environment and no proposed cleanup levels are needed for air.” Make a similar
change to p.15, Section 3.2, second paragraph and fourth paragraph.

Similarly, it is not accurate to say that all runoff is contained on site. Although a portion
of the storm water is directed into the storm water treatment system, the rest infiltrates

‘into the groundwater which is not contained on'site." Revise last sentence in this

paragraph accordingly.

- Page 13, third paragraph. The text proposes that proposed cleanup levels used‘for-the

CMS will be based on industrial land use rather than unrestricted land use. Industrial
cleanup levels may be used for soil and subsoil for the areas on-site where institutional
controls will be maintained and where off-site contamination is not an issue. However,
ground water, which may potentially migrate offsite, shall be protected to drinking water
standards. - The discussion in section 3.1 which follows correctly states that drinking
water standards will be used as cleanup levels for ground water. Please revise to indicate
that industrial cleanup levels will apply only to soils in areas where land use is restricted

by institutional controls.
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6.

-3

10.

11.

12.

I3.

Page 14, first full paragraph. The text states that ground water contaminants are presently
under steady-state conditions. However, ground water monitoring data of the past few
years have shown ground water contammants in-some wells have not aiways been stable

Justlfy. the steady—state. co_ndlt_lon or dele_te th1s statement or revise the statement to

accurately reflect the observed data.

Page 14, first full paragraph. The text states that constituents have not had an adverse

effect on off-site ground water or surface water. While the off-site monitoring wells

installed and monitored to date have not had detections of contaminants, there is
insufficient information to support the conclusion that off-site ground water has not been
impacted. Reviseto state that contaminated ground water has not been detected off-site,
and remove the broader generalization that off-site ground water has not been impacted.

Page 14, last sentence in the first fuil paragraph and bullets 2 and 3, and throughout the

admaad?

document where the word “potable” is used. Please substitute the term ““drinking water
for “potable.”

Page 14, bullets 4 and 5. The text states that EPA Region 9 Preliminary Remediation
Goals (PRGs) will be used if no Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) levels are available.
EPA is now using EPA Region 6 PRGs, as Region 9 is no longer updating its PRGs.
Revise the text and tables, as necessary, to reflect the use of Region 6 PRGs.

Page 21, Section 4.1.3. The text states that “[n]o constituents of concern (COCs) have
been detected above interim cleanup levels in MW-18, indicating that COCs have not
migrated off site.” While it is true that there have been no COC detections in MW-18,
there is insufficient information to conclude that contaminants have not migrated off site.

Revise, as discussed in specific comment number 7 above.

Page 25, fourth paragraph. The text states that the plume is presently under steady state
conditions and that natural processes are effective at limiting plume migration.
Consistent with specific comment number 6 above, revise the text in this paragraph

Page 26, second paragraph. The text states, as it does on page 16, that ground water
beneath Parcel B has not been affected by facility COCs and that the soil:contamination
meets the MTCA empirical demonstration requirements for ground water protection.
Please reference the work that was done to justify this conclusion.

Page 29, Section 5.4.2, last paragraph, last sentence. This section states that there are no
receptors downgradient of the facility. This is not accurate. There are receptors (i.e. via
drinking water wells and surface water bodies) at locations downgradient of the facility.
This sentence must be revised.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

* which likely varies among the alternatives.

Page 30, Section 5.5.1, second paragraph. The text states that COCs are present at the
depth of 10 — 15 feet below ground surface (bgs) which is in the depth range for exposure
to workers doing subsurface utility or construction work. Yet worker exposure is not
considered in developing corrective measures. Please clarify. :

Page 30, Section 5.5.2, first sentence. The text states that residential exposures would
occur only if the plant was closed and redeveloped for residential use, or if drinking water
wells were installed near the facility. This is inaccurate. There are drinking water wells
installed near the facility. Revise this sentence accordingly. Also, see specific comment
5 above regarding the appropriate use of industrial or residential standards.

Page 31, sole paragraph. The conclusions set forth in this paragraph regarding potential
off-site ground water impacts are not supported. Revise in accordance with specific

“~comments- 5 and 13 above.

Page 32, Section 6.1, second paragraph. The discussion here, and any othefs throughout
the document, relating to the “adverse effects” of a corrective measure on the business
operations or the need to “shut down” must be revised. Such discussion should be

- presented only in relation to the specific corrective measure and must provide more

information regarding what the adverse effects are expected to be and what the

magnitude of those effects are expected to be. For example, what is the expected length
of time of any disruption in operations? There must be sufficient detail in this document
to provide the ability to fully evaluate each alternative and the degree of adverse effects,

Page 34, the reference to the Puget Sound Resources National Priorities List (NPL) Site
must be deleted. That site is in a much different environmental setting and the discussion
as presented is not relevant and is misleading. ‘ :

Page 34, Section 6.2.2. This section discusses the potential for regulatory concerns
regarding disposal of contaminated ground water. First, Baxter has not provided
documentation for these concerns. Absent such documentation, alternatives which
generate contaminated ground water must be given full evaluation and: consideration.
Second, any representations regarding communications with other parties about the
possibility of discharging water must be supported by documentation. Finally, the
statements in the last paragraph of this section at the top of page 35 regarding technical
impracticability are not supported and must be deleted. Please see general comment
number 7 above and specific comments numbers 20 and 21 below. This section, and all
other discussions of these matters in this document, must be revised in accordance with

this comment. - .
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20. Pages 35-3 6, Sectien 6 4. This b@CtiOﬁ discﬁsses technical impraetieabi-.ity of a

(o
ek

22.

23.

o]
L

concevt 0*' technlcal anractrcablhty applles toa particular alternatrve a.nd should not be
presented in this section of the document. If Baxter believes it can support an argument
of technical impracticability with regard to a particular alternative, it should present that
argument in the section discussing that particular alternative. The discussion presented
here is not persuasive. The broad conclusory statément that it is technically impracticable
to remediate residual non-aquecus phase liquid (NAPL); soil, and light non-aqueous
phase liquid (LNAPL) within Parcel A is not supported and is unhkelv to be supportable.
This section must be deleted. .

Page 36, last paragraph. This paragraph states: “While it is technically impracticable to
remedlate and clean up subsux face s01ls and re51dua1 NAPL in t he Mam Treatfnent Area
that area: by act1ve gr_ound water remed1at1_on teclmologles ? Th1s is one: _exa_mple where
two concepts are mixed and need to be separated and resolved independently. The issue
of technical impracticability needs to be supported in accordance with EPA guidance and
in relation to a particular alternative being considered. Ground water can be remediated

' and the CMS must be revised to incorporate an alternative that includes pumping and

treating the ground water.

Page 38, Section 7.2.1. This section discusses subsurface soil corrective measures
objectives, but does not include meeting cleanup levels as an objective. A corrective
measures objective (CMO) requiring that the corrective measure selected result in
subsurface soil meeting cleanup levels must be added.

Page 38, Section 7.2.2, page 39, last bullet, and throughout the document. The phrase “to
the extent feasible” is used in d’iscussi‘ng this CMO for LNAPL. Deleteﬂu’s phrase and
“techmeal 1mpract1cab1hty” n gener_a;l eerrlment number 7 above an.d specxﬁc commentsé
numbers 19, 206-and 21 above.

Page 38, Section 7.2.2. This section must also consider leachable NAPL which ¢
continue to develop a dissolved plume from the NAPL source area. '

Page 38, Section 7.2.3. The following statement “Ground water modeling results indicate
that the d1ssolved—phase ground water plume is limited to the facility boundaries and does

not extend off site....” is misleading. Such statements like this must be based on the data

and not on modeling. Revise accordingly.
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26.  Page 38, Section 7.2.3. Under EPA policy, ground water should be restored for use as
drinking water, unless it is, for reasons other than site contamination, not potable.
Therefore, the assumption must be made that there is potential for future use of ground
water. Revise accordingly.

27.  Page 39, bullet at the top of the page and last bullet Change the term from “reduce”
-; wh1ch does not g1ve a relatlve quantlty or range to “mlmmlze ”

28. Page 39 add an. addltlonal CMO wh1ch states “Mlmmlze concentratlons of COCs in s01l
- .and ground water to ach1eve cleanup levels and:to: protect human ‘health‘and the
environment.” i g e : : G c e

29. . Page 40, last paragraph. - Physical restrictions (like fences) are not considered to be
institutional controls by EPA: Please see EPA’s Institutional Controls Guidance
Document, “Institutional Controls: A Site Manager’s Guide to Identifying, Evaluating,.

. and-Selecting Institutional Controls at Superfund and RCRA Corrective Action Cleanups,
OSWER 9355.0-74FS-P, USEPA 540-F-00-005; September, 2000 (“2000 IC Guldance”)
Revise accordingly throughout the document.

30. - Page42, Section 8.2. ' In this section and throughout the document the acronym NAPL is
~used. It is not clear what it refers to. Is it a reference to residual LNAPL dense non-
aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL); or something else? Please clarity. S

31.  Page43, second bullet. The description of “cost” needs be more detailed. The discussion
+.....of costs should include enough information so that the: EPA Regronal Economlst can
- make an rndependent assessment of those costs: TR

32.  Page 43, Sectlon 8.2, last paragraph. The last sentence in this section states: “Promising
++ technologies for which design-level details need to be developed in order to fully
evaluate their applicability are retained here; but subject to:contingenciés such as bench-
- scale testing.” = The technologies included here do not require bench scale testing.
- Instead; they: could be evaluated using interim remedial pilot scale testing which can be
further expanded 1f the technologles work acceptably Rev1se accordmgly :

33.  Page 43, Section 8. 2 1, first bullet F ences are not cons1dered by EPA tobe 1nst1tut10nal
controls See speclﬁc comment number 29 above i :

34, Page 45, ﬁrst full paragraph. This paragraph -discusses'shuttinig down the facility. See
specific comment 17 above and revise accordingly.

35. Page 47, Section 8.2.2.6. This section discusses a low permeability soil layer as a
remedial technology. It is unclear what this alternative is. It appears to be a no action
alternative. Please clarify.
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36.  Page 47, Section 8.2.3.1. The section states: “Phase separation and ground water
treatment of recovery fluids:is required. A potential issue with this technology is the
disposal of treated water.” This section must be revised to include discussion of the
option of injecting the treated extracted water.

37. - Page 48, Section 8:2.3.2. This section states: “‘Unless ground water recovery at a
downgradient location is completely effective, the technology can significantly mobilize
and further spread contamination.” The section seems to highlight problems with the
steam enhanced extraction. However, this potential problem was not covered in the
Section 9.3.7 regarding alternative 7. Include a discussion of this issue in:Section 9.3.7
regarding alternative 7 and discuss how this problem is managed.

38.  Page 48, Section 8.2:3.4. This section must include a comparison of the efficiency of
socks relative to pumping to clearly set forth the comparison of technologies.

39.  Page 49, Section 8.2.3.6, Disposal of NAPL. This section must be revised to explain why
incineration is the only likely disposal of NAPL and document the basis for that
statement. ' '

40.  Page 50, Section 8.2.4.2. Please reference the Performance Monitoring of Monitored
Natural Attenuation Remedies for VOCs in Ground Water (EPA/600/R-04/027, April
2004). The discussion of MNA must be consistent with this guidance.

41.. . Page 50, Section 8.2.4.3, Containment Wall. EPA expects that a hanging barrier with
hydraulic contrels would be very efficient to contain LNAPL and the dissolved plume.
The inclusion of pumping with a wall would make an alternative with a-hanging wall

religble. This alternative must be included in the revised CMS.

42. Pages 50-& 51, Section 8.2.4.4. This section assumes extracted and treated water cannot
above. It also contains the assertion that ground water extraction and treatment has
relatively high costs and provides relatively low mass removal. When extraction and
treatment sysitems are well designed and optimized they can be very effective and
efficient. This section must be revised to evaluate this option objectively.

43. Pa,ge' 51, Section 8.2.4.5, Funnel & Gate. It isnot clear why the funnel and gate
technology has not been retained, nor why a “hanging wall” will not work at this facility.
See specific comment number 41 above. Revise this section accordingly.

[# 4]
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44.

45.

46.

47.

48:

49.

50.

Pages 53 - 54, Section 8.2.4.10. The statement “... surface water would have to meet
strict water quality requirements and would 11ke1y require treatment before discharge.
This teclinology has not been retained because Baxter previously was not able to reach
agreement with Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) (the conveyance channel’s
owner)...” is not sufficient by itself to reject this option. Documentation which Supports
the statements that surface water discharge is unavailable to Baxter must be provided. In
addition; Baxter must consider injection as part of the alternative.

Page 56, Section'9.1.1, Institutional Controls. The section should reference state and
federal guidance on Institutional Controls: For federal guidance please see, “Institutional
Controls: A Site Manager’s Guide to Identifying, Evaluating, and Selecting Institutional
Controls at Superfund and RCRA Corrective Action Cleanups, OSWER 9355.0-74FS-P,
USEPA 540-F-00-005, September, 2000 (“2000 IC Guidance™).

Page 57, Section 9.1.2, LNAPL Recovery by Mechanical Extraction. This section must
be incorporated into sections which discuss “pump & treat” at the source Zone, and it
must compare pumplng to other optlons proposed such as “ba111ng or the use of sorbent
matenals : . . i =

Page 57, Sectlon 9 1. 2 LNAPL Recovery by Mechamcal Extractlon Trus paragraph

contains the following statement: “The new extraction wells would be designed to handle
more aggressive remediation techniques should more robust removal efforts be required -
by a future change in remedlal strategy . Include more deta11 and explaln this statement

Page 57, Sectlon 9.1.2, LNAPL Recovery by Mechamcal Extractlon Ttus section must :
include the options of pumping and treatlng from the source area rather than _]ust
1nc1ud1ng passwe optlons

Page 57, Sectlon 9.1.2, LNAPL Recovery by Mechamcal Extractlon This section
includes the following statement in relation to extraction wells: “If mobile NAPL were to’
flow readily into the extraction wells, then the frequency of mechanical extraction would
increase.” This statement is misleading since the proposed wells are passive extraction
wells. NAPL or high concentrations of dissolved contaminants would flow into the
extraction wells if these were designed as pumping wells. '

Page 58, Section 9.1.3, Monitored Natural Attenuation. A key guidance document on
this topic must be referred to here, Performance Monitoring of MNA Remedies for VOCs
in Ground Water (EPA/600/R-04/027, April 2004). The section must be rewritten with
this guidance in mind.
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51.

53.

55.

56.

12007

Page 60, Section 9.1.4, Ground water Monitoring. The proposed monitoring is not
acceptabie There wﬂi need te be > more: momt@nng for beth water Ievels and water

correctlve measure: a.nd not in this document. It is: 1mportant howevcr to consider the
monitoring required for so that the relative costs of the alternatives can be compared.

Page 60 Sectian 9.1. 4 Ground Water Monitori_ng The eXact cempounds o‘r field

correc_tlve. meas_ure Whll,e _p.eqtachlorophenol (-_PCP) -and polyammatxc hyd_rocalbons
(PAHs) are part of that suite of analytes; it is possible that other constituents will be also
included.

Page 61, Section:9.3.1, Alternative 1: Monitored Natural Attenuation. This section is
misleading since there is no monitored natural attenuation (MNA) occurring now at the
site.. The statement “The Monitored Natural Attenuation alternative represents the
baseline conditions at the Arlington facility and is included primarily for comparative
purposes” must be reworded to reflect that an uncontrolled plume is the present baseline
condition for the facility and delete the reference to MNA.

) PageﬁSi chtlen_933 Undé;r LhISS@ctIOD_ there are many. statements regarding the half-

iife of PCP. Note that mixing the issue of aerobic soils with anaerobic source areas or
contaminated water plumes does not help the understanding of the issue. While the
values of 23 to 178 days half-life are interesting, their presentation in this evaluation of
alternatives is mlsleadlng What must be included in this section is a discussion of how
long the contamination by PCP has been in the source area at this site, and that rather
than attenuating, the plume has continued to develop to its present geometry.

Page 66, Section 9.3.5, Alternative 5: P-hysicalﬂiydralilic-Containment. This section
concentra-tcs on slu‘rry walls which are constructed by: excavating a trench and thefn

md bﬁit@ﬁit§ _mixtura T"II S ;eeu_ﬁfx.ﬁua,t a_}so- iﬁc}ﬁdé ot h@ Ly“pe‘i ﬁf bamer gu}a, such

as a sheet pile wall or slurry wall installed by a vibrated beam.

Page 67, Section 9.3.6, Alternative 6: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal. Explain the
assumptions of locations, depth, etc. for the following statement: “It is estimated that
approximately 43,000 cubic yards {approximately 84,000 tons) of soil would be
excavated and disposed off site.”
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57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

Page 68, Section 9.3.7, Enhanced Biodegradation Recirculation System. This section
states: “Under Alternative 7, ground water recovery wells would be used to provide a
hydraulic flow barrier and would effectively capture the plume; however, the water being
pumped would not be brought to the surface and treated. Instead, the recovered water
would be treated in situ by recirculating it through the vadose zone via an aeration trench
to, in effect, form a large biological treatment cell.” While this is acceptable as a concept,
the figure that is used to convey the concept is incorrect as drawn. We discussed this -
issue at the meeting on February 26, 2007. This revision must be made in several places
in the text of this document and on Figure 9-7.

Page: 68 Sectlon 9 3.7, Enhanced Blodegradatron Rec1rculat10n System last paragraph.
The issue of a recirculating system, similar to a recirculating well, has its own set of
potential problems created by the recirculation pattern which makes monitoring difficult
and which could potentially created a downward gradient for the contamination. ThlS
issue must be addressed in this section.

Page 68, Section 9 3. 7 ‘Enhanced Blodegradatlon Recirculation System. The statement:

- “However, based on empirical data from a similar system at another wood treatment site,

it is anticipated that the recirculated ground water would have a much lower
concentratlon ” must be supported by detalled references and 1nformat10n

‘ Page 72, Sectlon 10 1.1.1 and page 74 Sectlon 10.2.1:1, second ‘and th1rd paragraphs.

Statements here, and throughout the document, which say that the plume is “likely at
steady state condltlons > must be revised in accordance with specific comment number

=6 above:

Page 72, Section 10.1.1.3, Implementability. The last sentence states: “For these reasons,
Alternative 1 has been ranked high for constructability and 1mp1ementat10n time and low
for beneficial results time frame.” It must also state that it is ranked low for plume

~ contalnment

Page -73, Section 10.1.4. This section states that “most programs needed for MNA are
already in place.” This statement is not true and must be revised in accordance with
general comment number 7 and specific comments numbers 40, 50, 53 and 63 above.

Page 73. Section 10.1.5, Cost. This section must be revised to take into account the
requirements in Performance Monitoring of Remedies for VOCs in Ground Water

(EPA/600/R-04/027, April 2004).

Page 74, Section 10.2, Alternative 2: Mechanical LNAPL Recovery and MNA. This
section states: “Mobile LNAPL recovery would be accomplished using mechanical
means, such as bailers, sorbent socks, and skimmers.” It must also include and discuss

~ pumping, which is a more effective mechanical method.

11
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65.

68.

69.

Page 76, Section 10.2.1.4, Safety. The section states: “There would be minimal potential
for causing catastrophic events such as explosions. This alternative is ranked high for
safety.” It is unclear why the facility considers the potential for explosion to-be a

which is used in the wood treating process.in the existing surface treatment units and in
the existing storm water treatment system. Unless a good reason can be provided, this
statement must be removed.

Page 77, Section 10.3.1.1, Performance. The logic in this section seems inconsistent.
Note the two statements quoted here: “Ground water would be aggressively
bioremediated using air sparging in source areas and in the downgradient plume to
accelerate biodegradation reactions. . .”.and * . . .would result in a reduction of 27% in
plume area and 3.7% in plume mass after 30 years.” These statements appear

" contradictory and do not suppert the concept of good performance. Clarify.

Page 84, Section 10.4.5, Cost. This section states: “The estimated total net present value
for this alternative (based on the assumptions used for estimation) . . .” but does not
reference what the assumptions are or where they can be found. Include all assumptions
used for estimation.

seems to have limited the options of containment to slurry wails, which is biasing the
decision due to the space requirements to install a slurry wall, and the limited space in
which to do the installation at the source area in this facility. Other types of containment
barriers besides slurry walls, such as a wall installed with a vibrating beam, must be
considered. ‘

Page 84, Section 10.5.1.1, Performance. This alternative states: “If pumping were to fail
or stop, the system would become ineffective and affected ground water inside the barrier
wall would likely migrate beyond the wall.” Any system will have warnings when
something in the system malfunctions, and then the pumps can be re-started. Revise this
statement and other similar statements so that this issue is addressed consistently for all
of the alternatives. :

Page 85, Section 10.5.1.1, Performance. This section overstresses the failure potential of
the system. Revise the sentence to state: “The alternative may fail to contain the source
area if the ground water recovery and treatment system fails; such a failure would likely
result in the loss of affected ground water from the source area, potentially affecting
downgradient ground water. Given these considerations, Alternative 5 is ranked
moderately low for demonstrated and expected reliability.” Ground water recovery and
treatment systems have been shown to be a long term effective solution at many sites.
This section must be revised to state that the potential for failure is low.

[
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71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

Page 86, Section 10.5.1.1, Performance. Another misleading statement which must be
qualified or removed is: *. . a hanging wall may not significantly reduce ground water
pumping rates compared to hydraulic containment using extraction wells alone.” This
statement ignores the fact that a barrier wall may be able to significantly reduce the
pumping rates necessary to keep the same level of plume containment. Revise
accord1ngly _

Page 87 Sect1on 10.5. 1 3. There are a number of assertions in th1s section about

 significant permitting issues relating to treatment of contaminated ground water which

have not been documented. Absent sufficient justification and documentation of such
regulatory issues, thls alternat1ve must be g1ven ﬁ.lll cons1derat1on

- Page 88 Sect1on 10 5 3 Env1ronmental Cntena. Th1s sect1on states “In the long term,

beneﬁc1al effects are roughly equ1valent to the other contamment strategles.” ThlS issue

must be discussed in all the options; not just the pump and treat option. Explam in all the

alternat1ves for purposes of companson how effect1ve-they are at removmg C.Cs ,

Page 89 Alternat1ve 6 Excavat1on and Off-S1te D1spos'a‘l” Ttis. unclear why th1s optlon
- which involves the temporary closure of the facility and demolition of existing buildings,
o structures and ut111t1es in the Mam Treatment Area wh1ch appears totally unacceptable

- led' to- discardi?ng of the "alte‘rnati‘v.e. : 3Also ifan excavauon opt1on is retamed in the CMS

there should be an excavation and removal option which does not require total demolition
of the operatmg fac111ty

Pages 92 to 97, Altemat1ve T: Enhanced B1odegradat1on Rec1rculat10n System The
“comments and suggested changes to previous sections also must be incorporated here. In

addition; this section needs to be expanded to better descnbe how the plume w1ll be

: controlled and how the capture zone w1ll be momtored

Pages 97 Alternat1ve 7 Enhanced B1odegradat1on Rec1rcu1at1on System The cost of
this system must be revised based on the need for monitoring the capture zone and the
monitored natural attenuation according to the applicable guidance documents. ' When
additional wells are installed and monitored, as would be required with this alterative, the
total estimates for this and other options with similar aspects will be much higher due to
the mcreased need for monitoring beyond what is estimated in th1s CMS.: :

Page 99 fourth paragraph This section refers to the d1fﬁcu1ty of d1sposa1 of
contaminated ground water, and ranks the alternatives which include total fluids recovery
low, based on disposal issues. However, Baxter has provided insufficient justification
and no documentation for the disposal issues raised. Absent such justification and
documentation, total fluids recovery alternatives must be fully evaluated.
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79.

[# ]
Yo

82.

Page 107, Sectlon 12.0 -Recemmended Cencctxve Measur\, There is an error m-the

Page 107 Section 12.0, Recommended Corrective Measure. Revisioﬁ‘s to the MNA and
monitoring requirements must be made throughout the CMS, mcludmg this section, to
comport with EPA guidance discussed above. What is. pres\,nted ‘here is not acceptable

and must be revised.

.“ag\, 108 tion 12.0, Rewum.,ndﬂd Cormchve Measure Tl"e f‘oncppfl.al de sign musf

the volume bemg recircula;ed that woalu have move-d into that area fro*n upg_rad}ept
There seems to be something missing in the accounting of the pumped and recycled
Water. Th@ -ii_ssues .ne@d:toibe discusS'ed m more de.tail. -S_peci:ﬁca%lly, w:ilrl- it ci,'_eate a

flow rates be mon_tOfed or a,dapt@d when lmplemented? Prov;.dc addz.tmnal defa;l even if

the exact values are not known at this stage of plan.

Page 108, Section 12.0, Recommended Corrective Measure. The CMS states: “Ground

water mﬂdehng.bas_e_d on this -coneeptual design projects that.over a 30-year period of

_operation this system would reduce the plume area by about 40% and the contaminant

mass in the plume by about 21%. This would achieve ground water cleanup levels
upgradient of the property line.” This rate of clean-up and time frame is not consistent
with the corrective action objectives and guidance. This corrective measure must be
revised to-;be:.‘consist;ent.pwi:t-h- -cle;anup..-_objgectives,

approacn that can be 1mpiementeé 1tﬁm the physicai ané rcguiag.ory constraints for ihe
-11°ty,,- \’I@r@ agyesswe methods such as total--ﬂmds recoverv or excavanon
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83.  Appendix D. The values presented will need to be recalculated based on the changes
requested for the rest of the draft CMS.

84.  Table 10-2. The scorings included in this table are highly subjective and speculative and
do not provide a good basis for ranking of alternatives. At a minimum, a caveat must be
included with this table, and with the discussion of alternative rankings in Section 11,
noting the inherent subjectivity and unreliability of providing simple numerical scores for
complex technical issues.

85.  Figure 4-1. The figure showS areas of soil contamination above interim cleanup levels.
It is not clear whether these are surface or subsurface soils. Revise the figure to specify
the depth of the samples. :

86. Figure 9-7. The figure is incorrect as drawn, as discussed at our meeting with the facility

on February 26, 2007, and must be redrawn. The locations of the extraction wells in the
map and the cross-sections do not match, and it confuses the stated concept of pumping

and recirculating water from the plume and not the source areas. Note that as presented,
the pumping is being done from the source area wells in the map figure, but appears that

* it should be from the area downgradient from the recirculation vault in the cross-section.

As suggested in these comments and at our February 26 meeting the option of pumping at
the source area and along the plume axis, treating the water, and re—1nj jecting the treated
water, must be fully developed and included in this CMS.
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