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Executive Summary 

This is the fourth Five-Year Review (FYR) of the Koppers Company, Inc. (Oroville Plant) Superfund 

Site (Site) located in Oroville, Butte County, California.  The purpose of this FYR is to review 

information to determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the 

environment.  The triggering action for this FYR was the signing of the previous FYR on July 28, 

2008. 

The Site is an area of approximately 205 acres within Butte County, in the southern portion of the City 

of Oroville, California, east of Highway 70.  Residual waste from wood-treatment operations was 

historically discharged to unlined evaporative basins at the Site.  Product handling and two fires (in 

1963 and 1987) also contributed to Site contamination.  Chemicals of concern at the Site include 

pentachlorophenol (PCP), isopropyl ether, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 

polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins/polychlorinated dibenzofurans (dioxins), arsenic, barium, boron, 

chromium, copper, and creosote. 

The original Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in September 1989.  Subsequent changes to the 

ROD were documented by an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD; January 1991), and two 

ROD Amendments (August 1996 and September 1999).   

To address soil and groundwater contamination and to protect long-term human health and the 

environment, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) selected and implemented the 

following remedy for the Site:  excavation of contaminated soils, debris and sediments; disposal into 

on-site landfill cells and capping; pump and treat of contaminated groundwater with enhanced in situ 

bioremediation; product recovery; providing an alternate domestic water supply to downgradient 

impacted community members; and implementing institutional controls to prevent future residential 

use of the property.   

The Site achieved construction completion with the signing of the Preliminary Close Out Report 

(PCOR) on September 4, 2003.  The Off-Property groundwater treatment is complete and the 

treatment system has been removed.  The On-Property treatment is still operating and routine 

Operations and Maintenance tasks are ongoing.  

The remedy at the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site is protective of human health and the 

environment because all exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risk are being controlled.  

Residents within the former plume have been supplied with an alternate source of drinking water.  A 

deed restriction on the property prevents unacceptable exposure to onsite soil contamination and 

restricts the property for industrial use only.  Current data indicate that the groundwater remediation is 

progressing and that the remedy is functioning as required to achieve groundwater remediation 

standards. 
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Five-Year Review Summary Form 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Site Name:   Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site 

EPA ID:  CAD009112087 

Region:  9 State: CA City/County:  Oroville, Butte County 

SITE STATUS 

NPL Status:  Final 

Multiple OUs?  

No 

Has the site achieved construction completion? 

Yes 

 

REVIEW STATUS 

Lead agency: EPA      

If “Other Federal Agency” was selected above, enter Agency name: 

  

Author name (Federal or State Project Manager):  Daewon Rojas-Mickelson 

Author affiliation:  EPA Region 9 

Review period:  August 2007 – August 2012 

Date of site inspection:  March 2013 

Type of review:  Statutory 

Review number:  4 

Triggering action date:  July 28, 2008 

Due date (five years after triggering action date): July 28, 2013 

Operable Unit: 

 OU 1 

Protectiveness Determination: 

Protective 

Addendum Due Date  
(if applicable): 

 

Protectiveness Statement: 
The remedy at the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site is protective of human health and the 
environment because all exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risk are being 
controlled.  Residents within the former plume have been supplied with an alternate source of drinking 
water.  A deed restriction on the property prevents unacceptable exposure to onsite soil contamination 
and restricts the property for industrial use only.  Current data indicate that the groundwater 
remediation is progressing and that the remedy is functioning as required to achieve groundwater 
remediation standards.   
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Fourth Five-Year Review Report 

for 

Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site 

1. Introduction 

The purpose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a 

remedy in order to determine if the remedy will continue to be protective of human health and the 

environment.  The methods, findings, and conclusions of FYRs are documented in five-year review 

reports.  In addition, FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document 

recommendations to address them. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) prepares FYRs pursuant to the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121 and the National Oil 

and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).  CERCLA 121 states: 

“If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, pollutants, 
or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial action no less 
often than each five years after the initiation of such remedial action to assure that human 
health and the environment are being protected by the remedial action being implemented.  In 
addition, if upon such review it is the judgment of the President that action is appropriate at 
such site in accordance with section [104] or [106], the President shall take or require such 
action.  The President shall report to the Congress a list of facilities for which such review is 
required, the results of all such reviews, and any actions taken as a result of such reviews.” 

EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 

300.430(f)(4)(ii), which states: 

“If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure, the lead agency shall review such actions no less often than every five years after the 
initiation of the selected remedial action.”  

EPA conducted the FYR and prepared this report regarding the remedy implemented at the Koppers 

Company, Inc. Superfund Site in Oroville, Butte County, California.  EPA is the lead agency for 

developing and conducting oversight for remedy implementation at the Site.  The Department of Toxic 

Substances Control (DTSC), as the support agency representing the State of California, has reviewed all 

supporting documentation and provided input to EPA during the FYR process.  

This is the Fourth FYR for the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Site).  The triggering action for 

this statutory review is the third FYR.  The FYR is required due to the fact that hazardous substances, 

pollutants, or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 

exposure.  The Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site consists of one Operable Unit, referred to as 

Operable Unit (OU) 1, which includes both soil and groundwater.  The Record of Decision (ROD) for the 

Site described remedies for four different “soil units,” which were referred to as S1 thru S4.     
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2. Site Chronology 

The following table lists the dates of important events for the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site. 

Table 1.  Chronology of Site Events 
Event	   Date	  

Hutchison	  Lumber	  mill	  operated	  at	  the	  Site.	   1920	  to	  1948	  

National	  Wood	  Treating	  Company	  operated	  at	  the	  Site	  	   1948	  to	  1955	  

Koppers	  Company	  purchased	  the	  property	  and	  expanded	  operations.	  	  
Chemical	  preservatives	  pentachlorophenol	  (PCP),	  creosote,	  and	  
chromated	  copper	  arsenate	  solution	  were	  used	  to	  preserve	  wood	  and	  
prevent	  deterioration	  by	  insects	  or	  fungi.	  	  Wastewater	  was	  discharged	  
directly	  to	  unlined	  ponds	  near	  the	  western	  Site	  boundary	  until	  the	  
process	  was	  discontinued	  in	  the	  1970s.	  	  

1955	  to	  2001	  

Approximately	  20,000	  gallons	  of	  PCP	  were	  released	  from	  tanks	  when	  
an	  explosion	  and	  fire	  occurred	  at	  the	  Site.	  	  Debris	  was	  initially	  buried	  
on	  the	  property,	  but	  was	  subsequently	  excavated	  and	  disposed	  at	  an	  
approved	  off-‐site	  landfill.	  

1963	  

The	  contaminant	  PCP	  was	  discovered	  in	  both	  On-‐Property	  (1971)	  and	  
Off-‐Property	  groundwater	  (1972).	  	  

1971	  to	  1972	  

The	  Regional	  Water	  Quality	  Control	  Board	  (RWQCB)	  issued	  several	  
orders	  to	  Koppers	  Company	  to	  clean	  up	  groundwater,	  end	  discharge	  
of	  PCP	  into	  soil,	  and	  clean	  up	  contaminated	  soil.	  	  	  

1973	  to	  1982	  

The	  Site	  was	  placed	  on	  the	  National	  Priorities	  List	  (NPL).	  	   September	  1984	  

Residences	  within	  the	  area	  of	  impacted	  groundwater	  were	  provided	  
an	  alternate	  water	  source	  by	  connecting	  them	  to	  Oroville	  Wyandotte	  
Irrigation	  District	  (OWID),	  	  

March	  1986	  to	  date	  

An	  Administrative	  Order	  on	  Consent	  was	  signed	  between	  Koppers	  
Company	  and	  EPA,	  requiring	  completion	  of	  a	  Remedial	  Investigation	  
and	  Feasibility	  Study	  (RI/FS).	  

April	  25,	  1986	  

Explosion	  and	  fire	  occurred	  at	  the	  Site.	  	  EPA	  issued	  a	  unilateral	  order	  
for	  the	  cleanup,	  removal,	  and	  stabilization	  of	  soil	  and	  debris.	  

April	  1987	  

After	  the	  fire,	  Department	  of	  Health	  Services	  sampled	  neighboring	  
properties	  and	  found	  elevated	  dioxin	  levels	  in	  chicken	  eggs.	  	  An	  
advisory	  was	  issued.	  	  (The	  source	  of	  area-‐wide	  trace	  dioxin	  was	  not	  
determined.)	  	  

March	  1988	  

RI/FS	  report	  completed.	   June	  1988	  
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Table 1.  Chronology of Site Events (Continued) 
Event Date 

A ROD for cleanup of soil and groundwater was issued.  The document 
is reissued on April 4, 1990.  

September 13, 1989 

Soil remedial action was implemented for the four soil units.   1989 to 1995 

An Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) was issued to limit the 
ROD cleanup standards for soil to a depth of 5 feet. The ESD also 
clarified the ROD’s requirements for institutional controls (ICs). 

January 29, 1991 

A Consent Decree between EPA and Beazer required Beazer to 
conduct remedial action work as specified in the ROD. 

February 6, 1992 

Groundwater remediation action was implemented on property and 
off property.  

1993 to 1994 

Soil Disposal Cell No. 1 (13,000 cubic yard [cy] capacity) was 
completed. 

August 1995 

The Off-Property groundwater remedial system was taken off line 
because the plume has retreated.  (The extraction wells were no 
longer effective in capturing the plume.) 

December 1995 

A pilot study was performed for an in situ biotreatment system to 
treat creosote in the Western On-Property groundwater plume.  
(Terminated in 2001 because additives were suspected of increasing 
the mobility of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs]).  

1995 to 2001 

ROD Amendment No. 1 was issued, modifying the soil remedies in the 
four units by changing the cleanup standards to allow for industrial 
use only and requiring that contaminated soils be placed in an on-site 
landfill.  This ROD amendment also required a deed restriction to be 
added to the ICs to prohibit future residential use of the property.  

August 29, 1996  

First five-year review completed (statutory review, triggered 5 years 
after initiation of remedial action [RA] implementation).  Remedies 
were deemed protective of human health and the environment and 
were functioning as designed. 

December 1997 

In situ enhanced bioremediation program implemented to treat PCP 
in the Eastern On-Property plume.  

March 1998 

In situ bioremediation program implemented to treat PCP in Off-
Property groundwater.  

August 1998 

ROD Amendment No. 2 issued which modified the groundwater 
remedy to provide for:  (1) a 4-acre Technical Impracticability (TI) 
Zone for plume areas with dense nonaqueous-phase liquid (DNAPL), 
(2) adding enhanced in situ bioremediation to the remedy, (3) 
providing monitored natural attenuation as a contingency remedy, 
and (4) revising groundwater standards for PCP (to 1 part per billion 
[ppb]) and barium (to 1,000 ppb). 

September 23, 1999 
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Table 1.  Chronology of Site Events 
Event Date 

Construction Documentation and Closure Report for Cell #2 and 
Associated Soil Removal Activities published.   

October 1999 

Wood treatment operations ceased; Koppers closed the plant and 
began work on Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
closure, overseen by DTSC. 

March 15, 2001 

Soil Disposal Cell No. 2 was constructed similar to Soil Disposal Cell 
No. 1 and in compliance with requirements for a hazardous waste 
landfill under RCRA (lined and capped).  Contaminated soil was 
excavated and placed in the soil disposal cell.   

April 2002 

Construction of Soil Disposal Cell No. 2 (147,000 cy capacity) was 
completed.  

September 2002  

Construction Documentation and Closure Report for Cell # 2 and 
Associated Soil Removal Activities, (2002 Addendum) issued.  
Document was subsequently revised (in April 2003).  

January 2003 

Second five-year review was completed.   February 2003 

Preliminary Close-Out Report was signed by EPA.  September 4, 2003 

Covenant to Restrict Use of Property to industrial use only was 
recorded with Butte County. 

November 12, 2003 

Site Certification received from DTSC. June 30, 2004 

Third five-year review was completed. July 28, 2008 
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3. Background  

3.1. Physical Characteristics 

The Site is an area of approximately 205 acres located in Butte County, California, approximately 2 miles 

south of Oroville (the county seat of Butte County), off Highway 70 on Baggett-Marysville Road (Figure 

1).  The Site has been used for wood-treating operations since 1948.  The population of Oroville was 

approximately 15,600 as of 2010.  Over 10,000 people live within a three-mile radius of the Site.  An 

alternative drinking water supply was provided to residents with the potential for contaminated domestic 

groundwater wells.  The Site is not located in an area that is considered environmentally sensitive. 

Elevation of the Site is approximately 145 feet above mean sea level (msl).  The topography slopes 

toward the southwest.  The Site lies within the Feather River flood plain.  The western boundary of the 

Site is about 3,000 feet east of the Feather River, which is navigable near the Site and lies at an elevation 

of about 130 feet above msl.  The Yuba River flows into the Feather River near Marysville, California, 

and these flow together to the Sacramento River.  Geologically, Oroville is situated at the meeting place 

of three provinces:  the Central Valley alluvial plain to the west, the crystalline Sierra Nevada to the 

southeast, and the volcanic Cascade Mountains to the north.  The area experiences a Mediterranean 

climate. Remnants of dredge gold mining operations from the early 1900s, including historical tailings 

mounds, are present at the northern area of the property. 

3.2. Hydrology 

Surface runoff from the Site flows into the Koppers Ditch and Drainage Ditch, which flow to the L-P 

ditch, located at the western boundary of the Site (Figure 2).  The L-P Ditch then drains to the L-P pond 

off site, which could potentially overflow to the Feather River during a 100-year storm (EPA, 1999).  The 

Feather River is located approximately 3,000 feet west of the Site (Figure 1), trending west-southwest at 

approximately 130 feet above sea level.   

Dredge mining operations during the 1900s to the 1930s resulted in alterations to the natural fluvial and 

overbank surface and shallow subsurface soils.  Some dredge tailings mounds were graded and leveled in 

portions of the Site, resulting in a layer varying in thickness from 1 to 5 feet overlying the native soils 

(Dames and Moore, 1994).   

The geology underlying the Site consists of alluvial gravels, sands, and clays that were deposited by the 

Feather River and its ancestral river systems.  From the surface to approximately 300 feet below ground 

surface (bgs), four geologic units have been encountered and described in the area (HSI Geo Trans, 1999b 

and Dames and Moore, 1988).  The Laguna Formation is the youngest and shallowest unit, and consists 

of Quaternary fluvial sediments, primarily sandy gravel, sand, and sandy clay. 
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Figure 1:  Location Map for the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site 
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Figure 2:  Detailed Site Features Map of the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site 
(Figure from Preliminary Closeout Report for Koppers Company, Inc., by CH2MHILL for US EPA, September 2003) 
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The two units underlying the Laguna Formation are common regionally, but largely absent beneath the 

Site due to ancestral erosion.  The Nomlaki Tuff, where present, is beneath the Laguna Formation and has 

been described as a white, pumice-rich, water-deposited, vitric tuff.  The Mehrten Formation, where 

present, is beneath the Nomlaki Tuff and includes volcanic detritus with crystalline basement-derived 

clasts and infrequent tuff beds.  The oldest geologic formation encountered at Koppers, the Ione 

formation, is commonly encountered beneath the Laguna Formation (unless one or both of the two 

intermediate units are present).  The Ione formation, which generally begins at depths of 240 feet to 

greater than 300 feet bgs, consists of channel, floodplain, and deltaic system deposits.  Predominant soil 

types comprising this formation include fine to coarse sand, silt, lignite, and variegated clays (HSI Geo 

Trans, 1999b).  In the northern and far western areas of the Site, native soils are overlain by dredge 

tailings, classified as clayey gravels, and road base fill material, consisting primarily of gravels and 

cobbles.  The southern portion of the Site is characterized by Quaternary fluvial sediments of the Laguna 

Formation (Dames and Moore, 1992).  The remainder of the Site is dominated by deposits of dissected 

and discontinuous interbedded sands, gravels, and clay units.  The hydraulic conductivity of the dredge 

tailings and fill is approximately 10
-2

 centimeters per second, much greater than the hydraulic 

conductivity of typical native soils (10
-5

 centimeters per second; EPA, 1996).   

Several interconnected aquifer zones have been defined on and off the Site.  Regionally, three water-

bearing zones, referred to as the A-zone, B-zone, and C-zone, have been described.  The regional 

groundwater flow is generally to the south, with upper aquifers demonstrating some southwesterly 

components.   

Fresh groundwater occurs in the gravels of the Laguna Formation throughout the Site and in the Mehrten 

Formation in some locations.  The groundwater aquifer of the Ione Formation is brackish and saline, and 

is separated from overlying freshwater aquifers by low-permeability clays.  Perched groundwater exists in 

various locations scattered throughout the Site. 

The regional A-zone is above the water table on the Site and, thus, is not present as an aquifer unit.  The 

A-zone aquifer is a saturated zone south of the Site within the gravel layer of the Laguna Formation.  The 

B-zone aquifer is subdivided into the upper B and lower B, due to the presence of discontinuous shallow 

clay layers ranging from 50 to 80 feet bgs.  The C-zone aquifer is divided from the lower B by a 

discontinuous middle clay zone at approximately 125 feet bgs, and the C aquifer extends to the irregular 

discontinuous Ione Formation silty clay layer at approximately 165 feet bgs.  Interbedded clays within the 

Laguna and Mehrten Formations form discontinuous aquitards and create confining conditions.  On a 

sitewide scale, the upper B, lower B, and C-zone aquifers are interconnected; however, in some portions 

of the Site they are locally vertically separated by competent clay layers (HSI Geo Trans, 1999b).   

Groundwater flow direction is to the south at an average velocity of 500 feet/year.  The hydraulic gradient 

ranges from 0.001 to 0.004 feet per foot, and is somewhat higher on the Site than the off-site gradient at 

the tail end of the plume (HSI Geo Trans, 1999b).  There is an extensive monitoring well network on and 

off the Site (see Figure 2).  Vertical gradients are variable on and off the Site.  On site they are influenced 

by pumping of extraction wells EW-1 and EW-2 to the treatment system.  Off site there are upward 

vertical gradients in the vicinity of RI-4/RI-14 and downward vertical gradients in the locations of RI-

7/RI-13, and R1-11/RI-12 (Dames and Moore, 1988). 

3.3. Land and Resource Use 

Former and current land use in the vicinity of the Site includes a mixture of residential, industrial, 

commercial, and agricultural uses.  Nearby rural homeowners on 1 to 5 acres of land commonly raise 

livestock and grow produce for home use.  Residential areas are present to the south, southeast, west, and 

northeast of the Site.  There are three schools within a 2-mile radius of the Site (EPA, 1989).  Public open 
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space occupies the area west of the Feather River.  This area is known as the Oroville Wildlife Area and 

is managed by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.   

In September 2003, Beazer, the owner and responsible party at the Site, and the DTSC completed 

negotiations on a land use covenant intended to protect current and future users of the Site, because the 

soil cleanup actions do not allow for unrestricted use of the property (per ROD Amendment No. 1).  The 

land use covenant incorporates:  (1) restrictions that prohibit certain uses of the property and prohibit 

certain activities, and (2) requirements for soil management whenever any excavation occurs.  The future 

use of the property has been restricted to industrial/commercial use.   

Historically, the majority of domestic water in the vicinity of the Site had been supplied by groundwater 

from residential wells; however, since 1986, when contaminants were discovered in the wells, an 

alternative water supply has been piped into the area by the Site.  Currently, extraction of groundwater is 

prohibited except for Site remedial activities.  Existing drainage patterns may only be altered provided 

that the alteration does not impact the on-site remedial actions on the property.  Irrigation or other 

activities that introduce water to subsurface soils are prohibited.   

The majority of the remediated property at the Site has been sold for redevelopment.  It was purchased in 

November 2006 by North Ophir Land, LLC, and then subsequently sold to Strategic Development 

Holding Co, LLC, in December 2007. 

The land is zoned as industrial. 

3.4. History of Contamination 

Beginning in 1920, Hutchison Lumber mill operated at the location which later became known as the 

Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site.  In 1948, National Wood Treating Company purchased the 

property and initiated wood treatment operations the Site.  In 1955, Koppers Company purchased the 

property and expanded operations.  Chemical preservatives PCP, creosote, chromated copper arsenate 

solution, and boron were used to preserve wood and prevent deterioration by insects or fungi.  In addition, 

the cellon wood treatment process used PCP in isopropyl ether and liquefied butane.  The non-com 

exterior (NCX
®
) process, which was discontinued in 1986, used chemicals containing formaldehyde and 

dicyandiamide.  According to the RI report (Dames and Moore, 1988), other chemicals historically used 

at the Site include naphthalene, phosphorous, diesel oil, and gasoline.  Until the 1970s, wastewater was 

discharged directly to unlined ponds near the western Site boundary.   

In 1963, approximately 20,000 gallons of PCP were released from tanks when an explosion and fire 

occurred at the Site.  Debris was initially buried on the property, but was later excavated and properly 

disposed.   

In 1971 and 1972 respectively, the contaminant PCP was discovered in both On-Property groundwater 

and Off-Property residential wells.  

In September 1984, the Site’s listing on the NPL was finalized. 

In April 1987, a second explosion and fire occurred at the Site releasing additional contaminants to the 

environment.  At that time, EPA issued a unilateral order for the cleanup, removal, and stabilization of 

soil and debris.   
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Dioxins have been detected in Site soil; on-site operations or incineration of chemicals during the 

documented fires in 1963 and 1987 are possible sources of the detected dioxins.  However, the source of 

area-wide trace dioxins is uncertain, as there are several possible local sources (EPA, 1989).   

3.5. Initial Response 

In 1973, based on the discovery of PCP in both On-Property and Off-Property groundwater, a wastewater 

treatment process was instituted and discharge to unlined ponds was discontinued.  The debris from the 

1963 fire was removed and properly disposed at an approved off-site landfill.  Two recovery wells were 

installed.     

In 1984, when groundwater contamination was found off site more than 1 mile downgradient, Koppers 

Company began supplying bottled water to 45 residences until an alternative water supply could be piped 

into the area.  Koppers Company completed a hydrogeologic groundwater investigation.  Results 

indicated a groundwater contaminant plume moving toward the southwest.   

In mid-1985, the Department of Health Services requested that EPA take the regulatory lead for Site 

cleanup.  In April, 1986, EPA and Koppers Company agreed to an Administrative Order on Consent for 

Koppers Company to conduct an RI/FS.   

Between 1987 and 1988, the EPA directed the construction of a temporary chip seal cap over the 

contaminated soil in the process area in order to stabilize the Site and to prevent contact with 

contaminants after the 1987 fire spread hazardous substances on the surface. 

3.6. Basis for Taking Action 

The primary contaminants of concern for the Site are PCP along with PAHs, metals, dioxins, and creosote 

(a creosote pond area was present near the western boundary of the Site; see Figure 2).  The presence of 

these contaminants in soil and groundwater provided the basis for taking action under CERCLA.  PCP 

was detected in soil at several areas on the property and in groundwater at concentrations exceeding 

drinking water standards both on site and off site.  PCP is considered a probable human carcinogen.  The 

primary threat to human health was posed by potential ingestion of contaminated groundwater.   
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4. Remedial Actions 

4.1. Remedy Selection 

The ROD was signed September 13, 1989, and re-issued on April 4, 1990.  The ROD identified one 

operable unit (OU 1) covering both soil and groundwater.  OU 1 included four soil units on the property 

(designated S1 through S4) and two groundwater units (On-Property and Off-Property), as illustrated on 

Figure 3.  The ROD identified remedial actions for each of these units.  The remedial action objectives 

(RAOs) for cleanup of soil and groundwater at OU 1 are stated in the ROD as follows:  

“Existing or potential risks from exposure to soils and groundwater will be 
addressed by treating contamination, stabilizing contamination, and by 
containing contaminants.  Remedial objectives are to reduce excess cancer risks 
to 10-6 when possible (if background levels of chemicals do not exceed this risk 
level), and will reduce risks to within the 10-4 to 10-7 risk range.  Risks from non-
carcinogens will be reduced to hazard indices less than one.”   

A summary of the Site remediation goals (cleanup standards) selected in the ROD and and associated 

amendments for the major Site contaminants is provided in Table 2. 

Table 2.  Remediation Standards 

Media Chemical 
Cleanup Standard 

from Decision 
Document  

Source of Clean-up Standard 

Soil 

Arsenic 7.15
 
mg/kg

 
 Background;  1996 ROD Amendment 1 

Chromium 181
 
mg/kg  Background;  1996 ROD Amendment 1 

Carcinogenic PAHs
a
 2.6 mg/kg

 
 10

-5
 cancer risk for industrial worker;  

1996 ROD Amendment 1 

Dioxins 1 ug/kg  1996 ROD Amendment 1 

Pentachlorophenol 79 mg/kg  10
-5
 cancer risk for industrial worker;  

1996 ROD Amendment 1 

Groundwater  

Benzene 1 ug/L  California MCL; 1989 ROD 

Ethylbenzene 680 ug/L  California MCL; 1989 ROD 

Total Xylenes 1,750 ug/L  California MCL; 1989 ROD 

Isopropyl Ether 2,800 ppb  1999 ROD Amendment 2 

Carcinogenic PAHs
a
 7 ppt  1999 ROD Amendment 2 

Dioxins  0.53 ppqb
  10

-6
 excess cancer risk; 1989 ROD 

Pentachlorophenol 1 ppb  Federal MCL; 1999 ROD Amendment 2 

Arsenic 27 ug/L Background; 1999 ROD Amendment 2 

Barium 1,000 ppb   California MCL; 1999 ROD Amendment 2 

Boron 1,200 ppb  1999 ROD Amendment 2 
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Media Chemical 
Cleanup Standard 

from Decision 
Document  

Source of Clean-up Standard 

Chromium 50 ppb  California MCL; 1999 ROD Amendment 2 

Copper  1,000 ug/L  California Secondary MCL; 1999 ROD 
Amendment 2 

Units: 
ppb = parts per billion; ppt = parts per trillion; ppq = parts per quadrillion; mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram; 
ug/kg = micrograms per kilogram; ug/L = micrograms per Liter 

Note: 
a  

Carcinogenic
 
PAHs Include:  benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, chrysene, 

and indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene 

b  The 1989 ROD stated that if the remedial objective for dioxin cannot be achieved due to analytical limitations, then the 
remedial objective would be the lowest available analyltical limit.  At the time of the remedy implementation, the lowest 
level was 25 ppq. 

 

As described in the ROD (EPA, 1989), the remedy included the following components:   

 Installation of extraction and injection wells; 

 Construction of two groundwater treatment systems (for the On-Property and Off-Property 

groundwater plumes);  

 Pretreatment (dilution) of water containing contaminants not treatable with carbon;   

 Removal (pumping from the aquifer) and treatment of contaminated groundwater with a carbon 

adsorption/filtration process (the on-site system was a 400-gallon-per-minute [gpm] design and 

the off-site system was a 600 gpm design, each system utilized two wells);  

 Disposal of the treated groundwater to the surface and/or recharge to the aquifer using injection 

wells;  

 Provision of an alternate water supply to those residents with contaminated drinking water wells 

until such a time as remedial standards could be met;  

 Treating the contaminated soil in place (remedies described in the ROD consisted of in situ 

biodegradation for Unit S1, primarily to treat PCP; soil washing for Unit S2, primarily to treat 

PAHs; soil fixation at Unit S4, primarily to immobilize arsenic and chromium);   

 Capping the wood treating area, Unit S3.   

 

(At the time of the ROD, this area was still in use.  The remedy allowed continued manufacturing 

operations, but stated that:  “when soil beneath the process area is accessible, the contamination 
will be remediated in a manner consistent with soils in other soil units”).  

Subsequent to the 1989 ROD, an ESD and two ROD amendments were generated.   

The ESD (EPA, 1991) was signed on January 29, 1991, and provided the following changes:   

 Limited the ROD cleanup standards for soil, which were based on direct human exposure, to a 

depth of 5 feet;   

 Stated that EPA would establish cleanup standards for deeper soils based on protection of 

groundwater; and 
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 Clarified the ROD’s requirements for institutional controls, stating that:   

 

“Deed restrictions shall be imposed on future residential use of the plant property as an 
interim measure until such time as EPA determines that the Site is clean enough to remove 
those restrictions.”   

EPA originally selected three different in situ treatment technologies to clean up approximately 335,000 

cy. of contaminated soil, as described in the ROD.  Treatability tests conducted during the design phase, 

however, demonstrated that the selected technologies could not achieve cleanup goals for all 

contaminants.  It was concluded that the widespread distribution of dioxin contamination in soil would 

prevent successful implementation of the planned soil treatment remedies.  Subsequent investigations, 

including a 1995 focused FS, evaluated other cleanup alternatives for soils.   

ROD Amendment No. 1 (EPA, 1996) was signed on August 29, 1996 modifying the soil remedies as 

follows:  

 Requiring that contaminated soils from all four soil units (as well as soil from other contaminated 

areas not addressed in the ROD) be placed in an engineered on-site landfill;   

 Changing the soil cleanup standards to industrial use standards; and  

 Requiring that a deed restriction be added to the institutional controls to prohibit future residential 

use of the property.   

 

ROD Amendment No. 1 also stated that development of cleanup standards for subsurface soils deeper 

than 5 feet, which had been required by the ESD to ensure protection of groundwater, were not needed.   

ROD Amendment No. 2 (EPA, 1999) was issued on September 23, 1999, modifying the groundwater 

remedy to:   

 Provide for a TI Waiver for the Western On-Property plume at the former creosote pond and 

cellon blowdown areas due to the presence of DNAPL (includes 4 acres of the 200-acre Site; the 

areas are shown on Figure 2);   

 Augment the pump-and-treat remediation by adding enhanced in situ bioremediation with 

downgradient monitoring to the remedy for the Eastern On-Property groundwater plume by 

injecting nutrients (oxygen, nitrogen, phosphorus) into on-site wells;  

 Provide for monitored natural attenuation as a contingency remedy;   

 Revise groundwater standards for PCP from 2.2 ppb to 1.0 ppb and for barium from 680 ppb to 

1,000 ppb;   

 Modify alternate water supply termination criteria to provide conditions under which use of the 

alternate water supply can cease. 
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Figure 3:  Soil and Groundwater Units for the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site 
(Figure from Third Five-Year Review Report for Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site, by US EPA, June 2008) 

 

4.2. Remedy Implementation 

Soil Remedial Actions 

Soil treatability studies were conducted in 1993 (pilot testing for soil washing), 1994 (soil fixation 

treatability study), and 1995 (pilot testing for bioremediation) to evaluate the effectiveness and 

implementability of the ROD-specified treatment remedies.  These studies found that the proposed 
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remedies were not effective in removing contaminants of concern (COCs) and/or were not 

implementable.   

In 1995, 15,000 cy of soil from the bioremediation test plot with high dioxin levels were disposed in Soil 

Disposal Cell No.1 in a removal action ordered by EPA.  In August 1995, Soil Disposal Cell No.1 was 

completed and closed.  In 1996, ROD Amendment No. 1 changed the soil remedies for all four soil units 

to on-site soil disposal.  In August 1996, Soil Disposal Cell No.2 was constructed as a RCRA-designated 

Class I landfill in accordance with ROD Amendment No. 1.  The landfill cell is located adjacent to Soil 

Disposal Cell No. 1, near the northern boundary of the Site (see Figure 2); both cells are also referred to 

as on-site CAMUs.   

In 1996, the former creosote pond was excavated to a depth of 14 feet bgs and the soil (11,216 cy) was 

placed in Soil Disposal Cell No. 2.  In September 1997, the pole washer area was excavated to depths up 

to 20 feet bgs and the soil (4,830 cy) was also placed in Soil Disposal Cell No. 2.  Also in 1997, 

approximately 11,130 cy of soil were excavated from the former cellon blowdown area (excavation depth 

was 10 feet) and placed in Soil Disposal Cell No. 2.  

In March 2001, following closure of the wood treatment plant, approximately 40,000 cy of soil from the 

operations area, which had been capped as an interim remedy during plant operations, were excavated.  

The excavated soil was then placed in the on-site Soil Disposal Cell No. 2.  Nearly 147,000 cy of material 

were disposed in the cell prior to its completion.   

Soil remediation was completed and the CAMU (Soil Disposal Cell No. 2) was closed in September 

2002. 

The Site achieved construction completion with the signing of the Preliminary Close Out Report (PCOR) 

on September 4, 2003.  This report documented that all remedial construction activities for Koppers had 

been completed in accordance with closeout procedures for NPL sites.   

Groundwater Remedial Actions  

To implement the selected groundwater remedy, On-Property and Off-Property P&T groundwater 

remediation systems were constructed in 1993 through 1994, as described below.  The On-Property plume 

and the Off-Property plume have become hydraulically separated as a result of the operation of the On-

Property P&T system (Tetra Tech GEO, 2013).  The On-Property groundwater plume occurs north and 

west of Baggett-Marysville Road (see Figure 1), while the Off-Property groundwater plume includes 

formerly-impacted groundwater south of the road. 

On-Property Plume Remedial Actions 

The Site conceptual model for the impacted On-Property groundwater includes two distinct (eastern and 

western) PCP plumes.  On-Property groundwater occurs in the B-Zone and C-Zone aquifers.  The A-Zone 

is not present in some On-Property areas due to erosion or it lies above the water table in other areas.  At 

least one thin, discontinuous, low-permeability interval divides portions of the On-Property B-Zone 

aquifer.   

The Eastern On-Property plume is attributed to activities at the former pole washer area and process area.  

The Western On-Property plume is attributed to PCP cosolved in the DNAPL under the former creosote 

pond area and former cellon blowdown area (referred to as the TI Zone).  Groundwater impacts within the 

TI Zone are interpreted to be due to the presence of creosote emulsion within the aquifer.   
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Eastern On-Property Plume 

The groundwater pump-and-treat system for the Eastern On-Property plume included two extraction wells 

(EW-1 and EW-2), and two injection wells (IW-3 and IW-4) for re-injecting the treated water.  

Groundwater is treated by air stripping, along with multimedia filters and granular activated carbon 

(GAC) to remove ROD constituents.  The system began operating in February 1994 and has continued 

operating into 2013.  Although the system was designed to treat PCP, PAHs, and isopropyl ether (IPE), 

only PCP has been detected at concentrations exceeding ROD standards in the system influent. 

In March 1998, EPA approved Expanded-Phase activities for the On-Property groundwater remediation 

system.  In situ bioremediation was added to the treatment process for remediating PCP.  Oxygen-

releasing compounds (ORCs), which included magnesium peroxide and di-ammonium phosphate (DAP), 

were added periodically to six On-Property wells  to supply nitrogen and phosphorous and enhance 

bioremediation.  In 1999, ROD Amendment No. 2 (EPA, 1999) was issued, modifying the cleanup 

technologies for impacted groundwater selected in the 1989 ROD.  The Amendment added enhanced in 

situ bioremediation to the remedy to augment aerobic degradation of PCP, and added monitored natural 

attenuation as a contingency remedy.   

In August 2002, monitoring well MW-8, which is near the center of the eastern PCP plume, was added to 

the On-Property extraction and treatment system.  This portion of the remedy was designed to contain and 

extract groundwater with increased boron concentrations at the Dri-Con/CCA Tank Area.  Since boron is 

not treated directly by carbon filtration, groundwater is extracted at 35 gpm from well MW-8 and blended 

with the influent to the On-Property groundwater remediation.   

Western On-Property Plume 

In September 1994, Beazer installed a passive recovery well (PR-1) in the former cellon blowdown area 

and former creosote pond area (the western plume) to evaluate whether the subsurface pools of creosote at 

the Site could be effectively remediated by draining the fluid into a recovery well. This passive process 

reduced the volume of the free creosote in the subsurface by thousands of gallons.   

ROD Amendment No. 2 (EPA, 1999) included a provision for a TI Waiver for groundwater restoration in 

the 4-acre TI Zone due to the presence of DNAPL in the subsurface, and monitored natural attenuation as 

a contingency remedy.   

Off-Property Plume Remedial Actions 

Beginning in March 1986 and ongoing, residences downgradient of the Site, within the area of impacted 

groundwater, were provided an alternate water source by connecting them to the OWID water supply, 

with Koppers paying for their water bill.  This group originally included 34 residences.  Although this 

remedial action predated the decision document, the 1989 ROD formalized the provision of an alternative 

water supply to those affected by the contamination   

In 1993, the Off-Property groundwater treatment system was installed south of Prince Road (Figure 3) 

and began operating.  It included two extraction wells (EW-3 and EW-4) installed at the toe of the two-

mile-long plume (Figure 4), a treatment plant, two injection wells, and approximately 1,500 feet of 

pipelines.    Initially, the treated water was discharged to Wyman Ravine.  Later it was reinjected into 

groundwater using upgradient injection wells IW-1 and IW-2.   

On December 28, 1995, the operation of the Off-Property remediation system was suspended because 

ongoing monitoring demonstrated that the plume had retreated upgradient of the extraction wells, and 

extraction wells EW-3 and EW-4 could no longer capture the plume effectively and further pumping 

would be counterproductive.  Monitoring results had documented that more than 95% of the residual 
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plume had naturally attenuated during the treatment.  The system had succeeded in reducing the 

groundwater concentrations and achieving the cleanup objectives at the extraction wells; however, the 

plume continued to be monitored.  

In April 1998, 26 of the original set of contaminated residential wells were found to meet the cleanup 

criteria, and the residents were taken off the alternate water supply.   

In August 1998, the Off-Property groundwater in situ bioremediation program was implemented to 

augment degradation of PCP.  Enhancements (magnesium peroxide and di-ammonium phosphate) were 

added intermittently to wells 26, RI-11, and RI-20A; performance evaluation of this system relied on data 

from Off-Property monitoring wells RI-2, RI-3, RI-10, RI-12, and RI-16B (see Figure 4).   

In April 2001, the restriction against groundwater use was removed for one additional residence (seven 

residences remained on the alternate water supply at that time).   

In September 2006, two private Off-Property wells (59 and 81) were added to the in situ bioremediation 

program.  

In 2007, the Off-Property treatment system was dismantled and removed from the Site. 

The in situ bioremediation program continued through September 2009 when the program was 

discontinued with EPA approval.  At the conclusion of the program, each of the wells where 

enhancements had been added was sampled for four consecutive quarters.  PCP was not detected in the 

samples from any of these wells during the four quarterly events.   

Institutional Controls 

A Covenant to Restrict Use of Property for the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site was recorded in 

the official records of Butte County on November 12, 2003 (Butte County official records serial no. 2003-

7930).  DTSC has the primary role for enforcement of the institutional controls for the Site.  The 

covenant:   

 Restricts future Site uses to industrial/commercial uses; 

 Requires soil management whenever any excavation occurs; 

 Restricts access to, and use of, contaminated groundwater beneath the Site; 

 Requires that effective drainage patterns be maintained property-wide; 

 Prohibits irrigation or other activities that introduce water to subsurface soils; 

 Provides right of entry and access for implementing remediation and O&M; and 

 Prohibits interference with remedial systems or system components.    

Environmental use limitations are in place, as documented in the Title Search report included as 

Appendix F.   
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Figure 4:  On-Property and Off-Property Pentachlorophenol Plume  
Comparison from 1993 through 2011 

(Figure generated for the FYR and provided by Tetra Tech, March 2013)  
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4.3. Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 

System O&M includes maintenance of the two onsite landfills and O&M of the treatment 

systems for the groundwater remediation on-property. Current reporting 

requirements of data include either semiannual or annual or both.   

Required O&M activities described in the 1998 O&M Manual.  

Table 3.  Annual O&M Costs  
Date Range Total Cost  

(rounded to the nearest $1,000) 
2008 O&M:  242,000; Monitoring:  99,000;  

Other*:  25,000 
Total:  366,000 

2009 O&M:  248,000; Monitoring:  169,000 
Other*:  191,000 
Total:  608,000 

 

2010 O&M:  207,000; Monitoring:  105,000 
Other*:  91,000 
Total:  403,000 

 

2011 O&M:  259,000; Monitoring:  117,000 
Other*:  58,000 
Total:  434,000 

 

2012 O&M:  176,000; Monitoring:  88,000 
Other*:  50,000 
Total:  314,000 

 

*Other costs include:  Government charges, water permits, and letter credit fees.  
 

No unusually high or unexpected O&M costs have been documented since the 2008 FYR. 
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5. Progress Since the Last Five-Year Review 

5.1. Previous Five-Year Review Protectiveness Statement and Issues   

The protectiveness statement from the third FYR for the Site in Oroville, Butte County, California stated 

the following:  

“The remedy at the Koppers Superfund Site is protective of human health and the 
environment because all exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risk are 
being controlled.  Residents within the former plume have been supplied with an alternate 
source of drinking water.  A deed restriction on the property prevents unacceptable 
exposure to onsite soil contamination and restricts the property for industrial use only.  
Current data indicate that the groundwater remediation is progressing and that the 
remedy is functioning as required to achieve groundwater remediation standards.” 

The 2008 FYR included no issues or recommendations.   

During the interval from 2008 through 2012, quarterly groundwater monitoring was performed for the 

Site to monitor the East and West On-Property plumes, the landfill cells, and the Off-Property plume.  

Water levels are measured monthly; groundwater samples are collected and analyzed for COCs on a 

quarterly basis; and wells are inspected semi-annually.  Sampling frequencies for individual wells change 

over time in accordance with the dynamic monitoring optimization program in effect since 1993.  Annual 

and semi-annual reports are generated to document the results and the trends and to recommend changes 

in sampling protocol when needed.  According to the Semiannual 2012 Remedial Action Groundwater 

Monitoring Report (Tetra Tech GEO, 2013), concentrations of PCP at the Off-Property plume have been 

less than the ROD standard of 1 ppb since 2006, and the PCP plume is considered to be remediated.  The 

Off-Property in situ bioremediation program was discontinued in September 2009 with EPA approval.  At 

the conclusion of the program, each of the wells where enhancements had been added was sampled for 

four consecutive quarters.  An evaluation of remedy attainment and a recommended exit strategy for the 

Off-Property plume has been generated (Tetra Tech GEO, 2012b) and is under agency review.   

Routine O&M has been conducted for the groundwater treatment plant components, tanks, wells, pumps, 

and piping and for the landfill cap, fencing, and monitoring wells.  The landfill survey monuments have 

been surveyed annually to monitor settling, slumping, or movement of the landfill cap.  The passive 

recovery well has been purged twice monthly.  The removed product is temporarily accumulated on site 

and subsequently shipped off site for disposal in accordance with applicable local, state, and federal 

regulations.  
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6. Five-Year Review Process 

6.1. Administrative Components 

The EPA review team was led by Daewon Rojas-Mickelson of EPA, Remedial Project Manager (RPM) 

for the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site, and also included the EPA site attorney and community 

information coordinator, with contractor support provided by ITSI Gilbane.  On January 30, 2013, EPA 

held a scoping meeting with the review team to discuss the Site and items of interest as they related to the 

protectiveness of the remedy currently in place.  A review schedule was established that consisted of the 

following: 

 Community notification; 

 Document review; 

 Data collection and review; 

 Site inspection; 

 Local interviews; and 

 Five-Year Review Report development and review. 

6.2. Community Involvement 

On April 2, 2013, a public notice was published in the Chico Enterprise-Record (also known locally as 

the Mercury Register) announcing the commencement of the Five-Year Review process for the Site, 

providing Daewon Rojas-Mickelson’s contact information, and inviting community participation.  The 

press notice is available in Appendix B.  As of mid-April 2013, no one had contacted EPA as a result of 

this advertisement. 

The Five-Year Review report will be made available to the public once it has been finalized.  Copies of 

this document will be placed in the designated public repository at the Butte County Public Library, 1820 

Mitchell Avenue, Oroville, California, and at the Meriam Library, California State University, Chico, 

California.  Upon completion of the FYR, another public notice will be placed in the Chico Enterprise-

Record to announce the availability of the final FYR report in the Site document repository.   

6.3. Document Review 

This FYR included a review of relevant, site-related documents including the ROD, ESD, ROD 

Amendments, prior five-year review reports, remedy attainment evaluation documents, and recent annual 

and semi-annual monitoring reports.  A complete list of the documents reviewed can be found in 

Appendix A. 

ARARs Review 

This section discusses the review that was conducted to evaluate whether changes in the laws, regulations, 

or guidance alter the remedy’s protectiveness of human health and the environment.  Applicable or 

Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) were established in the ROD, and changes to the 

ARARs, where necessary, were documented in the ESD, ROD Amendments, and subsequent FYR 

reports.  Table 2 provides the soil and groundwater cleanup objectives for the Site, including the sources 

of the different cleanup objectives.  
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Section 121 (d)(2)(A) of CERCLA specifies that Superfund RAs must meet any federal, or more stringent 

state, environmental standards, requirements, criteria, or limitations that are determined to be legally 

ARARs.  ARARs are those standards, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal or state law that 

specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, RA, location, or other circumstance at 

a CERCLA site.   

Tables 4a and 4b summarize changes to chemical specific ARARs for the Site.   Table 5 presents the 

complete list of the action-specific ARARs, the chemical-specific ARARs, and the location-specific 

ARARs.   

The groundwater chemical-specific ARARs are considered in this FYR for ongoing groundwater 

treatment and monitoring.  California primary drinking water standards are the same as federal primary 

drinking water standards except for the California standards for benzene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, barium, 

and chromium, which are more stringent than federal standards.  As indicated in the 2008 FYR, the more 

stringent MCL of 10 ppb for arsenic does not affect the protectiveness of the groundwater RAO, which is 

based on a background level of 27 ppb. The lowering of the ethylbenzene cleanup standard in 2003 does 

not affect protectiveness as current concentrations are below detection levels. 

Table 4a.  Summary of Groundwater Chemical-Specific ARAR Changes   
Contaminants of Concern in 

Groundwater 
ARARs from ROD/ ROD 

Amendments 
Current Standards 

(Source) 
Chemical-specific 
ARARs Changed? 

Arsenic 27 ug/L 10 ug/L (EPA MCL) More stringent 

Ethylbenzene 680 ug/L 300 ug/L (CA MCL) More stringent 

Carcinogenic PAHs
a
 7 ppt   200 ppt (EPA MCL) Less stringent 

Dioxins 25 ppq  30 ppq (EPA MCL) Less stringent 

Copper  1,000 ug/L 
 
  1,300 ug/L (EPA MCL) Less stringent 

Sources of ARARs from 1989 ROD and/or subsequent ROD Amendments are listed in Table 2. 

 

Table 4b.  Summary of Soil Chemical-Specific ARAR Changes   

Contaminants of 
Concern in Soil 

ARARs from ROD/ 
ROD Amendments 

Current Standards 
(Source) 

Chemical-specific 
ARARs Changed? 

Dioxins/Furans 1 ug/kg  0.18 ug/kg (EPA RSL*) More stringent 

Pentachlorophenol 79 mg/kg  27 mg/kg (EPA RSL*) More stringent 

Sources of ARARs from 1989 ROD and/or subsequent ROD Amendments are listed in Table 2. 
*November 2012 EPA RSLs based on 10

-5
 cancer risk due to exposure of industrial worker to soil 

Federal and state laws and regulations that are ARARs for the Site are described in Table 5 ARARs 

identified in ROD, the ESD and the amendments that are no longer pertinent due to the phase the remedy 

is in are not included in the table.  
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Table 5.  Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements Evaluation 

Action Media Citation Requirement Origin ARAR Changes 

Cleanup 

Actions 
Groundwater Title 27 CCR, Section 20410, 

and Title 23 CCR, Section 

2550.6  

Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act (CCR Sections 

13140-13147, 13172, 13260, 

13262, 12267, and 13304) 

Applies to groundwater remediation 

and monitoring of sites.  

Groundwater will be remediated and 
monitored according to Title 27/Title 

23 regulations. 

1996 ROD 

Amendment 

Federal and State MCLs 

were lowered for Arsenic 

from 50 ppb to 10 ppb in 
2006 and 2008 , 

respectively.  

The State MCL for 

Ethylbenzene was lowered 
to 300 ppb in 2003. 

 

Cleanup 

Actions 
Groundwater State Water Resources Control 

Board Resolution 92-49 (as 

amended April 21, 1994) 

(Subparagraph IIIG) 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act (CCR Sections 

13000, 13140, 13240, 13260, 

13263, 13267, 13300, 13307, 
and 13394) 

Applies to groundwater remedial 

actions. The groundwater cleanup 

system will be operated in such a 

way that the best water quality 
reasonable is restored. 

1989 ROD Amended on October 2, 

1996 by SWRCB Resolution 

No. 96-079 to include 

provisions for a containment 
zone policy.  

There have been no changes 

to Subpart IIIG. 

Underground 

Injection 
Groundwater SDWA 40 CFR 144, including 

section 144.13 (4) (c) 

Underground Injection Control 

If treated groundwater is injected, 

then it must be done in compliance 

with regulations for a Class V 

underground injection well. 

 

1989 ROD There have been no changes 

to this regulation. 

Air Stripping Air Title 22 CCR 66265.1030-

66265.1035 

Applies to treatment, storage, and 

disposal facilities with process vents 

associated with air stripping 
operations managing RCRA 

hazardous wastes with organic 

concentrations of at least 10 ppm. 
These operations must reduce total 

organic emissions below specified 

device to reduce the total organic 
emissions by 95 percent by weight. 

1989 ROD There have been no changes 

to this regulation. 

Air Stripping Air Butte County Air Pollution 

Control District Rules 201, 202, 

203, and 207 

Requirement regarding nuisance 

conditions, emissions, and fugitive 

dust 

1989 ROD There have been no changes 

to this regulation. 

Property 

Containing 

Hazardous 
Waste 

Title 22, 

CCR, 

Chapter 39, 
Section 

67391.1 

Title 22, CCR, Chapter 39, 

Section 67391.1 

For properties that contain hazardous 

waste, citation requires all land use 

covenants to be signed by the DTSC 
and the landowner and be recorded 

in the county where the land is 

located 

New 

regulation, 

effective 
April 19, 

2003. 

Title 22, CCR, Chapter 39, 

Section 67391.1. 

 

New deed restriction has 

complied with regulation 

 

Human Health Risk Assessment Review 

A human health risk assessment was completed for the Site as part of the Final Endangerment 

Assessment (Ebasco Services Incorporated, 1988) for the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site.  The 

risk assessment evaluated exposures of a resident to soil, exposures of a construction worker to subsurface 

soil, and domestic use of groundwater in on-site and off-site well locations.   

The risk assessment identified the exposure pathways and associated risks outlined in Table 6. 

 Exposures of area resident to soil through incidental ingestion, dermal contact, inhalation of 

particulates, consumption of homegrown produce; 
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 Exposures of worker to soil through incidental ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of 

particulates; 

 Exposures of resident to domestic use of groundwater. 

Potential exposures of off-site residents and on-site sensitive receptors such as children in a childcare 

facility were not included in the Environmental Assessment; however, a Covenant to Restrict Use of 

Property (DTSC, 2003) does not allow future uses of the Site to childcare facilities.   

Toxicity values:  EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) has a program to update toxicity 

values used by the Agency in risk assessment when newer scientific information becomes available.  In 

the past five years, there have been a number of changes to the toxicity values for certain contaminants of 

concern at the Site.   

In February of 2012, EPA evaluated the non-cancer toxicity value for 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 

(TCDD) and recommended that people consume not more than 0.7 picogram per kilogram of body weight 

per day on average.  When default exposure parameters are applied, this non-cancer toxicity value results 

in soil screening levels of 50 ppt toxicity equivalence (TEQ) for residential settings and 600 ppt TEQ for 

industrial scenarios.  The Remedial Screening Levels based on cancer effects are currently 4.5 ppt for 

residential and 18 ppt for industrial land uses (EPA, 2012) based on a cancer risk of 1 x 10
-6

. 

Unique to 2,3,7,8-dioxin is the evaluation of similar chemicals that have dioxin-like effects.  The 

concentrations of these chemicals are multiplied by TEQs to the standard 2,3,7,8-dioxin, summed, and 

presented as total dioxin TEQs.  The original document used the International 1989 TEQs.  Subsequently, 

these TEQs were reevaluated and adjusted based on more current dose-effect results and mechanisms of 

action.  The most recent dioxin-like TEQs were published by the World Health Organization (WHO) in 

2005.  The changes in TEQs associated with specific dioxin and furan compounds included both slight 

increases in the less toxic congeners, as well as slight decreases in the more toxic congeners.  To evaluate 

the effect on the total dioxin TEQ, individual congener concentrations in soil were evaluated.  In the 1994 

Report of Additional Soils Investigation (Environmental Solutions, 1994) for the Site, the individual 

congener results for six soil samples within the contamination area were presented.  

Total TEQs using both measures are presented in the following table.  

Table 6. Comparison of 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ values using I-TEF/89 and WHO 2005 TEF 

Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site, Oroville, CA 

   

Sample ID TEQ pg/g (ppt) TEQ pg/g (ppt) 
 I-TEF/89 WHO 2005 TEF 

D2 1,289 1,241 

D4 24,834 23,816 

D6 374 349 

D16 28,573 23,163 

D18 1,116 857 

D23 30 27 

pg/g = picograms per gram (equivalent to ppt) 

 

These soil results are thought to be representative of the distribution of dioxin-like compounds present at 

the Site.  Although the TEQs decreased slightly, there is little difference in the TEQs.  Therefore, the 

previous total dioxin TEQs can be compared to the current health-protective levels presented in the 2012 

RSL tables to assess the current level of risk.    
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The cleanup level of 1,000 ppt TEQ is higher than the 2012 Remedial Screening Level for industrial sites 

of 18 ppt based on a 10
-6

 increased cancer risk.  It is also higher than the non-cancer toxicity value results 

in soil screening levels of 600 ppt TEQ for industrial scenarios.   After soil excavation had been 

completed, confirmation samples were collected and analyzed, along with previous samples where 

excavation was not required.  A total of 182 samples were used to calculate the residual dioxin 

concentration using the upper 95% confidence level of the mean.  The residual concentration of dioxin 

was calculated to be 600 ppt TEQ (TRC, 1999).  This is equal to the non-hazard risk screening level, and 

is within EPA’s cancer risk range of 10
-4

 to 10
-6

 excess cancer risk for industrial use.  (18 ppt TEQ to 

1800 ppt TEQ).  Therefore, as long as the property remains industrial, the remedy is protective. 

Pentachlorophenol toxicity has also been reassessed in the past five years. The oral slope factor for PCP is 

3 times higher in 2012 than in 2004.  Consequently, the new health risk-based level is 3 times lower than 

the 2004 level, based on cancer effects due to ingestion.  For non-cancer health effects, the 2004 oral 

reference dose (RfDo) of 0.03 indicates that one should not consume more than 0.03 milligrams (mg) of 

PCP per body weight of 70 kilograms (kg) per day.  In 2012, the RfDo was changed to 0.005 milligrams 

per kilogram per day (mg/kg-day), or 0.005 mg PCP per body weight of 70 kg per day on average.  

Therefore, the allowable concentration through soil ingestion is reduced almost 10-fold to protect against 

non-cancer health effects. 

The EPA 2012 Regional Screening Level is 2.7 mg/kg in soil, based on an increased cancer risk of 1x10
-6

 

for an industrial scenario.  Therefore, the soil cleanup level of 79 mg/kg for PCP in soil established in the 

1996 ROD Amendment 1 would be equvilant to a 2.9 x 10
-5

 increased cancer risk currently.  The 

Construction Documentation and Closure Report for Cell No. 2 and Associated Soil Removal Activities, 

Appendix N (TRC, 1999) presented the PCP concentrations in 470 soil samples collected within the top 

five feet soil (excluding clean fill) in excavated areas and in areas not requiring remediation. The 95% 

Upper Confidence level of PCP concentrations within the top five feet soil (excluding clean fill) in 

excavated areas is 43 mg/kg (TRC, 1999), which is lower than the cleanup standard of 79 mg/kg 

established in the ROD Amendment 1, but higher than the current industrial soil RSL of 2.7 mg/kg (EPA, 

2012) based on a target cancer risk of 1 x 10
-6

.  However, the residual PCP contamination currently at the 

site is within EPA’s acceptable risk range of 10
-4

 to 10
-6

 excess cancer risk. 

Vapor Intrusion:  EPA’s understanding of contaminant migration from groundwater into buildings has 

evolved over the past few years, leading to the conclusion that vapor intrusion may have a greater 

potential for posing risk to human health than was assumed when the ROD for the Site was prepared.  In 

April 2013, EPA released a final draft version of its vapor intrusion guidance, OSWER Final Guidance 

for Assessing and Mitigating the Vapor Intrusion Pathway from Subsurface Sources to Indoor Air 

(External Review Draft), to the public for comments.  

The cleanup standards for benzene, ethylbenzene, and total xylenes in groundwater do not take into 

account potential vapor intrusion from groundwater to on-site structures.  In addition, ethylbenzene was 

reclassified as a carcinogen in 2007.  Consequently, the vapor intrusion pathway was evaluated using 

EPA’s Vapor Intrusion Level Calulator, version 3.0 using November 2012 RSLs for industrial indoor air. 

http://www.epa.gov/oswer/vaporintrusion/documents/VISL-Calculator.xlsm The groundwater cleanup 

standards for benzene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes were compared to groundwater screening levels that 

would result in acceptable indoor air concentrations under an industrial scenario.  Based on a target 

cancer risk of 1 x 10
-6

 for benzene and ethylbenzene, and a target hazard quotient of 1 for xylenes, the 

groundwater concentrations that are protective of indoor air exposures are the following: 

 Benzene:  6.9  ug/L (compared to the cleanup standard of 1 ug/L). 

 Ethylbenzene:  15  ug/L (compared to the cleanup standard of 680 ug/L). 

http://www.epa.gov/oswer/vaporintrusion/documents/VISL-Calculator.xlsm
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 Xylenes:  2,100 ug/L (compared to the cleanup standard of 1,750 ug/L). 

The cleanup standards for benzene and xylenes remain protective of human health, but predicted indoor 

air concentrations based on the cleanup standard for ethylbenzene exceed an estimated risk of 1 x 10
-6

.  

However, recent 2012 groundwater-monitoring results were non-detect for ethylbenzene and have been 

significantly below concentrations that would result in a human health risk due to vapor intrusion over the 

past five years.  Therefore, the remedy remains protective of human health.  

Ecological Review 

An ecological assessment was completed for the Site as part of the Final Endangerment Assessment 

(Ebasco Services Incorporated, 1988) for the Site.  Since the previous FYR, there have been no changes 

to Site conditions that would affect or change the exposure pathways to ecological receptors. 

Analytical Method Review 

The 1989 ROD indicated that attainment of the groundwater cleanup goal of 0.53 ppq could not be used 

because the analytical detection limit for dioxin at that time was 25 ppq.  However, it was anticipated that 

lower detection limits would have been achieved by the time the remediation for dioxin is completed in 

20 to 30 years.  While 0.53 ppq is still not achievable, typical 2012 laboratory quantitation limits for 

dioxin congeners in groundwater range from 0.01 to 0.1 ng/L, or ppt (0.05 ppt for most congeners), which 

is equivalent to a range of 10 to 100 ppq.  Therefore, the current level of 25 ppq is still the analytical 

detection limit. 

6.4. Data Review 

Data reviewed as part of this Five-Year Review include groundwater analytical results from semi-annual 

and annual groundwater monitoring reports for 2008 through 2012.   

The trend graphs, along with the associated data in tabular format are presented in Appendix G. For 

consistency, this is the same set of wells with trends presented in the Third Five-Year Review (EPA, 

2008).  The well locations are shown on Figure 4. The relevant trends are described below. 

Eastern On-Property PCP Plume  

Groundwater monitoring and enhanced in-situ bioremediation are being conducted at the Eastern On-

Property plume, located within the former operations area.  Current data indicate that the groundwater 

remediation is progressing and that the remedy is functioning as required to achieve groundwater 

remediation standards.  

For the Eastern On-Property plume, PCP concentrations exceed the standard in wells MW-2 and MW-8 in 

the most recent sample results reported in June 2012.  The PCP concentration at well 86 exceeded the 

standard in April 2012, but was not detected in June 2012. Well MW-8 consistently exceeds the standard 

and consistently exhibited the highest PCP concentrations in the eastern plume (140 ug/L in June 2012).  

The Figure 4 plume contours illustrate these exceedances and the current extent of the plume.  The trend 

graphs illustrate decreasing concentration trends for PCP for wells EW-2, MW-2, MW-8, and well 86).   

Although PCP still exceeds the standard for the two wells at the center of the Eastern On-Property plume, 

monitoring and treatment are ongoing and concentrations continue to trend downward.  Figure 4 

illustrates the 1 ug/L groundwater plume boundaries for PCP, showing monitoring results from 1993 

through 2011.  The figure provides evidence that the plume has been shrinking in size since the start of 

the P&T remediation implemented in 1993 and since the bioremediation implemented in 1998.   
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The cleanup standard for boron in groundwater is 1,200 ug/L.  Boron was formerly used at the Site in a 

fire-retardant process in the Dri-Con area, and has been historically detected above the ROD standard in 

four B-Zone wells (MW-1, MW-3, MW-8, and SW-1) and three C-Zone wells (MW-17, MW-18, and 

MW-25).  Of the wells analyzed for boron during the most recently reported sampling event, the standard 

was exceeded in three wells (MW-8, MW-18, and MW-25).  Boron concentrations have shown little 

change over the past 10 years in wells MW-18 and MW-25.  Elevated boron concentrations in the C-Zone 

are considered to be naturally occurring and, therefore, are not related to prior wood treating operations at 

the Site
1
.  

Several COCs that are routinely analyzed as part of the groundwater monitoring program have never been 

detected above the ROD standard within the Eastern On-Property plume, including:  arsenic, barium, 

chromium, copper, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and PAHs.  Carcinogenic PAHs in well MW-8 have been non-

detect for the past 10 years (see Figure G-3 in Appendix G).   

By mid-2012, over 2.9 billion gallons of groundwater had been treated.  The system continues to meet the 

treatment and discharge objectives in accordance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) Permit No. CA 0082988 (Tetra Tech GEO, 2013).   

On-Property TI Zone (Western Plume) 

Groundwater monitoring and product recovery of DNAPL are being conducted at the Western On-

Property plume, located within the former creosote pond area and former cellon blowdown area.   

Product and emulsion continue to be purged from the passive recovery well two times per month, and the 

volumes removed documented. Table G-5 in Appendix G provides the history of the volumes of product 

and emulsion purged from the passive recovery well on an annual basis for the years 1994 through 2007, 

and provides documentation of the volumes removed for all purge dates for the years 2008 through 2012.  

The amount of fluid removed from recovery well PR-1 from 1994 through June 2012 includes 1,930 

gallons of water, 2,078 gallons of creosote product and 1,236 gallons of emulsion, for a total volume of 

5,244 gallons. 

Current PCP concentrations exceed the standard of 1 ug/L in well MW-16 in the central part of the TI 

Zone (Figure 4).  The PCP concentration trend has decreased from a high of 240 ug/L in 2003 to a recent 

concentration of 2.5 ug/L, only slightly greater than the cleanup standard of 1 ug/L (as shown on Figure 

G-1 in Appendix G).  Because the treatment plant is still operating, this concentration is expected to 

continue decreasing and should meet the standard well before locations within the eastern plume with 

higher PCP levels (such as well MW-8).   

Carcinogenic PAHs have been non-detect in well MW-24 since 2003.  Carcinogenic PAHs have been 

non-detect in well MW-19 since November 2010.  Wells MW-15 and MW-16 are located in the center of 

the TI Zone, and have consistently exhibited total carcinogenic PAH concentrations in excess of the 

cleanup standard of 0.007 ug/L.  Particularly elevated levels have been documented in well MW-16 

(several orders of magnitude greater than the standard); however, the technical impracticability waiver is 

in effect for this area due to the presence of DNAPL (HSA GeoTrans, 1999).  Overall, carcinogenic PAH 

concentrations in all western plume wells appear to be decreasing over time.   

                                                             
1
 a letter dated October 6, 2003, by EPA 
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On-Property Soil Disposal Cells 

For the five-year period covered by this review, the soil disposal cells showed no substantial changes in 

the lateral or vertical positions of the 13 settlement monuments, as documented in Table G-4 (Appendix 

G), which includes the annual survey data from 2001 through 2012.   

Disposal cell wells DCMW-1A, -1B, -2A, -2B, -3A, -3B, -5A, -5B, -6A and -6B, installed for the purpose 

of monitoring the shallow and B-Zone aquifers downgradient of the soil disposal cells, have been sampled 

annually in accordance with the sampling schedule identified in the Revised Post Closure Monitoring and 

Maintenance Plan (GeoTrans, 2004).  Samples are analyzed for PCP, arsenic, chromium, copper, and 

PAHs.  The analytical results for these parameters have consistently been below their respective reporting 

limits, or in the case of the inorganic metals, within the background ranges.  Exceedances of the ROD 

standards have not been documented at the soil disposal cell wells during the five-year review period, or 

since the sampling was initiated in 2001. 

Off-Property Plume  

Although the Off-Property groundwater treatment plant was shut down and was removed from the Site in 

2007, monitoring continues both in groundwater monitoring wells installed during the RI and in 

residential water supply wells where alternate water supplies are supplied to the affected residents.  In situ 

bioremediation was performed for the Off-Property plume until 2009.  Following termination of the 

program, sampling was conducted for four consecutive quarters in the five wells where enhancements had 

been added.   

The Off-Property plume concentrations have been less than the ROD standard for PCP of 1 ug/L since 

2006.   The trend graphs provided on Figure G-1 in Appendix G illustrate decreasing concentration trends 

for PCP in wells 59 and RI-3 over the last 10 years.       

Monitoring continued at wells with PCP concentrations greater than one-half the ROD standard (or 0.5 

ppb, which is the alternative water supply termination criterion).  This included five private wells located 

in the vicinity of well RI-11 (59, 60, 61, 62, and 81) and two private wells located in the vicinity of well 

86 (31C2 and 31D3, discussed in the following paragraph).  Beginning in 2010, quarterly sampling was 

performed at the five wells associated with well RI-11.    Four of the wells (59, 61, 62, and 81) exhibited 

four quarterly events with PCP concentrations below 0.5 ppb; these wells therefore, meet the alternative 

water supply termination criteria.   

Private wells 31C2 and 31D3 also remain part of the alternative water supply program, and still require 

sampling to demonstrate compliance with the termination criteria.  These two wells have been sampled 

semi-annually since 2002, with no reproducible PCP detections.  However, at one time these wells had 

been associated with well 86 (which was reclassified as an On-Property well in September 2009).  

Because of this past association with well 86, which has not exhibited four consecutive quarters of PCP 

concentrations below the criterion, sampling for PCP will be performed at wells 31C2 and 31D3 for four 

consecutive quarters beginning with the first quarter 2013.   

Sampling will continue at three wells (60, 31C2, and 31D3) until the requirements of the termination 

criteria are met.  It is anticipated that the alternative water supply program will be terminated in 2013 

(Tetra Tech GEO, 2012b).  PCP concentrations are below the ROD standard (1 ppb) in the Off-Property 

wells.  As stated in the Semiannual 2012 Remedial Action Groundwater Monitoring Report (Tetra Tech 

GEO, 2013), the Off-Property PCP plume is nearing the remedial goals.   
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6.5. Site Inspection 

A site inspection was conducted on March 19, 2013.  Attendees included Daewon Rojas-Mickelson, EPA 

Remedial Project Manager; Sam Martinez, DTSC; Phil Woodward, RWQCB; Mike Bollinger, Beazer 

East; Jennifer Abrams, Tetra Tech; and Jeff Hess, ITSI Gilbane.  

During the site inspection, the visitors verified that on-site documents and records were readily available 

and up to date.  Observations and inspection were performed for the On-Property treatment plant, 

associated extraction and re-injection wells and piping, and landfill cells.  Site photographs were taken 

and the Site Inspection Checklist, including pertinent notes, was completed by ITSI Gilbane.   

Site remedies were observed to be in good working order overall.  Slow leaks at the backfill preventers 

were noted and recommended for repair.  Animal burrows on the northeastern side of Soil Disposal Cell 

No.  2 were also observed and recommended for repair during future O&M activities.  Monitoring and 

leachate removal was inadvertently allowed to lapse, and will be reinstated until such a time that EPA 

deems it unnecessary.   

6.6. Interviews 

During the FYR process, interviews were conducted with parties impacted by the Site.  Regulatory 

agency representatives involved in Site activities or aware of the Site were interviewed, as well as 

potentially responsible party (PRP) and subcontractor representatives.    All of the interviews were 

conducted at the Site during the Site visit on March 19, 2013.  Interviews are summarized below; 

documentation of each interview is included in Appendix C. 

Personnel interviewed were Sam Martinez, DTSC; Phil Woodward, RWQCB; Mike Bollinger, 

Environmental Manager, Beazer East; Jennifer Abrams, Senior Hydrogeologist, Tetra Tech; and Marvin 

Raasch, O&M Field Technician II, FTS.    Interviewees’ responses noted that the cleanup work is 

proceeding well and is nearing completion.  Occasional trespassing, theft of copper from the treatment 

system, and vandalism have been reported as problems at the Site.  Impacts to the local community are 

minimal; some positive impacts were mentioned, such as employment on site for a local resident and the 

fact that the alternative water supply program is expected to be ending soon due to water meeting the 

cleanup standards.   

6.7. Institutional Controls 

Environmental restrictions intended to protect current and future users of the Site were recorded with the 

Butte County Recorder in the form of a Covenant to Restrict Use of Property (DTSC, 2003), on 

November 12, 2003 (Butte County official records serial no. 2003-7930) in accordance with the modified 

Consent Decree.   

A review of a recently obtained Condition of Title confirmed that deed restrictions are in place for the Site 

property and functioning as intended.  The title search was conducted by NETR Real Estate Research & 

Information of Tempe, Arizona and is included as Appendix F.   

Table 7 lists the ICs at the Site. 
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Table 7.  Institutional Control Summary Table 

Media 

ICs Called 
for in the 
Decision 

Documents 

Impacted 
Parcel(s) 

IC  
Objective 

Instrument in 
Place 

Ground-
water 

Yes See list in 
Section 6.4  

Restrict access to 
groundwater, installation of 
groundwater wells, and/or 
extraction of groundwater for 
domestic use until ROD 
standards are met. 

Covenant to 
Restrict Use of 
Property 

Sediment No  

No Institutional Control 
necessary, as sediment was 
not found at unacceptable risk 
levels in the 1989 ROD. 

None 

Surface 
Water 

No  

No Institutional Control 
necessary as surface water 
was not found at 
unacceptable risk levels in the 
1989 ROD. 

None 

Soil Yes See list in 
Section 6.4  

Deed Restrictions apply.  No 
residential use will be 
permitted. 

Covenant to 
Restrict Use of 
Property 
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7. Technical Assessment 

7.1. Question A:  Is the Remedy Functioning as Intended by the Decision 
Documents? 

The remedies selected in the 1989 ROD and the associated ESD and ROD amendments to address soil 

and groundwater contamination at the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site are functioning as intended 

by the decision documents.  The soil remedy has been implemented and construction completion was 

achieved in 2003.  The groundwater remedy has nearly achieved cleanup standards at the Off-Property 

PCP plume and the treatment plant has been dismantled and removed.  The On-Property treatment is 

ongoing and continues to operate as intended. During the Site inspection the remedies were observed to 

be in good working order overall.  The Institutional Controls are adequate for the current Site conditions. 

No problems with the progress of the remedy have been identified.  The current operating procedures are 

expected to maintain the effectiveness of the response actions.    There are no other foreseeable issues or 

problems that might place protectiveness at risk. 

Opportunities exist to improve performance, efficiency, and reduce monitoring and sampling costs.  

Remedy optimization was addressed by two letters to EPA and two evaluation reports, all submitted in 

October 2012.  EPA is currenltly considering these recommendations. 

 

7.2. Question B:  Are the Exposure Assumptions, Toxicity Data, Cleanup 

Levels, and Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) Used at the Time of 

Remedy Selection Still Valid? 

Exposure assumptions and RAOs used at the time of remedy selection are still valid. Some toxicity data 

have changed since the time of remedy selection, but this does not affect the protectiveness of the remedy. 

Revisions to the toxicity values for dioxin and pentachlorophenol indicate changes in risk from exposure 

to these chemicals.  Based on the new toxicity numbers, the clean up level of 1,000 ppt TEQ of dioxin 

would exceed EPA’s non-cancer screening level for industrial exposure.  However, residual dioxin soil 

concentrations at the site are lower than the clean-up levels, and are considered protective under industrial 

use scenarios.  The residual levels are within the risk range for the new cleanup levels. 

There has been no change to the standardized risk assessment methodology that could affect the 

protectiveness of the remedy, with the exception of vapor intrusion which is addressed below.  There have 

been no changes in the ARARs that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy. 

Vapor Intrusion:  EPA’s understanding of contaminant migration from groundwater into buildings has 

evolved over the past few years, leading to the conclusion that vapor intrusion may have a greater 

potential for posing risk to human health than was assumed when the ROD for the Site was prepared. 

There are no contaminates at the Site whose concentration levels indicate a danger of vapor intrusion.  

Therefore, the remedy remains protective of human health.  

Land use on or near the site has not and is not expected to change. There were no new human health or 

ecological routes of exposure or receptors identified, and none of those previously identified have 

changed. There are no newly identified contaminants or contaminant sources, nor any unanticipated toxic 
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byproducts of the remedy not previously addressed by the decision documents. Physical site conditions or 

the understanding of these conditions has not changed.  

Currently, the remedy is meeting the RAOs and progressing as expected, and remains protective of 

human health and the environment. ICs for the selected remedy have been fully implemented and are 

being maintained to ensure that the remedial action remains protective of human health and the 

environment. 

 

7.3. Question C:  Has Any Other Information Come to Light That Could 

Call Into Question the Protectiveness of the Remedy? 

There is no information that could affect the evaluation of protectiveness of the remedy.   

7.4. Technical Assessment Summary 

The remedies selected in the decision documents for the Site to address soil and groundwater 

contamination are functioning as intended.  Several optimization measures could be implemented to 

improve performance and efficiency, and reduce monitoring and sampling costs 

No additional information has become available that calls into question the protectiveness of the remedy. 

8. Issues 

There were no issues identified for the Koppers Site that affect current or future protectiveness.  

 

9. Recommendations and Follow-up Actions 

There are no recommendations identified for the Koppers Site. 

 

10. Protectiveness Statement 

The remedy at the Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site is protective of human health and the 

environment.  The groundwater remedy has nearly achieved cleanup standards off site.  Groundwater 

concentrations continue to decline in the on site plume.  Institutional controls intended to protect current 

and future users of the Site are in place.   
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11. Next Review 

This is a statutory Site that requires ongoing FYRs as long as waste is left on the Site that does not allow 

for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure.  The next FYR will be due within five years of the signature 

date of this FYR (i.e., in the year 2018).  
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List of Documents Reviewed 

California Environmental Protection Agency – Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 2003.  

Covenant to Restrict Use of Property, Environmental Restriction.  October. 

Dames & Moore, 1996.  Site-Wide Soils Remedy Report.  March. 

Dames & Moore, 1988.  RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Report, Koppers, Feather River 

Plant, Oroville, California.  June 27. 

Ebasco Services Incorporated, 1988.  Final Endangerment Assessment, Koppers Company Feather River 

Plant Superfund Site.  November. 

Environmental Solutions, 1994.  Report of Additional Soils Investigation.   

Field and Technical Services LLC [FTS], 2012.  Operations and Maintenance Manual Addendum 1.2, 

Former Koppers Feather River Facility, Oroville, California.  December.  

HSI GeoTrans, 2004.  Revised Postclosure Maintenance and Monitoring Plan (PMMP).  February.   

HSI GeoTrans, 1999.  Final Evaluation of Technical Impracticability of Groundwater Restoration in the 

Former Creosote Pond and Cellon Blowdown Area, Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Feather 

River Plant).  March 8. 

HSI Geo Trans, 1998.  Revised Evaluation of Technical Impracticability of Groundwater Restoration in 

the Former Creosote Pond and Cellon Blowdown Areas, Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Feather 

River Plant) Oroville, California.  June 12. 

NETR Real Estate Research & Information, 2013.  Environmental Lien Search Report and Historical 

Chain of Title Report.  March.  

RECTEC, 1998.  Volume 1, Operations and Maintenance Manual –Feather River, California.  May.  

Tetra Tech GEO, 2013.  Semiannual 2012 Remedial Action Groundwater Monitoring Report.  Koppers 

Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Feather River Plant).  Oroville, California.  January. 

Tetra Tech GEO, 2012a.  Annual 2011 Remedial Action Groundwater Monitoring Report.  Koppers 

Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Feather River Plant).  Oroville, California.  July. 

Tetra Tech GEO, 2012b.  Letter to USEPA:  Off-Property Groundwater Remedy Attainment Evaluation 

and Exit Strategy Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Feather River Plant), Oroville, California.  

October 5. 

Tetra Tech GEO, 2012c.  Letter to USEPA:  Recommended Optimized Remedial Action Activities Post-

Closure Monitoring, Disposal Cells 1 and 2 Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Feather River 

Plant), Oroville, California.  October 5. 

Tetra Tech GEO, 2012d.  Letter to USEPA:  Recommended Optimized Remedial Action Activities 

Technical Impracticability Zone Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Feather River Plant) Oroville, 

California.  October 5. 
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Tetra Tech GEO, 2012e.  On-Property Groundwater Remedy Attainment Evaluation, Koppers Company, 

Inc. Superfund Site (Feather River Plant) Oroville, California.  October 

Tetra Tech GEO, 2011.  Annual 2010 Remedial Action Groundwater Monitoring Report.  Koppers 

Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Feather River Plant).  Oroville, California.  July. 

Tetra Tech GEO, 2010.  Annual 2009 Remedial Action Groundwater Monitoring Report. Koppers 

Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Feather River Plant).  Oroville, California.  July. 

Tetra Tech GEO, 2009.  Annual 2008 Remedial Action Groundwater Monitoring Report.  Koppers 

Company, Inc. Superfund Site (Feather River Plant).  Oroville, California.  July 

TRC, 1999.  Construction Documentation and Closure Report for Cell #2 and Associated Soil Removal 

Activities.  October. 

TRC, 1997.  Closure Report for the Former Biological Treatment Facility, Koppers Company Inc., 

Superfund Site, Feather River Plant, Oroville, California.  March. 

U.S. District Court—Eastern District California, 2003.  Stipulated Amendment to Consent Decree and 

Proposed Order No. S-91-767.  September.  

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2013.  Integrated Risk Information System 

(IRIS).  Accessible at http://www.epa.gov/IRIS/ 

EPA, 2012.  Region 9 Regional Screening Levels, updated November 2012.  Accessible at 

http://www.epa.gov/region9/superfund/prg/ 

EPA, 2008.  Five Year Review, Koppers Co., Inc. (Oroville Plant), Oroville, CA. July. 

EPA, 2007.  Letter:  Approves Product Change for Groundwater In-Situ Bioremediation Programs.  

January.   

EPA, 2004.  Region 9 Regional Screening Levels, updated October 2004. 

EPA, 2003.  Preliminary Closeout Report.  September. 

EPA, 2002.  Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from Groundwater and Soils.  

EPA, 1999.  Record of Decision, Amendment No. 2 to the Record of Decision for the Soil and 

Groundwater Operable Unit, Koppers Company Inc., Superfund Site, Oroville, California.  September 

23. 

EPA, 1996.  Record of Decision Amendment, Koppers Co., Inc. (Oroville Plant), OU1, Oroville, CA.  

August 29. 

EPA, 1991.  Explanation of Significant Differences, Koppers Co., Inc. (Oroville Plant), Oroville, CA. 

January 29. 

EPA, 1989.  Record of Decision, Koppers Co., Inc. (Oroville Plant), OU 1, Oroville, CA.  September 13. 
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Koppers Company Inc. Superfund Site 
Oroville, Butte County, California 
Five-Year Review 2013 

Five-Year Review Interview Questionnaire 

The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of the 
remedy, and to confirm that human health and the environment continue to be protected by the 
remedial actions that have been performed at the site. This interview is being conducted as a 
part of the third five-year review for the Koppers Company Inc. Superfund Site, covering the 
period from the completion of the third five-year review in 2008 to the current completion of 
this review in 2013. 

Name:  Jennifer Abrahams 

Affiliation:  Tetra Tech 

Date/Time:  19 Mar 2013, 12:55 am 

Location of Interview:   Site 

1.  What is your overall impression of the cleanup work conducted at the Koppers Site since the 
period of the third five-year review in 2008? 

Cleanup has gone very well, close to being done. 

 

 

2.  From your perspective, what effect has continued cleanup operations at the site had on the 
surrounding community?   

No effect. 

 

 

3.  Are you aware of any ongoing community concerns regarding the site or its operation and 
maintenance? 

None 
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4.  Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities that have occurred at the site, such as 
dumping, vandalism or anything that required emergency response from local authorities? If 
so, please give details. 

Dumping near the onsite building owned by others (Marvin).  Some vandalism onsite with police reports 
filed.  

 

 

5.  Do you feel well-informed about the site’s activities and progress? 

Yes 

 

6.  Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site? 

Remedy optimization plans were submitted to EPA and regulatory agencies in October 2012. 

 

 

7.  Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting 
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please describe purpose and 
results. 

Yes, routine communications with FTM (O&M Contractor) by email.  Site visits for meetings as needed. 

 

 

8.  Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site that 
required a response by your office?  If so, please summarize the events and result. 

No 
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Koppers Company Inc. Superfund Site 
Oroville, Butte County, California 
Five-Year Review 2013 

Five-Year Review Interview Questionnaire 

The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of the 
remedy, and to confirm that human health and the environment continue to be protected by the 
remedial actions that have been performed at the site. This interview is being conducted as a 
part of the third five-year review for the Koppers Company Inc. Superfund Site, covering the 
period from the completion of the third five-year review in 2008 to the current completion of 
this review in 2013. 

Name:  Mike Bollinger 

Affiliation:  Beazer East 

Date/Time:  19 Mar 2013, 12:45 am 

Location of Interview: Site 

1.  What is your overall impression of the cleanup work conducted at the Koppers Site since the 
period of the third five-year review in 2008? 

Everything is going well.  No further cleanup is being performed. 

 

 

2.  From your perspective, what effect has continued cleanup operations at the site had on the 
surrounding community?   

None 

 

 

3.  Are you aware of any ongoing community concerns regarding the site or its operation and 
maintenance? 

None I am aware of. 
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4.  Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities that have occurred at the site, such as 
dumping, vandalism or anything that required emergency response from local authorities? If 
so, please give details. 

Some vandalism for copper theft has occurred.  

 

 

5.  Do you feel well-informed about the site’s activities and progress? 

Yes 

 

6.  Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site? 

Submitted optimization recommendations to EPA and other regulatory agencies in October 2012, and an 
executive summary of the proposed changes in March 2013. 

 

 

7.  Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting 
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please describe purpose and 
results. 

I am in routine communications with technical and O&M contractors (reviewing reports, addressing 
site-related issues) and perform site visits, as appropriate, if issues arise. 

 

 

8.  Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site that 
required a response by your office?  If so, please summarize the events and result. 

No 
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Koppers Company Inc. Superfund Site 
Oroville, Butte County, California 
Five-Year Review 2013 

Five-Year Review Interview Questionnaire 

The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of the 
remedy, and to confirm that human health and the environment continue to be protected by the 
remedial actions that have been performed at the site. This interview is being conducted as a 
part of the third five-year review for the Koppers Company Inc. Superfund Site, covering the 
period from the completion of the third five-year review in 2008 to the current completion of 
this review in 2013. 

Name:  Sam Martinez 

Affiliation:  California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Date/Time:  19 Mar 2013, 1:00 pm 

Location of Interview: Site 

1.  What is your overall impression of the cleanup work conducted at the Koppers Site since the 
period of the third five-year review in 2008? 

DTSC is satisfied with the cleanup. 

 

 

2.  From your perspective, what effect has continued cleanup operations at the site had on the 
surrounding community?   

None.  Positive if you consider that the cleanup is providing a job for one local resident. 

 

 

3.  Are you aware of any ongoing community concerns regarding the site or its operation and 
maintenance? 

No 
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4.  Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities that have occurred at the site, such as 
dumping, vandalism or anything that required emergency response from local authorities? If 
so, please give details. 

None  

 

 

5.  Do you feel well-informed about the site’s activities and progress? 

Yes, I receive regular correspondence regarding the site. 

 

6.  Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site? 

Move forward on the decommissioning of wells no longer used for remediation or monitoring. 

 

 

7.  Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting 
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please describe purpose and 
results. 

Attend annual site inspections and review routine reporting. 

 

 

8.  Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site that 
required a response by your office?  If so, please summarize the events and result. 

No 
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Koppers Company Inc. Superfund Site 
Oroville, Butte County, California 
Five-Year Review 2013 

Five-Year Review Interview Questionnaire 

The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of the 
remedy, and to confirm that human health and the environment continue to be protected by the 
remedial actions that have been performed at the site. This interview is being conducted as a 
part of the third five-year review for the Koppers Company Inc. Superfund Site, covering the 
period from the completion of the third five-year review in 2008 to the current completion of 
this review in 2013. 

Name:  Phil Woodward 

Affiliation:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Date/Time:  19 Mar 2013, 12:50 am 

Location of Interview: Site 

1.  What is your overall impression of the cleanup work conducted at the Koppers Site since the 
period of the third five-year review in 2008? 

Progressing wonderfully. 

 

 

2.  From your perspective, what effect has continued cleanup operations at the site had on the 
surrounding community?   

Positive.  Alternative water supply program should be ending shortly. 

 

 

3.  Are you aware of any ongoing community concerns regarding the site or its operation and 
maintenance? 

No 
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4.  Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities that have occurred at the site, such as 
dumping, vandalism or anything that required emergency response from local authorities? If 
so, please give details. 

Nothing 

 

 

5.  Do you feel well-informed about the site’s activities and progress? 

Yes 

 

6.  Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site? 

Eliminate off-property groundwater monitoring program.  Look for other reductions in onsite monitoring. 

 

 

7.  Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting 
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please describe purpose and 
results. 

Review of routine reports submitted by PRP and conducting annual site inspections. 

 

 

8.  Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site that 
required a response by your office?  If so, please summarize the events and result. 

No 
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist 
Koppers Company Inc. Superfund Site 

 

I.  SITE INFORMATION 

Site name: Koppers Company, Inc. Superfund Site Date of inspection:  March 19, 2013 

Location: Oroville (Butte County) California EPA ID: CAD009112087      CERCLIS ID: 0943 

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year 
review:  

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 

Weather/temperature: 

Clear skies, low 70’s 

Remedy Includes:  (Check all that apply) 
X Landfill cover/containment  □ Monitored natural attenuation 
X Access controls   □ Groundwater containment 
X Institutional controls   □ Vertical barrier walls 
X Groundwater pump and treatment 
□ Surface water collection and treatment 
□ Other________________________________________________________ 

Attachments: X Inspection team roster attached  X Site map attached 

II.  INTERVIEWS  (See Check all that apply) 

1.  O&M site manager         Marvin Raasch                      O&M Field Technician II            19 March 2013 
Name    Title   Date 

     Interviewed X at site □ at office □ by phone.  Phone no.  _________________ 
     Problems, suggestions; □ Report attached. 
 

Routine inspections occur daily.  Maintenance is ongoing, as needed.  Approval of replacement equipment is 
timely.  Recent (2011) improvements to control equipment (upgrading to a programmable logic controller 
[PLC] system) for the treatment plant have significantly improved uptime. 
 
Onsite vandalism has occurred at the site in the last couple of years, mostly related to the theft of copper 
from wiring in wells with dedicated pumps, and one incident regarding the attempted salvage of an active 
section of piping conveying water from the treatment plant to the injection wells.  The wiring is repaired 
prior to or during subsequent groundwater monitoring events.  The attempted pipe salvage appears to have 
been thwarted when the pumps turned on, resulting in a 60-foot high discharge of water from a hole torched 
in the pipe.  The hole was repaired and the pipe is currently in good operating condition. 
 
When vandalism occurs, the Butte County sheriff’s office and Oroville police are notified (the site is split 
between city and county jurisdiction) and reports are filed. 

 

2.  O&M staff ________________________           ______________________           _____________ 
Name    Title   Date 

     Interviewed □ at site □ at office □ by phone.  Phone no.  ____________________ 
     Problems, suggestions; □ Report attached _______________________________________________ 
     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
 



  
 

3. Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response 
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of 
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.)  Fill in all that apply. 

 
Agency   Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
Contact   Phil Woodward            Project Manager          03/19/13       530-224-4853 

                                  Name  Title         Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; X Report attached  _______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Agency   Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
Contact   Sam Martinez            Project Manager             03/19/13       916-255-6583 

                                  Name  Title         Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; X Report attached  _______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Agency ____________________________ 
Contact ____________________________      __________________      ________      ____________ 

Name    Title         Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; □ Report attached  _______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Agency ____________________________ 
Contact ____________________________      __________________      ________      ____________ 

Name    Title         Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; □ Report attached  _______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. Other interviews (optional) X Report attached. 

Mike Bollinger, Beazer East (PRP) 

Jennifer Abrahams, TetraTech (Technical Contractor) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

 

III.  ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED  (Check all that apply) 

1. O&M Documents 
X O&M manual                 x Readily available x Up to date □ N/A 
X As-built drawings   x Readily available x Up to date □ N/A 
X Maintenance logs   x Readily available x Up to date □ N/A 
Remarks:  Maintained in onsite office at treatment plant 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan  X Readily available X Up to date □ N/A 
X Contingency plan/emergency response plan X Readily available X Up to date □ N/A 
Remarks: _________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records X Readily available X Up to date □ N/A 
Remarks:  _____________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Permits and Service Agreements 
□ Air discharge permit   • Readily available □ Up to date X N/A 
□ Effluent discharge   □ Readily available □ Up to date X N/A 
□ Waste disposal, POTW                 □ Readily available □ Up to date X N/A 
□ Other permits_____________________ □ Readily available □ Up to date X N/A 
Remarks:  Facility operations are in “substantive compliance” with local requirements.  
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

5. Gas Generation Records  □ Readily available □ Up to date X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Settlement Monument Records  X Readily available X Up to date □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records X Readily available X Up to date □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

8. Leachate Extraction Records  □ Readily available □ Up to date □ N/A 
Remarks:  Leachate monitoring and collection was inadvertently suspended.  Reinstatement of  
monitoring and periodic removal of the leachate is planned.  

 

9. Discharge Compliance Records  
□ Air     □ Readily available □ Up to date □ N/A 
X Water (effluent)   X Readily available X Up to date □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

10. Daily Access/Security Logs  X Readily available X Up to date □ N/A 
Remarks:  Visitor log and safety tailgate forms maintained in onsite office at treatment plant. 

 



  
 

 

IV.  O&M COSTS 

1. O&M Organization 
□ State in-house   □ Contractor for State 
□ PRP in-house   X Contractor for PRP 
□ Federal Facility in-house □ Contractor for Federal Facility 
□ Other __________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. O&M Cost Records  
X Readily available X Up to date 
X Funding mechanism/agreement in place 
Original O&M cost estimate____________________ □ Breakdown attached 

 
Total annual cost by year for review period if available 

 
From       1/2008   To      12/2008                 $366,678.71 X Breakdown attached 

Date  Date  Total cost 
From       1/2009   To      12/2009                 $607,824.16 X Breakdown attached 

Date  Date  Total cost 
From       1/2010   To      12/2010                 $403,255.20 X Breakdown attached 

Date  Date  Total cost 
From       1/2011   To      12/2011                 $433,426.87 X Breakdown attached 

Date  Date  Total cost 
From       1/2012   To      12/2012                 $313,751.64 X Breakdown attached 

Date  Date  Total cost 
 

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period 
Describe costs and reasons:  None.______________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

V.  ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS   X Applicable____________ □ N/A 

A.  Fencing 

1. Fencing damaged □ Location shown on site map X Gates secured  □ N/A 
Remarks ___________________________________________________________________________  
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

B.  Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and other security measures □ Location shown on site map X N/A 
Remarks_ _______________________________________________________________________  
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



  
 

 

C.  Institutional Controls (ICs) 

1. Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented  □ Yes   X No □ N/A 
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced   □ Yes   X No □ N/A 

 
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) Drive by 
Frequency:  Annually 
Responsible party/agency:  California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Contact           Sam Martinez                      Project Manager                03/19/13       916-255-6583 

Name    Title  Date      Phone no. 
 

Reporting is up-to-date       X Yes   □ No □ N/A 
Reports are verified by the lead agency     X Yes   □ No □ N/A 

 
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met X Yes   □ No □ N/A 
Violations have been reported      □ Yes   X No □ N/A 
Other problems or suggestions: □ Report attached  
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Adequacy  X ICs are adequate  □ ICs are inadequate  □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

D.  General 

1. Vandalism/trespassing □ Location shown on site map X No vandalism evident 
Remarks:  Site has been subjected to occasional vandalism from copper and other scrap metal salvagers.  
Multiple wells with dedicated pumps have had their electrical wiring removed, requiring rewiring.  Also, 
an attempted salvage of the aboveground pipe from the treatment plant to the injection wells in 2011 
resulted in a torch hole being cut in the pipe.  The pipe was repaired and is in good working condition. 
 

2. Land use changes on site: X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Land use changes off site: X N/A  
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

VI.  GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A.  Roads     □ Applicable    X N/A 

1. Roads damaged  □ Location shown on site map □ Roads adequate  X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



  
 

 

B.  Other Site Conditions 

Remarks: ______________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________   
____________________________________________________________________  
____________________________________________________________________   
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 

 

VII.  LANDFILL COVERS    X Applicable   □ N/A 

A.  Landfill Surface 

1. Settlement (Low spots)  □ Location shown on site map X Settlement not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks____________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________   

2. Cracks    □ Location shown on site map X Cracking not evident 
Lengths____________ Widths___________ Depths__________ 
Remarks____________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________   

3. Erosion    □ Location shown on site map X Erosion not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Holes    X Location shown on site map □ Holes not evident 
Areal extent:  ±100 square feet Depth:  1-2 feet 
Remarks:  Multiple gopher holes, concentrated primarily on northeastern corner of Disposal Cell 2 but 
visible in other locations on Cells 1 and 2. 
 

5. Vegetative Cover X Grass  X Cover properly established □ No signs of stress 
X Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 
Remarks:  Overall vegetative cover is healthy, with thinner coverage on the upper portion of the southern 
side of Cell 2.  A couple of shrubs are present at the northern edge of Cell 2 already scheduled for removal. 
 

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.)  X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Bulges    □ Location shown on site map X Bulges not evident 
Areal extent______________ Height____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 



  
 

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage X Wet areas/water damage not evident 
□ Wet areas   □ Location shown on site map Areal extent______________ 
□ Ponding   □ Location shown on site map Areal extent______________ 
□ Seeps    □ Location shown on site map Areal extent______________ 
□ Soft subgrade   □ Location shown on site map Areal extent______________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

9. Slope Instability         □ Slides □ Location shown on site map    X No evidence of slope instability 
Areal extent______________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

B.  Benches  □ Applicable X N/A 
Remarks 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Flows Bypass Bench  □ Location shown on site map  □ N/A or okay 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Bench Breached                □ Location shown on site map  □ N/A or okay 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Bench Overtopped  □ Location shown on site map  □ N/A or okay 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

C.  Letdown Channels □ Applicable X N/A 
Remarks _________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Settlement  □ Location shown on site map □ No evidence of settlement 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Material Degradation □ Location shown on site map □ No evidence of degradation 
Material type_______________ Areal extent_____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Erosion   □ Location shown on site map □ No evidence of erosion 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



  
 

 

4. Undercutting  □ Location shown on site map □ No evidence of undercutting 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Obstructions Type_____________________  □ No obstructions 
□ Location shown on site map   Areal extent______________  
Size____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth  Type____________________ 
□ No evidence of excessive growth 
□ Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 
□ Location shown on site map   Areal extent______________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

D.  Cover Penetrations X Applicable □ N/A 

1. Gas Vents  □ Active  X Passive 
□ Properly secured/locked X Functioning □ Routinely sampled X Good condition 
□ Evidence of leakage at penetration   □ Needs Maintenance 
□ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 
□ Properly secured/locked □ Functioning □ Routinely sampled □ Good condition 
□ Evidence of leakage at penetration   □ Needs Maintenance X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 
□ Properly secured/locked □ Functioning □ Routinely sampled □ Good condition 
□ Evidence of leakage at penetration   □ Needs Maintenance X N/A 
Remarks___________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________   

4. Leachate Extraction Wells 
X Properly secured/locked   X Functioning □ Routinely sampled X Good condition 
□ Evidence of leakage at penetration   □ Needs Maintenance □ N/A 
Remarks:  Routine monitoring and sampling was suspended, but is planned to resume. 
 

5. Settlement Monuments  X Located  X Routinely surveyed □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



  
 

 

E.  Gas Collection and Treatment              □ Applicable   X N/A 

1. Gas Treatment Facilities 
□ Flaring  □ Thermal destruction □ Collection for reuse 
□ Good condition □ Needs Maintenance  
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 
□ Good condition □ Needs Maintenance  
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 
□ Good condition □ Needs Maintenance  □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

F.  Cover Drainage Layer  X Applicable  □ N/A 

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected  X Functioning  □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Outlet Rock Inspected  □ Functioning  X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

G.  Detention/Sedimentation Ponds □ Applicable   X N/A 

1. Siltation Areal extent______________ Depth____________  □ N/A 
□ Siltation not evident 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Erosion  Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
□ Erosion not evident 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Outlet Works  □ Functioning □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Dam   □ Functioning □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



  
 

 

H.  Retaining Walls  □ Applicable X N/A 

1. Deformations  □ Location shown on site map □ Deformation not evident 
Horizontal displacement____________ Vertical displacement_______________ 
Rotational displacement____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Degradation  □ Location shown on site map □ Degradation not evident 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

I.  Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge  □ Applicable X N/A 

1. Siltation  □ Location shown on site map □ Siltation not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Vegetative Growth □ Location shown on site map □ N/A 
□ Vegetation does not impede flow 
Areal extent______________ Type____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Erosion   □ Location shown on site map □ Erosion not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Discharge Structure □ Functioning □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

VIII.  VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS       □ Applicable   X N/A 

1. Settlement  □ Location shown on site map □ Settlement not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring__________________________ 
□ Performance not monitored 
Frequency_______________________________ □ Evidence of breaching 
Head differential__________________________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



  
 

 

IX.  GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES    X Applicable       □ N/A 

A.  Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines  X Applicable □ N/A 

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 
X Good condition      X All required wells properly operating   □ Needs Maintenance   □ N/A 
Remarks: __________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
X Good condition                    □ Needs Maintenance 
Remarks: Minor discharge of extracted water from backflow preventers evident at two extraction wells 
(and two injection wells).  Water fully contained within fenced enclosure for each well. 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
X Readily available □ Good condition   □ Requires upgrade □ Needs to be provided 
Remarks _________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

B.  Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines □ Applicable X N/A 

1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical 
□ Good condition □ Needs Maintenance  
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
□ Good condition □ Needs Maintenance 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
□ Readily available □ Good condition □ Requires upgrade □ Needs to be provided 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



  
 

 

C.  Treatment System  X Applicable □ N/A 

1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply) 
□ Metals removal  □ Oil/water separation  □ Bioremediation 
X Air stripping   X Carbon adsorbers 
X Filters:  Sand Filter 
□ Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)____________________________________________ 
□ Others_________________________________________________________________________ 
X Good condition  X Needs Maintenance  
X Sampling ports properly marked and functional 
X Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 
X Equipment properly identified 
X Quantity of groundwater treated quarterly                            approximately 33 million gallons  
□ Quantity of surface water treated annually________________________ 
Remarks: Backflow preventer on feed pump to air stripper is leaking.  Parts are on order. 
 

2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 
□ N/A  X Good condition             □ Needs Maintenance  
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 
□ N/A  X Good condition      X Proper secondary containment □ Needs Maintenance 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 
□ N/A  X Good condition                 □ Needs Maintenance  
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Treatment Building(s) 
□ N/A  X Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) □ Needs repair 
X Chemicals and equipment properly stored 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 
X Properly secured/locked    X Functioning X Routinely sampled X Good condition 
□ All required wells located □ Needs Maintenance           □ N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

D. Monitoring Data 

1. Monitoring Data 
X Is routinely submitted on time   X Is of acceptable quality  

2. Monitoring data suggests: 
X Groundwater plume is effectively contained □ Contaminant concentrations are declining  



  
 

 

D.  Monitored Natural Attenuation 

1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 
□ Properly secured/locked  □ Functioning □ Routinely sampled □ Good condition 
□ All required wells located □ Needs Maintenance   X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

X.  OTHER REMEDIES 

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing 
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy.  An example would be soil 
vapor extraction. 

XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 

A. Implementation of the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.  
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume, 
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.). 

 
The primary objective of the remedial action conducted at the site is to restore groundwater to drinking 
water standards both on and off site, with the exception of the Technical Impracticability (TI) Zone.  The 
implementation of this remedy continues with an on-site extraction and treatment system, and continued 
product recovery from the TI Zone.  The onsite groundwater monitoring well network continues to be 
monitored on a quarterly basis and reported semiannually.  Remediation of the off-site plume is 
essentially complete, with no further groundwater extraction occurring, and off-site groundwater 
monitoring is being evaluated for elimination in 2013.  An alternate water supply continues to be 
provided to seven local residences, but is also being evaluated for elimination in 2013. 
 
Soil remediation is complete, and the soils are contained in two onsite disposal cells.  The disposal cells 
are surveyed regularly to ensure limited subsidence.  A passive leachate collection system was routinely 
monitored and any collected leachate is disposed of at an off-site authorized disposal facility, but this 
monitoring had lapsed for an unknown period of time and is being restarted in 2013.  There are 
monitoring wells surrounding the disposal cells that are sampled regularly to ensure that disposal wastes 
are not contributing to further groundwater contamination. 
 
For the purposes of conducting this 5-year review, a Condition of Title report was obtained for the site.  
A Covenant to Restrict Use of the Property has been incorporated into the title documents and, based on 
interviews with key personnel and the site inspection, it appears that the institutional controls are 
currently functioning as intended. 
 



  
 

 

 B. Adequacy of O&M 

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures.  In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
A site inspection was conducted at the site on 19 March 2013.  The groundwater extraction, treatment 
and reinjection system was observed in good working order, with improvements in the control equipment 
resulting in improved efficiency and uptime since the last 5-year review. 
 
Two minor issues were observed associated with the groundwater treatment system: 1) a backflow 
preventer associated with the feed pump to the air stripper was leaking, but the leaking water was fully 
contained within the secondary containment system–the backflow preventer was scheduled for repair; 
and 2) the backflow preventers at the two extraction wells had minor leaks during extraction, but the 
extracted water was fully contained within the fenced enclosures for the two wells.  These minor issues 
do not impact the overall protectiveness of the groundwater remedy. 
 
Cap integrity appears fine, with minimal settling to the two disposal cells since construction. O&M 
activities consist of inspection and removal of deep-rooting vegetation from the caps.  Multiple deep 
burrows were observed on the northeastern side of Cell 2 that, although currently not compromising 
protectiveness of the cap, could lead to slope stability issues during heavy rains.  Appropriate repair 
efforts for concentrations of burrows should be included in the O&M activities. 
 



  
 

 

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised 
in the future.    
 
The backflow preventers at Extraction Wells EW-1 and EW-2 were both identified as leaking at the time 
of the site inspection.  The release of any significant volume of this extracted and untreated water larger 
than can be contained within the fenced enclosures could be of potential concern because the presence of 
one or more contaminants.  The backflow preventers should be repaired. 
 

D. Opportunities for Optimization 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
 
Remediation efforts for the offsite groundwater have been successful and cessation of the offsite 
alternative water supply program and offsite groundwater-monitoring program has been submitted to 
EPA, DTSC, and RWQCB by the PRP in October 2012.  Proposed optimization of the onsite 
groundwater monitoring program was also proposed by the PRP in October 2012.  These proposals are 
currently under review. 
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Figure 1.  Ground Water 
Treatment System–Air Stripper.   
 

Note leak in backflow preventer 
on feed pump to air stripper.  
Scheduled for repair. 

	  

Figure 2.  Ground Water 
Treatment System–Filtration and 
Storage. 

 
Sand filter (blue tank on left) and 
one of the carbon filters (blue tank 
in center). 

 
Holding tank for recovered free 
product on left. 

	  

Figure 3.  Ground Water 
Treatment System–Filtration. 
 

Carbon filters (blue tanks). 
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Figure 4.  Ground Water 
Treatment System–Injection Tank 
and Piping. 
 

Holding tank (one of two) for 
treated water prior to injection.  
Injection piping present in 
foreground. 

	  

Figure 5.  Ground Water 
Treatment System– Extraction 
Well. 
 

Extraction well EW-1.  Backflow 
preventer releases minor amount 
of water during extraction, but this 
water is fully contained within 
fenced enclosure at wellhead. 

	  

Figure 6.  Ground Water 
Treatment System– Extraction 
Well. 
 

Extraction well EW-2.  Backflow 
preventer releases minor amount 
of water during extraction, but this 
water is fully contained within 
fenced enclosure at wellhead. 
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Figure 7.  Ground Water 
Treatment System– Extraction 
Well. 
 

Extraction well MW-8. 

	  

Figure 8.  Ground Water 
Treatment System–Extraction 
Well. 
 

Extraction well PRO-1 for free 
product recovery, and adjacent 
monitoring well MW-16. 

	  

Figure 9.  Ground Water 
Treatment System–Injection Well. 

 
Injection well IW-3.  Backflow 
preventer releases minor amount 
of treated water during injection. 
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Figure 10.  Ground Water 
Treatment System–Injection Well. 

 
Injection well IW-4.  Backflow 
preventer releases minor amount 
of treated water during injection. 

	  

Figure 11.  Disposal Cells. 
 

Leachate collection piping for  
Cell # 2. 

	  

Figure 12.  Disposal Cells. 
 

Settlement monument on Cell # 2. 
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Figure 13.  Disposal Cells. 
 

Terrace between Cell # 2 and  
Cell # 1. 

	  

Figure 14.  Disposal Cells. 
 

Burrows on northeastern flanks of 
Cell # 2. 

	  

Figure 15.  Disposal Cells. 
 

Large burrow on northeastern 
flank of Cell # 2. 
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2055 East Rio Salado Parkway, Suite 201
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Phone:            (480) 967-6752
Fax Number:  (480) 966-9422

Web Site:  www.netronline.com

HISTORICAL CHAIN OF TITLE REPORT

KOPPERS SUPERFUND SITE
14 PARCELS

OROVILLE, CALIFORNIA

Submitted to:

ITSI GILBANE COMPANY
2730 Shadelands Drive

Walnut Creek, California 94598
Attention: Rachel Hess
Project No. N13-00365

Monday, March 25, 2013

NETR - Real Estate Research & Information hereby submits the following ASTM historical
chain-of-title to the land described below, subject to the leases/miscellaneous shown in Section 2.
Title to the estate or interest covered by this report appears to be vested in:

NORTH OPHIR LAND LLC, A CALIFORNIA LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, AS TO PARCELS 
035-470-005, 035-470-029, AND 035-470-031; STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT HOLDING CO., LLC, A 
CALIFORNIA LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, AS TO PARCELS 035-470-008,  035-470-009, 
035-470-022, 035-470-032, 035-470-033, 035-470-034, 035-470-035, AND 035-470-036; LA VEREDA 
NEVADA, INC., A NEVADA CORPORATION, AS TO PARCELS 035-470-028 AND 035-470-030; 
ALLIANCE CAPITAL FUNDING, LLC, ANTHONY ST. MARTIN AND LINDA PACINO ST. MARTIN, 
HUSBAND & WIFE AND ACF DISPOSITION, LLC, A CALIFORNIA LIMITED LIABILITY 
COMPANY, AS TO PARCEL 035-470-037

The following is the current property legal description:

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in Section 31, Township 19 North, Range 4 
East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of 6.70 acres, Butte County, State of 
California

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the Southeast Quarter of the Northeast 
Quarter of Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which 
consists of 17.17 acres, Butte County, State of California

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Northwest 
Quarter of Section 29, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which 
consists of 1.10 acres, Butte County, State of California

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the Southwest Quarter of Section 30, 
Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of 1.76 acres, 
Butte County, State of California



All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in Sections 29 and 30, Township 19 North, 
Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of 49.71 acres, Butte County, State
of California

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 
East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of 6.98 acres, Butte County, State of 
California

A portion of the Southeast Quarter of Section 30 and a portion of the Southwest Quarter of Section 29
of Township 19 North, Range 4 East, which consists of 43.42 acres, situated and lying in the City of 
Oroville, Butte County, State of California

A portion of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter and the Southeast Quarter of the 
Southwest Quarter of Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal 
Meridian, which consists of 10.55 acres, Butte County, State of California

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the South Half of the Southeast Quarter of
Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of
1.29 acres, Butte County, State of California

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the South Half of the Southeast Quarter of
Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of
9.73 acres, Butte County, State of California

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the South Half of the Southeast Quarter of
Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of
7.66 acres, Butte County, State of California

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 
East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of 6.77 acres, Butte County, State of 
California

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the Northwest Quarter of Section 31, 
Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of 7.39 acres, 
Butte County, State of California

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the Northeast Quarter of the Northwest 
Quarter of Section 31, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which 
consists of 6.71 acres, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-005, 035-470-008, 035-470-009, 035-470-022, 
035-470-028, 035-470-029, 035-470-030, 035-470-031, 035-470-032, 035-470-033, 
035-470-034, 035-470-035, 035-470-036, 035-470-037
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1.  HISTORICAL CHAIN OF TITLE

Records were searched at the Butte County Assessor's office and the Butte County Recorder's office 
back to 1930.  The following conveyances were found of record.  

I.  Chain 1 - Parcel 035-470-005

1. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.

2. DEED
RECORDED: 09/02/1955
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: Georgia-Pacific Plywood Company
INSTRUMENT: Book 788, Page 491

3. DEED
RECORDED: 09/02/1955
GRANTOR: Georgia-Pacific Plywood Company
GRANTEE: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
INSTRUMENT: Book 788, Page 494

4. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 08/06/1965
GRANTOR: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 1384, Page 648

5. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

6. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398
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7. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176

II.  Chain 2 - Parcel 035-470-008

8. DEED
RECORDED: 01/06/1930
GRANTOR: A. F. Noickenbeamer & Ethel Nockenbeamer, husband & 

wife and Frank A. Leach, Jr. & Margaret Leach, husband &
wife

GRANTEE: Natomas Company, a California corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 40, Page 237

9. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 02/28/1963
GRANTOR: Natomas Company, a California corporation
GRANTEE: Wilfred R. Olson & Alma Olson, his wife, as to 1/6th 

interest; Howard J. Doucette & Mary Doucette, his wife, 
as to 1/6th interest; Henry S. Sparks & Ethyl Sparks, his 
wife, as to 1/6th interest; Kenneth T. Richter & Geraldine 
W. Richter, his wife, as to 1/6th interest; Donald H. 
Richter & Kathryn E. Richter, his wife, as to 1/6th interest 
and Arthur E. Hiatt & Pauline M. Hiatt, his wife, as to 
1/6th interest

INSTRUMENT: Book 1230, Page 130

10. TRUSTEE'S DEED
RECORDED: 03/06/1969
GRANTOR: Butte County Title Company, a corporation, as Trustee
GRANTEE: Louis Janin,, as to 1/6th interest, Helen S. Janin, as to 1/6th

interest, Charles Howard Janin & Francis L. Janin, his 
wife, as to 1/3rd interest and Elizabeth Janin Evans, as to 
1/3rd interest

INSTRUMENT: Book 1557, Page 71
COMMENTS: This conveyance is pursuant to the powers conferred upon 

the trustee in the deed of trust (recorded in Book 1230, 
Page 137 on 2-28-1963 from Wilfred R. Olson & Alma 
Olson, his wife, as to 1/6th interest; Howard J. Doucette &
Mary Doucette, his wife, as to 1/6th interest; Henry S. 
Sparks & Ethyl Sparks, his wife, as to 1/6th interest; 
Kenneth T. Richter & Geraldine W. Richter, his wife, as to
1/6th interest; Donald H. Richter & Kathryn E. Richter, 
his wife, as to 1/6th interest and Arthur E. Hiatt & Pauline 
M. Hiatt, his wife, as to 1/6th interest, as trustors to Butte 
County Title Company, as Trustee
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11. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 10/23/1974
GRANTOR: Charles Howard Janin, Frances L. Janin, Elizabeth Janin 

Evans, Helen S. Janin and Helen S. Janin, Trustee, T/U/W,
Louis Janin

GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 1946, Page 308

12. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

13. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

14. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176

15. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 12/28/2007
GRANTOR: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
GRANTEE: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California 

limited liability company
INSTRUMENT: 2007-0058278

III.  Chain 3 - Parcel 035-470-009

16. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.
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17. DEED
RECORDED: 07/25/1955
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: Georgia Pacific Plywood Company, a Georgia corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 771, Page 145

18. WARRANTY DEED
RECORDED: 07/29/1955
GRANTOR: Georgia Pacific Plywood Company, a Georgia corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 783, Page 467

19. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

20. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

21. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176

22. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 12/18/2007
GRANTOR: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
GRANTEE: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California 

limited liability company
INSTRUMENT: 2007-0058268
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IV.  Chain 4 - Parcel 035-470-022

23. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.

24. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/10/1949
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: La Porte Lumber Co., a corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 527, Page 248

25. CERTIFICATE OF SALE OF REAL PROPERTY
RECORDED: 12/21/1949
GRANTOR: La Porte Lumber Co., a corporation, Defendant
GRANTEE: J. R. Hudson and J. L. Hudson, Plaintiff
INSTRUMENT: 7281

26. CERTIFICATE OF SALE OF REAL PROPERTY
RECORDED: 12/21/1949
GRANTOR: La Porte Lumber Co., a corporation, Defendant
GRANTEE: J. R. Hudson and J. L. Hudson, Plaintiff
INSTRUMENT: 7282

27. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 06/23/1954
GRANTOR: J. R. Hudson & Margaurite E. Hudson, his wife and J. L. 

Hudson & Minnie G. Hudson, his wife
GRANTEE: Pony Express Studs, Inc., a California corporation
INSTRUMENT: 20926

28. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 02/20/1962
GRANTOR: Pony Express Studs, Inc., a California corporation
GRANTEE: Louis H. Hunte & Emily F. Hunte, his wife
INSTRUMENT: Book 1165, Page 672

29. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 08/30/1976
GRANTOR: Louis H. Hunte & Emily F. Hunte, his wife
GRANTEE: David M. Miller & Alice K. Miller, husband & wife, as to 

1/3rd interest; Willis W. Fletcher & Jane C. Fletcher, 
husband & wife, as to 1/3rd interest and Louis H. Hunte &
Emily F. Hunte, husband & wife, as to 1/3rd interest

INSTRUMENT: Book 1173, Page 241
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30. INDIVIDUAL GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 08/04/1980
GRANTOR: David M. Miller & Alice K. Miller, his wife; Willis H. 

Fletcher & Jane C. Fletcher, his wife, Louis H. Hunte & 
Emily P. Hunte, his wife

GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 2538, Page 170

31. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

32. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

33. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176

34. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 12/18/2007
GRANTOR: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
GRANTEE: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California 

limited liability company
INSTRUMENT: 2007-0058269

V.  Chain 5 - Parcel 035-470-028

35. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.

36. DEED
RECORDED: 02/07/1947
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc.
GRANTEE: National Wood Treating Corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 414, Page 45
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37. DEED
RECORDED: 12/30/1955
GRANTOR: National Wood Treating Corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 806, Page 212

38. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

39. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

40. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176

41. TRUSTEE'S DEED UPON SALE
RECORDED: 04/21/2011
GRANTOR: Mid Valley Title and Escrow Company, a corporation
GRANTEE: La Vereda Nevada, Inc., a Nevada corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2011-0013351
COMMENTS: This conveyance is made pursuant to the authority and 

powers vested in said Trustee, as Trustee, or Successor 
Trustee, or Substituted Trustee, under that certain Deed of 
Trust executed by North Ophir Land, LLC, as Trustor 
recorded 11-28-2006 as instrument 2006-0062177.

VI.  Chain 6 - Parcel 035-470-029

42. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.
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43. DEED
RECORDED: 02/07/1947
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: National Wood Treating Corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 414, Page 45

44. DEED
RECORDED: 12/30/1955
GRANTOR: National Wood Treating Corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 806, Page 212

45. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

46. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

47. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176 

VII.  Chain 7 - Parcel 035-470-030

48. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.

49. DEED
RECORDED: 07/25/1955
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: Georgia Pacific Plywood Company, a Georgia corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 771, Page 145
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50. WARRANTY DEED
RECORDED: 07/29/1955
GRANTOR: Georgia Pacific Plywood Company, a Georgia corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 783, Page 467

51. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

52. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

53. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176

54. TRUSTEE'S DEED UPON SALE
RECORDED: 04/21/2011
GRANTOR: Mid Valley Title and Escrow Company, a corporation
GRANTEE: La Vereda Nevada, Inc., a Nevada corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2011-0013351
COMMENTS: This conveyance is made pursuant to the authority and 

powers vested in said Trustee, as Trustee, or Successor 
Trustee, or Substituted Trustee, under that certain Deed of 
Trust executed by North Ophir Land, LLC, as Trustor 
recorded 11-28-2006 as instrument 2006-0062177.

VIII.  Chain 8 - Parcel 035-470-031

55. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.
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56. DEED
RECORDED: 09/02/1955
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: Georgia Pacific Plywood Company, a Georgia corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 788, Page 491

57. DEED
RECORDED: 09/02/1955
GRANTOR: Georgia Pacific Plywood Company, a Georgia corporation
GRANTEE: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
INSTRUMENT: Book 788, Page 494

58. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 08/06/1965
GRANTOR: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 1384, Page 648

59. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

60. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

61. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176 

IX.  Chain 9 - Parcel 035-470-032

62. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.
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63. DEED
RECORDED: 10/01/1947
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: Oroville Lumber Company
INSTRUMENT: Book 419, Page 420

64. DEED
RECORDED: 02/23/1954
GRANTOR: Oroville Lumber Company
GRANTEE: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
INSTRUMENT: Book 707, Page 395

65. DEED
RECORDED: 08/06/1965
GRANTOR: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 3650, Page 12

66. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

67. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

68. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176

69. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 12/18/2007
GRANTOR: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
GRANTEE: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California 

limited liability company
INSTRUMENT: 2007-0058267
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X.  Chain 10 - Parcel 035-470-033

70. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.

71. DEED
RECORDED: 10/01/1947
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: Oroville Lumber Company
INSTRUMENT: Book 419, Page 420

72. DEED
RECORDED: 02/23/1954
GRANTOR: Oroville Lumber Company
GRANTEE: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
INSTRUMENT: Book 707, Page 395

73. DEED
RECORDED: 08/06/1965
GRANTOR: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 3650, Page 12

74. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

75. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

76. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176
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77. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 12/18/2007
GRANTOR: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
GRANTEE: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California 

limited liability company
INSTRUMENT: 2007-0058274

XI.  Chain 11 - Parcel 035-470-034

78. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.

79. DEED
RECORDED: 10/21/1946
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: Standard Roller Corporation of California
INSTRUMENT: Book 386, Page 345

80. DEED
RECORDED: 01/30/1951
GRANTOR: Standard Roller Corporation of California
GRANTEE: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
INSTRUMENT: Book 553, Page 395

81. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 08/06/1965
GRANTOR: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 1384, Page 648

82. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

83. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

Page 15 of 23



84. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176

85. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 12/18/2007
GRANTOR: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
GRANTEE: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California 

limited liability company
INSTRUMENT: 2007-0058271

XII.  Chain 12 - Parcel 035-470-035

86. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.

87. DEED
RECORDED: 10/21/1946
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: Standard Roller Corporation of California
INSTRUMENT: Book 386, Page 345

88. DEED
RECORDED: 01/30/1951
GRANTOR: Standard Roller Corporation of California
GRANTEE: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
INSTRUMENT: Book 553, Page 395

89. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 08/06/1965
GRANTOR: High Sierra Pine Mills, Inc.
GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 1384, Page 648

90. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153
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91. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

92. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176

93. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 12/18/2007
GRANTOR: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
GRANTEE: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California 

limited liability company
INSTRUMENT: 2007-0058276

XIII.  Chain 13 - Parcel 035-470-036

94. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.

95. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/10/1949
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: La Porte Lumber Co., a corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 527, Page 248

96. CERTIFICATE OF SALE OF REAL PROPERTY
RECORDED: 12/21/1949
GRANTOR: La Porte Lumber Co., a corporation, Defendant
GRANTEE: J. R. Hudson and J. L. Hudson, Plaintiff
INSTRUMENT: 7281

97. CERTIFICATE OF SALE OF REAL PROPERTY
RECORDED: 12/21/1949
GRANTOR: La Porte Lumber Co., a corporation, Defendant
GRANTEE: J. R. Hudson and J. L. Hudson, Plaintiff
INSTRUMENT: 7282
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98. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 06/23/1954
GRANTOR: J. R. Hudson & Margaurite E. Hudson, his wife and J. L. 

Hudson & Minnie G. Hudson, his wife
GRANTEE: Pony Express Studs, Inc., a California corporation
INSTRUMENT: 20926

99. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 02/20/1962
GRANTOR: Pony Express Studs, Inc., a California corporation
GRANTEE: Louis H. Hunte & Emily F. Hunte, his wife
INSTRUMENT: Book 1165, Page 672

100. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 08/30/1976
GRANTOR: Louis H. Hunte & Emily F. Hunte, his wife
GRANTEE: David M. Miller & Alice K. Miller, husband & wife, as to 

1/3rd interest; Willis W. Fletcher & Jane C. Fletcher, 
husband & wife, as to 1/3rd interest and Louis H. Hunte &
Emily F. Hunte, husband & wife, as to 1/3rd interest

INSTRUMENT: Book 1173, Page 241

101. INDIVIDUAL GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 08/04/1980
GRANTOR: David M. Miller & Alice K. Miller, his wife; Willis H. 

Fletcher & Jane C. Fletcher, his wife, Louis H. Hunte & 
Emily P. Hunte, his wife

GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 2538, Page 170

102. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

103. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398
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104. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176

105. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 12/18/2007
GRANTOR: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
GRANTEE: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California 

limited liability company
INSTRUMENT: 2007-0058269

XIV.  Chain 14 - Parcel 035-470-037

106. Feather River Pine Mills Company, formerly known as the Hutchinson Lumber Company 
acquired title prior to 1930.

107. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/10/1949
GRANTOR: Feather River Pine Mills, Inc., a corporation
GRANTEE: La Porte Lumber Co., a corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 527, Page 248

108. CERTIFICATE OF SALE OF REAL PROPERTY
RECORDED: 12/21/1949
GRANTOR: La Porte Lumber Co., a corporation, Defendant
GRANTEE: J. R. Hudson and J. L. Hudson, Plaintiff
INSTRUMENT: 7281

109. CERTIFICATE OF SALE OF REAL PROPERTY
RECORDED: 12/21/1949
GRANTOR: La Porte Lumber Co., a corporation, Defendant
GRANTEE: J. R. Hudson and J. L. Hudson, Plaintiff
INSTRUMENT: 7282

110. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 06/23/1954
GRANTOR: J. R. Hudson & Margaurite E. Hudson, his wife and J. L. 

Hudson & Minnie G. Hudson, his wife
GRANTEE: Pony Express Studs, Inc., a California corporation
INSTRUMENT: 20926
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111. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 02/20/1962
GRANTOR: Pony Express Studs, Inc., a California corporation
GRANTEE: Louis H. Hunte & Emily F. Hunte, his wife
INSTRUMENT: Book 1165, Page 672

112. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 08/30/1976
GRANTOR: Louis H. Hunte & Emily F. Hunte, his wife
GRANTEE: David M. Miller & Alice K. Miller, husband & wife, as to 

1/3rd interest; Willis W. Fletcher & Jane C. Fletcher, 
husband & wife, as to 1/3rd interest and Louis H. Hunte &
Emily F. Hunte, husband & wife, as to 1/3rd interest

INSTRUMENT: Book 1173, Page 241

113. INDIVIDUAL GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 08/04/1980
GRANTOR: David M. Miller & Alice K. Miller, his wife; Willis H. 

Fletcher & Jane C. Fletcher, his wife, Louis H. Hunte & 
Emily P. Hunte, his wife

GRANTEE: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: Book 2538, Page 170

114. CORPORATE GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/12/1989
GRANTOR: Koppers Company, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
INSTRUMENT: 89-01153

115. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/05/2002
GRANTOR: Koppers Industries, Inc., a Pennsylvania corporation
GRANTEE: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
INSTRUMENT: 2002-0059398

116. CORPORATION GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 11/28/2006
GRANTOR: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation
GRANTEE: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
INSTRUMENT: 2006-0062176
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117. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 12/18/2007
GRANTOR: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability 

company
GRANTEE: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California 

limited liability company
INSTRUMENT: 2007-0058273

118. TRUSTEE'S DEED UPON SALE
RECORDED: 05/25/2010
GRANTOR: Riverside Loan Service, Inc., a California corporation, as 

the duly appointed Trustee pursuant to the powers 
conferred upon Trustee by that certain Deed of Trust 
executed by North Ophir Land, LLC, a California limited 
liability company recorded 7-13-2007 as Instrument No. 
2007-0033768

GRANTEE: Alliance Capital Funding, LLC and Anthony St. Martin 
and Linda Pacino St. Martin, husband & wife

INSTRUMENT: 2010-0016930

119. GRANT DEED
RECORDED: 01/04/2012
GRANTOR: Alliance Capital Funding, LLC and Anthony St. Martin 

and Linda Pacino St. Martin, husband & wife
GRANTEE: ACF Disposition, LLC, a California limited liability 

company, as to 30.233% interest
INSTRUMENT: 2012-0000202
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2.  LEASES AND MISCELLANEOUS

1.  A search of encumbrances was not part of the scope of work for this report.
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LIMITATION

This report was prepared for the use of ITSI Gilbane Company, exclusively.  This 

report is neither a guarantee of title, a commitment to insure, or a policy of title 

insurance.  NETR- Real Estate Research & Information does not guarantee nor include 

any warranty of any kind whether expressed or implied, about the validity of all 

information included in this report since this information is retrieved as it is recorded 

from the various agencies that make it available.  The total liability is limited to the fee 

paid for this report.
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The NETR Environmental Lien
Search Report

Thursday, March 21, 2013

Project Number: L13-00401

KOPPERS SUPERFUND SITE
14 PARCELS

OROVILLE, CALIFORNIA

2055 East Rio Salado Parkway
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Telephone: 480-967-6752
Fax: 480-966-9422



ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

The NETR Environmental LienSearch Report provides results from a search of available current land title records for environmental 
cleanup liens and other activity and use limitations, such as engineering controls and institutional controls.

A network of professional, trained researchers, following established procedures, uses client supplied property information to:
search for parcel information and/or legal description;
search for ownership information;
research official land title documents recorded at jurisdictional agencies such as recorders' office, registries of deed,
county clerks' offices, etc.;
access a copy of the deed;
search for environmental encumbering instrument(s) associated with the deed;
provide a copy of any environmental encumbrance(s) based upon a review of key words in the instrument(s) (title, parties
involved and description); and
provide a copy of the deed or cite documents reviewed;

Thank you for your business
Please contact NETR at 480-967-6752

with any questions or comments

Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark Notice

This report was prepared for the use of Nationwide Environmental Title Research, and ITSI Gilbane Company, 
exclusively.  This report is neither a guarantee of title, a commitment to insure, nor a policy of title insurance. NO 
WARRANTY, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WITH THIS REPORT.
Nationwide Environmental Title Research (NETR) specifically disclaims the making of any such warranties, including 
without limitation, merchantability or fitness for a particular use or purpose.  The information contained in this report is 
retrieved as it is recorded from the various agencies that make it available.  The total liability is limited to the fee paid for
this report.

Copyright 2006 by Nationwide Environmental Title Research.  All rights reserved.  Reproduction in any media or format,
in whole or in part, of any report or map of Nationwide Environmental Title Research, or its affiliates, is prohibited 
without prior written permission

NETR and its logos are trademarks of Nationwide Environmental Title Research or its affiliates.  All other trademarks 
used herein are the property of their respective owners.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

The NETR Environmental Lien Search Report is intended to assist in the search for environmental liens filed
in land title records.

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Corporation Grant Deed

Grantor: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation

Grantee: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 11/22/2006
Deed Recorded: 11/28/2006
Instrument: 2006-0062176

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in Section 31, Township 19 North, 
Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of 6.70 acres, Butte 
County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-005

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Grant Deed

Grantor: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Grantee: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 12/12/2007
Deed Recorded: 12/28/2007
Instrument: 2007-0058278 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the Southeast Quarter of the 
Northeast Quarter of Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo 
Principal Meridian, which consists of 17.17 acres, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-008

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Grant Deed

Grantor: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Grantee: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 12/12/2007
Deed Recorded: 12/18/2007
Instrument: 2007-0058268

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the Southwest Quarter of the 
Northwest Quarter of Section 29, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo 
Principal Meridian, which consists of 1.10 acres, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-009

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Grant Deed

Grantor: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Grantee: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 12/12/2007
Deed Recorded: 12/18/2007
Instrument: 2007-0058269

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the Southwest Quarter of Section
30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of
1.76 acres, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-022

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Trustee's Deed Upon Sale

Grantor: Mid Valley Title and Escrow Company, a corporation

Grantee: La Vereda Nevada, Inc., a Nevada corporation

Deed Dated: 04/20/2011
Deed Recorded: 04/21/2011
Instrument: 2011-0013351

Comments: This conveyance is made pursuant to the authority and powers vested in said 
Trustee, as Trustee, or Successor Trustee, or Substituted Trustee, under that certain Deed 
of Trust executed by North Ophir Land, LLC, as Trustor recorded 11-28-2006 as instrument 
2006-0062177.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in Sections 29 and 30, Township 19
North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of 49.71 acres, 
Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-028

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Corporation Grant Deed

Grantor: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation

Grantee: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 11/22/2006
Deed Recorded: 11/28/2006
Instrument: 2006-0062176

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in Section 30, Township 19 North, 
Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of 6.98 acres, Butte 
County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-029

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Trustee's Deed Upon Sale

Grantor: Mid Valley Title and Escrow Company, a corporation

Grantee: La Vereda Nevada, Inc., a Nevada corporation

Deed Dated: 04/20/2011
Deed Recorded: 04/21/2011
Instrument: 2011-0013351

Comments: This conveyance is made pursuant to the authority and powers vested in said 
Trustee, as Trustee, or Successor Trustee, or Substituted Trustee, under that certain Deed 
of Trust executed by North Ophir Land, LLC, as Trustor recorded 11-28-2006 as instrument 
2006-0062177.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

A portion of the Southeast Quarter of Section 30 and a portion of the Southwest Quarter of 
Section 29 of Township 19 North, Range 4 East, which consists of 43.42 acres, situated and
lying in the City of Oroville, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-030

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Corporation Grant Deed

Grantor: Beazer East, Inc., a Delaware corporation

Grantee: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 11/22/2006
Deed Recorded: 11/28/2006
Instrument: 2006-0062176

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

A portion of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter and the Southeast Quarter of 
the Southwest Quarter of Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo 
Principal Meridian, which consists of 10.55 acres, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-031

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Grant Deed

Grantor: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Grantee: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 12/12/2007
Deed Recorded: 12/18/2007
Instrument: 2007-0058267

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the South Half of the Southeast 
Quarter of Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal 
Meridian, which consists of 1.29 acres, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-032

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Grant Deed

Grantor: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Grantee: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 12/12/2007
Deed Recorded: 12/18/2007
Instrument: 2007-0058274

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the South Half of the Southeast 
Quarter of Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal 
Meridian, which consists of 9.73 acres, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-033

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Grant Deed

Grantor: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Grantee: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 12/12/2007
Deed Recorded: 12/18/2007
Instrument: 2007-0058271

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the South Half of the Southeast 
Quarter of Section 30, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal 
Meridian, which consists of 7.66 acres, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-034

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Grant Deed

Grantor: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Grantee: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 12/12/2007
Deed Recorded: 12/18/2007
Instrument: 2007-0058276

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in Section 30, Township 19 North, 
Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of 6.77 acres, Butte 
County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-035

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Grant Deed

Grantor: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Grantee: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 12/12/2007
Deed Recorded: 12/18/2007
Instrument: 2007-0058269

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the Northwest Quarter of Section
31, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo Principal Meridian, which consists of
7.39 acres, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-036

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

Koppers Superfund Site
14 Parcels
Oroville, California

RESEARCH SOURCE

Source: Butte County Assessor
             Butte County Recorder

DEED INFORMATION

Type of Instrument: Grant Deed

Grantor: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company

Grantee: Strategic Development Holding Co., LLC, a California limited liability company

Deed Dated: 12/12/2007
Deed Recorded: 12/18/2007
Instrument: 2007-0058273

Comments: North Ophir Land LLC, a California limited liability company, is beneficiary of 
Deed of Trust

Type of Instrument: Trustee's Deed Upon Sale

Grantor: Riverside Loan Service, Inc., a California corporation, as the duly appointed Trustee 
pursuant to the powers conferred upon Trustee by that certain Deed of Trust executed by North Ophir 
Land, LLC, a California limited liability company recorded 7-13-2007 as Instrument No. 2007-0033768

Grantee: Alliance Capital Funding, LLC and Anthony St. Martin and Linda Pacino St. Martin, husband 
& wife

Deed Dated: 05/10/2010
Deed Recorded: 05/25/2010
Instrument: 2010-0016930

Type of Instrument: Grant Deed

Grantor: Alliance Capital Funding, LLC, a California limited liability company

Grantee: ACF Disposition, LLC, a California limited liability company, as to 30.233% interest

Deed Dated: 12/23/2011
Deed Recorded: 01/04/2012
Instrument: 2012-0000202

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain piece or parcel of land situated and lying in the Northeast Quarter of the 
Northwest Quarter of Section 31, Township 19 North, Range 4 East of the Mt Diablo 
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN REPORT

Principal Meridian, which consists of 6.71 acres, Butte County, State of California

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 035-470-037

ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN

Environmental Lien:   Found            Not Found

OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs)

Other AULs:   Found            Not Found

Type of Instrument: Environmental Restriction
RECEIVED FROM: Beazer East, Inc.

DIRECTED TO: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

AUL Recorded: 11/12/2003
Instrument: 2003-0079930

Comments: Furture uses of the Property shall be restricted to industrial/commercial use only, and the 
Property shall not be used for any of the following purposes: (a) A residence, including but not limited 
to any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or installed for use as residential human 
habitation (b) A hospital for humans (c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age. 
(d) A day care center for children or elder care. Copy of Activity Use Limitation (AUL) is attached 
herein.
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Figure G‐1
Concentration of Pentachlorophenol in Groundwater Monitoring Wells
2003 through 2012

Appendix G: Data Trends
Fourth Five‐Year Review Report for Koppers Company, Inc.
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Figure G‐1
Concentration of Pentachlorophenol in Groundwater Monitoring Wells
2003 through 2012
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Figure G‐2
Concentration of Boron in Groundwater Monitoring Wells
2003 through 2012
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Figure G‐3
Concentration of PAHs in Groundwater Monitoring Wells
2003 through 2012
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Figure G‐3
Concentration of PAHs in Groundwater Monitoring Wells
2003 through 2012
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Figure G‐3
Concentration of PAHs in Groundwater Monitoring Wells
2003 through 2012
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Figure G‐3
Concentration of PAHs in Groundwater Monitoring Wells
2003 through 2012
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Figure G‐3
Concentration of PAHs in Groundwater Monitoring Wells
2003 through 2012
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TABLE G‐1
CONCENTRATION OF PENTACHLOROPHENOL IN GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS
2003 THROUGH 2012 

Well
Date

Feb-03 -- -- 44 -- -- -- -- --
Mar-03 12 59 -- 240 -- 100 -- 13

Jun-03 13 72 56 36 0.83 20 -- 11

Sep-03 16 84 48 47 -- 28 -- 8.3

Nov-03 -- -- -- -- -- 28 < 0.5 10

Dec-03 16 84 42 58 0.54 -- -- --
Feb-04 12 67 27 -- -- 140 -- --
Mar-04 -- -- -- 36 -- -- -- 10

May-04 10 64 29 49 < 0.5 54 -- 6.7

Sep-04 10 55 24 37 -- 48 -- 4.9

Oct-04 -- 63 -- -- -- -- -- 4.7

Dec-04 8.6 -- 20 53 0.59 78 -- --
Mar-05 7.6 24 14 40 -- 68 -- 4.3

Jun-05 7.1 37 10 41 0.53 53 -- 3.8

Sep-05 5.5 35 8.5 18 -- 34 -- 2.6
Dec-05 -- -- -- -- -- 90 0.81 3.7
Jan-06 3.4 34 3.4 17 0.57 -- 3.4 --
Mar-06 7.5 27 2.8 20 -- 99 3.4 3.3
Jun-06 5.6 23 1.5 23 0.70 13 3.0 2.2
Aug-06 3.7 15 1.8 11 -- < 0.5 < 0.5 1.2
Nov-06 3.2 19 1.8 13 < 0.5 3.8 -- < 0.5

Feb-07 3.2 25 1.3 12 -- 37 -- 0.8

May-07 2.9 20 1.2 16 0.61 24 -- 0.96

Jul-07 3.0 21 2.1 43 -- 2 -- < 0.5

Nov-07 2.3 19 1.6 24 < 2.5 < 0.5 -- < 0.5

Mar-08 2.2 21 0.55 8 -- 66 -- < 0.5

Jun-08 2.5 19 0.99 8.8 0.53 < 0.5 -- 0.73
Oct-08 1.9 17 1.1 6.9 -- < 0.5 -- < 0.5

Jan-09 -- 20 0.55 11 < 0.5 -- --
Mar-09 -- 13 < 0.5 9.2 -- 39 -- --
Jun-09 -- 11 < 0.5 5.1 < 0.5 < 0.5 -- 0.58
Sep-09 -- 3.5 < 0.5 5.3 -- < 0.5 -- --
Dec-09 0.9 4.7 < 0.5 5.9 < 0.5 3.7 < 0.5 < 0.5

Mar-10 -- 2.5 -- 5.9 -- 8.5 < 0.49 --
Jun-10 -- 7.6 < 0.48 5.8 < 0.48 4.3 < 0.49 --
Aug-10 -- 7.2 -- 19 -- < 0.5 < 0.52 --
Dec-10 0.73 8.5 < 0.48 1.6 < 0.48 < 0.48 < 0.47 < 0.48
Feb-11 -- 12.0 3.5 -- < 0.48 < 0.49 --
Jun-11 -- 7.2 < 0.48 2.6 < 0.47 < 0.48 < 0.48 --
Sep-11 -- 10.0 -- 3.6 -- < 0.48 < 0.47 --
Nov-11 < 0.48 9.1 < 0.48 14 < 0.48 < 0.51 < 0.49 --
Apr-12 -- 5.0 -- 10 -- 4.8 -- --
Jun-12 -- 9.3 -- 2.5 < 0.51 < 0.51 -- --

Notes:

< = Constituents below reporting limit.

-- = not sampled

All results reported in micrograms per liter (ug/L).

Appendix G: Data Trends
Fourth Five‐Year Review Report for Koppers Company, Inc.
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TABLE G‐2
CONCENTRATION OF BORON IN GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS
2003 THROUGH 2012 

Well

Date

Mar-03 3230 3970
Jun-03 3340 3790
Sep-03 3420 3990

Dec-03 -- 3700
Dec-03 3220 --
Mar-04 3630 4320
May-04 3330 3880
Sep-04 3280 3800
Sep-04 3190 --

Dec-04 -- 3720
Mar-05 3380 3940
Jun-05 3290 3920

Sep-05 3190 3590

Jan-06 3220 3880

Mar-06 3230 3800

Jun-06 3150 3730

Aug-06 3100 3670

Nov-06 3030 3660
Feb-07 3060 3990
May-07 2990 3470
Jul-07 3100 3640
Nov-07 2970 3610
Mar-08 3050 3750
Jun-08 2950 3520
Sep-08 3110 3670
Jan-09 3030 3330
Mar-09 2840 3440

Jun-09 2800 3360

Sep-09 2800 3300

Nov-09 2820 3470

Mar-10 2700 3370

Jun-10 2740 3390

Aug-10 2760 3480

Nov-10 2920 3300

Feb-11 2800 3480

Jun-11 -- 3400

Sep-11 2700 3300

Nov-11 -- 3200

Mar-12 2900 3500
Jun-12 2800 3400

Notes:

< = Constituents below reporting limit.

-- = not sampled

All results reported in micrograms per liter (ug/L).

Appendix G: Data Trends
Fourth Five‐Year Review Report for Koppers Company, Inc.
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TABLE G‐3
CONCENTRATION OF CARCINOGENIC AND TOTAL PAHS IN GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS
2003 THROUGH 2012 

Well

Date Carcinogenic Total Carcinogenic Total Carcinogenic Total Carcinogenic Total Carcinogenic Total

Sep-03 ND ND 19.6 5,697          29,900         708,900           ND 2.3 ND 4.9
Dec-03 ND ND 0.50 7,656          49,400         1,228,000       ND ND ND 5.4
Sep-04 ‐‐ ‐‐ 3.1 9,032          19,200         765,100           0.4 18.9 ND 4.2
Dec-04 ND ND 2.86 7,757          55,400         1,278,300       1.67 45.17 ND 5.4
Sep-05 ‐‐ ‐‐ 7.18 7,411          40,600         1,003,600       0.32 9.92 ND 3.8
Jan-06 ND ND 2.13 6,653          28,900         1,058,800       2.61 84.01 ND 4.6
Aug-06 ‐‐ ‐‐ 1.64 9,029          2,020           120,110           0.22 16.00 ND 3.8
Nov-06 ND ND 3.61 6,655          17,600         707,540           ND ND ND ND
Jul-07 ‐‐ ‐‐ 1.37 8,743          11,260         260,331           4.89 97.39 ND 3.3
Nov-07 ND ND 4.87 10,721         28,310         720,500           0.4 11.6 ND 2.9
Mar-08 ‐‐ ‐‐ 4.51 6,866          9,940           213,672           1.56 35.96 ND 3.6
Jun-08 ‐‐ ‐‐ 0.64 7,714          7,190           183,590           0.37 18.17 ND 2.8
Sep-09 ‐‐ ‐‐ 0.50 8,687          10,790         250,330           ND ND ND 3.8
Nov-09 ND ND 0.51 5,898          942               33,716             ND ND ND 2.8
Aug-10 ‐‐ ‐‐ ND 6,310          6,070           135,070           3.29 5.49 ND 3.2
Nov-10 ND ND ND 8,540          480               24,990             ND ND ND 3.1
Sep-11 ‐‐ ‐‐ ND 6,709          954               22,293             ND ND ND ND
Nov-11 ND ND 0.55 5,841          6,340           134,833           ND ND ND ND
Mar-12 ‐‐ ‐‐ 0.54 5,037          11,450         251,720           ND ND ND ND
Jun-12 ND ND ‐‐ 4,761          8,300           219,850           ND ND ND ND

Notes:

ND = No Individual PAH Analytes Detected

PAH = Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons

-- = not sampled

All results reported in micrograms per liter (ug/L).

Appendix G: Data Trends
Fourth Five‐Year Review Report for Koppers Company, Inc.
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TABLE G-5
WELL PR-1 PRODUCTION HISTORY

Date Total Fluid * (gallons) Product (gallons) Emulsion (gallons)

1994 52.0 7.35 1.75

1995 141 18.35 77.19

1996 70.6 5.40 15.79

1997 144 37.92 46.25

1998 222 89.97 75.05

1999 314 146.25 117.08

2000 295 118.24 87.85

2001 349 146.40 69.71

2002 351 141.93 67.64

2003 338 135.20 67.60

2004 332 136.20 65.30

2005 320 132.70 62.40

2006 338 135.20 67.60

2007 312 124.80 62.40

01/01/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

01/15/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

01/29/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

02/05/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

02/25/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

03/11/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

03/24/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

04/08/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

04/22/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

05/06/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

05/27/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

06/10/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

06/24/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

07/08/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

07/22/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

08/05/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

08/19/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

09/09/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

09/23/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

10/07/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

10/21/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

11/04/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

11/18/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

12/09/08 13.00 5.20 2.60

12/23/08 13.00 5.20 2.60
2008 325 130.00 65.00

Notes:

Volumes are based on a visual assessment of the fluid purged from well PR-1.  Black purged fluid is 

    identified as product, gray and brown fluid is identified as emulsion, and clear fluid is identified as water.

* The volume for "Total Fluid" includes water, product, and emulsion pumped from well PR-1.

Appendix G: Data Trends
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TABLE G-5
WELL PR-1 PRODUCTION HISTORY

Date Total Fluid * (gallons) Product (gallons) Emulsion (gallons)

01/06/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

01/20/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

02/03/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

02/18/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

03/12/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

03/17/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

03/31/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

04/14/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

04/28/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

05/12/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

05/26/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

06/09/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

06/25/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

07/07/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

07/24/09 18.00 7.30 2.55

08/14/09 13.00 5.20 2.60

09/14/09 15.00 5.74 3.09

09/21/09 16.00 5.88 3.02

10/02/09 16.00 5.98 3.23

10/16/09 20.00 7.18 4.51

10/30/09 20.00 7.43 4.40

11/14/09 19.00 7.02 4.23

11/23/09 52.00 28.38 13.81

12/07/09 50.00 26.24 14.29

12/14/09 41.00 15.25 16.79

2009 462 194.40 108.92

01/15/10 40.00 13.89 16.94

01/29/10 36.00 12.09 15.85

02/12/10 20.00 9.84 3.24

02/25/10 13.00 7.26 1.15

03/09/10 12.00 5.33 1.33

03/25/10 11.00 4.01 2.56

04/07/10 12.00 4.28 2.79

04/29/10 15.00 7.58 2.47

05/13/10 16.00 7.37 2.91

05/27/10 16.00 7.20 3.00

06/08/10 14.00 6.03 2.78

06/23/10 14.00 5.99 2.76

07/08/10 13.00 5.27 2.64
07/23/10 13.00 5.34 2.67

Notes:

Volumes are based on a visual assessment of the fluid purged from well PR-1.  Black purged fluid is 

    identified as product, gray and brown fluid is identified as emulsion, and clear fluid is identified as water.

* The volume for "Total Fluid" includes water, product, and emulsion pumped from well PR-1.

Appendix G: Data Trends
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TABLE G-5
WELL PR-1 PRODUCTION HISTORY

Date Total Fluid * (gallons) Product (gallons) Emulsion (gallons)

08/05/10 13.00 5.35 2.55

08/18/10 13.00 5.45 2.52

09/09/10 13.00 5.55 2.48

09/23/10 13.00 5.35 2.55

10/06/10 13.00 5.45 2.52

10/27/10 13.00 5.20 2.60

11/16/10 13.00 5.69 2.44

11/30/10 13.00 5.20 2.60

12/13/10 13.00 5.69 2.44

12/23/10 13.00 5.55 2.48

2010 375 155.96 88.27

01/12/11 13.00 5.59 2.47

01/26/11 13.00 5.45 2.52

02/09/11 13.00 5.59 2.47

02/23/11 13.00 5.50 2.50

03/16/11 13.00 5.59 2.47

04/06/11 25.00 16.67 2.78

04/20/11 15.00 7.06 2.65

05/04/11 13.00 5.59 2.27

05/21/11 15.00 6.34 2.32

06/04/11 13.00 5.59 2.27

06/18/11 13.50 5.85 2.25

07/01/11 14.50 6.30 2.59

07/15/11 15.50 6.60 2.75

07/29/11 16.50 7.03 2.93

08/12/11 17.50 7.60 3.13

08/26/11 18.50 7.88 3.28

09/09/11 13.00 5.76 2.34

09/23/11 13.00 5.65 2.32

10/07/11 13.00 5.68 2.34

10/21/11 13.00 5.60 2.34

11/04/11 13.00 5.64 2.43

11/17/11 13.00 5.59 2.52

12/09/11 13.00 5.75 2.52

12/23/11 13.00 5.71 2.46

2011 346 155.65 60.88

01/06/12 13.00 5.58 2.39

01/20/12 13.00 5.49 2.71

02/03/12 13.00 5.67 2.36
02/17/12 13.00 5.44 2.52

Notes:

Volumes are based on a visual assessment of the fluid purged from well PR-1.  Black purged fluid is 

    identified as product, gray and brown fluid is identified as emulsion, and clear fluid is identified as water.

* The volume for "Total Fluid" includes water, product, and emulsion pumped from well PR-1.
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TABLE G-5
WELL PR-1 PRODUCTION HISTORY

Date Total Fluid * (gallons) Product (gallons) Emulsion (gallons)

03/02/12 13.00 5.53 2.41

03/16/12 13.00 5.48 2.51

04/13/12 13.00 5.37 2.49

04/27/12 13.00 5.49 2.32

05/11/12 13.00 5.64 2.43

05/25/12 13.00 5.53 2.49

06/08/12 13.00 5.67 2.44

06/19/12 13.00 5.63 2.54
2012 156 66.53 29.62

Total 5,244 2,078 1,236

Notes:

Volumes are based on a visual assessment of the fluid purged from well PR-1.  Black purged fluid is 

    identified as product, gray and brown fluid is identified as emulsion, and clear fluid is identified as water.

* The volume for "Total Fluid" includes water, product, and emulsion pumped from well PR-1.

Appendix G: Data Trends
Fourth Five‐Year Review Report for Koppers Company, Inc.
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