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APPENDIX A

Administrative Order on Consent (Number 1087-03-18-106)
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IN THE MATTER OF: ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON
o CONSENT FOR REMOVAL RESPONSE
WOODS INDUSTRIES SITE ACTIVITIES
Burlington Northern Railroad, U.S. EPA Region 10
CERCLA
Docket No. 1087-03-18-106
Proceeding Under Sections
106 (a) and 122 of the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, as amended, 42

U.S.C. §§9606(a) and 9622

Ki
B

I. JURISDICTION AND GENERAL PROVISTIONS

1.1 This Order is issued pursuant to the authority vested in
the President of the United'States by sections 106(a) and 122 of
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, -and
Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(a) and 9622, as amended
("CERCLAY), and delegated to the Administrator of the United States
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") by Executive Order No.
12580, January 23, 1987, 52 Federal Rggister 2923, and further
delegated fo the EPA Regional Administrators and the EPA Assistant
Administrator for Solid Waste and Emergency Response by EPA

Delegation Nos. 14-14-A and 14-14-B. This authority is conferred

.n the EPA Region 10 Chief, Superfund Response and Investigations

CONSENT ORDER - Page 1 of 34



(
2

3

3

O ®© N8N & O

10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

28

.

ranch by Regional Redelegation Order signed. by the Regional
Administrator.

1.2 This Administrative Order on Consent (Order) is entered
into voluntarily by the EPA and, .Respondent Burlington Northern
Railroad Company ("BNR") and its receivers, trustees, successors
and assigns. This Order providés for the performance of removal
actions by Respondent and the réimbursemeht of response costs
incurréd by the United States in connection with the property
located at 1 East King Street in Yakima, Washihgton, and known as
the "Woods Industries Sitef; This Order requires the Respondent to
conduct removal actions described herein to abate an imminent and
substantial endangerment to'the public health, welfare or the

environment that may be presented by the actual or threatened

?(“elease of hazardous s'ubstances' at or from the Woods Industries

Site.

1.3 EPA has notified the State of Washington of this action
pursuant to section 106(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606(a).

1.4 Réspondent's participation in this Order shall not
constitute or be construed as an adﬁission of liability or of EPA's
findings or determinations contained in fhis Order except in a
proéeeding to enforce the terms of .this Order. Respondent agrees
to comply with and be bound by the terms of this Order. Respondent
further agrees that it will not contest the basis or validity of

this Order or its terms.
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II. RARTIES BOUND
2.1 This Order applies to and is binding upon EPA, and upon
Respondent and its difectora, officers, employees, agents,
receivers, trustees, successors and assigns. Any change in
ownership or corporate status of Respondent including, but not
limited to, any transfer of assets or real or personal property
shall in no way alter Respondent's responsibilities under this
Order. |
2.2 Respondent shall ensure that~/ its contractors,
subcontractors, and representatives receive a copy of this Order
and comply with this 6rder. Respondent shall be responsible for
any noncompliance by such persons. '
III. JINDINGS OF PACT )
3.1 The Woods Industries facility | (hereinaft_er the “Woods
site," "site" or "facility"), is a facility as defined in Section
101(9) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9109(9), and a former pesticide
formulation and distribution operation located in the city of
Yakinma, wﬁshington. The site ig the areal extent of contamination
that c‘onsists of approximately four (4) acres of land, located at
1 East King Street in Yakima, Washington.‘ The site is located
within the city limits of Yakima, Washington, in a commercial and
industrial area.
3.2 Burlington Northern Railroad Company is a - Delaware
corporation authorized to do business in the state of Washington.

BNR's principal offices Aare located in Fort Worth, Texas. The
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Bruce Sheppard .

Manager, Environmental Engineering

Burlington Northern Railroad Company

2200 First Interstate Center

999 Third Avenue

Seattle, WA. 98104-1105

3.3 BNR is the land owner of the site. Several

individuals and corporations used the site for pesticide
formulation and related operations from at least 1945 until at
least 1985 under leases from BNR and its predecessors. Site
operators have included, among others, Crop King Co., Richey &
Gilbert Co., Akland Irrigation Co., Inc. and their respective

officers and directors. Between approximately 1980 and May 1985,

Woods Industries, Incorporated (hereinafter "Woods") occupied the

(’ite and operated a pesticide business on property leased from BNR.

3.4 In "May 1985, the lease between BNR and Woods éxpired
and was not renewed. Woods no longer occupies thg. site. No
current operation is present at the site. BNR now controls the
site.

3.5 A wide variety of hazardous substances, including
arsenic, aldrin, strychnine, lindane, carbamates, and DDT, were

used in the pesticide formulation process on the site. Site

inspections and assessments conducted by EPA in October and
November of 1985, revealed that a number of drums and chemical
containers were present on the site. The inspections and

assessments revealed chemical contamination in the soils at the

site.

CONSENT ORDER ~ Page 4 of 34



R

.6

7

.8

9

10

11

t2

3

14

.

1(' 3.6 Pursuant to an Administrative Order on Consent for

Immediate Response and Stabilization Activities issued by EPA and
dated December 6, 1985 (Order No. 1085-10-02-106), BNR was ordered
to perform several actions, including: restrictiné access to the
property, securing pools or solid spills within the buildings of
the property, securing drums and bottled chemicals on the property
to prevent relgase of their contents, and securing the entrances
and lower windo‘;rs of buildings on the property.

. 3.7 In addition to these actions, the drder required BNR
to: analyze the on-site groundwater well and provide to EPA
information on the casing, screening and depth of that well;
further investigate the extent of hazardous substance contamination

. of soils, groundwater, and surface waters at the facility; and

'.questigate pathways for contamination migration.

3.8 The above-mentioned actions were undertaken with the
knowledge that more extensive response actions would be ‘r:equired to
address the significant and varied environmental hazards at this
facility.

3.9 BNR cohtracted with Morrison-Knudsen Engineers,
Incorporated (hereinafter “"MKE") to implemént the actions required
by the December 6, 1985 Consent Order. MKE conducted site
characterization studies from July through October 1987 covering
air, surface water, soil, and shallow groundwater investigations.
The findings and conclusions from those studies are contained in
the following documents which have been reviewed and accepted by
EPA: 1) a Preliminary Site Characterization Report prepared by MKE

d dated March 1987; 2) a letter addressed to Jeff Webb of EPA,
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dated July 6, 1987; and 4) quarterly groundwater monitoring data.
3.10 Pursuant to an Amended Order on Consent dated June 28,

1990, for a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study, BNR

.completed a Remedial Investigation, which was approved by EPA on

Sept. 16, 1992.

3.11 The Remedial Investigation found visible evidence of
chemical contamination inside the Woods bui;dings including dry
powder above ceiling panels in the basement and stained areas on
the floors and walls. Bags containing asbestos material were
located in one of the buildings. The buildings were generally in
a dilapidated condition.

3.12 Pursuant to an Administrative Order on Consent for

4.exnova1 Response Activities issued by EPA and dated January 4, 1993

(Order No.’ -168'7-03-18-106) , BNR was ordered to demolish and dispose
of buildings formerly used for pesticid_eé fc.)rmulati-on and to
dispose of miscellaneous debris on the site. Building demolition
and disposal was completed in February 1993.

3.13 The Remedial Invesﬁigation revealed extensive
contamination of the surface and subsurface soils at the site. The
haza.rdo'us substances of greatest concern in the soils are
pesticides including DDT and Dieldrin, hexachlorobenzene, lead,
mercury, and ‘arsenic. The main sources of this contamination
appears to be past waste disposal units including a ‘s.ump, a
washdown area, and a series of lagoons. Most of the contamination

n site appears to be located in soils in and around these units.

The contamination around these units extends from the surface to

CONSENT "ORDER - Page 6 of 34
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he watertable. The maximum concentrations detected in soils
within these units are: DDT-30,000 ppm; Dieldrin—-200 ppm;
hexachlorobenzene—- 23,000 ppm; lead—- 143,800 ppm,’\ mercury-88.5 ppm;
and arsenic-543 ppm. The Remedial Investigation indicates that
concentrations of contan:inants outside of these aréas is much lower
and the contamination doesn't extend lower than 2 to 3 feet below
the surface.

3.14 The Remedial Investigation found that groundwater

" under the site is contaminated with many of the same chemicals

found in the soils including DDT, Dieldrin, and hexachlorobenzehe.
The highest concentrations of chemicals found in groundwater on
site are: DDT- 77 ppb; Dieldrin- 16 ppb; and hexachlorobenzene- 11

ppb. Highest ‘concentrations of contaminants were found in the

‘.’pper portion of the aquifer in the area of greatest soil

contamination. Concentrations of contaminants in the ground water
decreases with depth. '

3.15 The Remedial Investigation found that the depth to
groundwater under the site varies seasonally by S5 to 8 feet in
response to irrigation in the Yakima Valley. The groundwater téble
is lowest in late winter/early spring and rises rapidly with the
onset of irrigation. The groundwater table reaches its maximum
elevation in late summer/early fall. In late summer, the Remedial
Investigation fqund high levels of contamination in soils just
above the groundwater table, which fepresent the deepest soil
samples taken to date. Soil contamination is suspected to be
present below the seasonal high groundwater table. It is likely

at groundwater is being contaminated each year as the groundwater
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3.16 Conditions presently exist at the site that may
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or welfare or the environment.

3.17 The conditions at the site meet the criteria for a

removal action as stated in the National Contingency Plan, .40

C.F.R. Section 300.415 as follows:

A.. "High levels of hazardous substances or pollutants or

contaminants in soil at or near the surface that may migrate -

- Surface soils sampled in the lagoon, sump, and washdown areas

contain high concentrations of DDT, Dieldrin, Hexachlorobenzene,
and other hazardous substances, which may migrate off-site
through wind blown dusts and soils. The concentrations of some
chemiéals exceed the Si:ate of Washington cleanup standards for
soils in industrial 'areas. For example the highest
concentration of DDT in soil is 1,000 times the state cleanup
standard. There are two businesses directly adjacent to the

site.

B. Actual or potential exposure to near;'bv human
population, animals, or the food chain from hazardous substances
or pollutants or contaminants - Although the propefﬁy is fenced
and site access is restricted, theré is a threat of trespassers
coming into direct contact with contaminated soils. There is
also a threat of contaminated soils migrat_:ing offsite through
wind blown dust and soils. Many of the pesticides found on-site

are known or suspected carcinogens and could pose a cancer risk.

28] CONSENT ORDER - Page 8 of 34



W

® < o O &

']

10
11
12

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

28

Many of the pesticides found on-site are also known to causa
nervous system disorderg and liver diseases.

c. te ina

_gens : ems - The pollutants overlie a
local drinking water aquifer. Concentrations of Endrin in
monitoring wells on-site are above thé MCL. cConcentrations of
Rexachlorobanzene are above the proposed non-zero MCLG.
Concentrations of pesticides which have no established MCL or
MCIG such as DDT and Dieldrin exceedg’ state promulgated
groundwater cleanup standards.

3.18 DDT is a cl.xlorinﬁted organic peséicide, whic)_x together
with its metabolites DDD and DDE, is veiy persistent in the
environment. DDT, DDD, and DDE are probable human carcinogens.
ExXposura to DDT Qan also result in adverse impacts to the central
nervous system including excitability, tremors, and seizures.

3.19 Dieldrin is resistant to biodegradétion and abiotic
degradation and therefore .can accunulate in the environment.
Dieldrin is a prébable human carcinogen. 1In high doses, Dieldrin
is a neurotoxin that affects the central nervous system and can
produce tremors, convulsions, ooma, and even death. Short-term
exposura can result in symptoms such as headaches, dizziness,
irritability, loss of appetite, and convulsions.

3.20 Hexachlorobenzene is a probable carcinogen. Long-ternm
exposure ocan result in hepatic toxicity, kidney effects, immune

system abnormalities, and neurological effects.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DETERMINATIONS

4.1 Based on the Findings of Fact set forth above, and the

Administrative Record supporting these removal actions, EPA

determines that:
(A) The Woods Industries Site is a "facility" as defined
by section 101(9) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9).
. (B) Each substance identified in the Findings of Fact above
is a "hazardous substance" as defined by section 101(14) of CERCLA,
42 U.s.C. §‘9601(14).

< The Respondent is a "person" as defined by section

'101(21) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(21).

4.2 Respondent is liable under section 107 (a) of CERCLA,

42 U.S.C. § 9607(a) as the "owner" of the facility, as defined by

yql'Fection 101(20) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(20), and within the

meaning of section 107(a) (1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(1).

4.3 The conditions described in the Findings of Fact above
constitute an actual or threatened “release" into the “environment"
as defined by sections 101(8) and (22) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

§§ 9601(8) and (22).

4.4 The conditions present at the facilify constitute a
threat to public health, welfare, or the environment based upon the
factors set forth in the National 0il and Hazardous substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. § 300.415(b) (2).

4.5 The actual or threatened release of hazardous
substances from the Site may present an imminent and substantial

endangerment to the public health, welfaré, or the environment

Q’ithin the meaning of section 106(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §

CONSENT ORDER - Page 10 of 34
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2 4.6 The removal actions required by this Order are

necessary to protect the public health, welfare, or the

environment, and are not inconsistent with the NCP and CERCLA.

V. ORDER

S.1 Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, Conclusions
of Law, Determinations, and the Administrative Record for this
Site, it is hereby orderéd and agreed that Resbondent shall comply
with the following provisions, including but not limited to all
attachments, all documents incorporated by reference, and all
schedules and deadlines atfached to, or incorporated by reference
into this Order, and perform the following actions:

5.2 Designaticn of Contractcr, Project Coordinator, and on-
Scene_Coordinator. Respondént shall perform the work itself or
retain a contractor(s) to implement‘ thi; removal action.
Respondent shall notify EPA of Respondent's qualifications or the
name(s) and quaiification(s) of such contractor(s) within five (5)
days of the effective date of this Order. Respondent shall also
notify EPA of the name(s) and qualification(s) of any other
contractor(s) or subcontractor(s) retained to perform work under
this Order at least five (5) days prior to commencement of such
work. EPA retains the right to disapprove of any, or all, of the
contractors and/or subcontractors retained by the Respondent. If
EPA disapproves of a contractor selected by the Respondent,

Respondent shall retain a different contractor within five (5) days

Wollowing EPA's disapproval and shall notify EPA of that

CONSENT ORDER -~ Page 11 of 34
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disapproval.

5.3 Within five (5) days after the effective date of this
Order, the Respondent shall designate a Project Coordinator who
shall be responsible for administration of all the Respondent's
actions required by the Order. Respondent shall submit the
designated coordinator's name, aderess, telephone number, and
qualifications to EPA. To f:he greatest extent possible, the
Project Coordinator shall be present on site or readily available
during site work. EPA retains the right to disapprove of any
Project Coordinator named by the Respondent. _If EPA disapproves of
a selected Project Coofdinator, Respondent shall retain a different

Project Coordinator and shall notify EPA of that person's name and

.;ualifications within five (5) days following EPA's disapproval.

Receipt by . Respondent's Project Coordinator of any notice or
communication from EPA relating to this Order shall constitute
receipt by Respondent.

. 5.4 The EPA has designated Bob Kievit of Region 10 as its
On-Scene Coordinator (0SC). Respondent shall direct all
submissions required by this Order to the 0SC at:

United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 10
Washington Operations Office
C/0 Washington Department Of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600
Olympia, Washington 98604-7600
EPA and Respondent shall have the right to change their designated

0SC or Project Coordinator. EPA shall notify the Respondent, and

,tespondent shall notify EPA, five (S5) days before such a change is

CONSENT ORDER -~ Page 12 of 34 -
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promptly followed by a written notice. (See Section VI - Authority
of the EPA On-scene Coordinator).

5.5 Work to Be Performed. Pursuant to Section 106(a) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C., Part 9606(a), as amended, Respondent shall
conduct all removal activities in accordance with the requirements
of this order. The removal action shall includé the excavation and
treatment of contaminated soils. Because of the immediate need to
excavate soils prior to the next seasonal rise of the groundwater
table (estimated to begin in early spring) and because of the long
lead time needed to develop adequate work plans for soil treatment
and to procure an appropriate soil treatment vendor, the removal
will proceed in two phases. The first phase will include
excavation and temporary storage of all soils on site that contain
hazardous substances greater than the cleanup standaxds establ:fshed
for the site. The first phase shall be conducted in accordance
with the Work Plan in Attachment A and in the Schedule of

Deliverables in Attachment B, which are attached and incorporated

‘'in this Consent Order.

The sécond phase of the removal will include thermal treatment
of allAsoils excavated in Phase I in accordance with the treatment
standards established for the site. The second phase shall be
conducted in accordance with the Schedule of Deliverables
(Attachment B) and with the Scope of Work and the Work Plan that
will be developed under and will be incorporated into this order
when approved by EPA.

All such removal activities shall be conducted in accordance

CONSENT ORDER - Page 13 of 34
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iwith CERCLA, the NCP, and EPA guidance.

% 5.6 an and éat . The Respondent has
i submitted to EPA an approved Final Work Plan (Attachment A) for the
iexcavation and temporary storage of contaminated soils. The Work
%Plan provideé a description of, andlén expeditious schedule for,
| the activities required by Phase 1 of this Order. Within thirty
(30) days after the effaective date of this Order, the Respondent
shall submit to EPA for approval a draft Scope of Work for
iobnducting thermal treatment on the soils excavated in Phase 1.
iThe draft Scopé of Work shall provide a description, anq

| expeditious schedule for the activities required by Phase 2 of this
: order. | 4
. 5.7 EPA may approve, disapprove, require revisions to, or
Emodify the draft Scope of Woik or Work Plaﬁ submitted for Phase 2.
?If EfA requires revisions, respondent shall submit_a~revised draft
§Scope of Work or Work Plan which is responsive to EPA comnents
'within thirty (30) days of receipt of EPA's notification of the
érequired revisioﬁs. Failure to do so will be considered violation
lof this order. Respondent shall implement‘the Scope of Work for
iphase 2 and Work Plans for Phase 1 and 2 as finally approved in
Ewriting by EPA ih accordance wiﬁh the schedule approved by EPA.
iThe approved Work Plans and Schedule shall be fully enforoceable
iunder this order. Respondent shall notify EPA in writing at least
i48 hours priqr to performing ény on-site work pursuant to an EPA-
iapproved Work Plan. ‘Respohdent shall not commence or undertake any
iremoval actions at the Site without prior EPA approval.

ICONSENT ORDER - Page 14 of 34



(-] ~ [«)) (4] &~

o

0
|
2
3

.5

-6

2

5.8 Health and Safety Plan. Ten (1'0) ddys before Respondent
commences any removal action, or with the approval of the 0OSC if
less then 10 days, the Respondent shall submit for EPA review and
comment a plan that ensures the protection of the public health and
safety during performance of on-site work under this Order. This
plan shall be prépared in accordance with EPA's Standard Operating
Safety Guide, -dated November 1984, and updated July 1988. The.blan
shall comply with applicable Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHRA) regulatiéns found at 29 C.F.R. Part 1910,
dated March 6, 1989. In addition, the plan shall also comply with
all -applicable Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act (WISHA)
regulations found at WAC Chapter § 296-62. If EPA determines that

it is appropriate, the plan shall also include contingency

4.lanni_ng. Respondent shall incorporate all changes to the pian

recommended by EPA, and impl'ement' the plan during the removal
action.

$.9 OQuality Assurance and Sampling. All sampling and
analyses performed pursuant to this Order shall conform to'EPA
direction, approval, and guidance regarding sampling, quality
assurance/quality control (QA/QC), data validation, and chain of
custody procedures. Respondent shall ensure that the laboratéry
used to perform the analyses participates in a QA/QC program that
complies with the appropriate EPA guidance. Respondent shall
follow the following documents as appropriate as gquidance for QA/QC
and sampling: "Quality Assurance/Quality Control Guidance for
Removal Activities: sSampling QA/QC Plan . and Data Validation

ocedures," OSWER Directive Number 9360.4-01; "“Environmental
CONSENT ORDER - Page 15 of 34
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Numbers 9360.4-02 through 9360.4-08; and the representative
Sampling Guidance for soil, air, ecology, waste, and water as this
information becomes finalized and available.

5.10 Upon request by EPA, Respondent shall have the

laboratory analyze samples submitted by EPA for quality-assurance

monitoring. Respondent shall provide to EPA the quality
assurance/quality control procedures followed by all sampling teams
and laboratories performing data collection and/or analysis.

5.11 Upon request by EPA, Respondent shall allow EPA or its
authorized representatives to take split émd/or duplicate samples
of any sambles collected by Respondent while performing work under

this Order. Respondent shall notify EPA not less than five (5)

l‘days in advance of any sample collection activity, or with the

approval of the GSC' if less than five (5)' days. EPA shall have the
right to take any additional sample.s that it deens ne‘éessary.

5.12 Respondent shall submit to EPA the results of all
sampling or tests and all other data generated by Respondent or its
contractor(s), or on the Respondent's behalf during implementation
of this Order. This information éhall be submitted to EPA, as it
becomes available, in the written progress reports and shall be
summarized in the final report submitted pursuant to paragraph
5.16.' |

$.13 Post-Removal Site Control. To the extent practicable,

‘Respondent shall provide for post-removal site control cohsist.ent

2bwith the NCP, 40 C.F.R. § 300.415(k) and OSWER Directive 9360.2-02.

Respondent shall provide EPA with documentation indicating that
CONSENT ORDER - Page 16 of 34
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‘ese post-removal site control arrangements have been made with

the local/state governments.

5.14 Reporting. Respondent shall submit a written progress
report to EPA concerning activities undertaken pursuant to this
order every seven (7) days after the date of receipt of EPA's
approval of the Work Plan until termination of this Order, unless
otherwise directed by the OSC. These reports shall describe all
significant developments during the breceding period, including the
work performed and any problems encountered, analytical data
received during the reporting period, and the developments
anticipated during the next reporting period, including a schedule
of work to be performed, anticipated problems, and planned

resolutions of past or anticipated problems.

' -5.15 Kespondent and a.n"y Successor(s) in title shall, at least

30 days prior to the conveyance of any interest in real property at
the site, give written notice of this Order to the tran;-.feree and
written notice to EPA and the State of the probosed conveyance,
including the name and address of the transferee. The party
conveying such an interest shall require that the transferee comply
with Paragraph 5.17 - Access to Property and Information.

5.16 Final Report. Within thirty (30) days after completion
of the removal action required under this Order, the Respondent
shall submit for EPA review and approval a final report summarizing
the actions taken to comply with this Order. The final report
shall conform, at a minimum, with the requirements set forth in the

CP, 40 C.F.R. § 300.165 entitled "0SC Reports". The final report

¥shall include a good faith estimate of total costs or statement of

CONSENT ORDER —~ Page 17 of 34
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quantities and types of materials removed, a discussion of removal
and disposal options considered for those materials, a listing of
the ultimate destination of those materials, a presentation of the

analytical results of all sampling and analyses performed, and

accompanying appendices containing all available relevant

documentation generated during the removal action (e.g., manifests,
invoices, bills, contracts, and permits). All relevant
documentation not available when the finél report is submitted
shall be submitted to EPA as soon as it becomes available. The
final report shall also include the following certification signed
by a person who supervised -or directed the preparation of that

report:

. Under penalty of law, I certify that based on personal

knowledge and appropriate inquiries of all relevant persons
involved in the preparation of the report, the information
submitted is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that
there are significant - penalties for submitting false
information, including the possibility of fine and

imprisonment for knowing violations.

5.17 Access to Property and Information. Respondent shall

provide and/or obtain access to the Site and appropriate off-site

areas, and provide access to all records and documentation related
to the conditions at the Site and the activities conducted pur'suant
to this Order. Such access shall be provided to EPA employees,

ntractors, -agents, consultants, designees, representatives, and

]| State of Washington representatives. These individuals shall be

1
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1{'mitted to move freely at the Site and appropriate off-site areas

in order to conduct activities which EPA determines to ‘be
necessary. Respondent shall submit to EPA the results of all
sampling or tests and all other data generated by Respondent or its
contractor(s), or on the Respondent's behalf during implementation
of this Order. |

5.18 Wheré work under this Order is to be performed in areas
owned by or in possession of someone other than Respondent,
Respondent shall use its best effor"ts to obtain all necessary
access agreements within thirty (30) days after the effective date
of this Order, or as otherwise specified in writing by the 0SC.
Respondent shall immediately notify EPA if after using its best

efforts it is unable to obtain such agreements. Respondent shall

’smﬁibe in writing its efforts to obtain access. EPA may then

‘assist Respondent in §aining access, to the extent necessary to
effectuate the response activities described herein, ixsing such
means aé EPA deems appropriate. |
5.19 Record Retention, Documentation, Availability of
Information. Respondent shall preserve all documents and
information relating to work performed under this Order, or
relating to the hazardous substances found on .or released from the
Site, for at least ten years following completion of the removal
actions required by this Order. At the end of this ten year period
and 30 days before any document or information is destroyed,

Respondent shall notify EPA that such documents and information are

16 Q:ailable to EPA for inspection, and upon request, shall provide

e originals or copies of such documents and information to EPA.
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3 In addition, Réspondent shall provide documents and information
:Qetained under this section at any time before expiration of the
3] ten year period at the written request of EPA.

4 5.20 Respondent may assert a business confidentiality clai

S| pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 2.203(b) with respect to part or all of a/ Yy

6] information submitted to EPA pursuant to this Order, provided s’uch
7| claim is allowed by section io4 (e) (7) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

8] § 9604.(e) (7). Analytical and other data specified in section
9

104 (e) (7) (F) of CERCLA shall not be claimed as confidential by the
10 Res;;orident. EPA shall only disclose information covered by a
11| business confidentiality claim to the extent permitted by, and by
12 ] means of the procedures set forth at, 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B.
13] If no such claim accompanies the informatién when it is received by
'PA, EPA may make it available tc the public without further notice
15} to Respondent.

16 5.21 Respondent shall maintain a running log of"privileged
17] documents on a document-by-document basis, containing V-the date,
18| author(s), addressee(s), subject, the privilege or grounds claimed
19] (e.g., attorney work product, attorney-client), and the factual

20] basis for assertion of the privilege. Respondent shéll keep the
21} "privilege iog"' on file and available for inspection. EPA may at
22] any time challenge claims of privilege through negotiations or
23 otherw:fse as provided by 1law or the Federal Rules of civil
24| Procedure.

25
26
P
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J(. 5.22 Off-Site Shipments. All hazardous substances,
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pollutants or contaminants removed off-site pursuant to this Order
for treatment, storage or disposal shall be treated, stored, or
disposed of at a facility in compliance, as determined by EPA, with
the EPA Revised "Off-Site Policy,"” OSWER Directive Number 9834.11,
November 13, 1987. (see 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d) (3).)

5.23- Compliance With Other Laws. | All actions required
pursuant to this Order shall be performed in accordance with all
applicéble local, state, and federal laws and regulations except as
provided in CERCLA section 121(e) and 40 C.F.R. section 300.415(1).
In accordance with 40 C.F.R. section 300.415(i), 511 on-site

actions required pursuant to this Order shall, to the extent

13| practicable, as determined by EPA, considering the exigencies of

e situation, attain applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements - (ARARSs) under federal environmental, state
environmental, or facility siting laws. ("The Superftind Removal
Procedure for Consideration of ARARs for Removal Actions," OSWER
Directive No. 9360.3-02, August 1991).

5.24 Emerge Response and Notification of Releases. If any
incident, or change in site conditions, during the activities
conducted pursuant to this Order causes or threatens to cause an
additional release of hazardous substances from the Site or an
eqdangerment to the public health, welfare, or the environment, the
Respondent shall immediately take all appropriate action to
prevent, abate or minimize such release, or endangerment caused or
threatened by the release. Respondent shall also immediately

- notify the oSC at (206) 753-9014 or, in the event of his/her
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®

availability, shall notify the Regional Duty Officer at (206)
553-1263 of the incident or site conditions.
$.25 In addition, in the event of an actual release of a
hazardoﬁs substance, Respondent shall immediately notify the
National Response Center at telephone number (800) 424-8802.
Respondent shall submit a written report to EPA within seven (7)
days after each releége, setting forth the events that occﬁrred and
the méasures taken or to -be taken to mitigate any release or
endangerment caused or threatened by the release and to prevent the
reoccurrence of such a release. This reporting requirement is in
~ addition to, not in lieu of, reporting under CERCLA section 103(c)
and section 304 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-

Know Act of 1986, 42 U.S.C. sections 11001 et seq.

VI. AUTHORITY OF THE EPA ON-SCENE COORDINATOR

6.1 The OSC shall be responsible for overseeiné the proper
and complete implementation of this Order. The OSC shall have the
authority vested in an OSC by the NCP, including the authority to
halt, conduct, or direct'any work required by this Order, or to
direct any other response action undertaken by EPA or Respondent at
the Site. Absence of the 0SC from the Site shall not be cause for
stoppage of work unless specifically directed by the OSC.
EPA and Respondent shall have the right to change their designated
OSC or Project Coordinator. EPA shall notify the Respondent, and
Respondent shall notify EPA five (5) days before such a change is

made. Notification may initially be made orally, but shall be

‘.“ollowed promptly by written notice.
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' VII. REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS
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7.1 Respondgnt shall reimburse EﬁA for all past response
costs and response costs incurred by the United States in
overseeing Respondent's implementation of the requirements of this
Order. After the end of each federal fiscal year in which
Respondent performs work under the original Administrative Consent
Order executed on October 11, 1988, the Amended Administrative
Consent Order executed.on June 28, 1990, the Administrative order
on Consent for Removal Response Activities executed on January 4,
1993, and under this Order, EPA will submit to Respondent a
detailed accounting of all costs, incurred by and/or billed to the
United States after the effective date of the original Consent

Order in connection with response, oversight, and community

{L.‘elations, costs and activities conducted by the United States

government and iﬁs contractors and representatives with respect to
the implementation of the original Administrative Consent Order,
the Amended Administrative Consent Order, and this Order.

7.2 Respondent shall, within (60) days of receipt of the
bill, remit a cashier's check, certified check, or corporate check
for the amount of those costs made-payable to the “Hazardoué
Substance Superfund" with a copy of such transaction sent to the
EPA Projéct/On-8cene Coordinator. Remittances shall addressed to:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10
Superfund Accounting

P.O. Box 360903M
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15251.
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PA.

l’espondent shall simultaneously transmit a copy of the check to
2

Regional Hearing Clerk
Office of Regional Counsel
U.S. E.P.A. Region 10, S0-125
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101
Payments shall be designated as Oversight and/or Past Response
Costs and shall reference the payor's name and address, the EPA
site identification number (WAD027583525), and the docket number of
this oOrder.
7.3 Interest at the rate established under section 107(a) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a), shall begin'tb accrue on the unpaid
balance from the day after the expiration of the Sixty (60) day

period, notwithstanding any dispute or an objection to any portion

(‘f the costs.
' 7.4 Respondent may dispute all or part of a bill submitted

under this Order, if Respondent determines that EPA has made an
accounting error, or if Respondent alleges that a cost 1tem that is
included represents costs that are inconsistent with the NCP.

7.5 If any dispute over costs is resolved before payment is
due, the amount due will be adjusted as necessary. If the dispute
is not resolved before payment is due, Respéndent.Shall pay the
full amount of the uncontested costs into the'Hazardous Substances
Trust Fund as specified above on or before the due date. Within
the same time period, Respondent shall pay the full amount of the
contested costs into a market rate interest-bearing escrow account.

Respondent shall simultaneously transmit a copy of both checks to

;f.he 'EPA OSC. Respondent shall ensure that the prevailing party or
»
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prevailed from the escrow funds plus interest within (30) days

after the dispute is resolved.

VIII. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

8.1 The parties to this Order shall attempt to resolve,
expedit;lously and informally, any disagreements concerning this
Order. If the Respondent objects to: any EPA action taken pursuant
to this Order, the Respondent sﬁall notify EPA in writing of its
objection(s) - within fourteen (14) days of receipt of such
notification or action, unless the objections have been informally
resolved. EPA and the Respondent shall have seven (7) days from

receipt of the notification of objection to reach agreement. If

-A'reemex_\t is reached, it will be reduced to writing and will become

a fully enforceable part of this Order. If agreement cannot be
reached on any issue within this seven (7) day peribd, an EPA
official will issue a written decision to the Respondent.
Respondent's obligations under this Order shall not be tolled by
submission of any objection for dispute resolution under this
section.

_ 8;2 Following resolution of the dispute, as provided by this
section, Respondent shall fulfill the requirement that was the
subject of the dispute in accordance with the agreement reached or
with EPA's decision, whichever occurs. No EPA decision made

-pursuant to this section shall constitute a final agency action

'6 § iiving rise to judicial review.
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[ IX. FORCE MAJEURE
, 9.1 Respondent agrees to perform all requirements under this

order within the time limits established under this Order, unless
the performance is delayed by a force majeure. For purposes of
this Order, a force majeure is defined as any event arising from
causes beyond the control of Respondent or of any entity controlled
by Respohdent , including but not limited to their contractors and
subconfractors, that delays or prevents performance of any

obligation under this Order despite Respondent's best efforts to

fulfill the obligation. Force majeure does not include financial
inability to complete the work or increased cost of performance.
Respondent shall notify EPA orally within forty eight (48) hours

after the event, and in writing within seven (7) days, after

1

]f.R“ espondent become(s) or should have become aware of events that

constitute a force majeure. Such notice shall: identify the event

causing the delay or anticipated delay; estimate the anticipated
length of delay, including necessary demobilization and re-
mobilization; state the measures taken or to be taken to minimize
the delay; and estimate the timetable for implementation of the
measures. Respondent shall take all reasonable measures to avoid
and minimize the delay. Failure to comply with the provisions of
this section shall waive any claim 'of force majeure by the
Respondent.

_9.2 If EPA determines a delay is or was attributable to a

force majeure, the time period for performance under this Order

_shall be extended as deemed necessary by EPA. Such an extension

Z‘Shall not alter Respondent's obligation to perform or complete
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1 fqther tasks required by the Order that are not directly affected by

he force majeure.

X. STIPULATED PENALTIES

10.1 Stipulated penalties shall be paid by Respondent, upon
notification by EPA to do so, into the Hazardous Substance Response
Trust Fund according to the procedures described below. Stipulated
penalties shall not apply to any act or omission that is the
subject of ongoing dispute resblui:ion under Section VIII of this
Order unless EPA determines that the dispute resolution procedures
were invoked by Respondenf frivolously or in béd faith or for the
purpose of delay. Stipulated penalties shall accrue commencing

upon Respondent's receipt of an EPA written determination of

u@isapproval, ﬁpon the failure of Respondent to meet the schedule

5] specified in Attachment B of this Consent Order, or upon written
6] notice from EPA to Respondent that a violation of this Order has
.71 occurred:

.8 A. Failure to submit the following major deliverables
(9] and/or perform the following removal actions in compliance with the
0] requirements of this Consent Order, and in accofdance with the
1] Schedules incorporated in the Work Plans and Schedule of
2| Deliverables; in the amount up to $500 per day for the first week
:3} of violation or delay, up to $1,000 per day for the second week of
24| violation or delay, and up to $3,750 per day for the third week of
25| violation or delay and each day thereafter.

26 1) Begin Mobilization for Phase 1 project (soil
!b ekc;avation and temporary storage)
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1’ 2) Complete Phase 1 project
2

3) Submit draft Work Plan for Phase 2 project

3 4) Begin Mobilization for Phase 2 project (soil
4 treatment)
5 S) Complete Phase 2 project
6 10.2 Subject to paragraph 10.1, EPA may require that
7] Respondent shall pay into the Hazarddus Substances Superfund the
8| sums set forth above as stipulated penalties with a copy of such
9| transaction sent to EPA Project/0OSC Céordinator. Certified checks
L0} or money orders shall be made out to.the Hazardous Substances
1] Superfund and specifically reference the identity of the Site and
12] be addressed fo:
3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10

Superfund Accounting
C P:O. Box 360903M . :

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15251.
15 i
t6] Nothing herein shall prevent the simultaneous accrual of separate
17| penalties for separate violations of this Order. Penalties are
18| assessed per violation per day. Penalties shall accrue regardless
19| of wheﬁher EPA has notified Respondent of a violation or act of
20} noncompliance. Respondent must perform the work even if stipulated
21| penalties are assessed.
22
23 XI. RESERVATION OF RIGHTS
24 11.1 Nothing herein shall iimit the power and authority of
25| EPA or the United States to take, direct, or order all actions
26} necessary to protect public health, welfare, or the environment 6r
2 o prevent, abate, or minimize an actual or threatened release of
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lf.zardous substances, pollutants or contaminants, or hazardous or

2

3

4

2

3

5

6

- solid waste on, at, or from the Site. Further, nothing herein
shall prevent EPA from seeking legal or equitable relief to enforce
the terms of this Order, from taking other legal or equitable
action as it deems appropriate and necessary, or from requiring the
Respondent in the future to perform additional activities pursuant

to CERCLA or any other applicable law.

XII. OTHER CLAIMS
12.1 By issuance of this Order, the United states and EPA
assume no liability for injuries or damages to persons or property
resulting from any acts or. omissions of Respondent. The United

States or EPA shall not be deemed a party to any contract entered

4(‘\1‘.0 by the Respondent or their directors, officers, employees,

agents, successors, representatives, assigns, éontractors, or
consultants in carrying out activities pursuént to this Ordef.

12.2 Except as expressly provided, nothing in this Order
constitutes a satisfaction of or release from any claim or cause of
action against the Respondent or any person not a party to this
Order, for any liability such person may have under CERCLA, other
statutes, or the common law, including but not limited to any
claims of the United States for costs, damages and interest under
section 106(a) and 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606(a) and
9607 (a) .

12.3 This Order does not constitute a preauthorization of

djnds under section 111(a) (2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9611(a)(2).

e Respondent waive(s) any claim to payment under sections 106 (b),
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111, and 112 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(b), 9611 and 9612,

2] against the United States or the Hazardous Substances Superfund
3] arising out of any activity performed under this Order.

4 12.4 No action or decision by EPA pursuant to this Order
s] shall give rise to any right to judicial review except as set forth
6| in section 113(h) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613(h). |

, :

8 XIII. CO_NTRIBU‘I‘ION

9 13.1 With regard to <claims for contribution against
10| Respondent for matters addressed in this Order, the Parties hereto
11] agree that the Respondent is entitled to such protection from
12 contribution- actions or claims to the extent provided by section
13] 113(f) (2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f) (2).

' i3.2 Nothing in this Order precludes Respondent from
15| asserting any claims, causes of action or demands against any
16} persons not parties to this Order for indemnification,
17] contribution, or cost recovery. .
18

19 XIV. INDWFICATION

20 14.1 Respondent agree(s) to indemnify, save and hold harmless
21| the United States, its officials, agents, contractors, and
22| employees from any and all ciaims or causes of action arising from,
23] or on account of, acts or omissions of Respondent, its officers,
24| directors, officers, employees, agents, contractors,
25] subcontractors, receivers, trustees, successors or assigns, in
26 ] carrying out activities pursuant to this 01‘-der.

A |
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% Xv. INSURANCE

2’ 15.1 At least seven (7) days prior to commencing any on-site
3 work under this Order, the Respondent shall secure, and shall
4§ maintain for the duration of this Order, comprehensive general
S} liability insurance and automobile insurance with limits of at
6] least one million dollars, combined single limit. Within the same
7] time period, ~the Respondent shall provide EPA with certificates of
8] such insurance and a copy Of each insurance policy. If the
91 Respondent demoﬁstrates by evidence satisfactory to EPA that any
10} contractor or subcontractor maintains insurance équivalent to that
11| described above, or insurance covering the same risks but in a
12] lesser amount, then the Respondent need provide only that portion
13} of the insurag\ce described above which is not maintained by such

15

té

L7

L8

'8

1i.ontract_or or subcontractor.

XVI. MODIFICATIONS

16.1 Modifications to any plan or schedule shall be made in
writing by the 0SC. Minor field modifications to any plan or
schedule may be made in writing by the 0SC, or at the 0SC's oral
direction. If the 0SC makes an oral modification, it will be
memorialized in writing within seven (7) days; provided, however,
that the effective date of the modification shall be the date of
the 0SC's oral direction. Any other requirements of the Order may
be modified by mutual agreement of the parties and shall be in
writing. |

16.2 If Respondent seeks permission to deviate from any

z@proved Work Plan or scheduie, ReSpondentis Project Coordinator
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i--!. shall submit a written request to EPA for appfoval outlining the
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proposed Work Plan modification and its basis.

16.3 ﬁo informal advice, guidance, suggestion, or comment by
EPA regarding reports, plans, specificatiéns, schedules, or any
other writing submitted by the Respondent shall relieve the
Respondent of obligations to obtain such formal approval as may be
required by this Order, and to comply with all requirements of this
order unless it is formally modified.

16.4 If EPA determines that additional response actions not
included in an approved plan are necessary to protect public
health, welfare, or the environment, EPA will notify Respondent of
that determination. Unless otherwise stated by EPA, within thirty

days of receipt of notice from EPA that additional response

ctivities are necessary to protect public health, wélfare; or the
environment, Respondent shall submit for approval by EPA a work
plan for the additional response activities. The Pplan shall
conform to the applicable requirements of this Order. Upon EPA
apprbval of the plan, Respondent shall implement the plan for
additional response activities in accordance with the provisions
and schedule contained therein. This section does not alter or
diminish the 0SC's authority to make oral modifications to any plan

or schedule.
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17.1 When EPA determines, after EPA's review of the Final
3} Report, that all work has béen fully performed in accordance with
4| this Order, with the Aexception of any continuing obligations
5} required by this Order, EPA will provide notice to the Réspondent.
6] If EPA determines that any removal activities have not been
7 compléted in accordance with this oOrder, EPA will notify the
8] Respondent, provide a list of the deficiencies, and require that
9| Respondent submit to EPA a Work Plan to correct such deficiencies.
10| The Respondent shall implemer}t the new and approved Work Plan and
11| shall submit a modified Final Report in accordance with the EPA
12| notice. Fa-ilure by Respondent to implement f.his approved Work Plan
13| shall be a violation of this Order.
14
1? ... XVIII. SEVERABILITY
16 18.1 If a court issues an order that inval"idatf.es any
17| provision of this Order or finds that Respondent have sufficient '
18| cause not to comply with one or more provisions of this oOrder,
19] Respondent shall remain bound to comply with all provisions of this
20] Order not invalidated or determined to be subject to a sufficient
21| cause defense by the court's order.
22 |
23
4
25
'6
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XIX. EPFECTIVE DATE
19.1 The effective date of this Consent Order is the date on
which it is signed by the EPA Region 10 Chief, Superfund Response
and Investigations Branch.
The undersigned representative of Respondent certifies that it
is fully authdfizéd to enter into the terms and conditipns of. this

Order and to bind the parties it represents to this document.

Agreed

o Lorsce Shiggasl]

Title Msur. Eu v:rdnmu/a/ IO'“ddnecfS,

. o <tk
It is so ORDERED and Agreed this ?)O — day of M‘"'C-L\ ‘

199 3.

BY: KMJM DATE: 3!3%’9% ,

%'-D/James M. Everts, Chief .
Superfund Response and Investigations Branch
Region 10
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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10.

ATTACHMENT B

schedule of Deliverables
Activity
Begin mobilization for Phase 1
Complete Phase 1
Submit draft completion rep@rt for Phase 1

Subnit draft Scope for Work for Phase 2

Submit draft detailed Work Plan for
soil treatment

Award contract for soil treatment
Begin mobilization for Phase 2
Complete demonstration test and submit

report

Complete Phase 2

Submit final report

Deadline

March 29, 1993
June 15, 1993
July 15, 1993
Thirty days after

effective date of
order

June 1, 1993

30 days after EPA
approval of work
plan

30 days after
contract awarded

45 days after
mobilization

1 year from
effective data of
order

30 days after
completing
Phase 2. -
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APPENDIX B

BNRR, Philip, Williams Correspondence to and from USEPA



BURLINGTON
ENVIRONMENTAL

November 5, 1993
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Proposed Modification to Schedule for Soil Treatment and
Attachment B (Schedule) of the Consent Order for
Soil Removal and Treatment at the
Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington

Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), through Burlington Environmental Inc.

. (Burlington Environmental), is submitting this letter to request a modification to

‘ the schedule for soil treatment at the Woods Industries Site in Yakima,
Washington. This request is made pursuant to Section XVI of the Administrative

Order on Consent for Removal Response Activities, EPA Docket No. 1087-03-

106. The bases for this schedule modification are set out below and include the

following: the increase in soil volumes requiring treatment; the additional time

required for soil removal due to increased volume; the two extensions to the

schedule previously granted by the USEPA; changes in air pollution control

technology necessary to satisfy USEPA comments on the draft work plan; and

operational considerations relating to mobilizing the Low Temperature Thermal
Desorption (LTTD) unit.

BACKGROUND

On several occasions, BNRR and USEPA have discussed the schedule for this
removal action and the consent order requirement that soil treatment be completed

within one year of the effective date of the order. The effective date of the order
is March 30, 1993.

Although there have been no delays associated with implementation of the consent

order, conditions have changed considerably since the order was entered. It is

now evident that, due to these changes, soil treatment will not be completed by
‘ March 30, 1994. Reasons for this are discussed below.

Burlington Environmental Inc.
P.O. Box 330 ¢ 210 \West Sand Bank Road ¢ Columbia, IL 62236-0330
Phone 618/281-7173 » 314/241-1785 « FAX 618/281-5120

®
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l. Greater volume of soil removed. At the time the consent order was
signed, the expected volume of soil removal was 5,000 to 10,000 cubic
yards (yd®) of contaminated material. The actual volume of soil removed

is approximately 19,000 yd®. This is approximately 2-3 times the
expected volume of soil.

2. Longer duration for soil removal. Due to this increased volume of soil,
removal was not completed until the middle of September 1993. It was
expected that soil removal would be completed on or before June 15,
1993, and the original schedule in the consent order reflected this
expectation. USEPA granted two extensions to the schedule for soil
removal to accommodate the increased soil volumes.

3. Greater volume of soil to be treated. The volume of soil to be treated
is now 2-3 times the amount estimated at the time the consent order was
signed. The additional soil requiring treatment will result in a longer
treatment phase than anticipated when the original order was entered.

4. USEPA comments required redesign and retrofitting of the treatment
unit. At the time the consent order was signed, the LTTD system was
expected to include the use of activated carbon to capture vaporized
contaminants. As design of the soil treatment system progressed, however,
it became evident that thermal oxidation of the off-gasses would be
necessary to satisfy concerns raised by USEPA in commenting on the

draft work plan. This change required redesign and retrofitting of the
contractor’s LTTD system.

CURRENT SITUATION

To address USEPA comments, BNRR is currently revising the work plan for on-
site soil treatment and will issue the complete work plan to the USEPA on or
before November 23, 1993. Based on conversations with the USEPA, BNRR
believes the USEPA may issue a notice to proceed within a month after submittal
of that plan. If notice to proceed is issued in mid to late December, mobilization

and startup of the on-site treatment unit could be required in January and
February 1994.

BNRR believes that mobilization and startup in January and February would harm
our ability to effectively treat the soil based on the following:

L poor weather conditions;

° limited daylight;
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° personnel exposure to cold;

o potential freezing of water lines (especially during periods of
nonoperation, which may be frequent during startup);

o operating difficulties associated with increased water input
into the system in the form of ice;

o additional energy requirements due to the cold weathef;

° material handling difficulties if soil is frozen; and

)

potential for fine-grain materials to freeze onto oversized material
that may otherwise be below the cleanup goals.

PROPOSED SCHEDULE

BNRR and its contractors propose to modify the schedule to include a
mobilization date of March 1, 1994. BNRR proposes this mobilization date to
allow the startup, shakedown, and performance test of the LTTD system to occur
in weather more favorable than that expected in January and February. BNRR
and its contractors cannot currently predict a precise completion date because
work plans have not been approved by the USEPA and soil treatment has not
begun. However, based on the duration currently estimated for the treatment
effort, soil treatment will be completed by September 30, 1994.

Accordingly, BNRR respectfully requests that the schedule of deliverables
attached to the consent order be modified as follows (new text is underlined):

7. Begin mobilization for Phase 2 30 days after EPA approval of work plan, ot

March |, 1993, whichever comes later

8. Complete demonstration test and

45 days after mobilization
submit report

w

9. Compiete Phase 2 +—year—from—effective—date—of—eorder By
September 30, 1994

10. Submit final report 30 days after completing Phase 2
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Please call me at (618) 281-7173 or Tom Hippe at (713) 442-1794 if you have
any questions regarding these proposed revisions.
Since; yours,

B GTON E O AL INC.

David W. Eaglet
Environmental Engineer

o
Thomas G. Hippe,

General Manager
Southwest Region

DWE/TMTSCHED 4

cc:  Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Tom Backer (Preston, Thorgrimson)
Bob Kievit (USEPA Region X)
Mark Flen (Williams)
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
- U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Renewed Request for Modifications to Schedule for Soil
Treatment and Attachment B (Schedule) of the
Administrative Order on Consent for-Soil Removal and
Treatment at the Woods Industries Site,

Yakima, Washington

Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), through Burlington Environmental Inc.
(Burlington Environmental), writes to renew its request for a modification to
the schedule for soil treatment at the Woods Industries Site.

BACKGROUND

By letter dated November 5, 1993, Burlington -Environmental submitted a
request for a modification to the schedule for soil treatment at the Woods
Industries Site in Yakima, Washington. The request was made pursuant to
Section XVI of the Administrative Order on Consent for Removal Response
Activities, EPA Docket No. 1087-03-106. The bases for the schedule
modification were set out in the letter (copy attached) and included the
following: the increase in soil volumes requiring treatment; the additional
time required for soil removal due to increased volume; the two extensions to
the schedule for soil removal previously granted by USEPA; changes. in air
pollution control technology necessary to satisfy USEPA comments on the

draft work plan; and operational considerations relating to mobilizing the Low-
Temperature Thermal Desorption unit.

As you know, the original schedule called for soil treatment at the site to be
completed within one year of the effective date of the order (March 30, 1993).
Under the original schedule, soil treatment was to be completed by March 30,
1994. In our November 5th letter, we described a number of changed. .

conditions that made it evident that soil treatment would not be completed by
March 30, 1994.

Burlington Environmental Inc.
P.O. Box 230 * 210 West Sand Bank Road ¢ Columbia, IL 62236-0230
Phone 618/281-7173 » 314/241-1785 » FAX 618/281-5120

®
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Although we have discussed the need for modifying the schedule in 'a'n'umber '
of our conversations and at our February 2, 1994, meeting, BNRR "has never
received a written response to its November 5th request. Accordingly, BNRR

renews its request for a- modification to the schedule and asks for a response
from USEPA on or before March 15, 1994.

CURRENT STATUS

At our most recent meeting on February 2, 1994, we agreed that the schedule
for soil treatment must be revised. The principal bases for modifying the -
schedule (changed circumstances ) were set out in our earlier letter. Since that
letter was submitted to USEPA, a number of additional changes have
occurred, which support a modification to the schedule. The key change has

been extensive USEPA comments on the draft soil treatment work plans
submitted to USEPA.

As you know, BNRR and its -contractors first submitted a detailed draft soil
treatment work plan to USEPA on June 18, 1993. The work plan called for
thermal desorption of soils coupled with carbon absorption for off-gases. The -
system described in the work plan was very similar to that which had been
approved by the USEPA for the T.H. Agriculture and Nutrition (THAN) Site
in Albany, Georgia. - USEPA comments on the soil treatment work plan were

‘received by BNRR at the end of July.

From August through September, all pahies (BNRR, Burlington
Environmental, Williams Environmental, and USEPA) worked to resolve
issues raised by USEPA’s comments on the draft work plan. During that
time, BNRR, Williams, and USEPA personnel met at the THAN site to review
its operation and to reach agreement on a number of outstanding issués. Based
on discussion among the parties, agreement was reached that the work plan
should be modified to provide the treatment of off-gases using thermal
oxidation rather than carbon adsorption.

In October, BNRR (through Burlington Environmental and Williams) issued a
comment/resolution letter that stated, item by item, how BNRR would address
USEPA’s comments. A conference call was conducted between all of the
parties, and resolution of most of USEPA’s comments was reached.

On November 23, 1993, a rerlised thermal desorption work plan was submitted
to USEPA. At the end of December, 1993, USEPA again commented
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extensively on the revised work plan, requiring substantial changes to the work
plan and to the Ambient Air Quality Impact Report (AAQIR); as well as
significant new modeling and analysis. As you know, we have been working
with USEPA to resolve all of these comments as quickly as possible, and we

are hopeful that the final revised soil treatment work plan and performance test
plan can be submitted on or before March 14, 1994.

PROPOSED SCHEDULE

We are optimistic that work plan approval could be received from USEPA on

or before April 8, 1994. However, this depends on the timely resolution of all
outstanding issues.

As discussed in our letter of November 5, 1993, BNRR and its contractors
cannot currently predict: a precise completion date for soil treatment, because
work plans have not been approved by the USEPA and soil treatment has not
begun. However, based on current estimates, we are confident that soil
treatment can be completed within one year after USEPA approval of the final
soil treatment work plan. As we discussed at our recent meeting, itisin
everyone’s interest to complete soil treatment as expeditiously as possible. In
addition, due to the extra testing and review that the USEPA will now require

during the performance test, the schedule for completing that work must also
be extended. - : - IR

Accordingly, BNRR respectfully renews its request that the schedule of
deliverables attached to the consent order be modified as follows (new text is
underlined):

6. Award contract for soil treatment 30 days after EPA approval of work plan
7. Begin mobilization for Phase 2 30 days after contract awarded

8. Complete demonstration test and submit report 45120 days after mobilization

9 Complete Phase 2 1 year from USEPA approval of final soil

treatment
_
work glaneﬁkoﬁve-dem-e-f-e;def

10. Submit final report 30 days after completing Phase 2
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Please call David Eagleton at (618) 281-7173 or Tom Hippe at (713) 442-1794
if you have any questions regarding these proposed revisions.
Sincerely yours,

BURLINGTON IRONMENTAL INC.

David W. Eagleton

Project Manager

Environmental Engineer

__’_____,/ . @
Vo Al

Thomas G. Hippe, P.E., CHMM

General Manager Southwest Region

DWE/TGH/jI/RENEW.LET -

Attachments: 1. November 5, 1993, Request for a Modification to the
Schedule for Soil Treatment

cc: Bruce Sheppard, BNRR
Tom Backer, Preston Thorgrimson
Mark Fleni, Williams Environmental
Bob Hartman, Assistant Regional Counsel, USEPA
Bill Glasser, USEPA Region X
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ATTACHMENT 1

November 5, 1993, Request for a Modification to the
Schedule for Soil Treatment



BURLINGTON
ENVIRONMENTAL

November 5, 1993
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X -

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Proposed Modification to Schedule for Soil Treatment and
Attachment B (Schedule) of the Consent Order for
Soil Removal and Treatment at the
Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington

Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), through Burlington Environmental Inc.
, . (Burlington Environmental), is submitting this letter to request a modification to
) - the schedule for soil treatment at the Woods Industries Site in Yakima,
Washington. This request is made pursuant to Section XVI of the Administrative
Order on Consent for Removal Response Activities, EPA Docket No. 1087-03-
106. The bases for this schedule modification are set out below and include the
following: the increase in soil volumes requiring treatment; the additional time
required for soil removal due to increased volume; the two extensions to the
schedule previously granted by the USEPA; changes in air pollution control
technology necessary to satisfy USEPA comments on the draft work plan: and

operational considerations relating to mobilizing the Low Temperature Thermal
Desorption (LTTD) unit.

BACKGROUND

On several occasions. BNRR and USEPA have discussed the schedule for this
removal action and the consent order requirement that soil treatment be completed

within one year of the effective date of the order. The effective date of the order
is March 30, 1993.

Although there have been no delays associated with implementation of the consent
order, conditions have changed considerably since the order was entered. It is

now evident that, due to these changes, soil treatment will not be completed by
' . March 30, 1994. Reasons for this are discussed below.

Burlington Environmental Inc.
% P.O. Box 330 » 210 West Sand Bank Road » Coiumbia, IL 62236-0330
Phone 618/251-7173 « 314/211-1785 » FAX 618/281-3120
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1.

Greater volume of soil removed. At the time the consent order was
signed. the expected volume of seil removal was 5,000 to 10,000 cubic
yards (yd®) of contaminated material. The actual volume of soil removed

is approximately 19,000 yd’. This is approximately 2-3 times the
expected volume of soil.

Longer duration for soil removal. Due to this increased volume of soil,
removal was not completed until the middle of September 1993. It was
expected that soil removal would be completed on or before June 15,
1993, and the original schedule in the consent order reflected this
expectation. USEPA granted two extensions to the schedule for soil
removal to accommodate the increased soil volumes.

Greater volume of soil to be treated. The volume of soil to be treated
is now 2-3 times the amount estimated at the time the consent order was
signed. The additional soil requiring treatment will result in a longer
treatment phase than anticipated when the original order was entered.

USEPA comments required redesign and retrofitting of the treatment
unit. At the time the consent order was signed, the LTTD system was
expected to include the use of activated carbon to capture vaporized
contaminants. As design of the soil treatment system progressed, however,
it became evident that thermal oxidation of the off-gasses would be
necessary to satisfy concerns raised by USEPA in commenting on the

draft work plan. . This change required redesign and retrofitting of the
contractor’s LTTD system.

CURRENT SITUATION

To address USEPA comments, BNRR is currently revising the work plan for on-
site soil treatment and will issue the complete work plan to the USEPA on or
before November 23, 1993. Based on conversations with the USEPA, BNRR
believes the USEPA may issue a notice to proceed within a month after submittal
of that plan. If notice to proceed is issued in mid to late December, mobilization

and startup of the on-site treatment unit could be required in January and
February 1994.

BNRR believes that mobilization and startup in January and February would harm
our ability to effectively treat the soil based on the following:

. poor weather conditions;

° limited daylight;
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® personnel exposure to cold;

® potential freezing of water lines (especially during periods of
nonoperation, which may be frequent during startup);

® operating difficulties associated with mcreased water input
into the system in the form of ice;
° additional energy requirements due to the cold weather;
° material handling difficulties if soil is frozen; and
® potential for fine-grain materials to freeze onto oversized material

that may otherwise be below the cleanup goals.

PROPOSED SCHEDULE

BNRR and its contractors propose to modify the schedule to include a
mobilization date of March 1, 1994. BNRR proposes this mobilization date to
allow the startup, shakedown, and performance test of the LTTD system to occur
in weather more favorable than that expected in January and February. BNRR
and its contractors cannot ‘currently predict a precise completion date because
work plans have not been approved by the USEPA and soil treatment has not
begun. However, based on the duration currently estimated for the treatment
effort, soil treatment will be completed by September 30, 1994.

Accordingly, BNRR respectfully requests that the schedule of deliverables
attached to the consent order be modified as follows (new text is underlined):

7. Begin mobilization for Phase 2 30 days after EPA approval of work plan, or
March 1, 1994, whichever comes later
8. Complete demonstration test and 45 days after mobilization
submit report

9. Complete Phase 2

1

September 30, 1994

10. Submit final report 30 days after completing Phase 2
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Please call me at (618) 281-7173 or Tom Hippe at (713) 442-1794 if you have

any questions regarding these proposed revisions.

Since yours,

B GTON E _ AL INC.

David W. Eaglet
Environmental Engineer
%
Thomas G. Hipye,

General Manager
Southwest Region

DWE/TMTSCHED.4

cc:  Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Tom Backer (Preston, Thorgrimson)
Bob Kievit (USEPA Region X)
Mark Fleri (Williams)
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% 5 REGION 10
e pmote 1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 88101

April 1, 1994

Reply To
Attn Of: EHW-113

David W. Eagleton

Burlington Environmental Inc.
P.O. Box 230

210 West Sand Bank Road
Columbia, IL 62236-0230

Re: MWModification of Schedule for Soil Treatment at the Wood
Industries Site

Dear Mr. David Eagleton:

In April 1993, Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR) and the
U.S Environmental Protection. Agency (EPA) entered into an
Administrative Order on Consent for Removal Response Activities
for the Wood Industries Site ("™Site"). In the Consent Order the
soil treatment for the Site was to be completed one year from the
effective day of the Order. On March 2, 1994, BNRR requested a
Modification of the schedule for soil treatment in order to
revise the work plan for the on-site soil treatment.

EPA recognizes that BNRR has been working to resolve the
issues concerning the soil treatment for the Site. In order to
resolve those issues, EPA is willing to modify the schedule for
soil treatment. By this letter and in accordance with Section
XVI of the Consent Order, EPA is extending the schedule for the
completion of the soil treatment at the Site until April 30 1994.

During this time EPA is prepared to meet with BNRR to
discuss an additional extension of the schedule based EPA review
of the revised workplan submitted by BNRR. EPA understands that
BNRR will submit the remaining portions of the workplan, namely
the Air Quality Impact Report, by April 8, 1994.

N S
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If you have any questions contact me at (206) 553-1987.

Sigcerely,

o ETE

Lynda E. Priddy
On-Site
Coordinator/Remedial
Project Manager

Tom Backer (Preston, Throgrimson) -

Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) :

Tom Hippe (Burlington Environmental, Inc.)
Bob Hartmen (ORC Region 10)

€t vvusr vvu



“ _ PRESTON GATES & ELLIS

ATTORNEYS

April 29, 1994

Mr. Robert Hartman
Assistant Regional Counsel
U.S. E.P.A.

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Re:  Response to EPA's Letter of April 20, 1994, and Request for Modification to
Schedule for Soil Treatment at the Woods Industries Site

Dear Bob:

I write on behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR) to respond to EPA's letter of
April 20, 1994, and to suggest revisions to EPA's proposed schedule for soil treatment activities.

(. As you know, BNRR has been working closely with the EPA to develop a final Work Plan
for soil treatment at the Woods Industries site. As EPA's April 20th letter notes, most of the
“significant issues have been addressed" and most "major issues" have been resolved.
Nonetheless, EPA is "unable at this time to give final approval of the Work Plan," in part because
a number of other reports being prepared by BNRR still need to be reviewed by EPA.

BNRR understands EPA's need to complete its review of the various submittals and the
responses to comments before granting its final approval. At the same time, BNRR shares EPA's
desire to get the soil treatment process underway and to begin work at the site as soon as
possible. In its letter, EPA states that "work at the site may proceed subject to three conditions."
The first condition relates to a decision tree for dioxin sampling, which BNRR accepts as
prepared by EPA. The second condition relates to the proposed schedule for implementing the
soil treatment Work Plan, which BNRR requests be modified as set out below. The third

condition limits the processing of contaminated soil prior to EPA approval, which BNRR accepts
as written.

BNRR believes that the schedule proposed by EPA should be modified as follows. First,
the new schedule should continue to include the milestones originally agreed to by EPA in the
Administrative Order, although the timing of those milestones can be shortened. Rather than

A PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
ANCHORAGE - COEUR D" ALENE - LOS ANGELES - PORTLAND

5000 CoLuMBIA CENTER

- SPDKANE » TACOMA « WaASHINGTON, D.C.

701 FIFTH AVENUE SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98104-7078 PHONE: (206) 623-7580 FACSIMILE: (206) 623-7022
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requiring that BNRR "Begin Mobilization for Phase 2" on or before "May 1, 1994," the schedule
should be modified to provide for the following sequences and milestones:

Award contract for soil treatment - 310 days after EPA
approval of work
plan ‘

Begin mobilization for Phase 2 310 days after

contract awarded

The schedule currently proposed by EPA requires BNRR to begin mobilization activities
on May 1, 1994, which will be prior to EPA's approval of the soil treatment Work Plan. While
BNRR may be willing to give a notice to proceed to the soil treatment contractor prior to the final
approval of the Work Plan (even though BNRR does so without knowing when the final approval
will come and at the risk of potential changes that may require modification to the site work), it is
not willing to agree to a schedule that will require it (under threat of stipulated penalties) to begin
such mobilization activities.

BNRR's reasoning is straightforward: until the final soil treatment Work Plan is approved,
BNRR does not know with certainty the scope of the work it will be required to undertake. Until
that scope is finally established, it would be unreasonable for BNRR to agree to undertake that
scope and to subject itself to penalties if--for reasons entirely beyond its control--the scope should
later be changed.

Requiring BNRR to proceed prior to final approval of the Work Plan may also be
inconsistent with the Administrative Order on Consent signed by the parties. Section 5.5 of the
Order provides that

[t]he second phase shall be conducted in accordance with the Schedule of Deliverables
(Attachment B) and with the Scope of Work and the Work Plan that will be developed
under and will be incorporated into this order when approved by EPA.
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Section 5.7 of the Order similarly provides that

Respondent [BNRR] shall implement the . . . [Phase 2] Work Plan . . . . as finally
approved in writing by EPA in accordance with the schedule approved by EPA. The
approved Work Plans and Schedule shall be fully enforceable under this Order. . . . .
Respondent shall not commence or undertake any removal actions at the Site without
prior EPA approval.

Finally, the schedule proposed by EPA in its April 20, 1994 letter departs considerably
from the schedule contained in the Order. That schedule provides for the following sequence of
events after EPA approval of the work plan:

Day 0 EPA approval of work plan
Day 30 ~ BNRR awards contract for soil treatment
Day 60 Mobilization for Phase 2 begins

EPA's proposed schedule eliminates the first 60 days of the existing schedule, without providing
any sound rationale for doing so. For all of these reasons, BNRR believes that it is inappropriate

to require, under threat of penalties mobilization at the site prior to EPA approval of the Work
Plan. ‘

The schedule proposed in EPA's April 20th letter should be further modified to eliminate
proposed schedule items 2 and 3. Item 2 sets a 21-day time frame for completing the
performance test; item 3 requires submittal of a performance test report within 28 days of the
completion of the performance test. These time frames are already part of the Work Plan and the
Performance Test Plan, which are both enforceable parts of the order. (See, e.g., page 28 of the
March 11, 1994 Work Plan). However, the Work Plan recognizes that a number of variables may
affect the timing and duration of these activities. Those variables are not included in or
recognized by the schedule proposed by EPA. For example, proposed schedule item no. 3
establishes a 28-day period for submitting the performance test report, without acknowledging
that the Work Plan calls for the submission of a draf report within that time frame, recognizing
that such a submission is "subject to the timely receipt of final analytical results."

BNRR and its contractors have no interest in seeking to delay either the completion of the
performance test or the submission of test results. But many factors affect their ability to do this
work according to the schedule proposed by EPA. To include all these factors as qualifiers to the
schedule would be both cumbersome to implement and redundant to the terms of the Work Plan.
Accordingly, BNRR proposes that these milestones not be included in the modified schedule.
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To summarize, BNRR believes that Attachment B, the Schedule of Deliverables to the
Administrative Order on Consent, should be modified as follows:

6. Award contract for soil treatment 310 days after EPA
approval of work
plan

7. Begin mobilization for Phase 2 310 days after

' contract awarded

8- Complete-demonstration-test-and-submit 45-daysafter

98.  Complete Phase 2 +yearfrom

: effeetive-date-of
erderDecember 31
1994

169.  Submit final report 30 days after

completing Phase 2

Please let us know your thoughts on this proposed schedule as soon as possible. In the
meantime, please call if you have questions or if I can be of further assistance.

Very truly yours,

PRESTON GATES & ELLIS

By
Thomas Eli Backer

TEB:reij

JATEB\16065-89.00412QL17F.DOC



. SENT BY: Olivetti FX 2100 : 5-12-84 ;10:55AM : 2066237022~ 518 281 51208 2

<

[ Y
= ,auauneron NORTHERN RAILROAD Suito 2000, 999 Third Avetiue

Seattle WA 98104-1105
Environmental Engineering

May 11, 1994

Lynda E. Priddy

Hazardous Waste Coordinator
U.S. EPA Region X

-1200 Sixth Avenue

Attn: HW-113

Seattle, WA 98101

Re:  Woods Industries Site / Notice of Force Mujeure

Dear Lynda:

Today, Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR) received notice from Williams Bnvironmental
Services, Inc. (Williams) that the TPU3 thermal dcsorption unit will not be available for use ut the
Woods Industries site until early 1995. Williems has committed the use of the TPU3 unjt to
(5 another Superfund cleanup. As you know, the soil treatment Work Plan, perforthance tést plan,
z~. Ambient Air Quality Impact Report (AAQIR), and-Ambient Air Monitoring Plan for thd Woods
Industries site have all bean prepared based on the sssumption that the TPU3 troatment linit
would be used by Williams. |
|
I write 10 give you notice that Williams' action will likely delay BNRR's performance unfer the
Administrative Order on Consent for Removal and Response Activities, U.S. EPA Region 10
Docket No, 1087-03-18-106 (the Administrative Order). BNRR believes that Williams'iaction
constitules u furce majeure under Section IX of the Administrative Order. The order rel;uires

that BNRR provide U.S. EPA with oral notice of a force majeure within forty eight (48) hours
after the event, , |

BNRR will shortly provide you with further written details of the /orce majeure, including an
estimate of the anticipated length of the delay, a statement of the measures BNRR will t ke to
minimize the dclay, and an eslimated timetable for implementing thiese measures.
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Lynda E. Priddy
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We will keep you informed of our discussions as new information develops. In the meantime,
please cell if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

M&.W

Bruce A. Sheppard ' /”'
Menager Environmental Projeots

BSM:teb

JNTEBV0066-80.0042QL181.00C

cc.  David Bagleton, Burlingion Environmental
Tom Hippe, Burlington Environunental
Mark Fleri. Williams Environmental
Tom Bucker, Preston Gates & Ellis
Bob Hertman, U.S. EPA

S




BURUNGTON NORTHERN RAILROAD
Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue
. Seattle, WA 98104-1105
Environmental Engineering

May 18, 1994

By Facsimile

Lynda E. Priddy

Hazardous Waste Coordinator
U.S. EPA Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Atn: HW-113

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Woods Industries Site / Details of Force Majeure

Dear Lynda;

As you are aware, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. (Williams) has advised
Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR) that the TPU3 unit will not be available to fulfill
the schedule outlined in Section 5 of the March 14, 1993 Thermal Desorption
Workplan. BNRR believes this action constitutes a Force Majeure under the
Administrative Order on Conscent (Docket No. 1087-03-18-106).

>
P

BNRR has researched alternatives to minimize the delay aused by this action. The
first alternative would be to complete the soil treatment work plan and associated
documentation as currently drafted, utilizing the TPU3 treatment unit. Following final

.approval of the work plan, BNRR would cngage Williams to implcmcent the work plan

as soon as the TPU3 unit becomes available. Based on rccent conversations with
Williams, they anticipate that the TPU3 unit will be available for use at the Woods sitc
after January 1, 1995. With mobilization of the TPU3 unit on January 3, 1995, soil
treatment, per the schedule outlined in section S, would be completed by mi-Junc. This
option would delay the implementation of the work plan by 7 months. This schedule
has sufficient latitude to insure completion by that date. We are currently working with
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Williams to confirm the availability of the TPU3 unit for a January 3, 1995
mobilization date.

A second alternative would be to utilize Williams unit TPU4. This unit is configured
somewhat differently than TPU3 (see attached Process Flow Diagram). This would
require a significant revision of the Thermal Desorption Workplan and related
documentation. With this alternative Williams believes they can achieve the following
tentative schedule, assuming a notification start date of May 31, 1994.

July 25 - Complete modification of equipment. (8 weeks)

August 8 - Complete mobilization to site. (2 weeks)

August 22 - Complete shakedown of equipment. (2 weeks)

August 28 - Complete Performance Test. (1 week)

November 28 - Complete thermal desorption production operauons (13 weeks)
December 19 - Complete demobilization. (2 weceks)

As you can see, this is a veéry aggressive schedule which does not allow for any
unforeseen delays. It also assumes that workplan modifications and EPA comments
will bc madc in an expiditcd manncr.conjunction with field operations. BNRR believes
there is a high probability that this schedule may slip due to contingencies. This
schedule would delay mobilization to the site by approximately 3 months over the
schedule set out in the currcnt work plan, although soil treatment would be completed
within the overall schedule we have discussed.

The third alternative is to issue a Request for Proposal to other contractors. Depending
on equipment avallablllty this RFP alternative would follow the tentative schedule
below.

- ..

c -
.

May 31 - Issue RFP to vendors.
June 13 - Deadline for receipt of proposals.
June 27 - Award bid.

September 12 - Submit modified Thermal Desorption Workplan. (11 weeks)
October 10 - Receive EPA comments. (4 weeks)

November 7 - Submit Final Workplan and mobilize to site. (2 weeks)
December S - Complete shakedown, (2 weeks)

December 12 - Complete performance test. (1 week)

March 20, 1995 - Complete operation & demobilize. (15 weeks)

TIYAN3WNOATANT NOLONI T3Ng LB6L1 2bb ELL 22:6 t6..2 AYW
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BNRR has been contacted by several vendors, and thcy have indicated that equipment
availability is very good. ‘l'his schedule would delay mobilization to the site by
approximatcly 5 months. With EPA concurrence, the mobitization date could be
carlier.

These are the altoriatives BNRR has been exploring. On your return to the office, |
would likc to discuss furthcr the advantages and disadvantages associated with these
alternatives, and the measures U.S. CPA belicves should be taken to'avoid or minimize
delay.

Sincerely,

Bruce A. Sheppar
Manager Environmental Projects

attachment

cc:  David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental
Tom Hippe, Burlington Environmental
Mark Fleri, Wiiliams Environmental
Tom Backer, Preston, Gates & Ellis
Bob Hartman, U.S. EPA
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“o Dear Bob

N v

'._..'-.PRE,STON GATES & ELLls}

TTORNEYS .

1 Tune22, 1994

Mr Robert Hartman
'_'_.AssmtantRegtonalCounsel;..‘.'-,.'.'""' e

" US.EPA> :

~: 1200 Sixth Avenue :
-'.-.".':'_Seattle WA 98101

Re Woods Industnes / Deferra] of Dlspute Resolutron

I wnte to conﬁrm the agreement ‘we- reached at our meetmg Monday June 20 1994

K regardmg deferral of drspute tesolution on'the force majeure issue. - As:you know; Burhngton e :
* Northérii Rarlroad (BNRR) beheves that the delay in" avatlabxﬁty of certdin thermal desorption. - ¢
s equlpment constitutésa force ma]eure under sectlon EX:ofthe Adrmmstrative Qrder on Consent WSS
* for the Woods Triduistries'site (the Orden) ‘EPA: dlsagrees with BNRR posltron andhas'® .
+"-determined, based-on the information gurrently available fo'the agency;  that the forge: ma]eure

. "-,prov:snon of. the Order does’ not. apply Under sectlon VHI of the Grder BNRR is. entltled to-

el dlspute resolutlon on the matter

At our meetmg, we agreed that we. would defer any. drspute resolutlon on thrs matter untrl SR (e

: after the Request for Proposal (RFP) process described inEPA's Tetter of June 15, 1994, is . .
L 'complete The results of the RFP: Process should prov1de BNRR and-EPA with the mformatlon ‘

- weneed for amendmg ‘the schedule for'soil treatment and for- resolvmg the force majeure -issue.’
' -'Accordmgly, we agreed that any dlspute resolutlon on the: f it

_ajeure igsue would be: deferred- ST

" l " . untit September 1,:1994:.. 1f BNRR. decides to pursue the issiie at: that time; BNRR would notlf}’ B K ,: |
- EPA of its’ objectlons within fourteen days (i.e., ‘on or before September IS 1994) accordmg to .

o the terms set out in sectlon VHI of the Order

LR, PARTNERSHIP lNCLUDlNG A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION s

ANCHORAGE - COEUR D* ALENE Los ANGELES . POPTLAND < SPOKANE ATACOMA v WASHINGTON D C.

5000 COLUMBIA CENTER 701 FIFTH AVENUE SEATTLE WASHINGTOV 98104 7078 PHO'\IE (206) 623-7580 FACSIMILE (206) 623 7022



‘/ Mr RQbert Hartman
: _‘June 22 1994 4
i Page 2:

o I hope that thrs is, consnstent thh your understandmg of our, agreement If I have not
i stated our agreement accurately, please let me know before the end of the month

5 Very truly yours.

 brestonGATEs & Bl

C:- ff;leynda Pnddy, EPA 2
: 3; ¥ Bruce Sheppard BNRR T e
DawdEagleton, BEI LD

' "J\ree\mmtunoc
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K. i?we UNITED STATES ENVIR%NEBéIEONJf‘\é. PROTECTION AGENCY
ad 1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101
Post-it™ Fax Note 7671 Date 6" 20_9 4! psé oy y
Reply To 'To Dd 4 £ £ From =
Attn Of: HW-113 Y TR 2geTon BA4S heppacd
ept, 6EIJ Co. 8/2) alq
Mr Bruce A sheppard ::or:e& (6-.48/- 7/73 rrove #ﬂ—m;—‘&mg_ |
- . = é ! — — Fax
Manager Environmental Projects 28/-5129 [™°

Burlington Northern Railroad R -
Environmental Engineering T
Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue

Seattle, WA. 98104-1105

Dear Mr. Sheppard:

EPA received the Notice of Force Majeure from Burlington
Northern Railroad (BNRR), on May 12, 1994. In the notice BNRR
stated that their contractor, Williams Environmental Services,
Inc. (Williams), notified BNRR that the TPU3 thermal desorption
unit for soil treatment will not be available for use at the
Woods Industries site until early 1995. BNRR believes that

(‘ Williams action will likely result in a delay in BNRR's
performance under the Administrative Order on Consent for Removal
and Response Activities, (Order), and constitutes a Force
Majeure. The notice further indicated that BNRR would provide
written details of the Force Majeure as required by Section IX of
the Order. The details would include an estimate of the
anticipated length of the delay, a statement of the measures BNRR
has or will take to minimize the delay, and an estimated
timetable for the implementation of those measures.

on May 18,:1994, EPA received the letter detailing the Force
Majeure event. The letter sets forth three alternatives that
BNRR has researched to minimize the delay caused by the Force
Majeure, and a tentative schedule for theirZimplementation.

Before I address BNRR's request for a Force Majeure I would
like to review events over the last year and address BNRR's
letter of April 29, .1994 requesting another schedule
modification. The last year's events may best be summarized
below in bullet form as follows:

* March 30, 1993 -- Order for soil treatment was signed.

* June 18, 1993 -~ EPA received BNRR's first draft of
the Work: Plan for soil treatment.

apﬂm’d on Recycled Paper
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July 20, 1993 -- EPA submitted comments to BNRR
regarding the first draft Work Plan.

August 10, 1993 -~ EPA/BNRR conference call to discuss
EPA comments.

October 15, 1993 =-- BNRR responses to EPA comments.

November 22, 1993 —- BNRR submits second draft Work
Plan.

December 30, 1993 -- EPA submits comments on second
Work Plan to BNRR and requests January 6éth conference
call to discuss EPA comments.

February 2, 1994 -- EPA and BNRR meet to discuss Work
Plan revisions.

March 2, 1994 -- BNRR requests schedule modification.

March 14, 1994 -- BNRR submits revised Work Plan minus
Air Monitoring Plan and Air Quality Impact Report
(AQIR).

March 30, 1994 -- Under the order, soil treatment to be
completed.

April 1, 1994 -- EPA extends Order schedule for 30
days.

April 7, 1994 -- BNRR notifies EPA a potential delay in
mobilization due to potential equipment unavailability.

April 14, 1994 -- EPA submits comments by FAX to BNRR
regarding March 14, 1994 BNRR submission.

April 14, 1994 -- BNRR submits revised Work Plan pages
to EPA. )

-
A

April 20, 1994 -- EPA response’letter to BNRR regarding
schedule modification, equipment mobilization and EPA
Work Plan comments.

April 26, 1994 =-- BNRR response to April 14, 19924 EPA
comments.

April 29, 1994 -- BNRR requests schedule modification.

April 29, 1994 -- BNRR submits revised Air Monitoring
Plan to EPA.

May 2, 1994 -- BNRR submits revised AQIR to EPA.
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- * May 11, 1994 -- BNRR notifies EPA of January 1995
&‘ mobilization date and requests a Force Majeure.
* May 18, 1994 -- BNRR submits details of Force Majeure

and options for completion of soil treatment.

First, I would like to respond to BNRR's April 29, 1994
request for another schedule extension. I am quit discouraged
that BNRR is requesting another schedule extension. My’
impression was that significant issues regarding soil treatment
had been resolved and that the Work Plan was near completion.
But more specifically, I want to address an apparent
misimpression by BNRR as illustrated in their letter of April 29,
1994. BNRR stated in their letter that EPA should not require
BNRR to mobilize to the site before the Work Plan was approved.
I want to state clearly that EPA was not requiring BNRR to
mobilize to the site before Work Plan approval. EPA was instead
giving BNRR the option bf doing so given the conditions outlined
in our letter April 20, 1994. Based on numerous telephone calls
between EPA and BNRR, Lynda Priddy and Bruce Sheppard/David
Eagleton agreed that mobilization to the site in early May was a
goal supported by EPA and BNRR. In the April 20, 1994 letter,
EPA was giving BNRR the option to begin mobilization, at BNRR's
risk, before Work Plan approval because BNRR had as a goal
mobilizing to the site in early May. Given that mobilization to
the site was BNRR's option, the schedule milestones that EPA

. outlined in the April 20th letter were modified to account for
23 the fact that BNRR may wish to mobilize to the site before Work
Plan approval. EPA framed the April 20, 1994 letter as it was
because BNRR had not submitted the required Air Monitoring Plan
or AQIR and EPA could not approval the Work Plan without review
of the Air Monitoring Plan and AQIR. Additionally, I would like
to add that BNRR was to be and is out of compliance as of April
30, 1994 with the extended schedule in the Order. EPA, to date,
has not imposed penalties because EPA believes that BNRR in the
past has shown a good faith effort.

Secondly, I would like to address BNRR's request for a Force
Majeure. On March 2, 1994, BNRR requested a Modification of the
schedule for soil treatment in order to revise the Work Plan for
the on-site soil treatment. EPA granted-an extension of the
schedule until April 30, 1994. The extension was granted to work
out an additional extension of the schedule based on a revised
Work Plan for TPU3. The revised Work Plan was to schedule
completion of the soil treatment at the site by December 31,
1994. The Notice of Force Majeure by BNRR now indicates that the
mobilization of TPU3 to the site will be delayed until early
199S5.

Based on the information contained in the letter dated May
18 1994, EPA has determined that the unavailability of the
. thermal desorption unit does not constitute a Force Majeure.
IQ. However, in accordance with Section XVI of the Order, EPA is
} willing to extent the schedule 30 days from the date of this
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the project by December 31, 1994; and either: (1) submission of a
revised Work Plan which reflects the performance standards
specified in the March 11, 1994 Work Plan and EPA comments on
that March 1994 Work Plan or (2) a final Request for Proposal
document for a thermal treatment unit to complete thermal
treatment at the Woods site according to performance standards
and operating requirements specified -in the March 11, 1994 Work
Plan (including relevant EPA comments to that Work Plan.) Please
be aware that requirements may be modified based on the
specifications associated with a unit other than TPU3.

(. letter in order for BNRR to provide: a schedule for completion of

If BNRR, is unable to provide the above information within
30 days, BNRR will be in violation of the Order and may be
subject to an enforcement action. An enforcement action could
include stipulated penalties pursuant to Section X of the Order,
or a fine of $25,000 per day for each day of violation, as
provided by to CERCLA § 106(b), 42 U.S.C. § 9606(b). BNRR may
also be liable to the United States for punitive damages in the
amount at least equal to and no more than three times, the amount
of any cost incurred by the Fund, pursuant to CERCLA § 107(c) (3),
42 U.S.C. § 9607(c) (3).

I recognize that BNRR has made good progress in remediation
efforts at the Woods site, e.g., securing the site, building
demolition, and other good faith efforts to address the remaining

\. soil contamination at the Woods site. I also appreciate BNRR's

- willingness to work together, codperatively, with the EPA
Superfund Program to bring this project to completion. We are
willing to meet to discuss details of this letter and any ideas
BNRR may have to resolve the delay in the scheduled completion of
the remediation at the Woods site. Please call Lynda Priddy at
(206) 553-1987 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Carol Rushin, Branch Chief

- s ' Superfund Branch
Hazardous " Waste‘olvision

cc: Lynda Priddy, HWD
Bob Hartman, ORC
David Eagleteon, BE
Tom Hippe, BE
Tom Backer, Preston, Gates & Ellis
Administrative Record
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B S REGION 10

C prote 1200 Sixth Avenue
. Seattle, Washington 98101
0
Reply To

Attn Of: HW-113

David Eagleton

Environmental Engineer

Burlington Environmental, Incorporated
210 West Sand Bank Road

Columbia, IL 62236

Dear Mr. Eagleton:

I bave reviewed the analytical data from the crushed cobble
samples. The cobbles shall be disposed of ‘as followings:
‘ The screened cobbles too large for treatment in TDU4 shall
. be backfilled on-site if:
a. the cobbles are backfilled on clean or treated
soil one foot above the seasonal high water level.
For purposes of this approach we will assume the
seasonal high water level is 6 feet below the
final grade of the site (assuming the final grade

is comparable to the grade of the site before
excavation) ; '

b. the backfilled cobbles are capped with a foot of
clean or treated soil;

c. the cobbles are free of clumps of soil. For this
approach, "free of clumps of soil" means the
cobbles have been screened through a vibrating
screen and are visually free of ‘clumps of soil;
and

d. the site will be deed restricted for industrial
use only.

{3 Printed on Recycled PaoAar
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If you have any questions you may contact me at (206) 553-1987.

51ncere1y,

T e

‘Lynda E. Priddy

Environmental Protection
. Specialist

Hazardous Waste Division

Bruce Sheppard, B/N - Seattle

Rick Roeder, Ecology ~ CRO _ _
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW-070
Jobhn Gilbert, EPA ~ Cincinnati

‘Cathy Massimino, EPA - HW-111

Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097
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s YW £ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY |
%, S REGION 10 |
Lrao® 1200Sixth Avenue ..
Seattle, Washington 98101 i
Reply To .
Attn Of: HW-113 : 31 18%

Mr. Bruce A. Sheppard

Manager Environmental Projects
Burlington Northern Railroad
Environmental Engineering
Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104-1105

Dear Mr. Sheppard:

EPA has reviewed your submission of January 19, 1995 :
entitled "Responses to January S5, 1995, Draft USEPA Comments on
November 18, 1994, AAQIR." EPA approves the Amblent—Alr'Quallty
Impact Report (AAQIR), as amended by your January 19th submission

and USEPA and Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR) agree to the
follow1ng- |

1.) BNRR will provide the risk levels for the 1nd1catorl :
chemicals for the worse year based on particulate surface area
contaminate concentrations instead of mass weight. EPA w111 .then
compare the two approaches and decide which one should be used
for the performance test risk assessment. Ms Ubinger already
agreed to perform this task. ' ' :

l H
2.) Dependlng upon results from the performance test, BNRR may
need to revise the upset scenatrio for the risk assessment to

conform with EPA guidance. See EPA Comment 18, EPA Comments of
on AAQIR issued January S. 1995 |

I :

EPA reserves its rights to modify the Work Dlan/AAQIR as
needed to ensure that operation of the thermal desorptlon unit
will protect public health and the environment and satlsfy
applicable and relevant requlrements.
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: If you have any other guestions please contact me at (206)
553-1987.

Sl cerely,

Lynda E. Prlddy

Environmental Protection "
Specialist i

- Hazardous Waste Division ‘

enclosure

cc: David Eagleton, Burllngton Environmental - Columbia:
Mark Fleri, Williams Environmental Services, Inc.
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW 070
Bill Glasser, EPA - HW-113
John Gilbert, EPA - Cincinnati
Cathy Massimino, EPA - HW-111
Don Matheny, EPA - ES-095.
Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097
Paul Meeter, Weston - West Chester
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Y 5 REGION 10 a
 pao 1200 Sixth Avenue
Seatlle, Washington 98101 ;
Reply To : ( ;
Attn Of: HW-113 3 FEB |1

Mr. Bruce A. Sheppard

Manager Environmental Projects
Burlington Northern Railroad
Environmental Engineering

Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue .
Seattle, Washington 98104-1105

Dear Mr. Sheppard:

EPA has reviewed your submission of January 17, 1995,
entitled "Data Validation of Treated Soil Sample Analytlcal
Results, Soil Treatment Work Plan, Woods Industries Sltel Yaklma,
Washington." EPA approves the Data Validation Plan contingent

upon Burlington Northern RallRoad’s (BNRR) agreement to the
following:

1.) No backfill decisions wili,be made based on "R" data.

2.) Provisions shall be made during the data validation|process
(or more importantly, during ana1y51s) to initiate immediate
corrective action (e.g., reanaly51s) in the event that the data
is rejected (quallfled "R") in accordance with the "Functlonal
Guidelines" validation crlterla | ;

3.) Starting with shakedown w1th contaminated soil and includlng
the performance test submit to EPA for EPA review and coﬁcurrence
the sample chromatograms. EPA will review the chromatogrm on the
same business day the chromatogram is received. Once the :
laboratory is chosen, BNRR shall submit to EPA the standards data
(initial and continuing) including the printout of retentlon§
times for the standards. EPA will review the chromotograms for
at least 15 working days and then evaluate whether it 1si :
necessary for EPA to continue chromatogram review. BNRR hasg
agreed to have Kathy Blaine of Burllngton Environmental '
concurrently review and issue an opinion on the chromotoTrams

4.) wWilliams Plan, Page 2, last bullet: EPA or its , :
representatives makes the dec181on to backfill, in consultatlon
with Williams and BNRR, once EPA has received and reviewdd the
information necessary to make that decision.

|

et e
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'call me at (206) 553-1987.

114y rnA V04U /0JVUD

5.) Submission for EPA approval the laboratory QAPP/SOPs
the laboratory for the soil analysis is chosen.

6.) Williams Plan, Page.2, fourth bullet, last sentence:

the end of the last sentence "and explalnlng the reasons
qualification."

7.) One complete CLP deliverable data package shall be s
to EPA for a spot check. This data package shall be* subm
soon as a sample delivery group is available.

Note that the CLP documentation shall 1nclude rationale i
standards are exceeded. If "J" data is used to support d
for backfilling the "J" data documentation shall address
what corrective actlon was taken

Given the above

comment number 1 EPA does not expect to
"R" data in the

data sets.

8.) The item: "reproducability" covered under "Standard
III QC items" does not refer to a specific quality contrc
(e.g., blanks, surrogate spikes, etc .). This should be
clarlfled or removed

9.) BNRR will provide written conflrmatlon of their agre
the above. = -

. EPA reserves its,rights tc_modify the Work Plan inc)
data validation plans as needed to ensure that operation

+-»> BURLINGTON MAIN
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thermal desorption unit will protect public health and the !

environment and to satisfy appropriate and relevant requi

If you would like to disciuss any comments further pl

Lynda E. Priddy

Env1ronmental Protection
‘Specialist

Hazardous Waste Division

cc: David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental - Columbia
Mark Fleri, Williams Environmental Services, Inc.
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO

rements.

ease!

Administrative Record for . Soil Treatment Removal - HW-070

Bill Glasser, EPA - HW-113

[@o003/004
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John Gilbert, EPA - Cincinnati
Cathy Massimino, EPA - HW-111
Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097

Don Matheny, EPA - ES-095

Paul Meeter, Weston - West Chester
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. BURLINGTON
ENVIRONMENTAL

A Philip Environmental Company

February 7, 1995
Project 12883088
Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region X

1200 Sixth Street

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Ambient Air Monitoring Plan, Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad, Burlington Environmental Inc. is
submitting the Ambient Air Monitoring Plan for On-Site Treatment Activities at
the Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington. Included in Appendix B of the
plan are Standard Operating Procedures for site operations, which describe
procedures for sample collection and equipment maintenance.

. With your approval, Burlington Environmental would like to begin collecting
baseline data on February 8, 1995.

Please call either of us at 618-281-7173 if you have any questions.

Sincerely yours,

BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL INC.

fik W%@

Kirk D. Meyer
Ai

’/C'Lg\”;/ CF

avid W. Eag on, P.E.
Project Manager

Environmental Engineer

KDM/DWE/bar/AAMP_SOP.LET

Enclosure: Ambient Air Monitoring Plan
. ' SOP for Site Operations
cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Burlington Environmental Inc.
@ P.O. Box 230 * 210 West Sand Bank Road * Columbia, 1L 62236-0230

Phone 618/281-7173 » 314/241-1785 ¢« FAX 618/281-5120
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February 7, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region X :

1200 Sixth Street

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Ambient Air Monitoring Plan, Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad, Burlington Environmental Inc. is
submitting the Ambient Air Monitoring Plan for On-Site Treatment Activities at
the Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington. Included in Appendix B of the
plan are Standard Operating Procedures for site operations, which describe
procedures for sample collection and equipment maintenance.

With your approval, Burlington Environmental would like to begin collecting
baseline data on February 8, 1995.

Please call either of us at 618-281-7173 if you have any questions.

Sincerely yours,

BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL INC.

it Py @)

Klrk D. Meyer

Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

KDM/DWE/bar/AAMP_SOP.LET

Enclosure: Ambient Air Monitoring Plan
SOP for Site Operations
cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)

Burlington Environmental Inc.
P.O. Box 230 210 West Sand Bank Road ¢ Columbia, IL 62236-0230
Phone 618/281-7173 e 314/241-1785 « FAX 618/281-5120
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E m 1200 Sixth Avenue lOd?Oho
Seattle WA 98101 Was?r?i:gton

February 9, 1995

Superfund Fact Sheet

Woods Industries
Yakima, Washington

This fact sheet is the fourth in a series of updates about the treatment of excavated
contaminated soil at the Woods Industries Site located at 1 East King Street in Yakima.

Treatment Unit To Arrive Soon

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has selected a Thermal Treatment
Unit for treatment of soil contaminated with
pesticides at the Woods Industries Site.
The site has been prepared for the arrival of
the treatment unit, which is made up of
interconnected parts. The unit and
equipment necessary for assembly are
expected to arrive on the site in mid-
February. it will take approximately 12
truckloads to transport the unit to the site.
Assembly of the unit should take
approximately two weeks. Most of the unit
will be mounted on the back of a number of
semi-tractor trailers, which will be parked"
on a concrete pad near the center of the
site.

The work will be conducted by Williams
Environmental, Inc., contractor for
Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR)}, who
is paying for the site cleanup, with
oversight by EPA.

How the Treatment Unit Works

Contaminated sotl is placed in the primary
chamber where pesticides are heated off the
soil at low temperatures. The dust
generated in the primary chamber is
captured in the bag house, which is an air
pollution control device. Vapors containing
pesticides then pass into a second chamber
where the vapors are further broken down
at high temperatures. Remaining
contaminated vapors or dust are captured
or cleansed by other air pollution control
equipment. The cleansed gases leave the
unit through the stack as steam. After the
soil has been heated, the soil is removed

Background

From 1938 to 1985, Woods Industries
(Crop King) operated as a pesticide
formulation business. Burlington
Northern Railroad (BNRR), who owns
the property, cancelled the lease in
1985 due to concerns over chemical
handling and disposal practices used
by Crop King.

In 1986, under EPA supervision, BNRR
conducted a preliminary cleanup action
at the site. During this pertod, the site
was fenced, the puiiding entrances
were secured, all remaining containers
were analyzed and disposed of off site,
fivé monitoring wells were instalied on
site, and highly contaminated soil was
excavated and stored in a concrete
vault on site.

In 1990, BNRR and EPA signed an
agreement for BNRR to conduct a
comprehensive investigation of the
extent of contamination and a detailed
study of options available to cleanup
the site. The investigation found high
levels of pesticides remaining on site.
Of most concern was DDT, which has
been found in concentrations of up to
30,000 part per million (ppm)}. Other
pesticides which were detected in high
concentrations include
hexachlorobenzene and dieldrin.

BNRR contractors began cleaning and
demolishing several buildings on-site
in January 1993. On March 30, 1993
BNRR began excavating contaminated
soll for future treatment at the site.
Since that time, approximately 20,000
cubic yards of contaminated soil have
been excavated and stored on site
awaiting treatment. A Low o
Temperature Thermal Desorption Unit
was selected by BNRR and EPA for
treatment of the excavated soil.




from the first chamber and tested. If tests
show that it has been properly treated, the
soil will be put back in the ground at the
| Woods Site. If tests show the soil is still

contaminated. it will be reheated in the
treatment unit. ‘

Trial Tests Expected in March

After assembly of the treatment unit is
complete, a series of tests will be conducted
to ensure that the unit will treat the
contaminated soil in a way that is

protective to people living in the area and
the environment.

EPA will give BNRR permission to start

treatment only after all safety tests have

been successfully completed. EPA is

expecting that treatment of the

contaminated soil will be completed by
June 30, 1995.

Comments on the Selected Remedy for
Treatment of Contaminated Soil

EPA's selected approach for treatment of
contaminated soil at the site is outlined in
a document called an Engineering
Evaluation and Cost Analysis (EE/CA)
which was released in September 1994 for
public comment. EPA received no
comments.

Future Updates and Community
Involvement

EPA will continue to put out fact sheets
about the Woods Site as work at the site
progresses. Interested persons may contact
EPA anytime for additional information.

For More Information:

If you would like more information

. about the Woods Industries Site,

please contact:

Lynda Priddy. EPA Project
Manager. at '
(206) 553-1987;

Ken Marcy, EPA Community
Relations Coordinator, at
(208) 553-6501 ;

or call EPA's toll free number
1-800-424-4372.

For those with impaired hearing or
speech, please contact EPA's
telecommunications device for the
hearing impaired (TDD) at

(206) 553-1698.

To ensure effective communication
with everyone, additional services
can be made available to persons
with disabilities by contacting one of
the numbers listed above.

To review documents concerning
activities at the Woods Industries
Site, you may visit the information
repository located in the Yakima
Valley Regional Library at 102 North
3rd Street in Yakima.

- R
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February 22, 1995

Ms. Lynda Priddy :
Environmental Protection Specialist
Hazardous Waste Division

U.S. EPA Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Woods Industnes Site
Yakima, Washington
Transmittal No.: 0086
Number of Pages: 1

Subject: Subcontractor Selection
Williams Project No. 0365-001-110

Dear Lynda:

, This letter is to inform you that Williams Environmental Services, inc. (Williams) has
) " selected Quanterra Environmental Services (Quanterra) to do the analyses of soil and
water samples from the Woods Industries site in Yakima, Washington. Quanterra’s
. West Sacramento laboratory will be utilized, with thelr facility in Denver serving as an
alternate location. A copy of Quanterra’s Statement of Qualifications package Is

attached for your review, as well as a copy of Quanterra‘s Quality Assurance Program « .
Plan for the West Sacramento facility.

~ Additionally, Williams has selected York Services Corporation to perform the stack
sampling during the performance test. A brief statement of York's experience has
already been forwarded to you.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (404) 879-4854 or David Eagleton
at (618) 281-7173. '

Sincerely,

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

Greg Whetstone

Project Engineer

GTW:pc

cc: Mark A. Fleri
George Harbour

. Tom Schmittou

David Eagieton (Burlington Environmental)
Job File 0365

wds0086.doc
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

i REGION 10
‘ m«"‘d 1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

3 May 1995

Reply To
Attn Of: HW-113

Mr. Bruce A. Sheppard

Manager Environmental Projects
Burlington Northern Railroad
Environmental Engineering
Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104-1105

Dear Mr. Sheppard:

This letter is in response to our telephone conversation of
o April 28, 1995. 1In that conversation we discussed the need to
(Q modify the Performance Test Plan (Appendix A of the Work Plan) to
better reflect actual operating conditions. The modification of
the Work Plan includes changing one of the three performance test
runs to include a "cold start" run.

During Work Plan development, EPA agreed to: (1) establish a
20 minute soil exit temperature time delay and (2) try to use the
gas exit temperature as an indication of the soil exit
temperature for the first 20 minutes of feed. EPA agreed to the
above because Williams Environmental, Inc., explained that a
reading of the soil exit temperature could not be obtained for 20
minutes because the soil took 20 minutes to exit the primary
chamber. EPA also agreed that the instantaneous minimum soil
exit temperature would be established based on performance test
data and the rolling average minimum soil exit temperature would
be verified during the performance test.

Once Williams started to process contaminated soil, EPA
observed that: (1) the gas exit temperature could not be
correlated to the soil exit temperature and (2) the temperature
in the primary chamber would not reach 600 degrees F rolling
average (ra) until approximately 54 to 60 minutes after the soil
feed was started during startup of the unit. EPA became
concerned that the soil being feed through the unit for

" approximately the first hour was being inadequately treated.
.  Final Work Plan procedures were developed on the assumption that
.\ contaminated soil would be treated at a minimum of 600 degrees F.

‘szmdmRum*thw
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EPA developed two options to address this deviation from the
procedures specified in the Work Plan. Under Option One Williams
would process clean soil through the unit until the clean soil
reaches a soil exit temperature of 600 degrees F. Once the clean
soil has reached 600 degrees F. then Williams could begin to
process contaminated soil through the unit. This procedure of
using clean soil would be required for all startup situations.
Option Two would require Williams to separately collect the soil
exiting the unit until the soil exit temperature reached 600
degrees F. Soil collected prior to the exit temperature reaching
600 degree F would either be sampled to determine compliance with
cleanup numbers or retreated. Williams chose Option Two, to
retreat the soil processed before the unit obtained the minimum
soil exit temperature, because of logistical and operational
problems associated with processing clean soil through the unit
before the unit was ready to receive contaminated soil.

EPA has required a modification to the performance test to
reflect the actual operating conditions of the unit. The
modification would specify that one of the three performance test
runs be modified to reflect a "cold start” during startup. A
"cold start"™ performance test run is where the performance test
starts as soon as the soil is feed into the unit. Normally, and
as is the case with the other two test runs, the performance test
runs start once the unit has obtained all operating parameters.
All operating parameters will be obtained for the "cold staxt”
also except for the minimum soil exit temperature. During a
"cold start" run stack sampling would start as soon as the unit
started processing contaminated soil. Clean soil would not be
used to first get the unit up to the minimum soil exit
temperature. Sampling of the treated soil for the "cold run"
would start after the soil exit temperature had reached 600
degrees F. The other two performance test runs would start stack
and treated soil sampling after all operating parameters
including the contaminated soil being processed through the unit
have obtained a soil exit temperature of 600 degrees F. The
methodologies for stack and soil sampling remain the same as
those previously specified in the Work Plan.

If the "cold start" run passed the criteria for a successful
performance test run as previously specified in the Work Plan,
then Williams could continue to startup with contaminated soil.
Williams would still have to collect and retreat all soil
processed through the unit prior to the soil exit temperature
reaching 600 degrees F. If the "cold start" run failed to
satisfy the Work Plan criteria for a successful performance test,
then Williams would have to process clean soil through the unit
until a soil exit temperature of 600 degrees F had been obtained.
After the 600 degrees F had been obtained then contaminated soil
could be processed through the unit. Data from the "cold start”
run and the two other runs will satisfy the requirement for a
performance test as outlined in the Work Plan.

2



An additional Work Plan modification is necessary to address
the 54 to 60 minute delay in obtaining the soil exit temperature.
As you know EPA established in the Work Plan a 20-minute
automatic waste feed shutoff (AWFSO) for soil exit temperatures
below 600 degrees F. The purpose of the AWFSO initially was to
serve as an alert that the soil was not being properly treated.
The AWFSO would automatically turn the unit off so that the cause
of the alert could be determined and fixed. However, EPA has now
determined that the unit is unable to treat soil at the minimum
soil exit temperature of 600 degrees F until about one hour after
the soil feed has started. Based on this new information, EPA
has agreed to revise the minimum soil exit temperature given that
the soil processed through the unit prior to the minimum soil
exit temperature being obtained will be retreated. The minimum
soil exit temperature has been revised from 20 minutes to 54.6
ninutes. The 20 minute time delay for the minimum soil exit
temperature is no longer useful. This particular AWFSO is
causing the unit to momentarily stop operating, triggering other
AWE'SOs and is not serving to improve the operating safety of the
unit to workers, public health or the environment.

If you have any further questlons please call me at
(206) 553-1987.

Slncerely,

\M;Z;a E. Priddy

Remedial Project Manager
Hazardous Waste Division

enclosure
cc: David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental - Columbia
Mark Fleri, Williams Environmental Sexvices, Inc.
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW-070
Bill Glasser, EPA - HW-113
John Gilbert, EPA - Cincinnati
Cathy Massimino, EPA - HW-111
Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097
Paul Meeter, Weston - West Chester
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N {@‘g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
‘ P REQION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 88101
10 May 1995
Reply To

Attn Of: HW-113

Mr. Bruce A. Sheppard

Manager Environmental Projects
Burlington Northern Railroad
Environmental Engineering
Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104-1105

Dear Mr. Sheppard:

This letter is in response to your request regarding
sanmpling protocol for determining whether the haul roads' surface
solls at the Woods site meet clean up numbers. I understand that
Philip Environmental (Philip) is preparing to sample the surface

golils for the haul road between the north stockpile and- the
contaminated feedstock pad. Philip stated thdt this road will be

used for backfilling after excavation of the north pile is
completed.

The sampling protocol for determining whether a haul road or
other similar previously excavated area is "clean" is as follows:

1, every 100 feet starting with zero feet take one

composite sample. For example, for a 200 foot haul road take 3
.composite samples, one at zero feet, the second one at 100 feet
and the third one at 200 feet.

2. each composite should be composed of 3-4 grabs from the

area around the sample point. These grabs may be taken randomly
from around the sample point.

3. each composite shall be analyzed for the 18 substances
listed in Table 7.1 of the Thermal Treatment Work Plan excluding
dioxin.

4. data validation of the composite samples shall follow
the data validation procedure, as applicable, outlined in our
. letter to you dated February 1, 1995.

. ) opmnun Racyesed Paper
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'j If you have any further questions please call me at (206)

By 553"1987-
Si erely, )

Lynda E. Priddy
Remedial Proj ect Manager
Hazardous Waste Division

cc: David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental - Columbia
Mark Flerl, Williams Environmental Services, Inc.
Rick Roeder, Ecology -~ CRO
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW-070
Bill Glasser, EPA - HW-113
John Gilbert, EPA - Cincinnati
Cathy Massimino, EPA - HW-111
Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097
Paul Meeter, Weston -~ West Chester




PHILIP

ENVIRONMENTAL:
‘ May 15, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Haul Road Sampling Protocol
' Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation, (Philip) has prepared this letter to describe details in
addition to the protocol described in USEPA’s May 10 letter regarding haul road
sampling. BNRR understands that USEPA has approved the use of Quanterra, the
laboratory being used to analyze treated soil samples, to analyze the haul road

. samples. The sample results will be compared to the Industrial Soil Removal
Cleanup levels established for the site. This comparison will be made to document

- the haul roads are clean prior placing backfill material over the roads.

If you have any questions please call me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP E NTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

David W. Eagleton, P.E. .
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe [HAULROAD.LET

cc:  Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip)
Mark Fleri (Williams) '
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road « P.0. Box 230 + Columbia, IL 62236-0230 ~N
(618) 281-7173 « (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

09:31 FAX 404 879 4831

9002

VIA FACSIMILE
May 17, 1985

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S.E.P.A,, Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington
Transmittal No.: 0106
Number of Pages: 2

Subject: Revisions to Thermal Desorption Work Plan
Williams Project No.: 0365-001-110

Dear Lynda:

Williams Environmental Services, Inc. (Williams) has completed it repairs to the
scrubber demisters at the Woods site and plans on resuming production
operations on Thursday morning, May 18. However, because the remainder of
the performance test cannot be rescheduled until May 25, Williams requests that
the EPA grant some additional operating time to the 360 operating hours outlined
in Section 5 of the work plan. Currently, Williams has processed contaminated
soil for approximately 416 hours, including performance test operations.
Approximately 60 hours of this time has been spent processing reburn material.

Williams respectfully requests that an additional 144 hours of operating time be
allowed, inclusive of the remaining performance test runs. This time includes 8
days of operation between May 18 and May 26 at 75% operating efficiency, with
one day of down-time prior to resumption of the performance testing. During this
time, Williams will treat material from the north stockpile as well as any reburn
material.

Approximately 350 cubic yards of treated material have been rejected since May
1, the beginning of the original performance test, and returned to the waste feed
pad for re-treatment. Currently, there are approximately 580 cubic yards of
material on the waste feed pad that are not reserved for the performance test.
This includes the 350 cubic yards of reburn material and approximately 230 cubic
yards of the reqular “hot” material. In addition, there are approximately 170 cubic
yards of the “hot-hot” material on the waste feed pad for processing during the
remainder of the performance test.

2075 West Park Place  Stone Mountain, Georgia 30087 404/878-4107

a\ramnlaracilinhclartivalwnadcd carment  Nw AeNINK Aan~
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
May 17, 1995
Page Two

In order to ensure that there is enough material remaining for the performance
test, Williams will conduct all of Run 3 simultaneously. This will ensure that the
primary contaminants of concern are-measured while processing the most
contaminated materials. Upon completion of Run 3, Williams plans to conduct
the remaining run for particulate/HCI/Ci2/metals (Run 1B) and the blank trains.
Williams believes this is the most appropriate manner in which to conduct the
testing. Should all of the “hot-hot” material be processed before completion of
Run 1B, Williams will continue with material from the stockpile. As shown in
Table 7-3 of the work plan, the stockpiles and the roll-off boxes contain very

similar concentrations of metals. Therefore, the stack testing results would not
be affected.

Williams will resume the performance testing on Thursday, May 25. Williams
requests that the start of the test be scheduled for approximately 6:00 a.m, so
that all of the testing can be completed on the same day. This will help to
minimize the amount of “hot-hot” material needed for the testing.

Please review this proposal carefully and respond accordingly. Should you have
any questions, please contact me at (404) 879-4854 or Mark Fleri at the job site
or through Philip Environmental.

Sincerely,

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

& 7

Greg Whetstone ‘
Project Engineer
GTW:pc

cc:  Z. Lowell Taylor
Jim Sanders
Mark A. Fleri
David Eagleton
Greg Koester

g:\comp\wesi\jobs\active\woods\corespndiwds0106.doc
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WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
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May 18, 1995

Mr. Mark Flen

Project Manager

Williams Environmental Services, Inc.
Woods Project Site

2 East King Street

Yakima, WA 983901

Re: Woaods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington
Transmittal No.: 0106
Number of Pages: 2

Sublect: Amendment to Safety and Health Plan
regarding levels of protection
Williams Project No.: 0365-001-110

Dear Mark:

Upon review of the recent air monltoring data pertaining to levels of dust, metals,
and pesticides in the different areas of the Woods Industries Site, it is concluded
that changes in the levels of protection described in the initial safety and health
plan is warranted. .

All results pertaining to total dust, arsenic/lead, and pesticides were orders of
magnitude helow any OSHA PELs and/or ACGIH TLV's. These air sampling
results are indicative of activies at the Excavation Site, FMU, Pugmill and Auger
units. These results are in agreement with air sampling data that was generated
during the initial excavation of the site which would tend to represent the worst
case conditions. .Since this data applies to airborne exposure, the changes in
levels of protection’ mamly apply to respiratory protection, and not dermal. | have
listed the changes below:

6. 4 Taskj4' ’Treatment of Contaminated Soil with LTTD.

6.4. 3 Health and Safety Mitigation Measures

Workers in the excavation and soil mlxmg area will be in Level C due to
the mixing of the soils in the roll-offs, and higher potential for dust
generation during this process. Workers at the FMU and Pugmill will be in
a Modified Level D as described in Section 9, with the employees at the

wds0107 2075 West Park Placs  Stone Mountain, Georgia 30087  404/879-4107



Mr. Mark Fleri
May 18, 1995
Page 2 -

Pugmill and FMU being required to also wear a face shield. All other
areas outside of the exclusion zone will require Level D protection. -

6.5 Task 5 - Personnel, Equipment, Drum, and Debris
Decontamination.

6.5.3 Workers invoived in these activities can be downgraded 0 «
modified Level D, with an.additional requirement of a face shield.

Thesse above changes are consistent with the air monitoring data and also
consistent with OSHA, conceming the issues of excessive personal protective
equipment when monitoring data does not justify it.

The evaluation of personnel exposure will continue, and any changes in this dais,
will be reflected by changes to the health and safety plan.

Sincerely,
WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

Ronald G. Huggins.%.D., CiH

RGH/bhh

wds0107
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@1 Lrms eEnvironmENTAL SERVICES, INC.

VIA FACSIMILE & U.S. MAIL

May 19, 1995

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinatos/Remedial Project Manager
U.S.E.P.A., Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seatie, WA 88101

Re: Woods [ndustrles Site
Yakima, Washington

Transmitial No.: 0108
Number of Pagas: 1

. Suhject Project Marmagement
_ Williams Project No.: 0385-001 110

This Is 1o inform you that Mark Fler is bsing replaced by B. J. Bartee at the
Woeods project. This will be effeclive Saturday, May 20, 1995.

Sincerely,

MS ENVIRONMENTAL. SERVICES, INC.

Mark A_ Fleri
Managsr of Thermal Operations
MF:sf |
cc:  Z Lowel) Taylor
Jim Sanders
Greg Whetstone
B. J. Bartee
David Eaglaton
. Greg Koester

wda0To8 2075 West Park Plare  Siona Mounzain, Georgia 30087 4048784107
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May 19, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue (HW-113)

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: 1995 Soil Removal Activities
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

As you requested earlier today, on behalf of Burlington Northem Railroad (BNRR),
Philip Environmental Services Corporation (Philip) 1s submitting this letter to
describe the procedures for additional soil removal that will be performed
concurrent with soil treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site.

As we have discussed, BNRR intends to follow the same plans that were approved by
the USEPA for the soil removal activities performed in 1993 at the Woods Industries
Site. BNRR will follow procedures described in the USEPA-approved Revised Soil
Removal Work Plan dated March 17, 1993, and further documented in the Soil
Removal Final Report which documents the soil removal activities conducted at the
Woods Industries Site from March 29 through September 23, 1993.

As described in the soil treatment work plan, contaminated material remains in the
ground beneath the two temporary on-site soil storage areas. BNRR will remove this
contaminated soil using the procedures in the USEPA-approved soil removal work
plan, which includes, if necessary, collecting “preliminary samples” to help guide the
excavation. As described in Chapter 4 of the Soil Removal Work Plan, BNRR will
document that these areas are clean by collecting verification samples after soil removal
is complete in each area. Should a verification sample indicate additional soil has to be
removed to achieve the cleanup criteria that are presented in the Revised Soil Removal
Work Plan, additional verification samples will be collected after additional soil is
removed from that area. Soil removal and verification sampling have already been

. completed for the areas remediated in 1993, as described in the Soil Removal Final
Report.

One exception to the plan would be the use of Quanterra for verification sample
analysis using the same data validation procedures used for treated soil sample

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
. 210 West Sand Bank Road « P.O. Box 230 * Columbia, IL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 » (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120



Page 2
Ms. Lynda Priddy
May 19, 1995

analyses, if acceptable to the USEPA. Please call me at (618) 281-7173 if you have any
questions regarding this information.

Sincerely yours,

M\mm CORPORATION

David W. Eagleton, P.E.
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe/soilrem let

cc:  Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis)
Marla Stremcha (Olympus)
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip)
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ENVIRONMENTAL:

May 2, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

USEPA Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue (HW-113)
Seattle, WA 98101

_ Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Woods Site Ambient Air Monitoring Data and
Proposed Reduced Sampling Frequency

Through May 2, 1995, Philip Environmental Services Corporation (Philip) has
monitored ambient air 42 consecutive days at the Woods site since Williams
began treating contaminated soil. Through event R-26 (which was completed
April 17) no action levels have been exceeded with the exception of PM,, at
. : station A-11. Station A-11 is located just east (predominantly downwind) of the
soil treatment unit. The PM,, action level was exceeded at this location four
times, ignoring background levels (see attached tables). These four events were:

. event R-4 collected on March 24, 1995,

e  event R-14 collected on April 4, 1995;

o event R-23 collected on April 13, 1995; and
e event R-24 collected on April 14, 1995.

Although the durations of soil treatment in TPU IV soil screening/handling
operations have varied greatly during these events. Philip believes these data
accurately represent the ambient air impacts of these soil treatment operations at
this site. The treatment unit will continue to operate at a similar level until
Williams receives USEPA approval to operate at 100 percent of capacity, which
will not occur until after receipt of the performance test results. Once Williams
receives permission to operate the unit at 100 percent capacity, daily ambient air
monitoring could be resumed for a period of five days, if appropriate.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road ¢ P.0. Box 230 « Columbia, iL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 » (800) 733-7173  Fax (618) 281-5120
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
May 2, 1995

The real-time PM,, monitor (DATARAM) is also located at station A-11. The
DATARAM will continue to run continuously through the duration of soil
treatment.

DDT and dieldrin have not been detected.

Hexachlorobenzene has been detected on numerous occasions, but always at
concentrations well below the action level.

Mercury particulate has been detected in only one sample, at a concentration that
is barely above the detection limit and greatly below the action level.

Mercury vapor sampling will continue on a daily basis.

Based on this data, on behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad, Philip respectfully
requests approval to discontinue monitoring for mercury particulate and to reduce
the sampling frequency for PM,,, DDT, dieldrin, and hexachlorobenzene from
every day to every third day.

Sincerely yours,
ZE:IP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

Kirk D. Meyer
Senior Scientist

Project Matfager
KDM//DWE/Adm/SAMPFREQ LET

Attachment:  Preliminary Report on Ambient Air Monitoring Results (through
April 16, 1995)
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(through April 16, 1995)



Woods l’ies Site . 9 17:32
) 1

Ambient Air Monitoring Program of 11

Summary of |
Ambient Air Monitoring Data
from

Soil Treatment Operations

Preliminary Report for Monitoring through April 16, 1995

1995

Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

Monitoring Performed on behalf of:

Burlington Northern Railroad, Inc.

Seattle, Washington

by:
Philip Environmental Services Corp.
Columbia, lllinois
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Woods !
Amblent Alr MonZoring Progrem
“PMyg C (wgm) 1 Percent "Action Level » 150 poimr_
Monltoring Event Sampiing Coflocated Sampier Retative Action Level Exceeded
Phase  Number Start Date Al A12 A13 A4 A1S A18 A21 A22 A8 A1l Difforencef A11_A12 A13  A14 A15 A18 A21 A22 AS1
Basaline 1 214105 22 19.7 F 28 F 218 NS NS 284 21 284 F 22 No No No N8 NS No No No
2 215795 385 09 F 434 F B0 F NS NS 636 LIA] ¥4 F 388 No No No NS "NS No No No
3 21005 28 16.2 2T F 15.3 NS NS 16.2 138 304 F 28 No No No N3 NS No No No
4 2105 225 24 248 30.9 NS NS 412 208 23 F 2.5 No No No NS NS No No No
§ 21885 J4 .9 .1 R2 NS NS 37 U B2 F 314 No No No NS NS No No No
L] RS 288 29 F 204 4.7 NS NS 388 F 304 F 302 258 No No No NS NS No No No
7 VRS 538 833 579 540 NS NS 83.5 930 502 538 No No No NS NS No No No
8 RS 4“8 0 3.1 0 353 0 24 0 NS NS 408 OF 40.1 OF NS 4“8 No No No NS NS No No NS
9 3OS 1.7 D 136 O 128 D 108 D NS NS 152 F 134 F NS 11.7 No No No NS NS No No NS
Remedial R-01 Vi85 6.1 58 21 F 12 NS NS 122 F 108 106 [X] No No No NS NS No No No
R02  3HWS 28 129 10.9 142 NS NS 134 F 10.3 130 2.6 No No No NS NS No No No
RO vz’ 41.0 207 178 F 2.2 NS NS 342 F 251 49 410 No No No NS NS No No No
R04 V2405 1873 O 250 164 D 145 O NS NS 0.0 FD 256 D 1me 187.3 No No No NS NS No No Yes
ROS w255 241 174 177 18.5 NS NS 341 FD 308 FO F<X4 24 No No No NS NS No No No
RS W2IRS “. 32 4a. 38.2 NS NS §90.1 FO 485 FD 424 4.1 No No No NS NS No No No
RO7 2805 541 53.0 512 63.4 NS NS 834 F 743 F 514 549 No No No NS NS No No No
RO8 Y2085 %4 F 56.3 810 638 NS NS 1219 F 854 F 50.0 594 . No No No NS NS No No No
R0 33008 R NS NS R R NA NA NA NA NS NS NA NA NA
R-10 3188 58.7 @27 ar a7 NS NS 742 $17 F 58.7 887 .0% No No No NS NS No No No
R-11 a1Rs R NS NS R R R NA NA NA NA NS NS NA NA NA
R-12 AR5 452 87 380 38.9 NS NS a1 87 538 452 15.T% No No No NS NS No No No
R-13 308 782 50.6 835 558 NS NS 820 %3 9.9 782 2.T% No No No NS NS No No No
R-14 uans 1425 63.1 438 49.0 NS NS 527 707 196.8 %425 21.8%) No No No NS NS No No VYes
R4S 4508 n2 124 243 27 NS NS 253 as 403 1.2 17.6% No No No NS NS No No No
R18 4805 NS P e 2.0 21.9 NS NS NS P 284 2 NS NA No No No N8 NS NS No No
R-17 4IRS 538 Mo 25 127 NS NS 128 1.1 NS 530 NA No No No NS NS No No NS
R-16 48RS 43.0 6.3 142 6.2 NS NS °7 150 NS 430 NA No No No NS NS No No NS
R-19 4305 41 19.9 78 154 NS NS 333 379 NS 4.1 NA No No No NS NS No No NS
R20 410NS 458 NS 1.0 NS NS NS 193 251 NS 450 NA NS NS NS NS NS No No NS
R-21 4IRS NS NS NS . NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NA| NS Yes NS NS NS NS NS NS
R2 4M2N5 15.4 6.9 64 37 NS NS 8.0 27 NS 154 NA No No No NS NS No No NS
R-23 4ANe5 1424 186 202 19.0 NS NS 257 201 170.3 1424 . No No No NS NS No No Yes
R24  414RS 2147 F< ] 163 188 NS NS 29 212 NS 2147 No No No NS NS No No NS
R-25  4NSAS 4“7 19.1 19.0 174 NS NS 248 217 NS “u7 No No No NS NS No No NS
R-28 4Mens 48.2 a2 256 205 NS NS 441 w5 NS 482 No No No NS NS No No NS
R-27 ANTRS - - - - - - - - -
R-28 4MenRs - - - - - - - - -
R-20 [J - . e e e e e -
R-30 42008 0 - - - - - - - -
R31  421R8 0 - = e e e e e -
R32 1000 0 - - - - - - - -
R33 1/0/00 0 - - - - - - - -
R4 1/0/00 0 - 2 e e e e e -
R3S 1000 0 - - - - - - - -
R38 1/0/00 0 O
RI7 10/00 [ - - - - - - - -
R-38 1/0/00 [ “- @« ® @ . e - -
R-39 1/0/00 [ - - - - - - - -
R40 1/0/00 0 - - - - - - - -
R41 1000 0 - - - - - - - -
Re42 1000 0 - - - - - - - -
R4S 1000 0 I e
R44 1/0/00 0 L
R4S 1/0/00 0 N
R-48 1/0/00 0 I
R47 10000 0 R
R4S 1/0/00 0 - e e e = = e -
x UWE 0 - - - - - - - -
PostRem.  P1 17000 [} - - . = - - ==
P2 1/0/00 0 - . e e e e e -
) 11000 0 - e e = e e e
P4 1//00 0 - e e = e e e
Ps 1/0/00 0 - e e e e e M
Notes: NS indicates that no sample collected of analyzed.

YAKIMAS.XLS PM10

NA Indicates not appiicable

F Indicates flow outskie manufacturer's prefarrad rsnge.

D Indicates sample durstion outside prefemed Gmits.
R indicstos lab data rejected because fiters were wet upon recelpt at laboratory.
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Woods I Me
Amblent A Monkoring Program
Mercyry Particulate C {pym) |} Percent Action Level = 0.3 jo/m”
Monkoring Everd  Sampiing [ P Relat 'Action Leve! Exceodad
Phase  Number Start Oate Al A2 A1 Al4 AlS A18 A21 A2 ABY IL Difference] A1 A12 A13 At4 A15 A8 A21 A2
Basatine 1 21485 < 0.00028 < 000025F < 0.00024 F < 000028 NS NS < 0.00029 < 0.00027 < 0.00025F < 0.00028 12%[No No No No NS NS No No
2 21588 < 0.00031 < 000027TF < 000027F < 0.00025F NS NS < 0.00029 < 0.00033 < 000028 F < 0.00031 19%[No No No No NS NS No No
3 21088 < 0.00031 < 0.00028 < 000027F < 0.00031 NS NS - < 0.00031 < 0.00029 < 000028 F < 0.00031 1%[No No No No NS NS No No
4 21TRS < 0.00031 < 0.0002¢ < 0.00027 < 0.00031 NS NS < 0.00030 < 0.00029 < 000028 F < 0.00031 1% INo No No No NS NS No No
$ 21888 < 0.00031 < 0.00029 < 0.00027 < 0.00030 NS NS < 0.00031 < 0.00029 < 000025 F < 0.00031 4%INo No No No NS NS No No
] 22185 < 0.00029 < 0.00027F < 0.00026F < 0.00029 NS NS < 0.00027 F < 0.00025 F < 0.00029 < 0.00029 0%[No No No No NS NS No No
7 VINS < 0.00020 < 0.00028 < 0.00028 < 0.00028 NS NS < 0.00032 < 0.00033 < 0.00030 < 0.00029 MINo No No No NS NS No No
] NS < 0.00028 < 0.00021 < 0.00023 < 0.00024 NS NS < 0.00028 OF < 0.00028 F NS < 0.00028 NAINo No No No NS NS No No
9 W0BS < 0.00028 < 0.00025 < 0.000268 < 0.00028 NS NS < O.@S F < 0.00032 ‘NS < 0.000268 NA[No No No No NS NS No No
Remecdlal  R-01 V18RS <  0.00029 < 0.00031 < 000009 F < 0.00020 NS NS < 0.00037 F < 0.00034 < 0.00032 < 0.00029 9%INo No No No NS NS No No
R-02 NS < 0.0003) < 0.00020 < 0.00020 < 0.00031 NS NS < 000038 F < 0.00034 < 0.00032 < 0.00033 3% INo No No No NS NS No No
RO 2388 < 0.00029 < 0.00027 < 0.00025F < 0.00027 NS NS < 000032 F < 0.00033 < 0.00032 < 0.00029 $INo No No No NS NS No No
R-04 J2UNS < 0.00029 < 0.00025 < 0.00028 < 0.00028 NS NS < 0.00031 FD < 0000300 | < 0.00028 < 0.00029 4%|No No No No NS NS No No
¢ R4S Y2508 < 0,00033 < 0.00030 < 0.00032 < 0.00020 NS NS < 0.00038 FD < 0.000390 FD| < 0.00033 < 0.00033 O%INo WNo No No NS NS No No
R-08 ¥2IRS < 0.00034 < 0.00030 < 0.00031 < 0.00030 NS NS < 0.00030 FD < 0.00030 FD] < 0.00030 < 0.00034 13%IN0 No No No N3 NS No No
R07 2008 < 0.00032 < 0.00020 < 0.00027 < 0.00030 NS NS < 000038 F < 0.00038 F < 0.00030 < 0.00032 T%INo No No No NS NS No No
R-08 Y2005 < 000034 F < 0.00032 < 0.00031 < 0.00032 NS NS < 0.00038 F < 0.00040 F < 0.00031 < 0.00034 10%|No0 No No No NS NS No No
R-09 30095 NS Ns R R NAINA NA NA NA NS NS NA NA
R-10 3RS < 0.00034 < 0.00030 < 0.00030 < 0.00030 NS NS < 0.00037 < 0.00034 F < 0.00031 < 0.00034 10%[No No No No NS NS No No
R-11 4NRS NS NS R R NA[NA NA NA NA NS NS NA NA
R-12 -472N8 < 0.00031 < 0.00032 < 0.00032 < 0.00033 NS NS < 0.00035 < 0.00037 < 0.00033 < 0.00031 S%INo No No No NS NS No No
R-13 47398 < 0.00028 < 0.00027 < 0.00028 < 0.0002¢ NS NS < 0.00027 < 0.00028 < 0.00020 < 0.00028 3MINo No No No NS NS No No
R-14 44RS < 0.00028 < 0.00027 < 0.00028 < 0.000290 NS NS < 0.00020 < 0.00020 < 0.00030 < 0.00028 T™%INo No No No NS NS No No
R-15 /58S < 0.00029 < 0.00028 < 0.00027 < 0.00028 NS NS < 0.00029 < 0.00027 < 0,00031 < 0.00029 B%|No No No No NS NS No No
R-18 anns NS < 000020 < 000031 < 000030 NS NS <« NS P < 0.00020 < 0.00020 NS NAINS No No No NS NS NS No
R-17 4IRS 0.00028 < 000030 < 0.00028 < 0.00030 NS NS < 0.00031 < 0.00028 NS 0.00029 NA[No No No No N8 NS No No
R-18 4085 < 000028 < 0.00027 < 000028 < 0.000% NS NS < 0.00031 < 0.00030 NS < 0.00028 NA[No No No No NS NS No No
R-19 4005 < 000029 < 000028 < 000020 < 0.0002¢ NS NS < 0.00028 < 0.00028 NS < 0.00029 NAINo No No No N3 NS No No
R20 41088 < 0.00030 NS < 000032 NS NS NS < 0.00029 < 0.00028 NS < 0.00030 NA[No N3 No NS NS NS No No
R-21 4ANINS NS NS < NS NS NS NS < NS < NS NS NS NAINS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R-22 4H28s < 0.00030 < 0.00028 < 0.00030 < 0.00014 NS NS < 0.00026 < 0.00029 NS < 0.00030 NAI[No No No No NS NS No No
v R-23 4H3BS < 0.00030 < 0.00027 < 0.00030 < 0.00028 NS NS < 0.00029 < 0.00029 < 0.00030 < 0.00030 O%]No No No No NS NS No No
¢ R-24 4N4NS < 0.00029 < 0.00028 < 0.00031 < 0.00029 NS NS < 0.00029 < 0.00029 NS < 0.00029 NAIJNo No No No NS NS No No
R-28 41598 < 0.00028 < 0.00030 < 0.00030 < 0.00030 NS NS < 0.00030 < 0.00030 NS < 0.00028 NAINo No No No NS NS No No
R-28 4N0R5 < 0.00028 < 0.00028 < 0.00030 < 0.00028 NS NS < 0.00020 < 0.00029 NS < 0.00028 NAINo No No No NS NS No No
R-2T  4NTRS [] - - - - - - -
R-28 4Nens o - - - - - - -
R-20 [] - - - - - - -
R-30 0 - - - - - - -
R31 ] - - - - - - -
R-32 [] - - - - - - -
R33 0 - - - - - - -
R34 [] - - - - - - -
R3S [} LD
R-38 ] - - - - - - -
R3? [ - & e = e = -
R38 [} - - - - - - -
R-39 0 - & = & = = =
R-40 [} - - - - - - -
R41 o - - - - - - -
R42 [ - - - - - - =
R43 [} - - - - - - -
R4 [] - - - - - - -
R4S ] - - - - - - -
R-48 L] - - - - - - -
R-47 o - - - - - - -
R-48 ° - - - - - - -
x 1/0/00 0 - - - - - - -
Post.Rem. P1 10/00 0 - - - - - - -
P2 1000 (] - - - - - - -
] 1//00 0 .
P4 1/0/00 0 - - = e e = =
PS 1/0/00 0 - . e e e =
Notss: F indicates flow outside manufecturers prefemred range.
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R indicates lad dats rejected becsuse fiers were wet upon recsipt at labaratory.

NS Indlcates (hat no sampis was collected or analyzed.

NA Indicates not appikable
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Woods
Ambdient Alr Monftoring Program
DOT Concentration (yg/m") Percent Action Leve! ~ 3.25 pg/m’
Monttoring Event Sampling Cofiocated Retatiy Action Levet Exceeded
Phase  Number Start Date Al A12 A3 Al4 A5 A18 A21 A22 Aﬁlj A1l DlﬂennJ A1l A12 A3 A4 A1S A8 A1 A2
Baseiine 1 1485 NS NS < 0032 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NA[NS NS No NS NS NS NS Ns
2 MM < 0029 < 0028 < 00M < 0043 NS NS < 0030 <« 0030 | <« 0.031 < 0,029 6%[No No No No NS NS No No
3 U16RS < 0029 < 0029 < 0032 < 0029 NS NS < 0.030 < 0.026 < 0.030 < 0.029 I%I[No No No No NS NS No No
4 TS < 0.030 < 0.030 < 0032 < 0.029 NS NS < 0.028 < 0.030 < 0.030 < 0.030 O%|No No No No NS NS No No
-] T YRS < 0.030 < 0.030 < 0.032 < 0.031 NS NS < 0.030 < 0.029 < 0.030 < 0.030 O%[No No No No NS NS No No
(] 22188 < 0032 < 0.030 < 0.032 < 0030 NS NS < 0.031 < 0.031 < 0.033 < 0.032 IMN[No No No No NS NS No No
7 yINS < 0028 < 0029 < 0029 < 0028 NS NS < 0.029 < 0.029 NS < 0.028 NA[INo No No No NS NS No No
8 YIRS < 0024 < 0.023 < 0.027 < 0025 NS NS < 0.020 < 0.024 NS < 0.024 NA|JNo No No No NS NS No No
9 1088 < 0.031 < 0.038 < 0.03t < 0.03_1 NSf NS < 0.038 < 0.034 N_§ < 0.031 NA[No No No No NS NS No No
Remedisl RO1 _ ¥1845 < 0039 < 004 < 0012 < 0039 NS NS < 0038 < 0038 NS < 0039 NAJNo No No No NS NS No No
RO2 M85 < 0041 < 0041 < 0044 < 0041 . NS NS < 0048 < 0041 NS < 0041 NA[No No No No NS NS No No
RO3 2388 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NAINS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R04 V2488 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NAINS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
ROS 32585 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NAINS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R-08 V2IRS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NAINS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R07 2B < 0.039 < 0.049 < 0040 < 0037 NS NS < 0034 < 0.034 < 0.019 < 0.0387 104%|No No No No NS NS No No
R-08 20/85 < 004t < 0.053 < 0.039 < 0040 NS NS < 0.042 < 0.042 < 0.040 < 0.041 MINo No No No NS NS No No
R-09 33088 < 0.039 < 0048 < 0038 < 0045 NS NS < 0.045 < 0.045 < 0.022 < 0.03% Ti%|Noe No No No NS NS No No
R-10 WA < 0041 < 0048 < 0041 < 0.045 NS NS < 0.040 < 0.040 < 0.024 < 0.041 Ti%[No No No No NS NS No No
R-11 41B5 < 0034 < 0.040 < 0034 < 0.031 NS NS NS < 0.030 < 0.018 < 0.034 89%[No No No No NS NS NS No
“R-12 4285 < 0030 < 0.038 < 0031 < 0.032 NS NS < 0.038 < 0.038 < 0.018 < 0.03 S8%INo No No No NS NS No Neo
R-13 4288 < 0028 < 0033 < 0028 < 0028 NS NS < 0.028 < 0.028 < 0.017 < 0.028 S83%]No No No No NS NS No No
R-14 4488 < 0027 < 0.032 < 0027 < 0025 NS NS < 0.028 < 0.028 < 0.017 < 0.027 59%|No No No No NS NS No No
R-18, 4588 < 0028 < 0.030 < 0028 < 0025 NS NS NS < 0.028 < 0.018 < 0.028 58%[No No No No NS NS NS No
R-18 4RN5 NS < 0.035 < 0029 < 0028 NS NS NS < 0.033 < 0.017 NS NAINS No No No NS NS NS No
R-17 RS NS < 0028 < 0027 < 0028 NS s NS < 0.034 < 0.018 NS NAINS No No No NS NS NS No
R-18 4BR5 < 0018 < 003 < 0028 < 0031 NS NS < 0.032 < 0.032 NS < 0.018 NA[No No No No NS NS No No
R-19 48088 < 0019 < 0033 < 0.029 < 0027 NS NS < 0.028 < 0.028 NS < 0.019 NA[No No No No NS NS No No
R-20 41088 < 0019 NS < 0029 NS NS NS < 0.027 NS NS < 0.019 NA[No NS No NS NS NS No NS
R-21 44188 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NAINS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R-22 41288 < 0018 < 0.032 < 0029 < 0014 NS NS < 0038 < 0.028 NS < 0.018 NAINo No No No NS NS No No
R-23 41388 < 0019 < 0.028 < 0028 < 0028 NS NS < 0020 < 0.029 < 0.019 < 0.019 O%INo No No No NS NS No No
R-24 44488 < 0019 < 0.020 < 0.029 < 0028 NS NS < 0.029 < 0.029 NS < 0.019 NA[No No No No NS NS No No
R-28 48RS <  0.020 < 0.020 < 0.029 < 0.028 NS NS < 0029 < 0.029 NS < 0.02 NA[No No No No NS NS No No
R-28 41688 < 0.020 < 0023 < 0029 < 0028 NS NS < 0.029 < 0.029 NS < 0.02 NAINo No No No NS NS No No
R27 41778 0 01 - - -~ - - - -
R28  4/18R8 0 = e e e e = -
R-29 a - - - - - - -
R30 420585 a - - - - - - -
R31 472185 ] - - - - - - -
R-32 1000 ] - - - - - - -
R13 1000 0 - - - - - - -
R-34 18000 0 - - - - - - -
R3S 170700 0 - - - o e 4 -
R-38 18000 a - - - - - - -
R37 170700 0 - = e -4 - - -
R38 1000 0 - - - - - - -
R3% 1000 0 - - - - - - -
R40 1000 0 - - - - - - -
R41 1000 0 - - - - - - -
R42 100 0 - - - - - - -
R43 1000 ] - - - - - - -
R-44 18000 ] - - - - - - -
R-45 1000 /] - - - - - - -
R-48 1000 [} - - - - - - -
R47 17000 0 - e e e e
R48 1000 0 - - - - - - -
X 1000 0 - - - - - - -
PostRem. Pt 1000 a - - - - - - -
P2 1/0/00 0 .- e e = e a
P3 1000 0 - - - - - - -
P4 1000 0 .- e . e 4 e e
PS 18400 0 - e e e e -
Notes: NS indicates that no sample collecied o analyzed. _
NA Indicates not applicabls
P a pump fault
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Woode Ins
Amblent Alr Monitoring Program
Dieidrin Concentration (ug/m”) Percent Action Level = 0.089t pg/m’
Monitoring Event  Sampli . Coll Samp Relath Action Level Excaeded
Phase  Number Start Date Al A12 A1) Al4 A15 A18 A21 A22 AB1 AL Differencef A1 A12 A13 A14 A15 A18 A21 A2
Baseline 1 2/1405 NS NS < 0.032 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NAI NS NS No NS NS NS NS NS
2 21808 < 0.029 < 0028 < 0.0 < 004 NS NS < 0.030 < 0.030 < 0.031 < 0.029 8% No No No No NS NS No No
3 2116m5 < 0029 < 0029 < 0032 < 0.029 NS NS < 0.030 < 0.026 < 0.030 < 0.029 N No No No No NS NS No No
4 2115 < 0.030 < 0030 < 0032 < 0.029 NS NS < 0.030 < 0.030 < 0.030 < 0.030 0%) No No No No NS NS No No
5 21808 < 0.030 < 0.030 < 0.032 < 0.0 NS NS < 0.030 < 0.029 < 0.030 < 0.030 0%] No No No No NS NS No No
[} 2”215 <« 0032 < 0.030 < 0032 < 0.030 NS NS < 0.031 < 0.031 < 0.033 < 0.032 IXf No No No No NS NS No No
7 YIRS <  0.020 < 0029 < 0029 < 0.028 NS NS < 0.029 < 0.029 NS < 0.028 NAf No No No No NS NS No No
8 yaRs < 0.024 < 0023 < 0027 < 0025 NS NS < 0.029 < 0.024 NS < 0.024 NA] Noo No No No NS NS No No
9 005 < 0.031 < 0.038 < 0.031 < 0.0)1 NS NS < 0.038 < 0.034 Ni < 0.031 NAl No No No No NS NS No No
Remedial R-01 Y1385 < 0039 < 0.047 < 0012 < 0.039 NS NS < 0048 < 0.039 NS < 0.039 NAI No No No No NS NS No No
RO2 . 3M9M5 < 0041 < 0.044 < 0041 < 004 NS NS < 0.048 < 0.041 NS < 0.041 NAf] No No No No NS NS No No
RO 32308 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NAI NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R-04 24nS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NA] NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R-05 A25m5 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NAI NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R-08 218 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NA|] NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
RO7 w8 < 0.039 < 0049 < 0.040 < 0037 NS NS < 0.037 < 0.034 < 0.019 < 0.039 105%] No No No No NS NS No No
R-08 32695 < 0.044 < 0.05 < 0.039 < 0040 NS NS < 0.043 < 0.042 < 0.040 < 0.041 %I No No No No NS NS No No
R-09 e < 0039 < 0048 < 0.038 < 0045 NS NS < 0.008 < 0.045 < 0.022 < 0.039 TI% No No No No NS NS No No
R-10 NS < 0.044 < 0048 <  0.041 < 0045 NS NS < 0.038 < 0.040 < 0.020 < 0.041 105%] No No No No NS NS No No
R-11 4105 < 0034 < 0.040 < 0034 < 0.031 NS NS < NS < 0.030 < 0.018 < 0.034 89%] No No No No NS NS NS No
R-12 4205 < 0030 < 0033 < 0.031 < 0032 NS NS < 0.037 < 0.038 < 0.019 < 0.030 58%] No No No No NS NS No No
R.13 43RS < 0028 < 003 < 0.028 < 0028 NS NS < 0.029 < 0.028 < 0.017 < 0.028 53%| No No No No NS NS No No
R-14 4488 < 0027 < 0032 < 0.028 < 0025 NS NS < 0.030 < 0.027 < 0.017 < 0.027 59%] No No No No NS NS No No
R-18 4595 < 0.028 < 0030 < 0.028 < 0025 NS NS < NS < 0.028 < 0.017 < 0.028 85%] No No No No NS NS NS No
R-18 4898 NS < 0035 < 0020 < 0028 NS NS < - NS < 0033 < 0.017 NS NA| NS No No No NS NS NS No
RA7 RS NS < 0.028 < 0027 < 0028 NS NS < NS < 0.034 < 0.018 NS NA| NS No No No NS NS NS No
R.18 888 < 0018 < 0.033 < 0028 < 0031 NS NS < 0.040 < 0.032 NS < 0.018 NAI No No No No NS NS No No
R-19 488 < 0019 < 0033 < 0029 < 0027 NS NS < 0.029 < 0.028 NS < 0.019 NAI No No No No NS NS No No
R-20 41085 < 0019 NS < 0.029 NS NS NS < 0.027 NS NS < 0.019 NA] No NS No NS NS NS No NS
R-21 405 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NAl NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R-22 41285 < 0018 < 0.032 < 0.029 < 0.014 NS NS < 0.038 < 0.028 NS < 0.018 NA} No No No No NS NS No No
R-23 41385 < 0019 < 0028 < 0028 < 0028 NS NS < 0.041 < 0.029 < 0.019 < 0.019 O0%] No No No No NS NS No No
R-24 4M4R5 < 0019 < 0.020 < 0028 < 0028 NS NS < 0043 ‘<« 0.029 NS < 0.019 NAl No No No No NS NS No No
R-25 41805 < 0.020 < 0.020 < 0028 < 0028 NS NS < 0.048 < 0.029 NS < 0.020 NAIl No No No No NS NS No No
R-26 4aNeNsS < 0.020 < 0023 < 0028 < 0.028 NS NS < 0.046 < 0.029 NS < 0.020 NAf No No No No NS NS No No
R27 4795 [ ovo] - - - - - - - -
R-28 41885 #OVAI} - - - - - - - -
R-29 0 oMl - - - - - - - -
R-30 4/20/9% 0 sovol| -~ - - - - - - -
R-31 42198 0 vy - - = - - - - -
R32 1/0/00 [ ovo) - - - - - - - -
R-X 1/0/00 0 #ONVAIE - - - - - - -
R4 1/0/00 0 oVl - - - - - - - -
R3S 1000 ] OV - - - - - - - -
R-38 1/0/00 0 oV - - - - - - - -
RI7 1/0/00 0 oV - - - - - - - -
R38 1/0/00 0 ovol| - - - - - - - -
R-39 1000 [ oovo| - - - - - - - -
R40 10100 [ oovel - - - - - - - -
R41 10000 0 - - - - - - -
R42 1000 0 - - - - - - -
R43 10100 0 -- - - - - -
R44 1000 0 - - - - - - -
R4S 1000 4 - - - - - - -
R48  1A0/00 0 - - - - - - -
R47 11000 o - - - - - - -
R48 1000 - - - - - - -
x 120100 9 - e =
PostRem. P1 1000 0. - - - - - - -
P2 10/00 0 - - - - - - -
P 10000 0 - - - - - - -
P4 1000 0 - - - - - - -
, P8 1/0/00 0 bl = = had = =
Notes: NS indicates that no sample collectad or anslyzed.
NA Indicates not applicable
P indicatss a pump fault
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Woods |
Amblent Ar MonRoring Program .
[ ation (pgim) Percent 'Acion Leve) = 0,728 poim
Monltoring Event Sampling C Raistive Action Level Excoeded
Phase  Number Start Date A1 Al2 A13 Ald AlS A18 A21 A22 AB1 Al Differencey A1 A12 A13 Al4 A1S A18 A21 A22
Baseline 1 214195 NS NS 0.018 NS NS NS . NS NS NS NS NA| NS NS No NS NS NS NS NS
2 21505 < 0.015 < 0014 < 0017 < 0021 NS NS < 0.015 < 0.015 < 0.015 < 0015 O%] No No No No NS NS No No
3 21885 <« 0.014 < 0015 < 0018 < 0015 NS NS < 0.015 < 0.015 < 0015 < 0.014 TH%| No No No No NS NS No No
4 21788 < 0.015 < 0015 < 0016 < 0015 NS NS < 0.014 < 0.015 < 0.015 < 0.015 O%] No No No No NS NS No No
5 210085 < 0.015 < 0015 < 0015 < 0018 NS NS < 0.015 < 0.015 < 0.015 < 0.015 O%] No No No No NS NS No No
[} 22185 < 0.018 < 0015 < 0018 < 0015 NS NS < 0.018 < 0.015 < 0.018 < 0.018 O%] No No No No NS NS No No
7 YIRS < 0014 < 0014 < 0014 < 0014 NS NS <« 0015 < 0015 | < NS < 0.014 NA| No No No No NS NS No No
8 v < 0012 < 0012 < 0013 < 0013 NS NS <« 0.015 < 0.012 < NS < 00121 NA] No No No No NS NS No No
9 1088 < 0018 < 0019 < 0015 < 0018 NS Ns < o018 < 0.017 < NS < 0.018 NA] No No No No NS NS No No
Remedial  R-01 Vians < 0.019 < 0023 < 0008 < 0018 NS NS < 0024 < 0.019 NS < 0.019 “NA] N6 No WNo No NS NS No No
' R-02 NS <« 0.021 < g0022 < G021 < 0022 NS NS 0.048 < 0.021 NS < 0.021 NA| No No No No NS NS No No
R-03 3238 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NAI NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R-04 2408 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NA| NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R0S 2508 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NA| NS NS NS NS NS NS NS Ns
R-08 2195 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NA] NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R07 2888 <« 0.018 < 0024 0.048 0.034 NS NS < 0.019 < 0.017 < 0.010 < 0.019 B0%[ No No No No NS NS No No
R-08 V2088 < 0.021 < 0028 0.033 < 0.020 NS NS < 0.021 < 0.021 < 0.020 < 0.021 S5%] No No No No NS NS No No
R-09 3088 < 0.019 < 0.024 0,183 0.053 NS NS < 0.020 < 0.023 < 0,014 < 0.019 K] No No No No NS NS No No
R-10 N/ < 0.021 < 0.024 0.128 J 0.045 NS NS < 0.019 < 0.020 0020J < 0.021 5%] No No No No NS NS No No
R-11 RS < 0.017 < 0020 0104J < 0018 NS NS NS < 0.015 0.010 < 0.017 70%] No No No No NS NS NS No
R-12 208 < 0.015 0.118 < 0015 < 0.041 NS NS < 0.019 < 0.018 0.012 < 0.015 25%] No No No No NS NS No No
R-13 4IRS 0.025 < 0017 0.078 J 0.042 NS NS < 0.014 < 0.013 0.022 0.025 15%] No No No No NS NS No "No
R-14 4ANRS 0.03% < 0018 0.078 < 0013 NS NS < 0.015 < 0.014 00474 < 0.039 17%| No No No No NS NS No No
R-18 4595 0.026 < 0015 0.051 0.022 NS NS NS < 0.013 0.023 < 0.028 13%] No No No No NS NS NS No
R-18 40095 NS 0.018 0058J < 0014 NS NS NS < 0018 0.022 < NS NA| NS No No No NS NS NS No
R-17 4N1RS NS < 0.014 < 0014 0.083 NS NS NS < 0.017 0.089 < NS NA| NS No No No NS NS NS No
R-18 478N5 0.082 < 0017 0.122 < 0018 NS NS < 0.020 < 0.018 NS < 0.082 NA] Noo No No No NS NS No No
R-19 4055 0.014 < 0017 0.048 0.021 NS NS < 0.015 < 0.014 NS < 0.014 NAl No No No No NS NS No Neo
R-20 41085 0.040 NS 0.038 NS NS NS < 0.013 NS NS < 0.040 NAl No NS No NS NS NS No NS
R-21 4IRS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NA| NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
R-22 4/12/8% 0.022 < 0018 0.049 < 0010 NS NS < 0.019 < 0.014 NS 0.022 NAl No No No No NS NS No No
R-23 4113798 0.030 < 0013 0.088 0.018 NS NS < 0.021 < 0.014 < 0.009 0.030 233%} No No No No NS NS No No
R-24 4114195 0.037 < 0.010 0.062 < 0014 NS NS < 0.022 < 0.015 NS < 0.037 NAl No No No No NS NS No No
R-25 LU LY L 0.010 < 0.010 0.038 < 0014 NS NS < 0.023 < 0.015 NS < 0.010 NAl No No No No NS NS No No
R-26 418185 0.020 < 0012 0.007 < 0014 NS NS < 0.023 < 0.014 NS < 0.020 NA] No No No No NS NS No No
R-27 aNTRS OVl -~ - - - - - - -
R-28 4aNens oVl -~ - - - - - - -
R-29 Qv - - - - - - - -
R-30 472095 ' 0 0oVl - - - - - - - -
R-31 421195 0 SOVRI} — - - - - - - -
R-32 1/0/00 0 wovol] - - - = - - - -
R-33 1/0/00 0 OV} = = = = = - = -
R34 1/0/:00 ] VO -~ = - = - - = -
R35 1/0/00 0 ovol - - - - - - - -
R-38 1/0/00 0 oVl - = - = - - = -
RA7 1/0/00 0 VO] - - = = = - - -
R-38 1/0/00 0 oVl -« - - =~ - - = -
R-39 1/0/00 0 oVl = - - - - - - -
R-40 1/0/00 0 OoVolf - = = -~ =« = = -
R-41 14/00 0 SOV} -~ - - - - - - -
R-42 1/0/00 0 wovoll - - - = - - - -
R-43 1/0/00 0 OVl = - - = - - = =
R-44 1/0/00 0 OVOl| — - - - - - - -
R4S 1//00 0 Qv - - - - - - - -
R48 1/0/00 0 oVl - - - - - - - -
R-47 1/0/00 0 vl -~ - - - - - - -
R-48 1000 0 0oVl - - - - - - - -
R-49 1/0/00 o #OIV/0! -
x 1/0/00 0 #OIVI - = = e = e -
PostRem. P1 14/00 [] #OIV|| - - - - - - -
P2 1/0/00 0 #OIVOI - - - - - - -
P 170200 0 #0IV/I - - - - - - -
P4 1a/00 ()] #0IVNI - e e e = =
PS 1/0/00 0 SONV/DI - e = e = =
Notes: NS Indicates that no sample collacted or anelyzed.
NA Indicates not applicable
P indicates a pump fault.

YAIGMAIXLS HXCB

J Indicotss that surrogate recovery was outside limits

517:32
'2ge 8 of 11
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PM;, Concentration

Method 40 CFR 50, Appendix J
Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington

Action Level = 150 pg/m*
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Monitoring Event

YAKIMA3.XLS PM10 Line Chart



Concentration (pg/ma)

. ' Hg P’har’t

| Mercury Particulate Concentration

PM1o Filter Analysis

Action Level = 0.3 ua/m’® Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington
ction Level = 0.3 ug/m _
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Concentration (pg/ms)
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DDgart

DDT Concentration

Method TO-10
Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington

Action Level = 3.25 ug/m*®
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Concentration (ug/m’)

0.080

Diek‘hart

Dieldrin Concentration

Method TO-10
Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington
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Wood.stries Site . : ;1732
11 of 11

Ambient Air Monitoring Program

Hexachlorobenzene Concentration

Method TO-10
Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington
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ILLIAMS ENMVIRONMENTAL SEHVICRS, INC.
“"—‘———"W

May 24, 1986

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Mananer
U.S.E.P.A, Region X ‘
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seats, WA 88101

Re: Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington
Transmiitel No.: 0109
Number of Pages: 1

Subject: Completion of Performance Test

@002

vul

Postit* FaxNote 7671 [Pare 5500 TESL W™
" Lav @ (-140‘ From oA
Co./Dept. Co.

Phone ¢

Phone #

Fax ¢

Fax#

Williams Project No.: 0385-001-110

Dsar Lynda:

Willlams Environmenial Services, Inc. (Williams) is scheduled to complete the remainder
of its performance test at the Woods Industrias afte on May 25 and 28, To date,

Wiltilams has compieted the following runs:

. » Run 1A - Dioxing/Peeticides/VOST
» Run 2A - Dioxins/Pesticides (Cold start test)

» Run 2B - Matala/HCUCl/Particulate/VOST (Cold start test).

On Thursday, May 25, Willlams will complate Run 3 of tha test, running all sampling

traing simultanacusly (dloxins, psaticides, VOST, metals, HC), Clp, and particulate). On
Fricday, May 28, Williams will complete Run 1B faor metals, HC!, Cl,, and particulata,
followed by another sampling run for the blank trains.

¥ you have any questions regarding this schedule, please contact me today at (404)

8784854 or B.J. Bartee al the job site.
Sincerely,

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

TN

Greg Whetstone
Project Engineer
GTW:pc

cc:  Mark A. Fleri
B.J. Bartee

@Greg Koester (Philip)
. Job File 0385

2073 Weal Park Piace  Sicne Mounipin, Georgla 30087  40AB79.4107

£\comp\wes\jobs\acti ve\woods \corespud\wd 0 109.doc




'06/02/95 16:13  FAX 2064076305 +++ PHILIP COLUMBIA

SE2T0%
ey
ANv/4 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
& REGION 10
‘%%"mé 1200 Sixth Avenue
. Seattle, Washington 88101
Reply To

Attn Of: ~ HW-113

Mr. Bruce A. Sheppard

Manager Environmental Projects
Burlington Northern Railroad
Environmental Engineering
Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue ‘ O
Seattle, Wash_lngton 98104-1105

Dear Mr. Sheppard [
' |
EPA has reviewed your submission of June 1, 1995, entltled
"Proposed Operating Limits for Woods Site." As discussed!in our
conference call with representatives from Focus, Philip
Environmental and Williams Environmental, EPA approves your -

proposed operatlng parameters (see attached) with the followxng
changes:

1. Change soil feed rate (60-min RA) (max) to 26.7 from 27.0:

2. Drop A-1 parameters: baghouse dust feed rate (60-min RA) and
baghouse dust feed rate (1nstantaneous)

3. Aadd as a C Parameter: baghouse pulse setting used during the
performance test. ' :

4. Change soil exit temperature Clnstantaneous) (min) ta|725
degrees F. from 700 degrees F.

5. Change ID fan current (inst) (max} to 100 amps from 1%0 aﬁés.

6. Add the following as a footnote to soil exit temperature (20—
min RA) and soil exit temperature (instantaneous):

Soil exit temperature AWESOs not in effect durlng the first
"54.6 minutes of start-up, soil not meeting soil exit}
temperature AWFSO limits must be retreated or sampleé

separately from subsequently treated 5011 to conflrm soiI
cleanup standards have been met.

7. Revise Table 3-2 to reflect the above changes. Submit the
rev1sed table to me by June 7, 1995. ‘

@oo02/006
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. Additionally,'W:x.lin.ams agreed to submit to EPA the t

tal .

dissolved solids (TDS) and total suspended solids' (TSS) data
collected from the scrubber blowdown water during the performance
test. EPA stated that the Agency will establish limits and a
sampling frequency for TDS and TSS. These limits will be |
categorized as B Parameters. The TDS and TSS data shall be

submitted to EPA by Jume 7, 1995.

The thermal treatment unit may. be operated according
terms and conditions identified in this letter except tha

|t0 the

t the

maximum soil feed rate (60 min RA) shall be 20.0 (75% of 26.7

tph) .- The unit may not be operated at more than 20.0 tph

until

authorization is received from EPA to increase the feed rate.

Please refer to Page 38 of the Work Plan for details.

If you have any other questlons please contact me at
553-1987.

Si cerely,

Lynda E..Priddy '.]

. . . ' ) Woods Site Manager .
' . S "Hazardous Waste Division
i

attachment

cc: David Eagleton, Burlington Envirommental - Columbia
B.J. Bartee, Williams Environmental ‘Services, Inc.
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO

(206)

- Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW-0705

Bill Glasser, EPA - HW-113

John Gilbert, EPA - Cincinnati
Cathy Massimino,  -EPA - HW-11l

Don Matheny, EPA - ES-095

Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097 _

Paul Meeter, Weston - West Chester
David Tonkin - URS

!

1@003/006
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Proposed Operaling Limfts for Woords Site

(a) Based on the average of the highest (Iowmt) RA valiies measired dufing each rug;
(b) Based on the average of the maximum haurlyvaluasfromeach hour of the lestruns
(c) Basad on the avecrage of the rrmlmwnhourlyvamsfmnead\ hour of the test runs

(d) Based on tims wolghted avorage

(e) Limit of 110 amps based on current required for cold start-up

(f) pH Emits based on Runs 1B and 3 only since Hamsnotmeaswed dunng Run 1A

(g} LImA based on data variablity

A1 Parametars Unls | UmiType | Umit
Soll feed rata (60-min RA) tonsthr Max p1 8 a /|
Soll feed rate (instantanecuys) tonsthr. Max - 31 b~
Baghousa dust feed rate (60-min RA) tons/hr Max - 35 2~ |
Baghousa dust faed rate (Instantansous) toashr Max s1 b~
Scl exit temperature (20-mia RA) "deq.F Min 750 a . |
Soll ex temperature (lnstantanecus) deg.F Min 700, g - |
Thermal axidzer ext lemp (inst) deg.F Min 1810 _d |
lStack gas CO (60-nin RA @7% 02) ppn Max 100 i
APC recycla water fiow rate (inst) .gpm Mia 300 d- |
Scrubder recycle watar pH (20-min RA) units . Min 725 f- |
Scrubber recycle water pH (inst) 1 pHRuonls Min 65 ¢ lor <
APC purge fats (Inst) . gpm . Min 165 d- |
ID fan current (inst) amps Max 110 de /
A2 Paramelers ] . . : |
Thermal desorber pressure (inst) nwe Max -0.01
Thermal desorber exit temp (inst) deg.F - Max 450 !
Themal desorher exit tamp (nst) deg.F Min 250
Thema! oxidizer ex® tamp (inst) deg.F Max 2100 i
Baghouse differental prossure (inst) n.w.e. Mia 0.5 ]
Quanch exit tetnyp (inst) . deq.F Max 250 -~ :
Stack gag oxygen concentration (Inst) % Min 3 i
C Paramoters ' ' i
LAPCwaterstmlypressure .- | pstg I M T 20 [ 1.
I

P S
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WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

10:56 FAX 404 879 4831

9002

VIA FACSIMILE
June 5, 1895

Ms. Lynda Priddy .

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S.E.P.A,, Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington
Transmittal No.: 0112
Number of Pages: 1

Subject: Scrubber Blowdown Sample Analyses
Williams Project No.: 0365-001-110

Dear Lynda:

Please find attached the analytical results for the scrubber blowdown water as agreed
upon during our conference call of June 2, 1995. Composited samples were analyzed
from runs 1B, 2A, 2B, 3, and 4 (repeat of 2B), and one grab sample was analyzed from
run 2A for total suspended solids (TSS) and total dissolved solids (TDS). Each of the
results is attached for your review. Willlams understands that upon review of the results,
the EPA may establish limits and a sampling frequency for TSS and TDS. Any limits
established will be categorized as Group B Parameters. These parameters do not
require continuous monitoring and are not interlocked with the AWFSO system.

Should you have any further questions regarding the scrubber blowdown, please contact
me at (404) 879-4854 or B.J. Bartee at (509) 452-4326.

Sinceraly,

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

Greg Whettone
Project Engineer
GTW:pc

Attachments

cc: Z. Lowell Taylor
Jim Sanders -
B.J. Bartee
David Eagleton (Philip)
Greg Koaster (Philip)
Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Job File 0365

2075 West Park Place  Stone Mountain, Georgia 30087 404/8754107
al\rAnenaltraciliakel el Adal M ArNI1 1D A
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FAX 304 879 4831
B'S03 452 1552
QUANTERRRA

GENERAL INORGANICS
(#ater)

Client Name: ¥Williams Envirommental Services Inc.

l:]ient ID: RI1B-SCB-PHY
Lab ID: 082144-0004-SA
Matrix: AQUEQUS
Authorized: 26 MAY 99
Parameter Result
Soiids,

Tatal Dissolved 8480

Note R :

¥ = Not detected
NA =~ Not applicable

Reported By: Lori Amm Uptoan

\.

Sampled: 25 MAY 95

Prepared: See Below

Reporti Analytical
Units Elﬂtng Hegod
pg/L 200

Appraoved By:

WILLIAMS WooDs
TO

180.1 NA

@003

@oo04

15a24524552 P . A2

Received: 26 MAY 39S
Analyzed: Ses Below
Preprred An

i gl

27 MAY S5 R

Raised rsporting ‘limt(s) due to high analyte level(s).

Josefina Jones

Tha cover letter is an 1ntegra1 part of this report.
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066/05/95 039:23 BSs09 452 4552 WILLIAMS WooDS

@005
GENERAL INORBANICS
(Water) .
Cliant Kame: ¥illiams Enviroasmental Sarvices Inc.
Client ID: RIB-SCB-PHY
L3d ID: 082144-0004-8A
Matrix: AQUEQUS Sampled: 25 MAY 95 Received: 26 MAY 95
Aythorized: 26 MAY 95 Prepared: See Below Analyzed: See Balow
Repartin Anﬂ ical Prepared Anal
Parameter Resylt Units tun g ethod Dgte Dag‘
Salids
Total suspended 103 /L ©5.0  16D.2 NA 26 KAY

NB = Not datected
NA = Not applicable

Reparted By: Llarry Tellers Appraved By: Josefina Jones
The caver letter is an 'Integral part of this raport.
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MRAY-18-193S @9:13 BUSNTERRA WEST SAC

GENERAL INORGAKRICS
(Water)

Client Nawe: Williams Environmental Services Inc.
Qlient IDB: RZA-SCB-PHY

Lab ID: 08]925-0Q05-SA
Matrix: AQUEOUS Sampled: 10 MAY 95
Aytharized: 12 MAY 95 Prepared: See Below
Reporting Analytical

Parameter Resuylt Units Limit Method
Salids.

Tatal Dissalvad 5700 mg/L 200 160.1
Selids,

Total Suspended 6SQ mg/L 10.0 160.2

Nate R : Raised reporting limit(s) due to high analyte level(s).

ND = Not detectad
NA = Not applicable

Reported 8Sy: Larry Tellers

The cover letter is an integ;g} part of this report.

Rev 23

Recaived:
Analyzed:

Prepared Anal

Approved By: Jeff Brenner

g o005

Qoo7?
P.g?

12 MAY 95
See Below

Bale

18 MAY 95 R
15 MAY 9SS R
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MY=-18-1935 gdg:la GUANTERRR WEST SAC P.eg
GENERAL INORGANICS
(Water)
Client Name: Williams Environmental Services Inc.
Client ID: RRA-SCB-PHY
Lab ID: 0813825-0005-0U
Matrix: AQUEQUS Sampled: 10 MAY 39S Received: 12 MAY_95
RAuthorized: 12 MAY 95 Prepared: Sea Belaow Analyzed: See Below
Reporting Analytical Prepared Analyzed
Parameter Resylt Units imit Method Date Date
Salids,
Sal Tatal Dissolved 5260 mg/L 200 160.1 . NA 15 MAY 95 R
alids,
Total Suspended &64 mg/ L 10.0 160.2 ‘NA 15 MAY SS R

Nots R : Raised reporting limit(s) due to high amalyte level(s).

NO = Not detected
NA = Nat applicable

Raported By: ULarry Tellers Approved By: Jefrv 8ranner

The cover letter is an integral part of this report.

Rav 230787
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05/18/85 08:3532 V509 452 {532 WILLIAMS WOODS @009
MY-18-198SS g3k i1a GUANTERRR WEST SRC P.2s
. ' GENERAL INORGANICS
(¥ater)

Client Name: Williams Environmental Services Inc.
Client ID: R2A-SCB-PHY-171%

Lab ID: 081925-0006-SA
Matrix: AQUEOUS Sampled: 10 MAY 95 Racaived: 12 MAY 95
Authorized: 12 MAY 85 Prepared: See Below Analyzed: See Below
Raporting Analytical Prepared Ana)yzed

Parameter Result Units Limit Methad Date Date
Sotids,

s 1_'dl'ata1 Dissolved 3420 mg/L 200 160.1 NA 15 MAY 95 R
olids,

Total Suspended 5§74 ma/L 10.0 160.2 NA 1S MAY 95 R

Note R : Raisad repaorting Timit(s) due to high analyte level(s}.

ND = Not detected -
NA =« Not applicable

' Reparted By: Larry Tellers Approved By: Jefrt Breaner

The cover Tetter is an integral part of this repart.
Rev 230787
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GENERAL INORGANICS
(Water)

Client Name: Willjams Environmental Services Inc.
Client ID: R2B-SCB-PHY

Lab ID: 081361-0004-SA
Matrix: AQUEDUS Sampled: 11 MAY 95
Authorized: 15 MAY 95 Prepared: See Below
 Parameter Resylt Units Limit
Solids,
Tatal Dissclved 10200 mg/L 200 160.1
Salids,
Total Suspended 420 mg/L 10,0 160.2
Note

Not detacted
Not applicable

=
-
-

Reported By: Larry Tellers Rpproved By:

Rev 230737

R : Raised reporting Timit(s) due to high analyte level(s).

Lori Ann Upton
The cover letter is an integral part of this report.

Raceived: 15 MAY 95
Analyzed: See Below

Reporting Analytical Frgp:rad Analy2

Date

17 MAY
13 KAy
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2’509 152 552 WILLIAMS TWooDs

_GENERAL INORGANICS

goos
Qo0

(¥ater)
Client Naume: Williams Environmental Services Inc.
Client 1D: TR3-SCB-PHY
tab ID: GB82144-0015-SA i
Hatrix: AQUEDUS Sampled: 25 MAY S5 Recaived: 26 MAY 95
Authorized: 26 MAY 95 Prepared: See Belaw Analyzed: See Balew
artin Ana'l.vticzl Preparaed Analyz:

Parameter Resylt Units E jait J Data Daie
Salids,

Total Suspended 148 mg/L 5.0 160.2 RA 26 MAY
HD = Nat detecled
NA = Not applicable
Reparted By: Larry Tellers Appruved By: Josefina Jdomnes

The cover Jetter is an 1ntegra‘l part of this report.
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GENERAL INORGANICS .
(¥ater)
Client Name: Wi{lljams Eavivonmental Servicas Inc.
Client ID: R3-SCB-PHY
Lab ID: 082144-0015-SA
Matrix: AQUEAUS Sampled: 25 MAY 95 Received: 26 MAY 95
Authorized: 26 MAY 85 Prepared: Sea Bslow Analyzed; Sea Below
Reporting Analytical Prepared Anal
Parameter Result Units tom s {g Dgte ' Dx e
Solids, . -
Total Dissolved 7980 ®g/L 200 160.1 NA 27 MAY

Note R : Raised reporting 1{mit(s) due to high analyte level(s).

ND = Not detected
KA « Not applicable

. Raported By: Lori Aan Upton Appruved By: Josefina dones

The cover letter is an urtagra'l part of this report.
Rev 23078
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QJPLICATE CONTROL sSAMPLE REPORT
¥et Chem{stry Analysis and Preparation
Projact: 082144

Category: 1DS-A Total Dissolved Soldids
Test: TDS-A

Matrix: AQUE ous

QC Lok: 27 MAY §5-A

Cancentration Units: mg/L

--------- -«Concentratian-----—----— Accura P i
Analyte Spiked  ececer—ooo Measyred-<-<---<- Avery ciZ) ':zigg)on
. pcsl Des2 ANG  0CS L aits  DCS Limit
Solids, Total Dissolved 5ao 434 438 436 83 80-120 0.81 20

g lculations are perfarmed before rounding to avoid round-off errors in calculated results. -
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Wet .Chenistr{ Analysis and Preparation
Praject: Q82144

Test:  TDS-A Total Dissolved Sglids (TDS)
Methad: 160.1

Matrix: AQUEGUS

QC Lot: 27 MAY 95-A QC Run: 27 MAY 95-A
Analyte . Result Units
Salids, Total Dissolved ND . mg/L

. ND = Not Oetected
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GENERAL INORGANICS

. (Water)

Client Name: Williams Eavironmental Services Inc.
Client ID: R4-SCB-PHRY

Lab 1ID: 082160-0001-SA
Matrix: AQUEOUS Samplad: 26 MAY 95 Received: 27 MAY 35
Authorized: 27 MAY 9§ Prepared: See Below Analyzed: See Below

Reporting Analytical Prepared Analyzed

Parameter Result Units Eimit Method Date Date
Solids,

S0l zotal Dissolved 3950 mg/L 40.0 160.1 NA 27 MAY S5 R

olids,

"Total Suspended 142 ma/L 5.0 160.2 NA 27 MAY 95

Note R : Raised reporting 1imit(s) due to high analyte level(s).
ND = Not detected

NA = Not applicable
Reported By: Lori Ann Upton Approved By: Josefina Jones
' The cover letter is an integral part of this report.

Rev 230787
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June 7, 1995

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S.E.P.A, Region X

1200 Sixth Avenus

Seattie, WA 98101

Re: Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington
Transmittal No.: 0113
Number of Pages: 1

Subject: Performance Test Emissions Results and QA/QC
Williams Project No.: 0365-001-110

Dear Lynda:

Please find enclosed the analytical results for emissions testing during the performance
test at the Woods Industries site. Laboratory QA/QC results are Included for a majority
of the analyses, with the rest to follow when they are recelved. Finally, Focus
Environmental has prepared summary tables of the results as they compare to the

Washington State ASILs. With the exception of the particulate, all emisslons are well
within the guidelines.

In addition to the results enclosed with this package, Williams tentatively plans to Issue
the draft Performance Test Report, as outlined in the Performance Test Plan, later next
week, dependent upon the turnaround time for the remaining QA/QC results. A final
Performance Test Report will be issued within 60 days, as per the test plan.

If you have any questions regarding the resuits, please contact me at (404) 879-4854 or
B.J. Bartes at (503) 452-4326.

Sincerely,

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

Greg Whesstone -

Project Engineer
GTW:pc

Enclosures

cce Z. Lowaell Taylor
Jim Sandears
B.J. Bartee
David Eagleton (Philip, w/o attachments)
Bruce Sheppard (BNRR, w/o attachments)

2075 Wast Park Place  Stone Mountain, Georgia 30087 404/8734107
g:\comp\wesi\jobs\actve\woods\corespnd\wds0113.doc
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WILLIAMS EMVIROMNMENTAL SERVICES, INC. “j

June 8, 19985

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S.E.P.A, Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington
Transmittal No.: 0115
Number of Pages: 1

Subject: Additional Laboratory QA/QC
Revised Table 3-2
Williams Project No.: 0365-001-110

Dear Lynda:

Please find enclosed the remaining QA/QC data for the particulate, metals. and VOST
testing at the Woods Industries site. Also, B.J. Bartee will be sending you the remaining
QA/QC data for the pesticides and HCl results. Once the remaining QA/QC data is
received by Focus Environmental, they will be able to complete the draft Performance
. Test Report. Submission of the draft report Is still tentatively scheduled for next week.

Also enclosed is a revised Table 3-2. The AWFSO for ID fan current has been returned
to a limit of 100 amps. Additionally, all footnotes have been corrected as requested.

Should you have any questions regarding these items, please contact me at (404) 879-
4854 or B.J. Bartee at (509) 452-4326.

Sincerely,

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

Wm

Greg Whgjstone
Project Engineer
GTW:pc

Enclosures

cc: 2. Lowell Taylor
Jim Sanders
B.J. Bartee
David Eagleton (Philip)

. Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)

2075 West Park Placs  Stone Mountaln, Georgia 30087 404/879-41Q7
rAramelwacilinhdlacrivelwanda\careennd\wds01 15 doc
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A Low Temperature Thermal Desorption (LTTD) System Performance Test was conducted at the Woods
Industries Site in Yakima, Washington on May 9, 10, 11, 25, and 26, 1995. The Performance Test was
conducted using the Williams Environmental Services, Inc. (Williams) low temperature thermal
desorption (LTTD) system. The objectives of the Performance Test were to establish the operating

conditions of the LTTD system that would meet the soil treatment criteria and the stack gas emission
requirements.

The LTTD equipment was operated by Williams during the Performance Test. Williams contracted
Focus Environmental, Inc. (Focus) to develap the Performance Test Plan, summarize the test results,
and produce this Performance Test Report. Stack sampling services were provided by York Services
Corporation (York). Soil samples were collected by Williams personnel. Process samples wefe
analyzed by Quanterra Environmental Sérvlces (Quanterra). Stack gas samples were analyzed by Alta
Laboratories.

The Performance Test consisted of three full test runs and an additional run during which only a stack
gas sample for particulate was taken. One of the full test runs was initiated from cold-start conditions.
The other two full runs were initiated from steady state operating conditions. The additional run for
particulate was initiated from cold start conditions, as well.

The Performance Test results demonstrated that the LTTD system can consistently achieve compliance
with the following objectives established in the Performance Test Plan:

¢ The treated soil met the cleanup criteria for organochliorine (OCL) pesticides, indicator
metals, and PCDD/PCDF.

¢ The modeled ground level concentrations of OCL pesticides resulting from stack gas
emissions met the WAC maximum Acceptable Source Impact Levels (ASILs).

* The modeled ground level concentrations of Indicator metals (As, Hg, and Pb) resulting
from stack gas emissions met the WAC maximum ASILs. In addition, the modeled
ground level concentrations of all other metals of concem met the appropriate risk
speclfic dose (RSD) (for carcinogens) or reference air concentrations (RAC) (for
non-carcinogens) as specified by 40 CFR 266, Appendix [V and V.

* A 9999 percent destruction and removal efficiency (DRE) of a principal organic
hazardous constituent (POHC) per 40 CFR 264.343.

®* The emission rate of hydrogen chloride acid (MHCI) and chlorine (CL) in the stack gas met

the ambient air Impact guidelines described in the Boilers and Industrial Furnaces (BIF)
guidelines described In 40 CFR 266.107.

1-1
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* The concentration of carbon monoxide (CO) in the stack exhaust gas was less than 100
ppm,, based on 3 60-minute rolling average

The only objective not consistently achieved by the LTTD system was that for stack gas particulate
concentration. The measured particulate concentration exceeded the required 0.03 grains/dscf
(corrected to 7% oxygen) during runs 1, 2, and 3. A fourth run demonstrated 0.0127 grains/dscf which
met the requirement. The failure to meet the particulate limit has been attributed to a combination of
malfunctioning stack demisters and salts present in the scrubber water camied up the stack. Williams

has discussed this issue with USEPA Region X and has agreed to continue attempts to comrect the
situation.

In addition to assessing the LTTD system's compliance with the performance objectives listed above, the
Performance Test was structured to provide additional data on emissions of volatile and semivolatile
products of incomplete combustion (PICs), for input to a risk evaluation.

Tables 1-1 and 1-2 present a summary of the Performance Test soil and emissions results. Table 1-3
presents a summary of the operating limits established by the Performance Test.

goo7
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2.0 PERFORMANCE TEST PROGRAM SUMMARY

As part of a Removal Action performed by Burington Northem Railroad, on-site treatment of
approximately 19,000 tons of soil will be conducted at the Woods Industries Site in Yakima, Washington.
The project is using the Williams Environmental Services, Inc. (Williams) low temperature thermal
desorption (LTTD) system.

A Performance Test was conducted according to the agreed-upon protocols presented in the January 27,
. 1985 Performance Test Plan prepared by Focus Environmental, Inc. The Performance Test Plan
describes the test objectives, process equipment design features, process operating parameters,
sampling procedures, analysis procedures, and monitoring procedures that were used during the
performance test program. Attachment 1 to the Performance Test Plan, the Quality Assurance Project
Plan (QAPP), describes quality assurance procedures that were followed during the performance test.

2.1 Soil Characterization and Target Analytes for Soil Analyses

The soils are contaminated with OCL pesticides, primarily p,p-DDT, hexachlorobenzene, and dieldrin.
Soils with the highest concentrations of these contaminants were stored in roll-off boxes and blended
with other contaminated soil to form the approximately 600 tons of material used during the performance
test. Blending was on a 1/10 basis for tuns 1, 2, and 3. Highly contaminated material was no longer
available for run 4. Samples of the feed soil were analyzed for OCL pesticides, total metals , moisture,
chloride, ash, and heating value. Results of the process sample analyses are presented in Appendix A.

Table 1-1 lists the target OCL pesticides and metals that represent the analytes and contaminants of
concem for this removal operation. Three metals (arsenic, lead, and mercury) were chosen as indicator

metals. Cleanup levels for each of the OCL pesticides and indicator metals are also presented in this
table.

The POHC chosen for the purpose of proving the system DRE is hexachlorobenzene.

2.2 LTTD System Description

The major mechanical components of the LTTD system consist of a soil feed.system, a thermal desorber
(rotary dryer-type), treated soll handling system, baghouse, induced draft (ID) fan, thermal oxidizer,
quench, packed bed scrubber, stack, liquid-phase activated carbon units, auxiliary fuel supply system,
and a process control, monitoring, and interdock system. A more detailed description of the LTTD system
is given in the Performance Test Plan.
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' 2.3 Shakedown and Pretest

During the first few weeks of operation, following mobilization and erection of the LTTD system, the unit
underwent a shakedown period to confirm proper operation of all mechanical, electrical, and instrument

systems. The system was initlally started up using clean soils until the proper operation of all system
components were confirmed.

A pretest consisting of one run was conducted April 13, 14, 1995. The process operating conditions and
sampling/analysis procedures for conducting the pretest run were the same as the procedures used
during the performance test. Data from the pretest was made available for review by the agency. The

total amount of contaminated soil treated during shakedown, pretest, and through the performance test
was approximately 9,400 tons.

2.4 Performance Test Plan Summary

Complete details of the Performance Test Program, including a description of the LTTD system, test

protocol, detailed sampling and analysis procedures, and quality assurance/quality control measures are
contained in the Performance Test Plan.

. The Performance Test was designed to demonstrate the ability of the LTTD to reduce the concentrations
of OCL pesticides in the soll and meet applicable emission control requirements. The Performance Test
was to consist of three replicate sampling runs using feed soil which had been blended to achieve a
representative "worst-case" composition. The feed soil analysis results are included in Appendix A,

The specific objectives of the Performance Test are listed below:

* Demonstrate that the treated soil met the cleanup criteria for organochlorine (OCL)

pesticides and metals as specified in the Washington State Model Toxic Control Act,
Resldentlal Method B.

® Demonstrate that the concentration of 2,3,7,8-TCDD (TEQ) in the treated soil met the
agreed upon limit.

¢ Demonstrate that the modeled ground level concentrations of OCL pesticides resulting
from stack gas emissions met the WAC maximum Acceptable Source Impact Levels
(ASILs). Ground level concentrations were calculated using dispersion factors from the
Woods Site Ambient Alr Quality Impact Report.

¢ Demonstrate that the modeled ground level concentrations of indicator metals (As, Hg,
and Pb) resulting from stack gas emissions met the WAC maximum ASILs. In addition,
demonstrate that the modeled ground level concentration of any remaining metal of
concem met the appropriate risk specific dose (RSD) (for carcinogens) or reference air

concentrations (RAC) (for non-carcinogens) as specified by 40 CFR 266. Appendix IV
and V.

2-2
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e Demonstrate a 99.99 percent destruction and removal efficiency (DRE) of a principal
organic hazardous constituent (POHC) per 40 CFR 264.343 by measuring the
concentration of hexachlorobenzene in the feed soil and stack gas.

¢ Demonstrate a stack gas particulate concentration less than 0.03 grains per dry standard
cubic feet (gr/dscf), corrected to 7 percent oxygen.

* Demonstrate that the emission rate of hydrogen chloride acid (HCI) and chlorine (Cl,) in
the stack gas met the ambient air impact guidelines described in the Boilers and
Industrial Fumaces (BIF) guidelines described in 40 CFR 266.107. In addition, if the
feedrate of total chlorine resulted in an emission rate of greater than 4 lbs/hr of HCI in
the stack gas, 99% removal had to be demonstrated.

® Demonstrate that the concentration of carbon monoxide (CO) in the stack gas was less
than 100 ppm,. based on a 60-minute rolling average

e Provide data on stack gas emissions, including products of incomplete combustion
(PICs), for input to a risk evaluation. The risk evaluation was performed according to the
methodology provided in the Ambient Air Quality Impact Report.

The following operating limitations were to be established from the Performance Test:
¢ Maximum soil feed rate
*  Minimum thermal desorber exit soil temperature '
e  Minimum thermal oxidizer gas exit temperature
e -Maximum |D fan amperage as an indicator of stack gas velocity
e Minimum APC system recycle water flow rate
¢ ‘Minimum APC system purge rate
* Minimum packed bed scrubber recycle water pH
»  Control limits for the LTTD and APC system operating parameters

* Minimum stack gas oxygen concentration

2,5 Sampling Plan Overview

A sampling plan was developed to obtain the analytical results necessary to evaluate the achievement of
the test objectives discussed above. The sampling plan included the collection and analysis of samples
of feed soil, treated soil, scrubber blowdown water, and stack gas. The sampling locations, sampling
equipment and sampling procedures are discussed in detail in Section 3.0 of the Performance Test Plan.

Feed and treated soil samples were collected from their respective conveyors at 15 minute intervals
during each test run. The scrubber blowdown water samples were collected from the blowdown

discharge line at 30 minute intervals during each test run.

Stack sampling protocols for the Performance Test are summarized below:

® Particulate and HC! by EPA Method 5 (M0Q050)

2-3
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‘ ¢  Semi-volatile organics (OCL pesticides and hexachlorobenzene) by EPA Modified
Method 5 (M0010)

® Volatile organics by EPA Volatile Organics Sampling Train (VOST M0030)
®  Metals by EPA Multiple Metals Train (EPA Draft Method 29)
* Dioxins/Furans by EPA Method 23 (M23)

®  Continuous emissions monitoring (CEM) for CO (Method 10) and O, (Method 3A).

2.6 Performance Test implementation Summary

The Performance Test was conducted on May 9, 10, 11, 25, and 26, 1995. The Performance Test was
conducted under the overall direction of Mr. Mark Fleri, Mr. Greg Whetstone and Ms. B.J. Bartee of
Williams Environmental Services. Williams personnel operated the LTTD system during the
Performance Test and were responsible for maintaining the process aperations within the desired range.
Williams personnel were also responsible for coilecting process data and process samples for use in
determining Performance Test results. York Services Corporation, under the direction of Mr. Roger
Kniskem, conducted all stack sampling dunng the testing period. Performance Test sample analysis was
performed by Quanterra Incorporated and ALTA Laboratories.

. The Performance Test was witnessed by Ms. Kathy Massimino and Ms. Linda Priddy of USEPA Region
X, Mr. John Gilbert of USEPA Region V, Mr. Jim Geiger of URS (USEPA contractor) and Mr. Paul
Meeter of Westin (USEPA contractor).

Although the test plan specified that all stack sampling would be conducted simultaneously during each
run, it was determined that the configuration of the stack sampling ports would make simultaneous
collection of all stack samples difficult to accomplish. Because of this difficulty, each sampling run was
divided into two separate runs with the stack sampling split between the two. The Performance Test
Plan also specified that the Performance Test would consist of three replicate sampling runs conducted
under similar operating condltions. This was not accomplished because the EPA requested that one of
the test runs be conducted from a cold-start condition. Run 2 was designated as the cold-start run.

Test run 1 was divided Into two runs designated as 1A and 1B. Test run 1A was performed on May
9,1995. Method 0010, Method 23 and Method 0030 sampiing trains were used during run 1A to sample
for OCL pesticides and semivolatile organics, PCDD/PCDF, and volatile organics. Run 1B was
postboned, due to mechanical difficulties, until May 25, 1995. During run 1B the stack gas was sampled
for particulate, HCI, Cl,, and metals.

. Test run 2 was divided into two runs designated as 2A and 2B. Both of thése runs were initiated from a
cold start condition, per EPA request. Test run 2A was performed on May 10, 1995 with stack sampling

24
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conducted for OCL pesticides, semivolatile organics, and PCOD/PCDF. Test run 2B was conducted May
11, 1995 with stack sampling conducted for particulate, HCI, Cl,, metals and volatile organics.

Test run 3 was performed on May 25, 1995. For this test run, the difficulties associated with
simultaneous collection of all stack samples were overcome. Stack sampling was conducted for
particulate, HCI, Cl,, metals, OCL pesticides, semivolatile organics, PCDD/PCDF, and volatile organics.

On May 26, 1995 a fourth test run was conducted for the purpose of collecting an EPA blank. Since
results from test run 2B had shown particulate emissions in excess of 0.03 grains/dscf, an additional

stack gas particulate sample was collected during this run. This fourth run was also initiated from a
cold-start condition. '

Testing was halted for the period of May 12 through May 24, 1995 due to the presence of excessive
moisture in the stack gas. The excessive moisture was attributed to malfunctioning stack demisters.

The LTTD system was shut down and demister repairs were implemented. Testing was resumed on May
25, 1995.
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3.0 PERFORMANCE TEST RESULTS

This section presents the results of the monitoring, sampling, and analytical activities associated with the
test program. Reduced analytical data for each test run as reported and used to calculate stack gas
concentrations, emission rates, and maximum predicted ground-level concentrations are presented in
Appendix A. All field-sampling data sheets for process samples are included in Appendix B.

The Performance Test demonstrated the LTTD system's ability to exceed all requirements specified for
achieving soil treatment while meeting all stack gas emission requirements for OCL pesticides, metals,
HCI, and CO. The LTTD system failed to achieve the stack gas emission requirement for particulate. A
POHC destruction and removal efficiency exceeding ©9.99% was demonstrated in all test runs.
Opaerating parameters that correlate with these results are discussed in Section 5.0.

3.1 POHC Destruction and Removal Efficiency

The average soil feed rates were used in conjunction with the measured POHC concentration in the feed
soil 1o calculate the total POHC feed rate during each run as shown in Table 3-1 and the example
calculations presented in Appendix H. The POHC stack emission rates are also shown in Table 3-1
along with the calculated DRE for each run. All DREs were greater than the required 99.99%. The stack
gas samples were analyzed for the POHC, hexachlorobenzene, using both Method 8080 and Method
8270. The results of the Method 8270 analysis were significantly higher than those obtained from the
Method 8080 analysis for runs 1 and 2. The results for run 3 were faly consistent between the two
methods with the Method 8270 results slightly higher than the Method 8080 results. In the Interest of
obtaining conservative results, the Method 8270 results were used for calcuiating DRE.

3.2 Particulate Emis.éions

The measured particulate emissions were in excess of the requirement of 0.03 grains/dscf for all runs
except run 4. Particulate concentrations were 0,035, 0.047, 0.040, and 0.013 grains/dscf (corrected to
7% O,) during runs 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively. The particulate data Is summarized in Table 3-2. The
higher than. specified particulate concentrations have been aftributed to stack demister problems
experienced during the Performance Test. [t is believed that a quantity of scrubber water is passing
through the demisters and the dissolved solids in the scrubber water are appearing as particulate in the

sample. Particulate emissions are evaluated in the Risk Assesment Addendum prepared by Phillips
Environmental which shows that o

Williams Environmental has discussed this issue with USEPA Region X and has agreed to continue with
their attempts to correct this problem.
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3.3 Hydrogen Chloride and Chlorine Emissions

HCI emissions were much less than the required maximum emission rate of 4 Ib/hr during each run. The
HCI emission rates were 0.121, 0.358, and 0.175 Ib/hr for test runs 1, 2, and 3, respectively. Chlorine
emissions were 0.0, 0.04, and 0.0 Ib/hr for test runs 1, 2, and 3, respectively. HCI and chiorine data are
summarized in Table 3-2. Example calculations are presented in Appendix H.

3.4 Stack Gas Oxygen and Carbon Monoxide

The stack gas oxygen concentration was above 3% by volume (dry basis) during each Performance Test
run. Throughout the Performance Test, the stack gas carbon monoxide concentration was below 100
ppmv based on a 60-minute rolling average value, corrected to 7% oxygen, dry basis.

3.5 OCL Pesticide Emissions

Stack gases were sampled for OCL pesticides during test runs 1A, 2A, and 3. The samples were
analyzed and a mass emission rate for each of the pesticides was calculated. This data was used with
information from the Woods Site Ambient Air Quality Impact Report to calculate ground level
concentrations for each pesticide. The calculated ground level concentrations were then compared to

. the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) Acceptable Source Impact Levels (ASILS) for pesticides.
All of the ground ievel concentrations calculated for the pesticide emissions were below the WAC ASILs
for each test run. The pesticide emission rates, ground level concentrations, and comparison to the
ASILs for runs 1, 2, and 3 are presented in Tables 3-3 through 3-5. Example calculations are presented
in Appendix H. The pesticide emissions were used in conducting a risk assessment for the LTTD
system. ' |

3.6 Metals Emissions

During test runs 1B, 2B, and 3 stack gases were sampled for the following metals: antimony, arsenic,
barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, and thallium. The
samples were analyzed to determine the mass emission rate of each metal. The mass emission rates
were used to calculate a ground level concentration for each metal which were then compared against
the more stringent of the following: 1) WAC ASILs for metals; 2) Reference Air Concentrations (RAC)
from 40 CFR 266, Appendix IV for non-carcinogenic metals; or 3) Risk Specific Doses (RSD) from 40
CFR 266, Appendix |V for carcinogenic metals. The chromium emission was assumed to be 100%
hexavalent chromium for purposes of comparison to the ASIL. The ground level concentratlons of the
metals were below the respective requirement for each sampling run. The metals emission rates, ground
. level concentrations, and comparisons to maximum allowed concentrations for runs 1, 2, and 3 are

3-2
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presented in Tables 3-3 through 3-5. Example calculations are presented in Appendix H. The metal
emissions were used in conducting a risk assessment for the LTTD system.

3.7 PCDD/PCDF Emissions

Stack gases were sampled for PCDD/PCDF emissions during runs 1A, 2A, and 3. The samples were
analyzed to determine total mass of the tetra- through octa-chlorinated PCDD and PCDF congeners, as
well as the mass of each individual 2,3,7,8-substituted PCDD and PCDF isomer. In order to evaluate the
potential risk posed by emissions of a variety of PCDD/PCDF compounds, each isomer and/or congener
group is assigned a "toxic equivalence factor” which is used to equate the toxicity of that compound to
the toxicity of 2,3,7,8-TCDD. Emissions of the PCDD/PCDF compounds, expressed as 2,3,7,8-TCDD
toxic equivalents (TEQ) are then added together to determine the total PCDD/PCDF emission rate as
2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ. This emission rate was used to calculate a ground level concentration for
2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ. The calculated ground level concentration was less than the WAC ASIL of 3x10*

pg/m? for each test run. The PCDD/PCDF emissions, ground level concentrations, and comparison to

the maximum allowed concentration for runs 1, 2, and 3 are presented in Tables 3-3 through 3-5.
Example calculations are presented in Appendix H. The PCDD/PCDF emisslons were used in
conducting a risk assessment for the LTTD system.

3.8 Volatile and Semivolatile Organic Compound Emissions

Tables 3-6 and 3-7 present the emission rates for volatile and semivolatile organic compounds from the
LTTD system during the performance test. These values were used in conducting a risk assessment for
the LTTD system.

3.9 Soil Treatment

An objective of the Performance Test was to demonstrate ihat the treated soil exiting the LTTD system
met the specified cleanup criteria for OCL pesticides, PCOD/PCDF (as 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ), and the
indicator metals, arsenic, lead, and mercury. The treated soil was sampled during each run of the
Performance Test (except Run 4). '

The results of the treated soil sample analyses with a comparison to the soil treatment criteria are
presented in Table 1-1. All soil treatment criteria were achieved for all test runs.

33
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‘ : 4.0 QA/QC SUMMARY

Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) protocols were based on the recommended QA/QC
procedures of the various sampling and analytical methods that were used for this Performance Test.
This section presents pertinent QC data and outlines the types of QC measures employed during the
program. The QA/QC Plan is presented as Attachment 1 to the Performance Test Plan.

Quality control refers to the continuing routine checks on quality within each segment of project activities
such as sampling, field measurements, analysis, and data handling. The QA/QC Plan allows for the
accuracy and precision of the test data to be evaluated for the purpose of validation. QA/QC objectives
are explained in more detail in the QA/QC Plan presented as Attachment 1 to the Performance Test
Plan. Tables 4-1, 5-1, 7-1, and 10-1 of the QA/QC Plan specifies the duplicates, blanks. surrogate
spikes, and calibration checks for each analysis. The tasks associated with these aclivities are largely

defined by the sampling and analytical procedures associated with each analysis as documented in EPA
method protocols.

Target data quality criteria are presented in the QA/QC Plan far the following types of data:

o  Sample coliection

¢ Sample analysis

*  Process instrument calibration

e Stack sampling equipment calibration

® Laboratory analytical instrument calibration.

Part of the overall QA/QC program is the coordination- of process operations and sampling activities
during the Performance Test. This coordination effort Is intended to identify potential operating upsets or
sampling problems in the fiald, and to institute corrective actlons as required, These field actions include
holding, stopping, and/or repeating test runs as needed to ensure the collection of adequate and
representative test data.

4.1 Sample Collection

Sampling QA/QC objectives are considered to be met if sampling activities follow the standard methods
described in the Performance Test Plan and QA/QC Plan. Table 5-1 of the QA/QC Plan presents the .
samples that were collected to achleve QA/QC objectives. During this Performance Test, all sampling

‘ activities followed the prescribed procedures. Sample collection activities were recorded on log sheets;

samples were assigned numbers, were packaged, shipped to the analytical laboratories; and specific

\ 4'1
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. analyses were requested for each sample. Copies of the sample collection logs, traceability records,
analysis request forms, and an index of sample numbers and identification are included in Appendices B
(for process samples) and C (for stack gas samples). A review of the sample collection log sheets
indicates that samples were collected as required, all applicable data was recorded, and sampling
equipment conditions and operating parameters (particularly applicable to stack sampling activities) were
within the requirements of the applicable methods.

4.1.1 Process Sample Collection

The soil sampling procedure as outlined in the Performance Test and QA/QC Plans were followed while
collecting the samples. Feed, treated soil, and blowdown water samples were collected and composited
as described in Tables 3-5, 3-6, and 3-12A respectively, of the Performance Test Plan.

4.1.2 Stack Gas Sample Collection

York was responsible for ensuring that all QA/QC procedures associated with the construction and
operation of the M0010, M0050, Method 23. VOST (M0030), and MMT (Method 29) sampling trains, as
documented in EPA published method protocols, were implemented and followed.

. ~ 4.1.21 Equipment Calibration

All stack gas sampling equipment associated with was calibrated at the frequencies and according to the
methods listed in Table 7-2 of the QA/QC Plan prior to or during the Performance Test. Data that
demonstrates calibration of the sampling equipment instruments to within the acceptance limits are
included with the sampling report in Appendix C. '

All dry gas meters, Pitot tubes and probe nozzles were calibrated in accordance with the procedures
outlined in the EPA document entitled Quality Assurance Handbook for Air Poliution Measurement
Systems; Volume JII - Stationary Source Specific Methods (EPA 600/4-77-027b), Section 2.3.1.1. Coples
of all relevant calibration sheets are also included in Appendix C.

4.1.2.2 Sample Container Preparation

Sample containers and sampling train glassware required pre-cleaning to avoid contamination of the
sample from the collection container or devices. Sample containers were purchased pre-cleaned to
specified EPA standards. All caps to sample containels,i with the exception of sample containers for
metals analysis, were fitted with Teflon liners which were cleaned in the same manner as the containers

. themselves.
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‘ 4.1.2.3 Sample Media Preparation

The procedures for M0050, M0D10, Method 23, and Method 29 sampling, as discussed in the Methods
Manual for Compliance with the BIF Regulations, were followed by both York and the analytical
laboratory in preparing the sample media to be used during the Performance Test. These methods
discuss steps that must be taken to prepare the filters for sampling tralns, the XAD resin for the M0010
train, and the preparation of the appropriate reagents and standards. Procedures outlined in EPA

Method 0030 for preparing, storing, and analyzing the Tenax and Tenax/charcoal sorbent tubes were
followed for the VOST.

All reagents were checked in accordance with York's existing QC program to minimize the probability of
using contaminated solvents. This included the use of high purity solvents from the same lot and the
collection and analysis of the appropriate blanks. All filters were desiccated and weigﬁed to the nearest
0.5 mg constant weight. For the M0010 train, the filters and XAD resin were pre-cleaned by the
laboratory. The XAD resin was packed in the Iaboratory and remained capped until just before use.

All test samples were collected while the LTTD system was operational. Sampling was discontinued
during interruptions in operation. The tests were conducted so that a sufficient volume of stack gas was

. sampled for all trains. Leak checks were conducted on sampling trains following the recommended
procedures in the respective methods. Blank samples were collected as specified in the QA/QC Plan to
allow for identification of extraneous contamination. Isokiﬁetic calculations were performed tao ensure the
sampling was within the acceptable range of 80 to 110% isokinetic.

4.1.3 Sample Collection Documentation

Chain of custody forms were completed with copies filed by the analytical laboratories and the Williams

Project Manager. Chain of custody forms and sample collection sheets for the Performance Test are
Included in Appendices B and C.

4.2 Analytical QA/QC Activities

Analytical methods used to obtain the data for this Performance Test have associated quality control
procedures that were used by the analytical [abs. Table 3-14 of the Performance Demonstration Plan
contains the methods that should be referenced for the appropriate analytical QC procedures.

Analytical data quality was determined through the analysis of blanks, duplicates, spiked samples, and

. reference materlals, as described in Section 5.0, Table 5-1. of the QA/QC plan. Table 4-1 in the QA/QC
Plan summarizes the analytical data quality objectives forthe Performance Test.
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. The analytical laboratories followed the QA/QC plan using the following general guidelines:

Use of approved analytical procedures and methods
Properly operating and calibrated instrumentation

Acceptable results from analyses of QC samples

Achieving precision and accuracy comparable to that achieved in previous analytical
programs and consistent with the objectlves of the program as discussed in Sections 4
and 10 of the QA/QC Plan.
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The analytical data met the applicable QA/QC objectives, as demonstrated by the laboratory analytical

data packages included in Appendix G and the stack sampling report included in Appendix C, with the
following exceptions:

The duplicate analysis of the run 2B feed soil sample for metals yielded a relative
percent difference (RPD) of 52% for lead. This is outside of the required range of less
than 35% RPD. This was attributed to matnx interference.

The matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate analysis for the run 2B feed soil sample for
metals yielded recovery percents for antimony, lead, and mercury outside of the required
range of 70-130%. The spike recovery percents were 50%, 65%, and 344% for
antimony, lead, and mercury, respectively. This was attributed to matrix interference.

The matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate analysis for the run 2B treated soil sample for
metals yielded recovery percents for antimony, and lead outside of the required range of
70-130%. The spike recovery percents were 44% and 69% for antimony and lead,
respectively. This was attributed to matrix interference.

The surrogate recovery percent for 1,2,3,7,8-PeCOD for the run 3 treated soil sample for
PCDD/PCDF slightly exceeded the required range of 40-135%. The measured surrogate
recovery percent was 137%. :

The sumrogate recovery percents for the feed soil samples for OCL pesticides were
outside of the required range of 50-130%. Due to required sample dilution, the surrogate
was a non-detect for each feed soil sample for OCL pesticides.

QA/QC resulits for the stack gas sampling and analysis are not yet available.
Results from the stack sampling report will be incorporated upon receipt.

4.3 Process Instrumentation and CEMS

All process Instruments associated with LTTD system operation were calibrated prior to the Performance

Test. Data that demqnstrates calibration of these instruments within the acceptance criteria listed in
Table 7-1 of the QA/QC Plan are included in Appendix D.

4-4
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Pror to the Performance Test, the stack gas CEMS was subjected to a performance test to determine
the system's calibration drift, response time, calibration error, and relative accuracy. The CEMS passed
all criteria of the performance test. Test results are presented in Appendix E.

Daily calibration of the stack gas continuous emissions monitoring system was conducted during the
Performnance Test. Each monitor met the calibration criteria during each day that trial bum runs were
conducted. Calibration records for the CEM system are contained in Appendix E. York's CEM system
calibration records are contained in Appendix C. '

4.4 Laboratory Anatytical Instrumentation

Initial and continuing calibration criteria and QA/QC objectives, as specified by the analytical methods
used for sample analysis, were achieved for the trial bum program. Analytical instrument calibration
records and all raw analytical data are archived in the: project files of the parlicipating analytical
laborataries including Quanterra Environmental Services and ALTA Apalytical Laboratories.

@o20
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‘ $.0 OPERATING RECOMMENDATIONS

The operating recommendations discussed below were developed based on the results of runs 1 and 3.
This approach was taken because runs 1 and 3 were conducted at steady-state operating conditions
while run 2 was conducted from a cold-start. Based on the Performance Test results, Williams
recommends the conditions presented in the following sections be used for the continued operation of
the LTTD. Table 5-1 presents a3 summary of the actual operating conditions recorded during the
Performance Test. Table 5-2 presents the recommended operating limits conditions based on the
-Performance Test results. A full set of operating data is included in Appendix F.

5.1 Criteria for Establishing Operating Conditions

it is William's intent that a universal set of operating conditions be established from the Performance
Test results and the design parameters of the LTTD, that will apply to the continuous soil treatment
activities at the Woods site. Limits on specific parameters are established to ensure that the continued
operation of the LTTD will result in performance similar to that demonstrated during the Performance
Test, and to provide for equipment and personnel safety.

. - Process operating conditions are categorized into two groups (Group A and C) based on the manner in
which the operating condition values are established, the requirements for continuous monitering and
recording, and for automatically stopping the waste feed. This categorization is pattemned after the

recommendations given in USEPA's Guidance_on Setting Permit Conditions and Reporting Trial Bum
Results, EPA/625/6-89/019, January 1989.

Group A parameters are continuously monitored and reodnded,'and are interlocked with the automatic
soil feed shut off system. Group A-1 parameters are established based on trial bum operating data, and
are used to ensure that LTTD system operating conditions are consistent with those demonstrated during
the Performance Test. Group A-2 parameters are established based on operational safety and good
operating practice considerations rather than on the Performance Test operating conditions.

Group C parameters are set independently of Performahce Test conditions. These parameters are
based on equipment manufacturers design and operating, specifications and thus are considered good

operating practice. Group C parameters do not require continuous monitoring and are not interlocked
with the automatic soil feed shut off system.

5.1.1 Monitoring, Recording, and Interlocking Basis

‘ Group A parameters require continuous monitoring. Where values are continuously recorded, this is
accomplished by computing and recording the average value from the continuous monitor at least once

§-2
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‘ every 60 seconds. Where the parameter to be monitored is represented by a discrete event rather than

by a continuous process variable (e.g., ID fan failure) the data acquisition system makes a record if the
event occurs.

Group A parameters trigger an automatic soil feed shut off if the process value for the parameter is
outside the established limits. Because process values may fluctuate during normal operation, without
Impacting the overall performance of the LTTD system, several of the automatic soil feed shut off
interlocks are based on rolling average values to avoid unnecassary interruption of system operation.
Other Group A parameters, that are considered to be especially critical, trigger automatic soil feed shut
offs immediately when the monitoring system's detector senses a value outside the established limits.

Where rolling averages are used, they are implementeg on a 60-minute or 20-minute basis. The
60-minute (or 20-minute) rolling average is the arithmetic mean of the 60 (or 20) most recent one-minute
values generated by the continuous monitor, thus the data acquisition system constantly accumulates
and averages 60 (or 20) one-minute values. As each new one-minute value is generated by the
monitoring system, the oldest one-minute value is discarded, and the 60-minute (or 20-minute) rolling
average is updated using the new data point. The 60-minute (or 20-minute) rolling average is recorded
'. each minute as the rolling average value is updated. Interlocks based on 60-minute (20-minute) rolling

averages are triggered immediately when the 60-minute (20-minute) rolling average value is outside the
astablished operating limits.

§.1.2 Establishing Operating Limits from Perfonnance Test Results

Williams proposes to establish operating limits from the performance test results for Group A parameters
based on the agreed-upon methods presented in Section 3.8.2 of the Performance Test Plan. For
parameters that have both a rolling average limit and an instantaneous limit, the rolling average limit Is
based upon the average over all test runs of the maximum or minimum rolling value for each test run,
while the instantaneous limit is based on averaging the maximum or minimum hourly instantaneous
value from each hour of the test run and then averaging these three test run averages. For parameters
that have only an instantaneous limit the limit Is based upon the time-weighted average over the test.
The carbon monoxide limitation is based upon EPA guidaﬁc{a.

5.2 Operating Parameters

Table 5-2 summarizes the proposed operating parameters and interlocks. Each parameter, and the
basis for its proposed value and interlock (if needed) is discussed below. Performance test operating
data used for calculating AWFSO limits are included in Appendix F.

5-3
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§.2.1 Group A1 Parameters

High Soil Feed Rate - If the 60-minute rolling average of the soll feed rate exceeds 26.7 tons/hour, the
soil feed will be automatically stopped. This limit is based on the average of the maximum 60-minute
rolling average values from Runs 1 and 3 of the test. The maximum instantaneous soil feed rate limit will
be 31 tons/hour based on the average of the hourly maximum instantaneous values over the entire test.

Low Thermal Desorber Exit Soil Temperature - The soil feed will be automatically stopped if the
thermal desorber exit soil temperature falls below 750°F based on a 20-minute rolling average. This
value was determined during testing from the average of the lowest 20-minute values from each test run.
The minimum instantaneous exit soil temperature was determined to be 725°F. It was intended that this
limit be based on the average of the lowest hourly instantaneous values recorded during each test run.
However, this approach would have yielded an instantaneous limit approximately equal to the rolling
average limit. The limit -of 725°F is based on variability of the temperature data. The soil exit
temperature AWFSOs will be deactivated during the first 54.6 minutes of system start-up. Any soil
treated during this time period which did not reach the AWFSO temperature limit will have to be

retreated or sampled separately from subsequently treated soil to confirm soil cleanup standards have
been met.

Low Thermal Oxidizer Exit Gas Temperature - The soil feed will be automatically stopped If the
thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature falls below 1,810°F based on an instantaneous reading. The
minimum temnperature recorded during the test was 1,771°F during test run 1. The operating limit is
based upon the time-weighted average over the performanqe test.

High Stack Gas Carbon Monoxide - Soil feed will be immediately stopped if the stack gas carbon
monoxide exceeds 100 ppm,, corrected to 7% oxygen and based on a 60-minute rolling average. This

limit is based on good operating practice considerations. The maximum 60-minute rolling average value
recorded during the test was 5.5 ppm, .

Low APC Recycle Water Flow Rate - The soil feed will be automatically stopped if the APC recycle
water flow rate falls below 300 gpm. This value is based on:the time-weighted average of the test data.

Low Packed Bed Scrubber Recycle Water pH - The soil feed will be automatically stopped if the
20-minute rolling average pH falls below 7.25 or the instantaneously recorded pH falls below 6.5. The
20-minute rolling average limit is based upon the average over the test of the minimum rolling value

do23
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from each test run. The instantaneous limit is based upoh the average of the minimum instantaneous
hourly value over the test.

Low APC Purge Rate - The minimum APC purge rate was established during the performance test as
16.5 gpm. This value was determined by calculating the time-weighted average over the test runs. The
soil feed will be automatically stopped if the instantaneous APC purge rate falls below this value.

High ID Fan Current - Soil feed will be immediately stopped if the 20-minute rolling average ID fan
current exceeds 101 amps. The iimit is based upon the average of the 20-minute rolling average values
recorded during test runs 1A, 1B, and 3. The maximum instantaneous fimit was determined to be 103
amps based upon analysis of data variability. During system start-up (first 54.6 minutes of operation),
the 20-minute rolling average limit will be 104 amps and the instantaneous limit will be 107 amps. These
start-up limits are based upon data from runs 2A, 2B, and 4 of the Performance Test.

$.2.2 Group A2 Parameters

High Thermal Desorber Pressure - The maximum thermal desorber pressure resuiting in an
instantaneous automatic soil feed shut off will be -0.01 inches w.c. This limit was not demonstrated
during the Performance Test but is established based on good operating practice. The maximum
thermal desorber pressure based on Performance Test resuits was -0.18 in. w.c.

High Thermal Desorber Exit Gas Temperature - The soil feed will be automatically stopped If the
thermal desarber exit temperature exceeds 450°F based on an Instantaneous reading. The maximum
instantaneous thermal desorber exit gas temperature during the test was 344°F.

Low Thermal Desorber Exit Gas_Temperature - An instantaneous AWFSO will be triggered if the
offgas temperaturé falls below 250°F. This limit is based on previous experience indicating that a
prolonged low affgas temperature can be indicative of a problem with the bumer management system
and is thus based on good operating practice. The pesticide removal efficiency of the LTTD is a function

of the soil exit temperature and not the offgas temperature. The minimum LTTD offgas temperature
recorded during testing was 305°F.

High Thermal Oxidizer Exit Gas Temperature - An instantaneous AWFSO will occur in the event that
the thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature equals or exceeds 2100°F. This temperature Is based on a

manufacturers recommendation and was not demonstrated during the Performance Test. The
maximum thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature recorded during testing was 1,870°F

ool
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. Low Baghouse Differential Pressure - Soil feed will be automatically and instantaneously stopped if
the baghouse differential pressure falls below 0.5 in. w.c. This was not demonstrated during the

Performance Tast. The minimum baghouse differential pressure recorded during the test was 0.85 in.
w.C. '

High Quench Gas Exit Temperature - Soil feed will be automatically stopped if the instantaneous
quench gas exit temperature exceeds 250°F. This temperature is based on the equipment protection
considerations. The maximum quench gas exit temperature recorded during the test was 185°F.

Low Stack Gas Oxygen Concentration - The minimum stack gas oxygen concentration was
established at 3% by volume prior to the Performance Test. The Performance Test minimum was
recorded at (3.2%) with an average of (4.7%) for runs 1 and 3. The soil feed will be automatically
stopped if the instantaneous stack gas oxygen concentration falls below this value.

Burner System Failure - Failure of the bumer system will result in an instantaneous AWFSO.

ID Fan Failure - Failure of the ID fan will result in an instantanaous AWFSO.

. _ Power Failure - A power failure will result in an instantaneous AWFSO.

§.2.3 Group C Parameters

Low APC System Water Supply Pressure - The minimum APC water supply pressure was estabiished
prior to testing at 20 psig.

Low Baghouse Pulse Rate - The minimum baghouse pulse rate was established following testing at 12
pulses per minute.

5-6
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Mr. Bruce A, Sheppa.rd

Manager Environmental Pro;; ects
Burlington Northern Railroad
Environmental Engineering
Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104-1105

Dear Mr. Sheppard:.

EPA-has reviewed jour submission of June 6, 1995, entitled
"Northwest Haul Road Soil Sample Data, Woods Industries Site,
Yakuna, Washington.®™ EPA approves backfilling the area specified

in your submission with treated soil that meets cleanup
standards.

. The analytical results in Attachment 3 of the above
. submission alone are not acceptable because surrogate recovery
was ND (non-detect). However, a review of the lab data package
submitted in support of the analytical results demonstrates that

the three soil samples taken from the northwest haul road are
below cleanup numbers.

If you have any questions please call me at (206) 553-1987.

. - SJ_ncerely, #] :
o 7»@‘@ & 4,@47(7"
Lynda E. Priddy '
. Environmental Protection

. Specialist
'~ Hazardous Waste Division

ccs David Eagleton, Burlington Ex"x-vz_ronmenta;l = Columbia
B.J. Bartee, Williams Envn:orunental Servn.ces, Inc.
Rick -Roeder, :Ecology. = CRO.

Adninistrative Record for So:.l Treatment Re:noval - HW-070
) Bill Glasser, EPA - HW=-113
‘ Don Matheny, EPA - ES-095"

" Larry Mullen/Jim Geiger, URS - Yakima



PRESTON GATES & ELLIS
ATTORNEYS

June 29, 1995
BY FACSIMILE AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Lynda E. Priddy

Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA, Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Attn: HW-113

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Robert Hartman
Assistant Regional Counsel
U.S. EPA, Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

‘ Re: © Request for Modification to Schedule for Soil Treatment at the Wooc_is' Industries
Site '
Dear Lynda and Bob:

As you know, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. (Williams) has had a number of .
significant operational problems with its TPU-IV soil treatment'unit at the Woods Industries site
in Yaliima? Washington. These problems have been’détailed in the weekly and monthly reports to
U.S. EPA. Over the life of the project, Williams has been operating at less than 50% efficiency
due to-these problems. This in turn will prevent Williams from completing the soil treatment by
June 30, 1995, even under optimal conditions. Williams has treated approximately 12,487 tons of
soil as of June 25, 1995. ' '

Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR) has appreciated EPA's flexibility in working with
Williams. Despite Williams' attempts to make its equipment function more efficiently and EPA's.
accommodations, BNRR will need additional time for Williams to complete soil treatment and '
submit the final report to EPA. (It is expected that equipment decontamination and '
demobilization will be completed within approximately 60 days after soil treatment is complete).

.

A PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

ANCHORAGE « COEUR D" ALENE - LOS ANGELES - PORTLAND + SPOKANE « TacoMa - WasHINSTON, D.C.

5000 COLUMBIA CENTER 70! FIFTH AVENUE SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98104-7078 PHONE: (206) 623-7580 FACSIMILE: (206) 623-7022




June 29, 1995
Page 2

-

Pursuant to Section XIV of the Administration Order on Consent for Removal Response
Activities at the Woods Site (Docket No. 1087-03-18-106), BNRR request that the schedule for
soil treatment be modified. Specifically, BNRR requests that Attachment B (Schedule of

- Deliverables to the Administrative Order on Consent) be modified as follows (new text is.

underlined; deleted text is struck-through):

6. Soil Treatment Comgleted. August 31, 1995.

7.__Final Soil Treatment Report Submitted to U.S. EPA. September 29, 1995.

This schedule is based on the most recent treatment history for the unit and projections by
Philip Environmental, URS Consultants, and U.S. EPA personnel familiar with site operations. It
assumes that U.S. EPA will approve an increase in soil treatment capacity from 75% (current) to
100% (as set out in the Work Plan) on or before June 30, 1»9-95.

Please call if you have any questions.
Very truly yours,
PRESTON GATES & ELLIS
T-o0w— &1 @.M b—

By
Thomas Eli Backer

- TEB:reij

cc.  Bruce Sheppard, BNRR
David Eagleton, Philip Environmental
~ Lowell Taylor, Williams Environmental Services, Inc.
JATEB\16065-89.004\2QL1FN.DOC
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United States Region 10 Alaska ':
Environmental Protection 1200 Sixth Avenue Idaho :
Agency Seattle WA 98101 Oregon
- Washingwon

OSEPA

Reply To . R
Attn Of: HW-113 : - JUN 5 21995

Mr. Bruce A. Sheppard

Manager Environmental Projects
‘Burlington Northern Railroad
-Environmental Engineering
-Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104~1105

Dear Mr. Sheppard:

EPA has reviewed your submissions of: (1) June 14, 11995,
- entitled "York Services, Stack Sampling Report®™, three volumes;
S (2) 2 Junet 21; 1995, entitled "Woods Industries Site, Performance
_ Test Report" and "Addendum to Ambient Air Quality Impact Report
. for a Temporary Low-Temperature Desorption Unit"; and ( 3) June
23, 1995, entitled "TSS and TDS vs Scrubber Blowdown." [EPA has
also received from York and reviewed the VOST and dzoxln/furan
audit results. EPA has the following comments:

a. Performance Test Report, dated June 21, 1995.

1. Pages 1-2 and 2-3, revise to correctly include jthe :
- requirements for passing the risk assessment as part of the
-objectives of the test as specified on page 1~3 of ‘the

Performance Test Plan.

2. Table 1-2, include as "NA" the determination of averages
for the DRE, particulate, HCl, and CO.

3. Tables 1-3 and 5-2, revise as follows: !

(2a) Set APC purge rate at 22 gpm, justified hased on
increase to offset elevated particulate emission
rate

t

(b) Eliminate footnote “i"'for ID  fan currenﬁ.

- (¢) Add to footnotes "h" and "i" that these start—up
_ procedures also in effect for soil exit i
. : temperature when restarting soil feed after all
AWFSOs, except for soil exit temperatureJ

i
g
|
|
]
!
t
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(d) revise footnote "f£" to exclude run 2B.

(e) Add Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) to the table as a
Group B parameter, requiring sampling hourly and
" composited daily. Set the limit at 4000 ng/1,
which if exceeded the APC purge rate will|be
increased in 1 gpm increments. Analytlcal results
for TDS must be obtained and evaluated agalnst the
- limit by BNRR daily. State basis for limit as TDS
level which particulate limit was acceptable.-

. l
4. Page S5-4, third paragraph, eliminate reference to run
2B. i

B. Addendum To ambient Air Quallty Impact Report For a Temporary

Lowawemperature Desorpt;on Unit, dated June 1995.

. corrected to 7% O,.

1. Page 9, first complete paragraph, revise second!line to
read: ".015 gr/dscf (34 mg/dscm, corrected to 7 percent
oxygen[0?]. This project's standard was set at .03 !gr/dscf,

2. Tables 5-4, 6-6 and 6-7 prOV1de clarlflcatlon of how the
4% frequency of increased emissions of 10% is factored into
these tables consistently for both the cold and normal
operation. It appears that the 10% increased em1551on was
applied to the normal operation, but a different factor was
applied to the cold. It does not appear that the 4%

. frequency factor has been applied. - l

. . !
3. Section 7.1.1: When calculatlng an annual average for

ambient air PM10 samples an arithmetic average should be
used. For total suspended particulate (TSP) annual!-
averages, a geometric average should be calculated.|

l
4. Section 8.2.1: The last sentence in this sectlon needs
to be clarified with respect to "calculated concentrations."
It is unclear whether the calculated concentrations! refer to
FDM modeled PM10 or to the individual contaminants.!

5. Section 5.2.2: The use of a standard deviation and 95%
upper confidence limit for a two sample data set (RDN 1 and
3) is not statistically meaningful. i

6. Attachment B - Chemical Information: It is noE clear-

‘how the o,pl-DDE+p,pl-DDE COMPDEP and ISCST2 model Walues

were calculated. Note that these model values are presented
separately on Table 6.6. Also the modeled dep051tlon and
annual air concentration values for DEHP and |
hexachlorobenzene are the same. Is this a typograph1ca1
errorx? They do not correlate w1th Table 6-6.

|
|
|
I
!
:

. 004
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7. Table 6-7: Under cold start oﬁeratlng conditions the
ISCST2 dispersion coefficient is different from the|normal

. operating conditions disperslon coefficient. The difference

‘needs to be explained in terms of revised physxcal stack-
characterlstlcs. i

|
8. Table 8-9: How do.the concentrations shown in Table 8-9
affect any risk calculatlons, ASIL or TIER IIT limits?

|
9., Table 5-3: Several of the contaminant em1551on!rates
for RUN2 appear to be non-detect. Which RON 2 emlsSLOn
rates are non-detect? . |

10. Page 14, 2nd paragraph: ‘The cancer risk valueg and

hazard indices stated do not match the values given‘ln Table'

8=-12 (reszdents and subsistence farmers). ,

11. Page 14, last paragraph A clarification statement
needs to be added concerning the toxicity criterion! of o.p-

Burlington Northern Rallroad (BNRR) has conditional approval

. to resume full scale operations (100% feedrate is 26.7- T?H) of
. the low-temperature thermal treatment unit (LTTU) at the Woods

Site based on the follow1ng

1. Immedxate 1mp1ementatzon of comment numbers A. 3l(a) - (d)
above. Implementatlon of comment number A 3. (e) by July 10,
1995. !
2. Revision of Table 6.2 in the:Work Plan to reflect the
above comments. Also change the heading of that Table to
read as follows: “Automatic Waste Feed Shutoff Condltlons
To Be Complied With During All Phases of Contamlnated Soil
Processing.” Submit the revised Table by July 7, 19s5.

3. Resolution of all comments above by July 14, 1995. EPA
will require five business days to review your responses to
the above comments. BNRR™ responses may be submitted as
revised pages.

4. Submission of'outstanding audit information to EPA by
July 7, 1995. The outstanding information is as follows:

o the correct EPA dioxin audit sample numbers.

o for the VOST audit -- the- identlty of other
compounds 1dent1f1ed by York but not prev;ously
reported.

|
|
|
|
|
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S. That the final QA/QC review of the stack data from the
performance test is satisfactory.. If the final rev1ew
indicates problems with the QA/QC of the stack data!‘then
further Work Plan revisions may be reguired. ]

|
6. Successful resolution of additional comments. EPA has
not completed its review of the above documents. EPA'
'final review is expected to be completed by July 6, 1995.
EPA will submit additional comments to. BNRR by July 7, 1995.
BNRR shall submit responses to these comments by July 14,
1995. Based on EPA's current review the Agency expects any
additional comments to be minor. '

7. The “Addendum to Ambient Air Quality Impact ;
Report...Unit" needs to be reviewed for conslstency,

Several comments above indicate that the text and Tables are
at  times inconsistent. Overall, .reviewers found the
maddendum” to be hard to follow.  The text did not explaln
how the assessment was developed. The "Addendum" text needs
to be improved so that readers (e.g., EPA staff noti working
on the project or individuals from the public) can ! -
understand how the .assessment was developed. The "mddendum“
should. meet the format standards of a scientific document
(e.g., Executive Summary). - The- "Addendum" should be a-stand
alone document  that: entitled something similar to Fpnal
AAQIR Based on Performance Test Results®. A revised "Final
AAQIR" reflecting these comments:shall be submitted to EPA
by July 14, 1995. ) ' W

EPA has made similar comments in:the past regarding the
AAQIR and the AMP. Previously, EPA had stated that the aMP
SOPs were incomplete and should be improved. The SOPs need
to. be improved so that it is clear how the monltorung was
‘conducted at the site.’ EPA had cited the Sand Creék SOPs as
a good example to follow. Previously, BNRR lndlcated that
they would follow the Sand Creek'example. This 1ssue is
still unaddressed. BNRR shall present a plan to ;
successfully resolve thls issue with EPA by July 7, 1995.

EPA reserves its rights to modlfy the Work Plan/AAQIR as

needed to ensure that operation of the thermal desorpticn unit
will protect public health and the environment and satisfy

applicable and relevant requirements.

006
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.

~If you have any other questlons please contact me at (206)

553-1987. |
!

!

Slncerely, i

' |

el |

| |

Lynida E. Prlddy ;

Environmental Protection ;

Specialist '

Hazardous Waste, Division i

enclosure . %
David Eagleton, Burllngton Environmental - Columb1:

‘ec
~ox’ . Mark Fleri, Williams Env1ronmental Services, Inc. :
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO i
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW-070
Bill Glasser, EPA - HW-113 :
John Gilbert, EPA - C1nc1nnat1
.. Cathy M3551m1no, EPA - HW-111
"7 ""'Don Matheny, EPA - ES-095
. Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097 -
Paul Meeter, Weston - West Chester
Jim Gelger, URS - Yakima '

.




VIA HAND DELIVERY

July 5, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Pniddy

Environmental Protection Specialist

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Mercury Vapor Assessment
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the mercury vapor assessment. The
Ambient Air Monitoring Plan states that mercury vapor will be monitored using
gold-coil dosimeters at stations A11 and A21 during the first week of monitoring
to assess whether airborne mercury is present as vapor.

On April 6, Philip provided the USEPA with a letter which described that the
mercury vapor data collected prior to April 5 on this project was invalid and that
URS and Philip agreed to continue to use the Jerome Mercury Vapor Analyzer for
a few more days and then reassess the applicability of the instrument to this
project, as prescribed in the Work Plan.

Since this April 6 letter, Philip’s on-site air manager has performed several
experiments regarding mercury vapor analysis using the Jerome Vapor Analyzer
to no success. We have concluded that results obtained to date are unreliable, if
not completely invalid. We have also concluded that further attempts to
implement this method would also lead to questionable results.

This 1s based on the following:
e blanks are sometimes higher than samples collected in the field;

o the final dosimeter in series is sometimes higher than the first; and

PHILIP ERVIRCHMENTAL SERVICES CORFORATION

L )
'S
o)



Page 2
Ms. Lynda Pnddy
July 5, 1995

e Arizona Instruments (the manufacturer of the Jerome) does not agree
with the application.

Because results from this application are unreliable we have discontinued
mercury vapor analysis. We are proposing to discontinue mercury vapor
sampling entirely unless the USEPA can identify a suitable method for
monitoring the low concentrations over the 24-hour period required for this
program.

If you have any questions regarding this information, do not hesitate to contact
me at the site (509) 575-7953 or Kirk Meyer at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

erk Meyer /%( @

PE.

David W. Eagleton
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe /HHIGASSMT.DOC

cc:  Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Greg Koester (Philip)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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VIA HAND DELIVERY

July 5, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

Environmental Protection Specialist

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Standard Operating Procedures for Ambient Air Monitoring
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) is writing this letter responding to the statements
regarding Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for Ambient Air Monitoring in

your June 30 letter. - Your June 30 letter requests a response from BNRR on this
issue by July 7.

Based on the following, we respectfully request USEPA approval to implement the
Work Plan that was approved by the USEPA:

e the Ambient Air Monitoring Plan has been approved by the USEPA;

o the work plan contains Philip’s SOPs , we have already prepared SOP’s
for USEPA review and approval, they are signed off on and dated with

January and February 1995 dates, (they can be found in appendix B of
the Work Plan);

e third party performance audits required by the Work Plan have been
performed and passed,

o Philip does not believe that its SOPs are deficient;

s Philip believes that to deveIOp a different set of operatmg procedures to
be reviewed at this late stage in the project (the pro;ect is nearly over)
is awkward, cumbersome, and an unnecessary exercise;

PHILIP EMVIRONMERTAL SERVICES: CORPORATION
210 Wozt Sand Bask Foad « 0. Ros 250 « Cc-.nm iz, 4L Cz"u 230
u}“ ’1 /I g ‘tdl}{‘l i j, ¢ : i
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Page 2
Ms. Lynda Pniddy
July 5, 1995

e neither BNRR or Philip were informed by the USEPA to provide the

USEPA with more detailed SOPs, Philip agreed to review URS’s
TSOPs;

o Philip received URS’s TSOPs and found them to not be significantly
different than those in our plan;

¢ to date we have performed over 90 Remedial Action Phase air
monitoring events; and

e soil treatment will be complete as early as July 31 and at the latest
August 31.

If you have any questions regarding this information, do not hesitate to contact me
at the site (509) 575-7953 or Kirk Meyer at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

Kirk Meyer, E
Senior Scientist/Air Quality Services )

D

David W. Eagleton, P.E.
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe /SOP.DOC

cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Greg Koester (Philip)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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YORK

ANALYTICAL LABBRATBRIES, INC.
81164 B {1y 0 LI T T VIV SUACTE BTN TURLIWI Dl et KRR T R its7rxd)

MEMORANDUM

To: R Kniskemi, A. Kurtz/York Services

From: R. Bradley/York Analytical Laboratorigs
Date: June 29, 1995

Subject: .  Additional Compounds for Williams A

At your request we ha\lel reviewed the audit data and have determined that the
following additional compounds which we calibrated for have been found in EPA Audit

tubes identified as Audit 1A and 2A. Data and their concentrations are listed in Table
1.0 below.

Table 1.0 - Additional EPA Audit Compounds, all results in nanograms
({J(Jb results o qucv\-l’f\.g;e; ]

g—_——-—' -
Cempound : Audit 1A Audit 2A
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorethang 414(L.11) 1510 (2L 4 ¥,
Styrene f 37 (0.417) 110( 3.12)

We also idéntif ed five other constituents which we did not calibrate for. These
constituents are 1-bromo-2-chloroethane, hexanal, hexane, dimethoxymethane and
methyl acetate. ;

if you likethese can be réported as Tentatively Identified Compounds with an estimated
concentration. Please advise as to how you would like to treat these TICs. -

RQB/gbo

ONnE ste;}ncu DrivE STAMFORD, CT Q6306 (203) 325-1371 Fax {203) 387-01866

SALE3 QSFICE WATERBURY, CT (203) 759-Q133 NEW MAVEN, T LABQRATGRY (203) 365-8053



WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

VIA FACSIMILE

July 6, 1995

Mr. David Eagleton

Project Manager

Philip Environmental

210 West Sand Bank Road
Columbia, lllinois 62236

Re: Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington
Number of Pages: 1
Transmittal No.: 0129

Subject: Performance Test Report Revisions
Williams Project No.: 0365-001-110

Dear David:

Attached please find the revisions to the Performance Test Report and Work
Plan requested by the EPA. Included are revisions to the test report as outlined
in Section A of the EPA’s June 30th letter, a revised Table 6.2 from the Work
Plan, and the outstanding VOST and dioxin audit information. Please review this
information and submit it to the EPA as required.

Should you have any questions regarding the information provided, please call
me at (404) 879-4854.

Sincerely,
WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

DA /R AT

Greg Whétstone
Project Engineer

GTW:pc

cc: Mark Fleri
Jim Sanders
Job File 0365

2075 West Park Place  Stone Mountain, Georgia 30087  404/879-4107
g:\comp\wesi\jobs\active\woods\corespnd\wds0129.doc



WOODS INDUSTRIES SITE PERFORMANCE

TEST REPORT

SUBMITTED TO:

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC
2075 WEST PARK PLACE
STONE MOUNTAIN, GEORGIA 30087

Revision 1
July 5, 1995
Focus Project No. 059312

PREPARED BY:

FOCUS ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
9050 EXECUTIVE PARK DRIVE
SUITE A-202

KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37923




WOODSPTR.SAM
Pertormance Test Report
Woods Industries Site
058312

Revision: 1, 07/05/83

e The concentration of carbon monoxide (CO) in the stack exhaust gas was less than 100
ppm, (corrected to 7% oxygen, dry), based on a 60-minute rolling average.

® Risk evaluation resuits related to stack gas emissions, including products of incomplete
combustion, show risk within or below the range of acceptable risk.

The only objective not consistently achieved by the LTTD system was that for stack gas particulate
concentration. The measured particulate concentration exceeded the required 0.03 grains/dscf
(corrected to 7% oxygen) during runs 1, 2, and 3. A fourth run demonstrated 0.0127 grains/dscf which
met the requirement. The failure to meet the particulate limit has been attributed to a combination of
malfunctioning stack demisters and salts present in the scrubber water carried up the stack. Williams

has discussed this issue with USEPA Region X and has agreed to continue attempts to correct the
situation.

In addition to assessing the LTTD system's compliance with the perfoarmance abjectives listed above, the
Performance Test was structured to provide additional data on emissions of volatile and semivolatile
products af incomplete combustion (PICs), for input to a risk assessment.

Tables 1-1 and 1-2 present a summary of the Performance Test soil and emissions results. Table 1-3
presents a summary of the aperating limits established by the Performance Test.



Tabile 1-2. Emissions Performance Summary

e _ o RURL LoaoRUM2
“Pararmeter * | Objective [ RS SRRt
DRE (%) > 99.99 99.9971 99.9970 99,9977
Particulate (gr/dscf) {< 0.03 0.041 0.039 0.04
HCI (Ib/hr) < 4.0 0.121 0.358 0.175
Ci2 (Ib/hr) —_ 1.7E-03 0.039 2.3E-03
CO (ppmv) < 100 1.7 0 0.3
02 (%) 3.0 4.9 5.5 4.6
- - . Modeled Ground Level Concentrations: zis:iseia 27 - el
..... ASIL (a)
- Comoound’ “(ug/m3) - (ug/m3Y): -
Aldnn 2.00E+00 (b) 1.08E-06 1.61E-06
Alpha 8HC 1.60E+00 (c) 8.48E-06 9.68€-06 1.03E-05
Beta BHC 1.60E+00 (c) 6.48E-06 9.68E-08 1.03E-05 8.81E-06
Gamma BHC 1.60E+00 (c) 6.31E-05 7.10E-05 1.03E-05 4.81E-05
Chlordane 2.70E-03 (b) 1.08E-06 1.61E-06 1.71E-06 1.47E-06
p'p'-D00 NA (e) 1.08E-06 1.61E-06 1.51E-05 5.94E-06
p'p'-DDE 1.00E-01 (b) 1.08E-06 1.61E-06 9.43E-05 3.23E-05
p'p'-00T 1.00E-02 (b) 2.97E-05 5.11E-05 3.43E-05 3.83E-05
Dieldrin 2.00E-04 (b) 5.66E-05 9.94E-05 1.71E-06 5.26E-05
Endrin 3.00E-01 (c) 2.10E-08 6.13E-05 1.03E-05 3.09E-05
Heptachlor 7.70E-04 (b) 1.08E-06 1.61E-06 1.71E-06 1.47E-06
Heptachlior epoxide 3.84E-04 (b) 1.08E-06 1.61E-06 1.71E-06 1.47E-06
Hexachlorobenzene 2.00E-03 (b) 6.47E-05 5.91E-05 428E-05 | 5.56E-05
Methaoxychlor 3.33E+01 (c) 6.48E-06 9.68E-06 1.03E-05 | 8.81E-06
Toxaphene 3.00E-03 (b) | 1.08E-04 1.61€-04 1.71E-04 | 1.47E-04
Antimony 3.00E-01 (b.d) 2.92E-05 | 2.54E-06 3.03E-05 | 2.07E-05
Arsenic 2.30E-04 (b) 1.46E£-05 | 8.13E-06 1.51E-05 1.26E-05
8arium 5.00E+01 (b.d) 8.76E-05 5.99E-05 | 9.08E-05 7.95E-05
Beryllium 4.20E-04 (b) 2.92E-06 2.54E-06 3.03E-06 2.83E-06
Cadmijum 5.60E-04 (b) 9.25E-06 1.27E-05 8.07E-06 1.00E-05
Chromium 8.30E-05 (b) 4.48E-05 7.01E-05 4.99E-08 5.49E-05
Lead 9.00E-02 (b,d)| 1.29E-04 1.67E-04 1.20E-04 1.38E-04
Mercury 3.00E-01 (b) 5.47E-03 1.62E-02 8.07E-03 9.91E-03
Nickel 3.30E+00 (c) 2.89E-04 . 6.62E-04 3.69E-04 4.40E-04
Selenium 7.00E-01 (c) 1.84E-04 7.10E-04 | 1.97E-04 3.64E-04
Silver 3.00E-01 (c) 8.77E-05 1.52E-05 | 3.63E-05 4.64E-05
Thallium 5.00E-01 (b.d) 2.92E-05 2.54E-06 | 3.03E-05 2.07E-05
2.3.7,8-TCOD TEQ 3.00E-08 (b) | 8.04E-11 1.03&-10 | 4.31E-11 | 7.53E-11

* Particulate measurements corrected to 7% O2. CO measurements are 60-min rolling averages corrected to 7% 02,
CO and 02 values are the average values recorded during each run.

(a) WAC Chapter 173-460, Controls for New Sources of Toxic Air Poliutants

(b) Annual average

(c) 24-hour average

(d) Reference Air Concentration (RAC) from 40 CFR 266, Appendix IV

(e) By-product of DDT; unit risk factors needed to calculate regulatory limits were not available. Annual average values

are shown in the table.

Note 1: Ground level concentrations calculated using dispersion factors provided by Phillips Environmentai.

Note 2: Run 4 particulate result was 0.012 grains/dscf corrected to 7% oxygen.
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5.0 OPERATING RECOMMENDATIONS

The operating recommendations discussed below were developed based on the results of runs 1 and 3.
This approach’ was taken because runs 1 and 3 were conducted at steady-state operating conditions
while run 2 was conducted from a cold-start. Based on the Performance Test results, Williams
recommends the conditions presented in the following séctions be used for the continued operation of
the LTTD. Table 5-1 presents a summary of the actual operating conditions recorded during the
Performance Test. Table S5-2 presents the recommended operating limits conditions based on the
Performance Test results. A full set of operating data is included in Appendix F.

5.1 Criteria for Establishing Operating Conditions

it is William's intent that a universal set of operating conditions be established from the Performance
Test results and the design parameters of the LTTD, that will apply to the continuous soil treatment
activities at the Woods site. Limits on specific parameters are established to ensure that the continued
operation of the LTTD will result in performance similar to that demonstrated during the Performance
Test, and to provide for equipment and personnel safety.

Process operating conditions are categorized into two groups (Group A and C) based on the manner in
which the operating condition values are established, the requirements for continuous monitoring and
recording, and for automaticaily stopping the waste feed. This categorization is pattemed after the
recommendations given in USEPA's Guidance on Setting Pemit_Conditions and Reporting Trial Bum
Results, EPA/625/6-89/019, January 1989.

Group A parameters are continuously monitored and recorded, and are interlocked with the automatic
soil feed shut off system. Group A-1 parameters are established based on Performance Test operating
data, and are used to ensure that LTTD system operating conditions are consistent with those
demonstrated during the Performance Test. Group A-2 parameters are established based on operational
safety and good operating practice considerations rather than on the Performance Test operating
conditions.

Group B parameters do not require continuous monitoring and are not interlocked with the waste feed
shutoff system. Operating records are required to ensure that these parameters are not exceeded. The
Group B parameter limits are established based on Performance Test operating data.

Group C parameters are set independently of Performance Test conditions. These parameters are

based on equipment manufacturers design and operating specifications and thus are considered good

5-1



Table 1-3. Woods Industries Sute Prooosed Ogeratlng Limats

A1 Parameters Units' - LxmltType ""-'-'1"Limit". o fE Y Notes
Soil feed rate {60-min RA) tons/hr Max 26.7 a
Soil feed rate (instantaneous) tons/hr Max 31 b
Soil exit temperature (20-min RA) deg. F Min 750 a,h
Soil exit temperature (instantaneous) deqg.F Min 725 h
IThermal oxidizer exit temp (inst.) deg. F Min 1810 d
Stack gas CO (60-min RA @7% 02) ppm Max 100
APC recycle water flow rate (inst.) gpm Min 300 d
Scrubber recycle water pH (20-min RA) | pH units Min 7.25 g
Scrubber recycle water pH (inst.) pH units Min 6.5 c.g
APC purge rate (inst.) gpm Min 22 d,j
1D fan current (20-min RA) amps Max 101 e
ID fan current (inst.) amps Max 103 e
ID fan current (20-min RA) amps Max 104 f
ID fan current (inst.) amps Max 107 f
A2 Parameters C ‘ o T
[Thermal desorber pressure (inst.) in. w.c. Max -0.01 |
[Thermal desorber exit temp (inst.) deg. F Max 450
I Thermal desorber exit temp (inst.) deg. F Min 250

hermal oxidizer exit temp (inst.) deg. F Max 2100
Baghouse differential pressure (inst.) in. w.c. Min 0.5 i
Quench exit temp (inst.) deg. F Max 250
Stack gas oxygen concentrat‘ﬂn (mst ) % Min 3
B'Parameters C e B o e T
Total dissolved solids (TDS) mght | Max 4000 Ik
C.Parameters. ° e T T
Baghouse pulse rate pulse/min | Min 12
APC water supply pressure psig | Min 20

(a) Based on the average of the highest (lowest) RA values measured during each run
(b) Based on the average of the maximum hourly values from each hour of the test runs
(c) Based on the average of the minimum hourly values from each hour of the test runs

(d) Based on time weighted average

(e) Limits in effect during normal operation. Rolling average limit based on average of the
maximum 20-min RA values during runs 1A, 1B, and 3. Instantaneous limit based on data

variability.

(f) Limits in effect during cold start-up. Limits are based on data from runs 2A and 4.

(g9) pH limits based on Runs 1B and 3 only since HCI was not measured during Run 1A

(h) Soail exit temperature AWFSOs not in effect during the first 54.6 minutes of start-up. Soil not
meeting soil exit temperature AWFSO limits must be retreated or sampled separately from
subsequently treated soil to confirm soil cleanup standards have been met. This criteria also appli
when restarting feed following an AWFSO.

(i) AWFSOs occurring due to these parameters during the first 54.6 minutes of a start-up will

not be counted toward the weekly AWFSO allowance. This criteria also applies when restarting
feed following an AWFSO.

(J) APC purge rate set at 22 gpm to offset elevated particulate emission rate.

(k) Based on scrubber water TDS concentration for which particulate emissions were acceptable.
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Demonstrate a 99.99 percent destruction and remaval efficiency (DRE) of a principal
organic hazardous constituent (POHC) per 40 CFR 264.343 by measuring the
concentration of hexachlorobenzene in the feed soil and stack gas.

Demonstrate a stack gas particulate concentration less than 0.03 grains per dry standard
cubic feet (gr/dscf), corrected to 7 percent oxygen.

Demonstrate that the emission rate of hydrogen chloride acid (HCI) and chlorine (Cl,) in
the stack gas met the ambient air impact guidelines described in the Boilers and
Industrial Fumaces (BIF) guidelines described in 40 CFR 266.107. In addition, if the
feedrate of total chlorine resulted in an emission rate of greater than 4 Ibs/hr of HC! in
the stack gas, 99% removal had to be demonstrated.

Demonstrate that the concentration of carbon monoxide (CO) in the stack gas was less
than 100 ppm,, based on a 60-minute rolling average

Demonstrate, through the performance of a risk evaluation, that the risks associated with
stack gas emissions, including products of incomplete combustion, are within or below
the range of acceptable risk.

The following operating limitations were to be established from the Performance Test:

Maximum soil feed rate

Minimum thermal desorber exit soil temperature

Minimum thermal oxidizer gas exit temperature

Maximum ID fan amperage as an indicator of stack gas velocity
Minimum APC system recycle water flow rate

Minimum APC system purge rate

Minimum packed bed scrubber recycle water pH

Control limits for the LTTD and APC system operating parameters

Minimum stack gas oxygen concentration

2.5 Sampling Plan Overview

A sampling plan was developed to obtain the analytical results necessary to evaluate the achievement of
the'test objectives discussed above. The sampling plan included the collection and analysis of samples

of feed soil, treated soil, scrubber blowdown water, and stack gas. The sampling locations, sampling
equipment and sampling procedures are discussed in detail in Section 3.0 of the Performance Test Plan.

Feed and treated soil samples were collected from their respective conveyors at 15 minute intervals

during each test run.

discharge line at 30 minute intervals during each test run.

Stack sampling protocols for the Performance Test are summarized below:

Particuiate and HC! by EPA Method 5 (M0050)

The scrubber biowdown water samples were collected from the biowdown
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operating practice. Group C parameters do nat require continuous monitoring and are nat interlocked
with the automatic soil feed shut off system.

5.1.1 Monitoring, Recording, and Interlocking Basis

Group A parameters require continuous monitoring. Where values are continuously recorded, this is
accomplished by compuiing and recording the average value from the continuous monitor at least once
every 60 seconds. Where the parameter to be monitored is represented by a discrete event rather than
by a continuous process variable (e.qg., ID fan failure) the data acquisition system makes a record if the
event accurs.

Group A parameters trigger an automatic soil feed shut off if the process value for the parameter is
outside the established limits. Because process values may fluctuate dunng normal operation, without
impacting the overall performance of the LTTD system, several of the automatic soil feed shut off
interfocks are based on rolling average values to avoid unnecessary interruption of system operation.
Other Group A parameters, that are considered to be especially critical, trigger automatic soil feed shut
offs immediately when the monitoring system's detector senses a value outside the established limits.

Where rolling averages are used, they are implemented on a 60-minute or 20-minute basis. The
60-minute (or 20-minute) rolling average is the arithmetic mean of the 60 (or 20) most_ recent one-minute
values generated by the continuous monitor, thus the data acquisition system constantly accumulates
and averages 60 (or 20) one-minute values. As each new one-minute value is generated by the
monitoring system, the oldest one-minute value is discarded, and the 60-minute (or 20-minute) rolling
average is updated using the new data point. The 60-minute (or 20-minute) rolling average is recorded
each minute as the rolling average value is updated. Interlocks based on 60-minute (20-minute) rolling
averages 'ara triggered immediately when the 60-minute (20-minute) ralling average value is outside the
established operating limits.

§.1.2 Establishing Operating Limits from Performance Test Results

Williams proposes to establish operating limits from the performance test resuits for Group A parameters
based on the agreed-upon methods presented in Section 3.8.2 of the Performance Test Plan. For
parameters that have both a rolling average limit and an instantaneous limit, the rolling average limit is
based upon the average over all test runs of the maximum or minimum rolling value for each test run,
while the instantaneous limit is based on averaging the maximum or minimum hourly instantaneous
value from each hour of the test run and then averaging these three test run averages. For parameters
that have only an instantaneous limit the limit is based upon the time-weighted average over the test.
The carbon monoxide limitation is based upon EPA guidance.

5-2
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5.2 Operating Parameters

Table §5-2 summarizes the proposed operating parameters and interfocks. Each parameter, and the
basis for its proposed value and interiock (if needed) is discussed below. Performance test operating
data used for calculating AWFSO limits are included in Appendix F.

5.2.1 Group A1 Parameters

High Sqcil Feed Rate - if the 86Q-minute rolling average of the soil feed rate exceeds 26.7 tons/hour, the

soil feed will be automatically stopped. This limit is based on the average of the maximum &0-minute
rolling average values from Runs 1 and 3 of the test. The maximum instantaneous soil feed rate limit will

be 31 tons/hour based on the average of the hourly maximum instantaneous values over the entire test.

Low Thermal Desorber Exit Soil Temperature - The soil feed will be automatically stopped if the

thermal desorber exit soil temperature falls below 750°F based on a 20-minute rolling average. This
value was determined during testing from the average of the lowest 20-minute values from each test run.
The minimum instantaneous exit soil temperature was determined to be 725°F. It was intended that this
limit be based on the average of the lowest hourly instantaneous values recorded during each test run.
However, this approach would have yielded an instantaneous limit approximately equal to the rolling
average limit. The limit of 725°F is based on variability of the temperature data. The soil exit
temperature AWFSOs will be deactivated during the first 54.6 minutes of system start-up. Any soil
treated during this time period which did not reach the AWFSO temperature limit will have to be
retreated or sampled separately ‘from subsequently treated soil to confirm soil cleanup standards have
been met.

Low Thermal Oxidizer Exit Gas Temperature - The soil feed will be automatically stopped if the

thermal oxidizer exit gas terhperature falls below 1,810°F based on an instantaneous reading. The
minimum temperature recorded during the test was 1,771°F during test run 1. The operating limit is

based upon the time-weighted average over the performance test.

Hiqh Stack Gas Carbon Monoxide - Sail feed will be immediately stopped if the stack gas carbon

monoxide exceeds 100 ppm,, corrected to 7% oxygen and based on a 60-minute rolling average. This
limit is based on good operating practice considerations. The maximum 60-minute rolling average value
recorded during the test was 5.5 ppm, .

Low APC Recycle Water Flow Rate - The soil feed will be automatically stopped if the APC recycle

water flow rate falls below 300 gpm. This value is based on the time-weighted average of the test data.

5-3
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Low Packed Bed Scrubber Recycle Water pH - The soil feed will be automatically stopped if the

20-minute rolling average pH falls below 7.25 or the instantaneously recorded pH falls below 6.5. The
20-minute rolling average limit is based upon the average over the test of the minimum rolling value
from each test run. The instantaneous limit is based upon the average of the minimum instantaneous
hourly value over the test. )

Low APC Purge Rate - The minimum APC purge rate was established during the performance test as
22 gpm. This value was established to offset the elevated particulate emission rate. The soil feed will
be automatically stopped if the instantaneous APC purge rate falls below this value.

High ID Fan Current - Soil feed will be immediately stopped if the 20-minute rolling average ID fan

current exceeds 101 amps. The limit is based upon the average of the 20-minute rolling average values
recorded during test runs 1A, 18, and 3. The maximum instantaneous limit was determined to be 103
amps based upon analysis of data variability. During system start-up (first 54.6 minutes of operation),
the 20-minute rolling average limit will be 104 amps and the instantaneous limit will be 107 amps. These
start-up limits are based upon data from runs 2A and 4 of the Performance Test.

§.2.2 Group A2 Parameters

High Themmnal Desorber Pressure - The maximum thermal desorber pressure resulting in an

instantaneous automatic soil feed shut off will be -0.01 inches w.c. This limit was not demonstrated
during the Performance Test but is established based on good operating practice. The maximum
thermal desorber pressure based on Performance Test results was -0.18 in. w.c.

High_Thermal Desorber Exit Gas Temperature - The soil feed will be automatically stopped if the

thermal desorber exit temperature exceeds 450°F based on an instantaneous reading. The maximum
instantaneous thermal desorber exit gas temperature during the test was 344°F.

Low Thermal Desorber Exit Gas Temperature - An instantaneous AWFSO will be triggered if the
offgas temperature falls below 250°F. This limit is based on previous experience indicating that a

prolonged low offgas temperature can be indicative of a problem with the bumer management system
and is thus based on good operating practice. The pesticide removal efficiency of the LTTD is a function
of the soil exit temperature and not the offgas temperature. The minimum LTTD offgas temperature
recorded during testing.was 305°F. '

5-4
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High Thermal Oxidizer Exit Gas Temperature - An instantaneous AWFSO will occur in the event that
the thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature equals or exceeds 2100°F. This temperature is based on a
manufacturer’'s recommendation and was not demonstrated duning the Performance Test. The
maximum thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature recorded during testing was 1,870°F

Low Baghouse Differential Pressure - Sail feed will be automatically and instantaneously stopped if

the baghouse differential pressure falls below 0.5 in. w.c. This was not demonstrated during the
Performance Test. The minimum baghouse differential pressure recorded during the test was 0.85 in.
w.C. )

High Quench Gas Exit Temperature - Sail feed will be automatically stopped if the instantaneous

quench gas exit temperature exceeds 250°F. This temperature is based on the equipment protection

considerations. The maximum quench gas exit temperature recorded during the test was 185°F.

Low Stack Gas Oxygen Concentration - The minimum stack gas oxygen concentration was

established at 3% by volume prior to the Performance Test. The Performance Test minimum was
recarded at (3.2%) with an average of (4.7%) for runs 1 and 3. The soil feed will be automatically
stopped if the instantaneous stack gas oxygen concentration falls below this value.

Burner System Failure - Failure of the bumer system will result in an instantaneous AWFSO.

ID_Fan Failure - Failure of the |D fan will result in an instantaneocus AWFSO.

Power Failure - A power failure will resuit in an instantaneous AWFSO.

5.2.3 Group B Parameters

High Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) - The maximum APC system scrubber water total dissolved solids
concentration limit was established based on the TDS level for which particulate emissions are
acceptable. Scrubber water sampies must be taken hourly and composited daily for TDS analysis. If the

TDS limit is exceeded, the APC purge rate will be increased in one gallon/minute increments until the
TDS concentration drops below the limit. Analytical results for TDS must be obtained and evaluated
against the limit by Burlington Northem Railroad daily.

§.2.4 Group C Parameters

Low APC System Water Supplv Pressure - The minimum APC water supply pressure was established
prior to testing at 20 psig.

5-5
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Low Baghouse Pulse Rate - The minimum baghouse pulse rate was established following testing at 12
pulses per minute.




Table 5-2. Woods Industries Site Proposed Operating Limits

A1 Parameters ; : '-' Units | Limit Type: | Limit '~ Notes
Soil feed rate (60-min RA) tons/hr Max 26.7 a
Soil feed rate (instantaneous) tons/hr Max 31 b
Soil exit temperature (20-min RA) deg. F Min 750 ah
Soil exit temperature (instantaneous) deg. F Min 725 h
Thermal oxidizer exit temp (inst.) deg. F Min 1810 d
Stack gas CO (60-min RA @7% 02) ppm Max 100

APC recycle water flow rate (inst.) gpm Min 300 d
Scrubber recycle water pH (20-min RA) | pH units Min 7.25 g
Scrubber recycle water pH (inst.) pH units Min 6.5 c.g
APC purge rate (inst.) ~ gpm Min 22 d,
1D fan current (20-min RA) amps Max 101 e
ID fan current (inst.) amps Max 103 e
1D fan current (20-min RA) amps Max 104 f
ID fan current (inst.) | amps Max | 107 If
A2 Parameters S AR ' S
Thermal desorber pressure (inst.) | inwe |  Max -0.01
Thermal desorber exit temp (inst.) deg. F | Max 450

[Thermal desorber exit temp (inst.) deg. F Min 250

[Thermal oxidizer exit temp (inst.) deg. F Max 2100
Baghouse differential pressure {inst) | in.w.c. Min 0.5 i
Quench exit temp (inst.) deg. F Max 250

Stack gas oxygen concentratlon (mst ) % Min | 3
B:Parameters . e Dt e A s e TR Tty
Total dissolved sollds (TDS) | man | Mmax | 4000
C-Parameters - i R R S
Baghouse pulse rate | putse/min Min | 12

APC waler supoly pressure | psig Min | 20

(a) Based on the average of the highest (lowest) RA values measured during each run

(b) Based on the average of the maximum hourly values from each hour of the test runs

(c) Based on the average of the minimum hourly values from each hour of the test runs

(d) Based on time weighted average

(e) Limits in effect during normal operation. Rolling average limit based on average of the
maximum 20-min RA values during runs 1A, 1B, and 3. Instantaneous limit based on data
variability.

(f) Limits in effect during cold start-up. Limits are based on data from runs 2A and 4.

(9) pH limits based on Runs 1B and 3 only since HCl was not measured during Run 1A

(h) Soil exit temperature AWFSOs not in effect during the first 54.6 minutes of start-up. Soil not
meeting soil exit temperature AWFSO limits must be retreated or sampled separately from
subsequently treated soil to confirm soil cleanup standards have been met. This criteria also appli
when restarting feed following an AWFSO.

(i) AWFSOs occurring due (o these parameters during the first 54.6 minutes of a start-up will

not be counted toward the weekly AWFSO allowance. This criteria also applies when restarting
feed following an AWFSO.

() APC purge rate set at 22 gpm to offset elevated particulate emission rate.

(k) Based on scrubber water TDS concentration for which particulate emissions were acceplable.




Table 6-2. Automatic Waste Feed Shutoff Conditions To Be Complied With During All Phases of Contaminated Soil Processing

>26.7

60-minute roliing average AWFSO

Soil feed rate (ton/hr) waQl-170 > 31 Instantaneous AWFSO

Thermal desorber pressure (inches w.c.) PI-330 >-0.01 Instantaneous AWFSO

Thermal desorber exlt soil temperature (°F) TI-112 <750 (b) 20-minute rolling average AWSFO

Thermal desorber exit soil temperature (°F) TI-112 <725 (b) Instantaneous AWFSO

Thermal desorber exit gas temperature (°F) as TIC-310 <250 Instantaneous AWFSO

Alternative measure of performance initial 20 minutes ‘

Thermal desorber exit gas temperature (°F) TIC-310 High >450 Instantaneous AWFSO

Thermal desorber exit gas temperature (°F) TIC-310 High-high > 500 Instantaneous VO

Thermal desorber exit gas temperature (°F) TIC-310 Low <250 Instantaneous AWFSO

Thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature (°F) TIC-518 Low < 1,810 Instantaneous AWFSO

Thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature (°F) TIC-518 High > 2,100 Instantaneous AWFSO

Quench exit gas temperature (°F) Ti-819 High > 250 Instantaneous AWFSO

Stack gas carbon monoxide (ppmv) AlC-851A High > 100 (c) 60-minute rolling average AWFSO

Stack gas oxygen (%) AIC-851C Low <3 Instantaneous AWFSO

ID Fan current (amp) -6622, 6623 High >101(g) 20-minute rolling average AWFSO

ID Fan current (amp) 11-6622, 6623 High > 103 (g) Instantaneous AWFSO

ID Fan current (amp) 1-6622, 6623 High > 104 (h) 20-minute rolling average AWFSO

ID Fan current (amp) 11-6622, 6623 High > 107 (h) Instantaneous AWFSO

APC recycle water flow rate FT-700,701 Low <300 Instantaneous AWFSO
FT-706,707

APC purge rate (gpm) Fl-704 Low <22 (f) Instantaneous AWFSO

Baghouse differential pressure (inches w.c.) PDI-633 Low <0.5() Instantaneous AWFSO

Packed bed scrubber recycled water pH AlC-753 Low <7.25  20-minute rolling average AWFSO

Packed bed scrubber recycled water pH AIC-753 Low <6.5 Instantaneous AWFSO

ID Fan failure 11-6622,6623 - - Instantaneous AWFSO

Burner system failure NA (d) - Instantaneous AWFSO

Power failure NA (e) - Instantaneous AWFSO

Total dissolved solids (mg/l) NA High > 4000 Group B parameter

Baghouse pulse rate (pulse/min) NA Low <12 Group C parameter

APC water supply pressure (psig) NA Low <20 Group C parameter
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Notes:

(a) See Figure 6-1 of the Thermal Desorption Work Plan for locations of major process instruments

(b) Limits not in effect during first 54.6 minutes of operation

(c) Corrected to 7% oxygen

(d) Burner management system flame out indication

(e) Programmable logic controlier power failure indication

() APC purge rate set at 22 gpm to offset elevated particulate emissions at a feed rate of 26.7 tph.

(9) Limits in effect during normal operation.

(h) Limits in effect during cold startup.

()] AWFSOs occurring during the first 54.6 minutes of a start-up will not be counted toward the weekly AWFSO allowance. This criteria also

applies when restarting feed following an AWFSO.
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PHILIP

“ENVIRONMENTAL

July 6, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

Environmental Protection Specialist

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:
Subject: Air Monitoring Results - Events R61 - R83

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) is writing this letter responding to your June 30,
1995 request during a telephone conversation with David Eagleton (Philip). In
the June 30 conversation, you requested that Philip provide additional details or
rationale as to why action levels were exceeded on the ambient air monitoring
events listed in Jim Geiger’s memorandum dated June 30, 1995 (attached).
Dieldrin and particulate material less than 10 microns in diameter (PM-10) are
the two parameters which exceeded the action level during the these events and
are described in the following sections.

The following discussion only describes air monitoring from Event R61 (May
26) through Event R83 (June 24).

Dieldrin

From May 25 through June 24, dieldrin exceeded the action level for two events
(Events R61 and R62). The Ambient Air Monitoring Event Record for Event
R61 indicates that Williams Environmental was handling the “hot-hot” material
for the performance test. Sample results from the “hot-hot” indicate a dieldrin
concentration of 29 mg/kg (approximately three times higher than the average
concentration in the Remedial Investigation Report). Philip does not have any
explanation for dieldrin exceeding the action level for Event R62.

All events for which analytical data has been received since Event R62
(approximately 20 events), dieldrin has not exceeded the action level. No
additional “hot-hot” material is expected to be handled in the future.

O PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road ¢ P.0. Box 230 * Columbia, IL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 + (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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PM-10

From May 25 through June 24, PM-10 exceeded the action level for the following events listed
below. Current conditions which may have attributed to the exceedences are described. These

descriptions can also be obtained from the ambient air event records which continue to be
submitted to URS.

. R64 - Stations A61 and A15: Winds averaged above 10 miles per hour (mph). For events
prior to Event R64, wind speeds typically averaged approximately 5 mph. PM-10
concentrations are directly proportional to wind speed. Sample duration was outside
required limits due to a power failure; therefore, data will be flagged on final event record.
Due to required maintenance, dataram data is not available for this event to determine the
time of day which PM-10 concentrations were the highest.

e  R67 - Station Al6: Williams started screening soils from south stockpile. Hansen Fruit
and Cold Storage (Hansen) located immediately east of the site was performing site grading.
Hourly PM-10 data from the dataram located at station Al1 in conjunction with hourly
wind direction data indicate relatively higher PM-10 concentrations when the wind direction
was from the northeast (downwind of Hansen).

e  R74 - Station A61: Dataram data indicate significantly higher PM-10 concentrations
during the overnight hours in comparison to daytime hours. Dust control measures for
areas outside the soil treatment pad are limited to the daytime hours when soil screening and
backfilling exist. Williams were screening contaminated soils and backfilling treated soils on
the south portion of the site.

e  R79 - Stations All and A1S: Winds averaged above 13 mph. For one hour, winds
averaged above 46 mph. PM-10 concentrations are directly proportional to wind speed.

e R8O - Station A61: Wind direction was predominantly from the east during Hansen’s
construction activities and traffic on King Street. Dataram data indicate significantly higher
PM-10 concentrations during the early morning hours in comparison to daytime hours.
Dust control measures for areas outside the soil treatment pad are limited to the daytime
hours when soil screening and backfilling exist.

Overall, increased PM-10 concentrations from May 26 through June 24 may have resulted from
increased wind speeds, construction activities adjacent to the site, decreased dust control
measures during the overnight hours, and Williams screening operations at the south stockpile,

and from soil being handled more frequently as a result of Williams’ increased soil treatment
efficiency.

Per a telephone conversation with David Eagleton, Williams have implemented additional dust
control measures near the south stockpile since Event R80, Also, to prevent future exceedences

O
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in action levels, Philip will discuss what dust control measures are being performed during the
overnight hours to make sure that dust control measures are being implemented 24 hours per day.
From on-site observations, Hansen’s construction activities are complete.

Philip will continue to submit monitoring data to URS. In the event that an action level is

exceeded, Philip will provide details to describe the cause and measures to prevent future
occurrences.

If you have any questions regarding this information, do not hesitate to contact me at
(618) 281-7173 or David Eagleton at (509) 575-7953.

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

e

Greg A. Koester
Environmental Engineer

GAK/gak/12883088/airlett. doc
Attachment: 1. URS Memorandum Dated June 30, 1995

cc:  David Eagleton (Philip)
Kirk Meyer (Philip)
Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Jim Geiger (URS)
Chris Drescher (Williams)



ATTACHMENT 1

URS Memorandum Dated June 30, 1995



FAX TRANSMISSION June 30, 1995
To: LYNDA PRIDDY, WAM - USEPA

From: Jim Geiger, Yakima

Subject: Air Monitoring Results - Events R61 through R83 (May 26 - June 24)

A review of PM-10 Preliminary Results was made this week with the following exceedences noted:

June 5 - R64 - station A15 - 197.0 ug/cu.m.
June 5 - R64 - station A61 - 224.3 ug/ cu.m.

June 8 - R67 - station A16 - 220.8 ug/cu.m.
June 15 - R74 - station A61 - 262.6 ug/cu.m. -

June 20 - R79 - station A11 - 213.0 ug/cu.m.
June 20 - R79 - station A15 - 192.0 ug/cu.m.

June 21 - R80 - station A61 - 190.0 ug/cu.m.

Events R79 and R80 are back-to-back. Philip Environmental have determined that the wind on R80
was primarily from the east and that considerable traffic, including construction, was being carried
out on King Street and the nearby Hansen facility.

In addition, exceedences of Dieldrin were noted as:

May 26 - R61 - station A11 - 0.137 ug/cu.m.

June 4 - R62 - station A11 - 0.104 ug/cu.m.

copy: Philip Environmental
David Tonkin
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wiLtLiArms ENVIROCNMENTAL SERVICES, INcC. l._'

VIA HAND DELIVERY
18 July, 1995

Mr. Larry Mullen
Oversite Inspector

URS

2 East King Street
Yakima, WA 98901

Re: Woods Industries Site

Subject:  AWFSO Limit Exceedance Corrective Action

Dear Mr. Mullen;

On July 17, 1995, at 22:15, a thermocouple wire on the discharge auger came loose causing a
. Low soil temp AWFSO's (One Event) which exceeded the 7 AWFSO weekly limit. The wire was
reattached and the unit resumed operation at 22:19, for a total downtime of four minutes.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (509) 452-4326.

Sincerely,

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC,

UYL

Todd R. Deas

cc Jim Sanders (WESI)
Mark Fleri (WESI)
Greg Koester (Philip)
Lynda Priddy (USEPA)
Project File

2075 West Park Place  Stone Mountaln, Georgla 30087  404/8794107
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WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. '!'

VIA HAND DELIVERY
20 July, 1995

Mr. Lamry Mullen
Oversite Inspector
URS

2 East King Street
Yakima, WA 98901

Re: Woods Industries Site

Subject: AWFSO Limit Exceedance Corrective Action

Dear Mr. Mullen:

On July 19, 1995, Williams Environmental experienced three AWESO's as follows:
. At 07:52, a false low ph reading occurred. Total downtime was four seconds. At 12:46 a Low
scrubber flow reading caused by a broken paddle wheel. The broken paddle wheel was replaced

and the unit resumed operation at 13:36. At 18:35 a Low O2 reading occurred as the result of
wet soil, downtime was one minute. '

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (509) 452-4326.

Sincerely,

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

5%

Todd R. Deas

cc: Jim Sanders (WESI)
Mark Fleri (WESI)
Greg Koester (Philip)

Lynda Priddy (USEPA)
Project File

2075 West Park Place  Stone Mountaln, Georgla 30087  404/879-4107



WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

L
20 July 1995

Mr. David W. Eagleton

Project Manager/Environmental Engineer
Philip Environmental Services Corporation
210 West Sand Bank Road

P.O. Box 230

Columbia, IL. 62236-0230

Re: Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington
Transmittal No.: 0140
Number of Pages: 2

Subject: Project Schedule Update
Williams Project No. 0365-001-110

Dear Mr. Eagleton:

In reviewing the potential quantity of remaining raw feed to process, Williams' current estimate to
complete processing is Friday, July 28, 1995. We think this is a conservative estimate, however, there is
a chance that the completion date might be reached sooner than the 28th depending upon the rock
quantity in the remaining south raw feed pile.

Once Williams' completes processing, the unit will be shut down and the night shift will be discontinued.
The day shift will immediately start gross decontamination of the equipment. Williams will submit the last
of the soil samples for analysis the same day the unit is shut down. Until the results of the final soil
samples are received, the unit will remain intact in case reprocessing might be required. If the final soil
samples pass, then the unit will start to be disassembled and removed from the site. Williams will work
one shift per day until completely demobilized.

If there is additional materials that Burlington desires to be processed through the unit, then they must be
brought to the screening area as soon as possible.

In the meantime, if you should have any questions, please contact us.

2075 West Park Place  Stone Mountain, Georgia 30087  404/879-4107



Mr. David W. Eagleton
. July 20, 1995

Page 2

Yours very truly,

George A.

ENVIRONMENTAL SERX

Senior Project Manager

CC:

Greg Koester (Philip)

Bruce Sheppard (Burlington)
Z. L. Taylor

Jim Sanders

File
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ENVIRONMENTAL*

July 31, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X :
1200 Sixth Avenue (HW-113)

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Post-Remedial-Phase Ambient Air Monitoring
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

Due to the extended duration of soil treatment at the Woods Industries Site, by
the time soil treatment is complete, Philip Environmental Services Corporation
(Philip) estimates that approximately 125 remedial-action-phase ambient air
monitoring events will be completed. This is much greater than the
approximately 45 remedial-action-phase events anticipated during preparation
of the Ambient Air Monitoring Work Plan. Although these results show that,
on occasion, action levels have been exceeded at a limited number of locations,

Philip believes that post-remedial-phase ambient air monitoring is no longer
necessary.

The purpose of the planned post-remedial-phase ambient air monitoring, as
stated in the work plan, is “to establish that baseline conditions are restored in
the vicinity of the site.” Based on the data collected to date, ambient air quality
appears to have remained at baseline conditions throughout soil treatment,
except during isolated occasions when unit operations, meteorological
conditions, or nearby off-site activities caused higher concentrations. As
described in the addendum to the Ambient Air Quality Impact Report, the long-
term exposure levels to the monitored parameters have stayed well below risk
levels throughout the remedial-action phase. Based on results to date, the
concentrations that would be measured during post-remedial-phase monitoring
are expected to be similar to, or more likely below, the concentrations that have
been measured during remedial-action-phase air monitoring.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATIONA
210 West Sand Bank Road * P.O. Box 230 « Columbia, IL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 « (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120



Page 2
Ms. Lynda Priddy
July 31, 1995

For these reasons, on behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad, Philip respectfully requests a
modification of the Ambient Air Monitoring Plan to no longer require post-remedial-phase
ambient air monitoring.

Please call either of us at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

YoMy

Kirk D. Meyer
Senior Scientist/Project Manager
Air Quality Services
.
1% W*’. |
David W. Eagleton, P.E. /
Project Manager '

Environmental Engineer

KDM/DWE/jg/POSTREM.LET



pHILIP WOODS INDUSTRIES
C

RN - MEMORANDUM -
. o PROJECT NUMBER: 12883088

5
To:  Lynda Priddy FROM: Greg A. Koestw 4 ?/ § / 7
cc: David Eagléton DATE: August 2, 1995

Bruce Sheppard

On July 12, 1995, Philip Environmental Services Corporation (Philip) collected a
sample to characterize water contained in a 55-galion drum from 1993 soil removal
activities. The following table compares the analytical results from the drummed

water (attached) to on-site groundwater cleanup levels and discharge limits per the

City of Yakima for the site indicator chemicals.

Parameter ; Units | Results Woods Site Discharge Limits
Cleanup Levels
Acetone pg/l | <20 1,760 N/A
Aldrin pg | <0.01 " 0.05 <5
alpha-BHC pg/L. | <0.01 0.14 9%
beta-BHC ng/L 0.03 0.5 9%
gamma-BHC pg/l | <0.01 T 02 400
p.p'-DDD ng/L 0.86 40 <5
p,p'-DDE ng/L 0.1 3.0 <5
p.p*-DDT ng/L 0.07 5.0 <5
| Dieldrin pgl | <001 0038 <5
Endrin ng/L | <0.04 0.04 20
Hexachlorobenzene pg/f. <20 0.5 130
Tetrachloroethylene™* pg/l | <10 5.0 700
Arsenic ng/L | <20 5 5,000
Chromium pg/l | <1 50 5,000
Lead pg/L 10 5* 1,500
Mercury pg/l { <0.2 2 200

*Background lead concentrations in upgradient monitoring wells near the Woods site has been as high as
21.1 ug/l (micrograms per liter).

**Not a site related chemical.

Concentration of these indicator parameters in the drummed water were below cleanup
levels, with the exception of lead and possibly arsenic. Arsenic was not detected,
however, the detection limit for arsenic was above the cleanup level. Lead was detected in
upgradient off-site wells at 21.1 pg/L during 1990 groundwater monitoring. As a result,
&/8/95/E:\12883088\DRUMH20.DOC



®

PAGE: 2
MEMO FROM: Greg A. Koester
DATE: August 8, 1995

Philip proposes blending the drum contents (approximately 20 gallons of water and
approximately 10 gallons of soil) with soils located on the waste feed pad prior to the
completion of soil treatment. Another option would be to discharge this water to City

sewer and treat the soil. If you have any questions, please contact David Eagleton or me
at your earliest convenience.

8/8/95SE:\12883088\DRUMH20.DOC
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‘Testing Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Harney St., Seattle, WA 98108 (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063

Chemistry, Microbiology, and Technical Services

CLIENT: Philip Envirormental Services Certificate of Analysis
210 Vest Sand Bank Road Work Order¥ : $5-07-371
P.0. Box 230 DATE RECEIVED : 07/13/95
Columbia, Il 622356-0230 DATE OF REPORT: 07/28/95

ATTN : Dave Eogleton CLIENT JOB 1D : 12833088 $007.77

Work 10 s Woods Industries

Taken By : Client

Transported by: UPS

Type s Water

SANPLE IDENT]FICATION:

Sample Collection
. Description Date

01 93-Drum 07/12/95 11:30

cc: Hike Martin
Philip Environmental
2 East Xing St.
Yakima, WA 98901

ATTACHMENTS:

Folloning presentation of sample results, the following appendices are attached
’ to this report:

Appendix At Method Blanks & Surrogate Recoveries Reports

Appendix B: Metrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate Report
Appendix C: Chain-of-Custody

@

. This s ] ited f husive uss of Ih Person, Parthership, of corporation 1o whom It Is addressed. Subsequent yse of the name of Tus company or any
ﬁ —._-W- ﬂ‘!b'_n,?“ .?'A‘f‘.so.‘:-.. - -J*—-O:Mp;O onla Al ane -\MP 1t e neacacn Wil be omanted onlv on condract. This comdany lmm'mmy empl
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Laucks

esting Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Hamey St., Seattle, WA 98108 (208) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063
Chernistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services

CLIENT 3 Philip Environmental Services Certificate of Analysis

Work Order# : 95-07-371

Unless otherwise instructed all samples will be discarded on 09/06/95

Respectfully submitted,
Laucks Testing Laboratories, Inc.

J. . Owens

m This repon is subuned for e exciusIve Use of 1he PArSSn. PITErShip, of Coporaton 1o whom R I8 3ddTessed. Subsequent use of the name of this companty of sny
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.Lauclzs

esting Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Harney St., Seattle, WA 95108 (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063
Chemistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services

USING OUR REPORTS

Laucks uses an electronic Laboratory Information Management
System that produces both our reports and invoices. The .
following information and definitions will help you understand

our reports, and we encourage you to call us if your questions are
not answered here.

SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION - Sample IDs are recorded as they appear on
your sample containers or chain-of-custody documents.

TEST RESULTS - Rnalyses that result in a single data point are shown
in alphabetical order in the body of the report. Tests that yield
multiple results are generally reported on separate pages, on a
sample-by-sample basis.

MEASUREMENT UNITS - The reporting units are shown to the right of

the analyte name. In the event that a different unit was more appro-
Q priate to a specific sample, that exception is shown immediately

beneath the test result. Units commonly employed are mg/kg (solids)

or mg/L (liquids), comparable to parts per million; ug/kg (solids) or

ug/L (liquids), comparable to parts per billion; and percent (%).

METHODS OF ANALYSIS - The EPA or Standard Methods method number is
shown in parentheses after the analyte name when field size allows;
or, for analyses that yield multiple data points, in the header
information on the individual report page. :

ABBREVIATIONS - Several abbreviations can appear in our reports. The
most gommonly employed abbreviations are:

U ; The analyte of interest was not detected, to the limic of
detection indicated.

B : The analyte of interest was detected in the method blank
agsociated with the sample, as well as in the sample itself.
The B flag is applied without regard to the relative concen-
trations detected in the blank and sample.

J : The analyte of interest was detected below the routine report-
ing limit. This value should be regarded as an estimate.
- T " : The flagged values represent the SUM of two co-eluting
.) compounds. The SUM of these two values is shown as

though it were a result for each of them. The two figures
should not be added together.

m This repont is submined for the exclusive vse of tha parsan, pannerchip, o corpmhoﬂ 10 whom i is addressed, Subsequent use of the nama of this Company of any
ORI DSOS ARRR 4 anbe an The 2rranic no retoonsibliity exced!
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Testing

930 South Harney St., Seattle, WA 98108 (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063

ucks

Laboratories, Inc.

Chemistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services

CRQL

DB

AR

The flagged value was reported from an analysis which exceeded
the linear range of the instrument. See additional comments
for further discussion of the circumstances. Values so flagged

" should be considered estimates.

The value reported derives from analysis of a diluted sample
or sample extract. ‘

When a dual column GC technique is employed, this flag indi-
cates that test results from the two columns differ by more
than 25%. Generally, we report the lower value.

The flagged analyte has been confirmed by GC/MS analysis. The
value reported may be derived from either the initial or confir-

005

matory (GC/MS) analysis. See specific report comments for details.

Sample Detection Limit. The SDL can vary from sample to
sample, depending on sample size, matrix interferences,
moisture content and other sample-specific conditions.

Practical Quantitation Limit. This limit is drawn from the

test method and usually represents the SDL multiplied by
a matrix-specific factor.

Client Requested Quantitation Limit, usually the limit of
detection specified at your request. Might also be
referred to as Contract Required Quantitation Limit.

Dry Basis. The value reported has been back-calculated to
normalize for the moisture content of the sample.

As-Received. The value has NOT been normalized for moisture.

Other abbreviations, used in sSpecial applications, are defined where
they appear.

DISPOSAL DATE - Our reports now include the date on which we will dis-
pose of your samples. (In limited instances, we may require that the
samples be returned to your custody.) If you wish to have the samples

back, or would like to have them stored for a longer period, please
notify us before the disposal date.

This repon is subminaa tos the exclusive use of the Person. P hip, or corporation 1o whom It s addrepsed. Subsequent use of the name of this company of any
mmaamas Al Ne aral i canmasica wivte tha adoaninn of £3le Bf 3av Braduet or raceas will be aranted onlv on contract. This company accepts NO resooNsibidity eacepl
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Lauclzs

esting Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Hamev St., Seattle, WA 98108 (206) 767-3060 FAX (206) 767-5063
Chemistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services

CLIENT  : Phillp Envirormental Services Certificate of Analysis

Work Order # 95-07-371

TESTS PERFORMED AND RESULTS:

Analyte Units 01

Arsenic (Method 6010) ug/L 20. v

Chraniua (Method 6010) ug/L ’ 1.V

Lead (Method 6010) g/t 10.

. Mercury (Method 7470) ug/L 0.20

@

f;,ﬁ‘\ Tmleponlssubmnedlolmeexmsneuuolmwmpnmﬁhip or coporation 10 whom it I8 addrassed, Subsequent uss of the name of This company of any
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° Lauc

o

esting Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Hamey St., Seattle, WA 98108  (206) 767-3060 FAX (206) 767-5063

Chemistry, Microbiology, and Technical Services

REPORY ON SAMPLE: 9507371-01aA
Client Sample 10: 93-Drum

Collection Date

s 07712795
Date Received  : 07/13/95 . Test Code : 8080_W
Date Extracted : 07/13/95 Test Method : 5V 8080
Date Analyzed : 07/17/95 Extraction Method : SW 3510
Date Confirmed : 07/17/95
Analyte Resulr sbL Analyte Result SOt
) (ugsly - (ug/l) . (ug/L) (ug/L)
Alpha-BHC ..cvpennen,.., 0.01 U 0.01 Endosul fan Sulfete ..... 0.01 U 0.01
"BeTABHC .cuvececcnceces 0.03 0.01 $,00DDT cevevvncrcancae 0.07 P 0.01
Delta-BHC ..ccvvecenren. 0.0 U 0.01 Methoxychlor ....cvevsae 0.10 v 0.10
Gamma-BHC vecoveancranss 0.01 v 0.01 Endrin Aldehyde ..icee-. 0.01 U 0.01
Heptachlor .....ce....... - 0.0 U 0.0% Chlordane ...cicevenscns 0.05 V 0.05
ALdPIN veernernnererenns 0.01 U 0.01 Toxaphene woeeeen..- 2.0 U 2.0
Reptachlor Epoxide ..... 0.01 U 0.01 Aroclor-1016 .ecouveean. 0.50 U 0.50
Endosulfan 1 ...cevanses 0.01 U 0.01 Aroclor-1221 .......ene. 0.50 U 0.50
Dieldrfn ccveeevecnnenss 0.01 v 0.0 Aroclor=1232 .cccvenanss 0.50 U 0.50
C,8'DDE ..cvienivennnns 0.10 0.01 Aroclor-1242 ..eececacse 0.50 U 0.50
Endrin c..ceieencnncnnas 0.04 U 0.04 Aroclor-1248 ...eevceves 0.50 u 0.50
Endosulfan Il .......... 0.01 U 0.01 Aroclor=-1254 ..ccvaoneen 0.50 U 0.50
L,870DD ..iiiivieiannns 0.86 0.01 Aroclor=1260 ..cveuvecee 0.50 U 0.50

Surrogate recovery report for sample $507371-01A

Surrogate Percent Limits:
Recovery Min. Max.
130drin tevvecniavacnnanes 67 39 145
Yetrachloro-m-xylene ..... 64 25 139
Dacachlorobiphenyl ....... 94 30 140

= Indfcates that recovery is outside control limits

jﬁ\ This repon is submined for he exciusve Use of the Person. PANNership, of Comporation 10 whom il 1s 8006800, Subeequert ute of the rame of this company of any
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Testmsg Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Harney St., Seattle, WA 98108  (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063

20:36

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL

(509)457-2056

Chemistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services

SOL

REPORT ON SAMPLE: 950737170“
Client Sample 1D: 93-Drum
Collection Date - : 07/12/95
Date Received s 07/13/95
Daté Analyzed 1 07719795
Date Confirmed : 07/26/95
Analyte Result
pichlorodifluoromethane ... 1V
Chioromethane ...........:. 1u
Vinyl chloride ............ 1u
Bromomethant ..ccceevsanaes 1u
Chloroethane ..ceevnieoneen .o 1V
Trichlorofluoramethane .... 1u
Acrolein ...iccereensannanes 3U
1,1-0ichloroethene ........ 1v
ACETONE .iireasascverncsons 2U
Carbon disulfide ......... 1u
Methylene chloride ....... 1U
Acrylonitrile cceevenncnnn 2 U
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene . 1U
1,1-Dichloroethene ....... 1y
Vinyl acetate .....covvees iU
cisN,2-Dichlorcethene ... iuv
2-BURBNONE c.cessencnncans iuv
Chloroform cocvvevercerane 1L
1,1, 1-Trichloroethane .... v
Carbon tetrachloride ..... 1u

_n-a-‘—l-a-b-l-oN--aN-aw_‘-o-a-A—bu

Test Code : 8240 M
Test Mathod : SW 8240
Report Units t ug/L
Analyte Result SoL

Ben2ene ..cecvvctrc000csen

1,2-Dichloroethane........

Trichloroethene cuvee.ee. .
1,2-Dichloropropane ......
Bromodichloromethane .....

2-Chleroethyl vinyl ether.
cis=1,3-Dichloropropene ..
4-Methyl-2-pentanone .....
Toluene ceceececrncrccesse
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene,
1,1,2°Trichloroethene ....
Tetrachloroethene .ocoeees
2-HeXanone seeereecccscsce
Dibromochloromethane .....
Chlorobenzene ce.v..cvse..

Ethylbenzene ..eccevseceee

m,p-Xylenes ...ciciecnness
O-XYlen® .vecerocerancocss
SLYrene .cvcvesecccccscsns
Bromoform ..ceveeeccecens .
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane.

.A_A_-_n—n_o_._qfu—-_‘-a-.N—b—b_a.n_a_‘_.
CCCCCC:CCCCCCCCC'CCCCC

—l.l-.—l-‘-‘—l-‘N—.—l—h—lN—‘,—.-l—b-.—‘.A
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Laucks

esting Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Hamey St., Seattle, WA 98108  (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063

Chemistry, Microbiology. and Technical Services

Surrogate recovery report for sample 9507371-01A

surrogate Percent Limits:
Recovery min, Max.

dé-1,2-Dichloroethane ...... 98 78 118
d8-Toluene ...cvecvsnncancan 101 83 17
p-Bromofluorobenzene ....... 89 81 115

* = Indicates that recovery {s outside control limits

@
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PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL (509)457-2056

esting Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Harney St., Seattle, WA 98108  (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063

Chemistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services

REPORY ON SAMPLE: $507371-01A

Client Sample {D: 93-Drum
Collection Date : 07/12/95

‘m This repon i3 subMINen 1o the axclusiva usa of the parsan, pannership, of corporauon to whom it is addressed.

Benzo(g, h,i)perylene .......

P N

: Test Code 3 LXTCSW
pate Received : 07/13/95 Test Method s SW 8270
Date Extracted : 07/13/95 Extraction Method : SW 3520
Date Analyzed : 07/13/95
Anslyte Result SoL Analyte Result SOL
(ug/L) {ug/L) Cug\l) (ug/L)
Phenol ceceovecocsscnnccaans 1 U 1 3-Nitroaniline ...cocuevn.... S v
Aniline veecevecnnns 5 U H Acenaphthent .cevvvecnvennes 1 U
Bis¢2-chloroethyl)ether ... i1 u 1 2,6-Dinitrophenol ...... 10 U 10
2-Chlorophenol .ecececcacass 1t u 1 &-Nitrophenol ......ece..... 10 U 10
1,3-Dichlorobenzene ........ 1 v 1 Dibenzofuran c.evcveceenens. 1 U ]
1,64-Dichlorobenzene ........ 1 u 1 2,6-Dinitrotoluene ......... 2 v 2
Ben2yl alecohol ..covevveenan 1 v 1 Diethyl phthalate v.....0.. 1 v 1
1,2-Dichlorobenzene ........ 14 1 4-Chlorcphenyl phenylether . 1 v 1
2-Nethylphenol ............. 1u 1 Fluorene «..ceeveevancncesns 1 v 1
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether 1V 1 4-Nitréaniline cccevecanen.. rAT 2
4eMethytphenol .cecveenenn.. 1 v 1 4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenot . 10 U 10
N-Nitroso-di-n-propylamine . 1 v 1 N-Nitroscdiphenylamine ..... 1 v 1
Hexachloroethane ........... 2 v 2 1,2-Diphenythydrazine ...... ram" 2
NitrobenZene .c.ccevsecacaces 1 v 1 4-Bromophenyl phenylether .. 2 u 2
1Sophorone eeeeevevanenanans 1 1 Hexachlorobenzene ......... 2 v 2
2-Nitrophenol .............. Y 2 Pentachlorophensl .......... 10U 10
2,%-0imethylphenol .c.ca.en. 1 v 1 Phenanthrene ......cc.ecvee. 1 U 1
Benzoie 8efd ....oeeinao... & J 25 ANThracene «cc.oevsessennses 1 U 1
Bis(2+-chloroethoxy)methane . 1 v 1 Carbszole ....... 1 U 1
2,4-Dichlorophenot ......... 2 v 2 0i-n-butyl phthalate ....... 1 1
1,2,6-Trichlorobenzene ..... 1 v 1 Fluoranthene ..ocvevccnnnnn 1 v b
Nephthalene .......c........ 1 1 PYrene +ieevenvencrvencas 1 1
4+Chloroaniline ............ 19 1 Benzidine .......... S v 25
Hexachlorobutadiene ........ 14 1 Butylbenzylphthalate ....... 1 v 1
é-Chloro-3-methylphenol .... 2 v 2 3,3'-pichlorebenzidine ..... 10 U 10
2-Methylnasphthatene .,...... 10 1 Benzo(a)anthracene ....ecvee 1y 1
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene .. 2 VL 2 Chrysene .ccvvevvsconcacanes 1V 1
2,4,6-Trichlorophenotl ...... 2 v 2 Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate . 36 B 1
2,6,5+Trichlorophencl ...... 2 VU 2 Di-n-octyl phthalate ....... 1 v 1
2-Chloronaphthalene ....... . 1 v 1 Benzo(b)fluoranthene ....... 1 v 1
2-Nitrooniline ..cccvvenoens 2 v 2 Benzo(k)fluorenthene ....... 1 u 1
Dimethyl phthalate ......... 1 v 1 Benzo(a)pyrene .....ceeevsese 1 v 1
Acenaphthylene ............. 1V 1 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ..... 1 u 1
2,6-Dinitrotoluene ......... 2 U 2 Dibenzo(a, h)anthracene ..... 1 u 1
1 v 1

Subsequent use of the nams of this compary or any

ermar am. memmmtE mr caemmmala e -—-a.

010
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Testing Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Harney St., Seattle, WA 98108  (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063

Chemistry, Microbiology. and Technical Services

GC/MS ABN surrogate recovery report for sample $507371-01A

' Surrogate Percent Limits:

Recovery Min. Max.

. - Nitrobenzene-dS ...... 85 38 123
2-Fluorobiphenyl ..... 89 & 115

Terphenyl-dié ........ 45 20 159

Phenol-dS .(..coaveene. 82 10 135

2-Fluorcphenol ....... 85 10 128

2,4,6Tribromophenct . 9% 31 139

1,2-Dichlorcbenzene-dé 69 &7 103

2+Chlorophenol-d4 .... 90 2 17

* 2 |ndicates that surrogste recovery s outside of control limits.

()

This report 18 submined tor the axchIsve UES of the Parson, PaNNerhip, or corporation 1o whom it is a0dressed. Subsequent use of the name of this company of any
LY mamhar nf e x1af] in CANNBLEON with 1he 3dvertising or s31a of 3nv B/6duCt of bracess wil be oranad onlv on contract. This company accedts NO sooNsdLily a3cosot
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Lauc

esting Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Ha.mey St., Seattle, WA 98105 (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063
Chemistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services

P. 011

GC/MS ABN surrogate recovery report for sample 9507371-01A

" surrogate Percent timits:

Recovery Bin, Max,
Nitrobenzene-d5 ...... 85 38 123
2-Flucrobipheny! ..... 81 L 115
Terphenyl-di4 ........ 45 20 151
Phenol-dS ..i.coevvanes 82 10 135
2-Fluorophenol ....... 35 10 128
2,4,6°Tribromophenotl . 9L 31 139
1,2-Dichlorcbenzene-dé 49 &7 103
2-Chlorophenol-dé .... 90 22 127

® = |ndicates thot surrogate recovery i3 outaide of controt limits.

/ This report I8 submined for the axciisive U6 of the person, pannership, or coporation 10 whom il is addressed. Subsequent use of the name of this company of any -
Al mamhar ab e atall MAn itk W sAusAiinn nr €318 Af Sau VAR A7 Avacass wl R arsMad oAV on contras  Thic eommany acceots no meponsidilily alcant
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WILLIAMS aNMVIROMNIMENTAL SERVICES, IMC. ‘!'

VIA FACSIMILE
August 4, 1985

Ms. Lynda Priddy
Remedial Project Manager
On-Scene Coordinator
USEPA Region X

1200 Sbxh Avenue
Seattie, WA 98101

Re: \gl‘;:dc lngnmoem
Yakima, Washington
Number of Pages: 4
Transmittal No.: 0150

Subject: Response to EPA Commaents on Dacon
Wiliams Project No.: 0385-001-110

Dear Lynda:

Willams Environmental Services, Inc. (Williams) has reviewed the EPA's comments of
. August 2, 1995, regarding decontamination and demobliilzation of TPU #4 from the
Woods industries Site. Wiilams’ responses are listed below.

Comment 1: The wark plan requires that organic materials be removed from the rotary
dryer by heating the unit at 800°F for one hour. Soll will have to ba procassed through
the unit 1o got the unit up 1o temperature and then once 800°F is reached soll will have
to be processed through the unit for one hour. Clean 0l or soil that has been shown fo
only oontain comaminants balow residential cleanup numbers can bs used for this

© process,

Responss 1: Williams concurs with this comment. Soll which has already been
shown to meet the clean up goais will be usad for this purposs.

Comment 2: Note that decon should proceed in such a way as 10 Include Wilame’
responee to EPA work plan comments. Williams' responses are includad in the
to the Work Plan, specifically but not limited to Appendix T, pages 11-13,
- ragponses 17, 19-22 and Appendix U, page 4, response 8.

Response 2: Willams concurs with this comment. Decon of the equipment will

procesd in sccordance with the responses listed in Appendices T and U of the
Work Plan.

2075 Wost Pk Fluos  Sione Mouniein, Qeorpie 30087  404/879-4107
F\ocomphweshobe\activelwoods\oorespndiwden150.doo
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. Ms. Lynda Priddy
Auguet 4, 1956
Page Two

Comment 3: What is going to happen to intemal packing, e.g., In the scrubber? f
contaminated, where will they be deposed of?

Response 3: Willlams contands that the packing in the scrubber is not
contaminatod. Williams demonsirated this during the Performence Test.
Composite samples of the scrubber biowdown were analyzed for the site
contaminants. Analytical resuits showed that the contaminants were well below
the cleanup goala. This is the only method by which the scrubber packing could
bscome contamingted; therefore, the packing is conskiered clean sinoe (tis
virtually impermsable.

Comment 4: How long is it going to take to decon the unit. What is a projected start
Gate?

Response 4: Wililams anticipates a total of two weeks for decon activities. This
inciudes processing sump and frac tank sludgae through the desorber, processing
olean soll through the desorber, puising the baghousa for an additional 30
_ minutes after all soll has been processed, cleaning all equipment, and placing all
. residual siudges into drums for disposal.

Anocther week Is anticipated for preparing and loading the equipment for trucking.

The projected start data for docon and demob s Saturday, August §, 1985, or
when the material on the waste feed pad hes been complelely processed.

Comment 5: What are the manifest codes that will be used for the sediments in the
drums containing Aldand sump matsrial and the spent carbon from the water treatment
systom. _

Response 5: Willimms hes prepared menifasts for both the PPE and the spent
carbon on sits. The manifest coddes used are the same as those Burfington
provided for the menifests reiating to the debris being disposed of by Olympus.
The wasée codes are U081 and U129. Buriington has sgreed to sigh the manifest

as gansrator for the PPE but go far has refused to sign as generator on the spont
carbon manifest.

Comment 8: What will happon to rasidual material H It Is not alt treated in the unit? To

sludge-typs material collected from the sump? If the skiige material cannot be treated
in the unit, where wiil it be disposed of? ’

Responae 8: Wiltiame will drain frac tanks 1 and 2, remove all sludge possible,
.\. and process it through the unit. Sumps will be clsaned prior to decontamination

g \oomp\weahoheweevaWwaods\oonsepndimded 150 doc
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 4, 1008
Page Thres

and studge processsing. Any residual siudge remaining and resulting from the
decontamination activities will be placed In drums for disposal.

Comment 7: How will it be determined that the baghouse is ciean? That the bags
have been puised sutficlently?

Rewponse 7: Willlams will pulse the baghouse for thirty (30) minutes atter the ons
hour clean run has been completod.

Comment §: Whatls going to be the deposition of sita debris, e.g. piastic kners, acrap
metal, used disposabls protective gear?

Responae §: Wililams has made srrangements for the disposal of their PPE.
Buriington is responsibie for the disposal of liners, acrep metal, etc.

Comment 8: When are the hail roads and screen area going to be scrapsd and
sampled? How does this coordinate with the rest of Willlams’ and Philip's activitiea?

Rosponse 9: Willlams has aiready scraped the screen area and plans 10 bagin the
haul road on Priday, August 4. thphmponclblﬂorumpllngmmm
as per EPA’s comment 17 In Appendix T of the Work Plan.

Comment 10; How is Williams going o decon and demob from tha site given the

limited amount of storage space on-site. Is Willlams going 10 move pleces of equipment
from the site as they are daconned?

Response 10: Yes, Willlams plans to remove equipment from the site as It Is
deoconnad.

Comment 11: Debris still nesds to be cisaned out of the cobble piles.

- Rgsponse 11: Thie (tem Is not part of WiiHams® scope of work with Phliip.

Removal of debris from the cobble piles noods to be addresaed by Phliip.
Additional Deocon Comments:

Comment 1: The biowdown water remaining after decon must ba treated before it can
be disposad of on-site or samplad 1o show It ls balaw claanup numbers. An altsmative
13 t0 get a discharge pemit from the Clty of Yakima.

Response 1: Willlams will treat all blowdown water. This weler will be sampled
to assure R is below cleanup levels prior to disposal on-aite.

g\complaveshjobu\asctiveawvoodsicorsepndiwes0 150.doc
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Comment 2: Visual inspection of the baghouse Is also a pre-raquisite for detarmining
that the baghouse has been cleaned.

Response 2: Willlams will visually inspect the babhou“ after pulsing is compiete
to ensure that the bage are free of dust.

Shouid you have any further questions regarding completion of the job, plaase contact
me at (404) 879-4107.

Sincerely,
WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

Qeorge A. Harbour
Project Manager
GAH:gw
. cc::  Z Lowsll Taylor
James E. Sanders
8.J. Bartee
David Eagieton (Philip)

\oompavesijobs\aativewoods\worsepnd\wade0 150.doc
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: August 21, 1995
TO: David Eagleton -
cc: Greg Koester
Jeff Kaestner
FROM: Jeff Christman

SUBJECT: Results of Statistical Analysis of Southern Temporary Storage Area
Verification Samples at the Woods Industries Site, Project
Number 12883088.9009.77

This memorandum discusses the results of the statistical analysis of the 12
verification samples collected in from the Southern Temporary Storage area of the
Woods Industries site. - The results of this analysis indicate that the Southem
Temporary Storage area is clean.

This analysis consisted of statistically comparing the concentrations of 18
parameters to their cleanup levels. Three statistical criteria were used to compare the
Southern Temporary Storage area verification samples to their respective cleanup

levels. These criteria are specified in MTCA 173-340-740(7)(e)(i through iii) and
include: '

1. Perform a one-tailed test of the null hypothesis that the true mean soil concentration
exceeds the cleanup level. To satisfy the requirement of this test, the upper
confidence limit of a 95-percent one-sided confidence interval for the mean soil
concentration shall be less than the cleanup level.

2. No single sample concentration shall be greater than two times the soil cleanup
level.

3. Atmost 10 percent of the sample concentrations shall exceed the soil cleanup level.

One concentration of 4,4’-DDT was greater than its cleanup level, but was not
greater than two times its cleanup level. The maximum concentration of each

remaining parameter was less than its respective cleanup level, therefore, criteria 2 and
3 were satisfied.

Criteria 1 was satisfied because the upper confidence limit of a one-sided 95-
percent confidence interval for the mean soil concentration was less than the cleanup
level for each parameter. USEPA guidance (1989) was used to evaluate Criteria 1.
USEPA guidance (1989) was used because it is consistent with the underlying intent of

/did/
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Page 2

Subject: Results of Statistical Analysis of Southern Temporary Storage Area...
Memo From: Jeff Christman

August 21, 1995

performing a one-tailed test of hypothesis concerning a mean concentration.
Furthermore, use of USEPA guidance (1989) should have prevented the calculation of
unusual and unreliable upper confidence interval concentrations. See my August 21,
1995 memorandum on the results of the statistical analysis of 1995 Northern
Excavation Verification area samples for a more detailed discussion.

Please call me if you have any questions regarding this analysis.

References:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 1989. Methods for Evaluating the
Attainment of Cleanup Standards Volume 1: Soils and Solid Media. Office of
Policy, Planning, and Evaluation. Statistical Policy Branch (PM-223). 401 M
Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20460. February.

/did/
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Attn Of: HW-113 : i %Z:ok' )U/(dd7 %@,@ﬁ)ﬁlgg 5

Mr. Bruce A. Sheppard P8 J) 7 -5120 (T 5@)553 -512,2
Manager Environmental Projects . L—t—rtes W01 | GENERA, SERVICES ACNINISTRATION
Burlington Northern Railrocad . : ;

"Environmental Engineering ;

Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue \ i
Seattle, Washington 98104-1105

Dear Mr. Sheppard: '

On August 1S, 1995 I met with representatives from Philip
Environmental and Williams Environmental to discuss the
decontamination/demobilization process planned for the Woods
Site. In that meeting we discussed several procedures for
bandling the potentially contaminated soil that remained on the

. pad and the deposition of the baghouse dust. :

The Williams Work Plan specified that "all soils and
sediment collected from the work pad would be processed through
.the unit.” On August 15th when I visited the site I observed
that there was potentially contaminated soil remaining on the pad
and the thermal treatment unit was in the process of being
disassembled. Consequently, decontamination at the Woods Site
has deviated from the procedures specified in the Worg Plan. In
oxder to address EPA concerns about potentially contaminated soil
remaining on the pad and disposal options for that potlentially
contaminated soil, I proposed the following as an alt%rnative:

1. the pad shall cleaned and subject to a visual insﬁection.

2. soil collected from the east side of the pad curb i(treated
soil side) should be sampled separately from soil collected from
the west side of the curb (contaminated soil side). :
, :
3. 1if soil sample results are above clean up numbers,! then the
soil will need to be treated to clean up numbers or disposed of
off-site. If the soil sample results are below clean up numbers,
then the soil will need to be disposed of on-site. ‘
I
Also. the Williams Work Plan specified that the !
. decontamination sequence would be as follows: "(o)perate unit at
800 degrees F for ome hour to treat and remove all remaining soil
residue. Any remaining baghouse dust is fed into the Dobson

i anmbdon Becycled Paper
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. ‘ Collar for further treatment prior to: d:.scharge. All. so:.ls
.existing the unit are removed to the interim storage area for
subsequent analysis." Also on August 15, I observed baghouse
dust remaining in the floor of the baghouse and I observed
baghouse dust that had been dlsposed of on a treated $oil pile in
Bin 3. Baghouse dust remaining in the baghouse untreated and
disposal of untested baghouse dust onto a treated pile is not
consistent with the procedures outlined in the Work Plan.
Therefore, I proposed the following to address EPA’s concerns
regarding the potential contamination of .the baghouse dust:

1. sample the baghouse dust in the bottom of the baghouse. If
the results are .above clean up numbers then the baghouse dust
will need to be treated to clean up numbers or dlsposed of off-
site. i
2. sample the baghouse dust that was dlsposed of on the treated
soil pile in Bin 3. If the results are above clean up numbers
then the baghouse dust will need to be treated to clean up
numbers or disposed of off-site. :

If you "have any other cquestions please contact me at (206)
553-1987.

.' Si cerely,
' Lynda E. Prlddy .
Environmental Protectlon
Specialist
. Hazardous Waste D1v1szon
i

- : |

cc: David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental - Columbia
Mark Fleri, Williams Environmental Services, Inc! ‘
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW-070
Cathy Massimino, EPA - HW-111
Fritz Heneman, URS - Vertac
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' VIA FACSIMILE ONLY i

Post-it* Fax Note 7671 Date%\mg Ipages’ \
" {To
24 August 1995 o s ales
Q\\ \\ 0 co \L’) __sT —
Ms Lynda E. Priddy Fhone Fhone?
Remedial Project Manager AR 2G-S lao [P

Hazardous Waste Division
USEPA, Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washlngton
Transmittal No.: 154

Subject: Baghouse Residual Soils

Dear Lynda:

In response to your letter dated August 23, 1995, Williams Environmental Services, Inc.
(Wllliam_s) submits the following plan for removal and disposal of baghouse dust:

Baghouss Dust Already Removed:
¢ This soil will be shoveled into 55 gallon drums and disposed-of off-site, probably with
Chemical Waste Management.

Baghouse Dust !

e The baghouse will be flushed with water to remove the residual dust.

e The dust will be collected on the pad and shoveled into 55 gallon drums.

e  This dust will be disposed of off-site, probably with Chemical Waste Management.

Your expeditious review and approval is requested so that decontamination efforts can be
continued uninterrupted. If you have any questions please call me at (404) 879-4060.

Sincerely,
WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC

S\Y=Y

B.J. Bartee
Project Manager

BJB:pc

cc: David Eagleton
Jack Lane

_ . Jim Sanders

2075 West Park Place  Stona Mountain, Georgia 30087  404/879-4107
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August 25, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy :

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager -
‘U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Summary of Excavation Activities for Sample NV-10
Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) is writing this letter to provide the information you
requested August 23, 1995, during a phone conversation with Jeff Kaestner,
Philip’s site supervisor. In that conversation, you requested that Philip provide
additional information regarding the excavation and sampling activities
performed for the area around Verification Sample NV-10.

Sequence of Events

After soil from the northern temporary soil storage area was screened and
moved to the waste feed pad earlier this year, Philip began characterizing soils
beneath the northern temporary soil storage area. Approximately 82 preliminary
samples were collected below or around the area to guide continued excavation
and prepare for verification sampling. The sampling grid for this area was
approved by USEPA before sampling began.

On July 7, 1995, Philip collected Verification Sample NV-10 at the location
shown (along with other samples collected that day) on the sampling grid in
Attachment 1.

On July 14, Philip received analytical data that indicated the dieldrin
concentration in sample NV-10 was 1.6 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). This
concentration exceeds the dieldrin cleanup level of 0.63 mg/kg.
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On July 20, Lynda Priddy and Greg Koester (Philip) discussed, during a meeting at the site,
measures to further delineate the extent of contamination for the area surrounding Verification
Sample NV-10. Lynda Priddy suggested that further excavation of Area NV-10 should extend to
the nearest ‘clean’ sample location to prevent any ‘gaps.” An agreement was reached that four
preliminary samples would be collected around Sample Location NV-10. These samples would
be used to guide future excavation to the nearest clean sample locations surrounding NV-10.

On July 21, Philip collected four preliminary samples (NE-82 through NE-85) surrounding
Sample Location NV-10 to implement the approach agreed upon with Lynda Priddy during the
July 20 site visit. A sketch of these sampling locations is also provided in Attachment 1.

On July 23, before analytical data was received for NE-82, NE-83, NE-84, and NE-85, Olympus
Environmental excavated Area NV-10. The extent of the excavation (shown on the sample
location sketch in Attachment 1) was within the area bounded by these four samples.

On July 24, Preliminary Samples NE-98 and NE-99 were collected from the base of this area
excavated on July 23, as shown on the sample location sketch in Attachment 1.

On July 26, analytical results for Samples NE-82 through NE-85 were received. The
concentration of all indicator parameters, including dieldrin, in the southern two samples (NE-82
and NE-84) were below cleanup levels. Based upon these results, the extent of contamination
near Area NV-10 does not extend south of Samples NE-82 and NE-84 and no further excavating
was required toward the south. The north samples (NE-83 and NE-85) exceeded cleanup levels,
requiring additional excavation in that direction.

On July 27, Greg Koester and Lynda Priddy agreed, during a meeting at the site, that one
composite verification sample should be collected from each of the three recent excavations in the
north part of the site, pending results of preliminary samples. Lynda Priddy observed the
locations of recent preliminary samples and excavations.

On July 28, Philip received analytical results for the two preliminary samples collected within the
excavation (NE-98 and NE-99). Indicator parameter concentrations, including dieldrin, were less
than cleanup levels. This indicates that the depth of contamination had been defined and that
excavation would not have to extend deeper within that area.

On July 31, Olympus excavated the area surrounding Preliminary Samples NE-83 and NE-85.
Philip collected Preliminary Samples NE-104 through NE-107 from the base of this new

@
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excavation. The extent of the excavation and the preliminary sample locations are shown on the
sample location sketch included in Attachment 1.

On August 1, David Lawrence (Philip) and Ray Wilson (Olympus) showed Lynda Priddy
preliminary sample locations in and around Area NV-10 and available sampling data for this area.

On August 2, Philip received analytical data for Samples NE-104 through NE-107. Two of the
four samples collected (NE-108 and NE-104) along the west edge of the excavation were above
cleanup levels for dieldrin. The dieldrin concentrations were 0.89 mg/kg and 2.6 mg/kg,
respectively, in these two samples. After receipt of this analytical data, David Eagleton faxed
Lynda Priddy the sample location sketch for Area NV-10 and discussed the sample results in a
telephone conversation with her. David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy agreed upon the following
the following course of action: additional excavation would be performed around the ‘hot’
samples recently received; preliminary samples would be collected from the base of the excavation
after these excavation activities; and two additional preliminary samples would be collected on the
haul road south of Area NV-10. Following this conversation, Olympus excavated the area around
samples NE-108 and NE-104. Philip then collected four additional preliminary samples (NE-108
through NE-111) from within the excavation, as shown in the sample location sketch
(Attachment 1).

On August 3, Philip collected two additional preliminary samples (NE-112 and NE-113) on the
haul road south of Area NV-10, as shown on sample location sketch included in Attachment 1.

On August 4, Philip received analytical data for Preliminary Samples NE-108 through NE-111.
Results were below cleanup levels for all indicator parameters except for dieldrin, which ranged
from 0.8 mg/kg to 1.8 mg/kg. In a telephone conversation later that day, David Eagleton
informed Lynda Priddy of the recent analytical results and discussed the feasibility of raising the
dieldrin cleanup level based upon the overall risk level. In another telephone conversation that
same day, David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy agreed to excavate additional soil around Area
NV-10 and to collect one composite verification sample, rather than collecting additional
preliminary samples. David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy also agreed that, depending on the results
of that verification sample, it may be possible to pursue the feasibility of raising the dieldrin
cleanup level. Following these conversations, Olympus excavated additional soil from the area
around NV-10 and Philip collected one composite verification sample (NV-10).

On August 7, Philip received analytical results for Preliminary Samples NE-112 and NE-113
collected from the haul road south of NV-10. All indicator parameters were below cleanup levels

@
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- DRAFT -

in these samples. These preliminary sample results and recent activities for Area NV-10 were
discussed in a telephone conversation between Lynda Priddy and David Eagleton.

On August 17, Philip received analytical results from the Verification Sample NV-10 collected on
August 4. In this sample, the dieldrin concentration was 1.3 mg/kg, which is twice the cleanup
level of 0.63 mg/kg. All other indicator parameters were below their cleanup levels. The-Model
Toxics Control Act allows 10 percent of verification samples to exceed the cleanup level, but not
more than twice the cleanup level. This is described in the Soil Removal Work Plan for the site.

On August 18, Philip faxed these analytical results to Lynda Priddy.

On August 21, Philip submitted the statistical analysis for verification samples collected for the
north and south parts of the site for USEPA approval to backfill over this area.
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Closing

On behalf of BNRR, Philip is requesting your approval that the northern and southern areas of the
site have been remediated. Backfilling of treated soil and cobbles is a critical step for completion
of the soil treatment phase of the project. Therefore, your expedited review of the documentation
provided by BNRR that these areas are clean would be greatly appreciated. If you have any
questions regarding soil removal, do not hesitate to contact me at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely yours, __
PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

RbFY

David W. Eagleton, P.E.
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

GAK/Kdm/NV10.DOC
Attachment: 1. Sample Location Sketches and Data

cc:  Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Jeff Kaestner (Philip)
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APPENDIX C

Revised Notification to the Yakima County Clean Air Authority



Clean Air AUﬁ;I(/gl;g?g; - " February 17, 1995
(509 ) 575-4116

Williams Environmental Services, Inc.
Attn: Greg Whetstone, Project Engineer
2076 West Park Place

Stone Mountain, GA 30087

Re: Revision ot Notification of Intent o !nstall a Tesmporary. Source (NCT-05-93),
Using a Thermal Desorbtion Process for a Soil Remediation Site at 2 East King
Street, Yakima.

Dear Mr. Whetstone,

The above referenced notification is revised per your Work Plan dated 11/18/94 and
operation extension request dated 1/5/95, clarified as follows: Due to the project’s
approximate one year delay in implementation, you have requested a corresponding

. revision in the above referenced notice. Pemmission to operate is therefore extended
until August 31, 1995, still contingent upon a test burn to demonstrate compliance as
outlined in your Work Plan. Please note that all other provisions as outlined in our
letter to Williams Environmental, Inc. dated 12/14/S3, remain en force.

Sincerely,

L e
Chris E. Svendsen
Assistant Director
(509)575-4116

Cc: Tom T. Silva, Director-APCO
Lynda Priddy, U.S. EPA Regg
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February 28, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

- Subject:© Weekly Status Report

February 21 to February 27, 1995
~Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Burlington Environmental
Inc. (Burlington Environmental) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number
1087-03-18-106.

The USEPA approved the Soil Treatment Work Plan, the Ambient Air
Monitoring Plan, and the Ambient Air Quality Impact Report for soil treatment
activities on January 31, 1995. With this approval Williams Environmental
Services, Inc. (Williams) began mobilizing equipment to the Woods site from a
site in Franklin, New Jersey called the Metaltec site.

As agreed, the weekly reporting requirements for the soil treatment :
implementation phase were initially fulfilled through numerous telephone calls

“between Lynda Priddy of the USEPA and David Eagleton of Burlington

Environmental in which the status of soil treatment was discussed. This is the

first of the written weekly site status reports to be provided to the USEPA for soil
treatment activities.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

February 21 :
Burlington Environmental began the sixth day of background air monitoring.

Burlington Environmental Inc.
P.O. Box 230 » 210 West Sand Bank Road ¢ Columbia, IL 62236-0230 ~
Phone 618/281-7173 « 314/241-1785 « FAX 618/281-5120 w



‘@

Page 2
Ms. Lynda Priddy
February 28, 1995

Williams Environmental (Williams) received quencher/pump skid, organized
Akland Building storage area, and continued with equipment assembly.

February 22

Burlington Environmental collected sixth and final day of background air
monitoring and prepared for air monitoring during performance testing.

Williams received the oxidizer and the baghouse and continued with equipment
assembly.

Lynda Priddy conducted a site walk.

February 23

On behalf of Burlington Environmental, Gary Wentz conducted a thlrd-party audit -
on the air monitoring program.

Williams received and placed scrubber, began installing platform on stack, set
scrubber pump skid and LPG pump skid, and set quencher.

February 24

Burlington Environmental performed air monitoring equipment mamtenance and
recalibrated PM,, samplers. Other air monitoring equipment was secured until

 startup/shakedown activities began. Mercury vapor samples were collected and

analyzed on-site to establish background.

February 25

Williams received and placed dryer, placed control trailer, and welded brackets on
scrubber.

February 26

On behalf of Burlington Envuonmcntal Gary Wentz performed an audit on PM,,
samplers.

Williams placed feed metering unit and pugmil, positioned lifting and stacking
conveyors, and placed decon trailer inmediately west of Akland Building.

February 27

Williams received one of three frac tanks, began installing LPG line to burners,
installed water line to decon trailer, connected power to control trailer, poured

Q
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concrete pad for NaOH tank, began installing duct work from ID fan and oxidizer,
set up control computer, and began connecting power to several components.

PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED

No problems or difficulties encountered.

ANALYTICAL DATA

. Air monitoring analytical data was received during this reporting period.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

The arrival of all the remaining components and continued assembly of TPU-IV.

One or two test pits may be excavated off site approximately 10 feet east of the
area where TPH contaminated soil was excavated from the Woods site to evaluate
whether TPH contamination extends off site.

CLOSING -

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (509) 575-7953 or David Eagleton at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,

BURLINGTON ONMENTAL INC.

/l.

Gre ; ter, E.IT.
Environmental Engineer
On-Site Supervisor

GAK/gak/WEEK0228.D0C

cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
David Eagleton (Burlington Environmental)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams)

Q)
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March 7, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
February 28 to March 6, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Burlington Environmental
Inc. (Burlington Environmental) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number
1087-03-18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

February 28
Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit.

March 1
Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit.

March 2
Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit.

March 3
Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit.

March 4

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. One test pﬁ was
excavated on Hansen Fruit Company property approximately 15 feet east of the
former TPH excavation and two samples were collected to be analyzed for TPH.

‘Burlington Environmental Inc.
P.O. Box 330 » 210 West Sand Bank Road * Columbia, IL 62236-0330
Phone 618/281-7173 « 314/241-1785 * FAX 618/281-5120
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March 5

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. Williams® project
manager, Mark Fleri, and Burlington Environmental’s project manager, David
Eagleton, arrived on-site.

March 6 :
Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment process

PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED

No problems or difficulties encountered.

ANALYTICAL DATA

Air monitoring analytical data was received during this reporting period.
C . UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Continued assembly of TPU-IV and startup/shakedown with clean soil.
Shakedown with contaminated soil, along with remedial action phase air
monitoring, may begin. On March 13, an on-site meeting will be conducted
between representatives from the USEPA, Williams, BNRR, and Burlington

Environmental. Lynda Priddy of the USEPA plans to be on-site on March 8, 10,
and 13th. '
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CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (509) 575-7953.

Sincerely yours,

B

David Eagleton
Environmental Engineer
‘On-Site Supervisor

DWE/dwe/WEEK0306.DOC

cc.  Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Greg Koester (Burlington Environmental)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams)
F/rzaberts Ml (BrRR)
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March 10, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

Environmental Protection Specialist

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Reglon X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: February 1995 Monthly Status Report
Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Burlington Environmental
Inc. (Burlington Environmental) hereby submits the February 1995 monthly status
report on the above-referenced site in compliance with Adrmmstratnve Order
Number 1087-03- 18 106, as amended. ‘

~ For additional information regarding on-site activities, Burlington Environmental

began submitting weekly status reports on February 28, 1995.

L ACTIVITIES DURING FEBRUARY 1995

February 1

Lynda Priddy of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X (USEPA)
issued a letter via fax approving the January 17, 1995, treated soil sample data
validation approach.

Dawvid Eagleton of Burlington Environmental and Lynda Priddy discussed the
following project-related topics:

o confirmation of receipt by Burlington Environmental and Williams
Environmental Services, Inc., (Williams) of USEPA letters dated
January 31, 1995, that Lynda Priddy issued via fax on January 31,
approving the Ambient Air Monitoring Plan (AAMP), Soil Treatment
Work Plan (Work Plan), and Ambient Air Quality Impact Report
(AAQIR);

¢ confirmation of Burlington Environmental’s and Williams’ receipt of
the USEPA letter dated February 1, 1995, issued by Lynda Priddy,
approving the January 17, 1995, treated soil sample data validation
approach; and
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e conference call set up to discuss Roy F. Weston, Inc., (Weston)
questions regarding action levels in the AAMP.

Williams submitted revised Work Plan pages to the USEPA.

February 2 ‘

Elizabeth (Nicki) Ubinger, Kirk Meyer, and David Eagleton of Burlington
Environmental, and Lynda Priddy discussed the action levels in the AAMP with
Bob Warwic and Peter Virag of Weston.

Nicki Ubinger sent Lynda Priddy a hard copy of revised Table 8-2 and revisions to
Appendix E of the AAQIR.

In a separate telephone conversation, David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed
data validation and project schedule. David Eagleton informed Lynda Priddy that
background air monitoring will start as early as Tuesday, February 7, 1995.

February 7

‘Burlington Environmental issued three copies of the final AAMP to the USEPA.

Greg Koester of Burlington Environmental and Lynda Priddy discussed the
following topics:

e arrangements for on-site USEPA oversight trailer;
e~ background air monitoring;

e submitting the first weekly report to USEPA for soil treatment
activities;

o representatives from URS Consultants (URS) performing USEPA
oversight during normal operations;

o firm dates for field activities to allow Lynda Priddy to schedule
oversight; and

e Lynda Priddy planning a site visit.
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February 8

David Eagleton received a voicemail message from Lynda Priddy regarding
tentative schedule for beginning the performance test.

David Eagleton received a voicemail message from Lynda Priddy informing David
that she had received the AAMPs and forwarded a copy to Don Metheny of the
USEPA for his review of the standard operating procedures.

Greg Koestér and Lynda Priddy discussed the following topics:
¢ Don Metheny’s final review of AAMP;
e continuing with background air monitoring;
. Weekly reports; |
e USEPA oversight trailer; and

e Williams® most recent schedule for mobilization and equipment
assembly. ‘

David Eagleton faxed Lynda Priddy Williams’ most recent mobilization, assembly,
and soil treatment schedule.

Ina telephone conversation, David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed the
following project-related topics:

e schedule for clean soil startup/shakedown;

e arrival of TPU-IV equipment at the Woods site to begin February 13;
and

e anticipated project completion date.

February 9

Williams faxed Lynda Priddy the written response requested in USEPA’s letter of
February 1, 1995, approving the approach to data validation of treated soil
samples.
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February 10
The January 1994 monthly status report was issued to the USEPA.

David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed the following topics:

e Lynda Priddy’s receipt of the AAMP, revised pages to the Work Plan,
and Williams letter regarding data validation; and

e scheduling on-site meeting with USEPA based upon Williams most
recent schedule for startup/shakedown with contaminated soils.

- Lynda Priddy left David Eagleton a voicemail message requesting the model

number of PM-10 monitors being used at the Woods site.

February 13

- Burlington Environmental received the Superfund Fact Sheet for Woods Industries

dated February 9, 1995.

- David Eagleton faxed Lynda Priddydetails on the PM-10 monitors currently used

at the Woods Industries Site.

Williams started receiving equipment on site.

February 15 '
Burlington Environmental issued three copies of the AAQIR to the USEPA.

David Eagleton faxed Lynda Priddy a letter from Williams describing weather-
related delays in transporting equipment to Yakima, Washington.

David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed the following project-related
activities:

o USEPA intends to collect three split samples of treated soil during
performance test;

e Lynda Priddy’s receipt of an interview request from a local radio
station; and

e delays in equipment transportation due to poor weather.
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February 16

Burlington Environmental issued two additional copies of AAQIR and the AAMP
to the USEPA.

February 17

In a telephone conversation, Lynda Priddy informed David Eagleton of her plans
to visit the site on February 21 or 22, 1995.

In a voicemail message to David Eagleton, Lynda Priddy requested the extraction
methods Williams laboratory will use for pesticides and metals analyses to assure
that the same extraction methods are used for analysis of USEPA’s split samples.

In a separate telephone conversation, David Eagleton informed Lynda Priddy that
Greg Whetstone of Williams will be faxing her information on the qualifications of
York Services Corporation (York).

In a telephone conversation with Lynda Priddy, Mike Martin of Burlington
Environmental requested to change the method for analyzing mercury from
USEPA Method XRF to USEPA Method 7471.

David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discusséd the fdllowing topics: -

e expected turnaround time for treated soil samples;
e Lynda Priddy’s upcoming site visit; and
o changes in analytical methods for mercury.

David Eagleton faxed Lynda Priddy Ross Analytical’s standard operating
procedures for Method 7471 for USEPA review and approval.

February 20
Williams started equipment assembly.

February 21

In a telephone conversation, Greg Koester of Burlington Environmental and Lynda
Priddy discussed the following topics:

‘e Lynda Priddy’s upcoming site visit;
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e submittal date for first weekly status report; and
e USEPA oversight trailer.

Lynda Priddy left David Eagleton a voicemail message to discuss the following:

e turnaround time for dioxin analysis; and

o USEPA’s split samples during performance test;

February 22
Williams submitted six copies of the Final Work Plan to USEPA.

Williams submitted to USEPA a letter selecting Quanterra as the soil treatment
laboratory and a copy of Quanterra’s Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan. -

Jack Lane of Williams gave Lynda Priddy the most recent equipment

(. . Lynda Priddy performed a site walk to inspect site.conditions and status of project.
mobilization/assembly schedule.

February 23

David Eagleton received a note via fax from Lynda Priddy requesting tentative
+ dates for startup/shakedown with clean soil, shakedown with contaminated soil,
and performance test.

” David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed the following topics:

e generating a window of time when performance test runs may be
performed in order to schedule Cathy Massimino’s time;

e March 10th meeting on-site with USEPA,;

e Lynda Priddy’s February 22 site visit;

e extraction methodologies for pesticides and metals; and
e turnaround time for high-resolution dioxin analysis.

David Eagleton received a voicemail message from Lynda Priddy to discuss
analytical protocols and turnaround time for dioxin results.
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February 24

David Eagleton faxed Lynda Priddy Williams’ letter describing laboratory
extraction methods for pesticides and metals.

February 27

In a telephone conversation, Lynda Priddy informed David Eagleton that she
received the fax describing extraction methodologies.

Details regarding dioxin analysis was discussed in a conference call between David
Eagleton, Greg Whetstone, and Lynda Priddy.

In a telephone conversation between Greg Koester and Lynda Priddy, the
following topics were discussed:

o USEPA on-site meeting on March 10th;

e two USEPA oversight persons should arrive on-site March 8 or

March 9; and
e weekly status report for soil treatment activities to be submitted
February 28.
February 28

David Eagleton faxed Lynda Priddy a revised Williams’ project schedule with
tentative dates she requested on February 23, 1995.

Burlington Environmental submitted the first Weekly Status Report for soil
treatment covering the period February 21 through February 28, 1995.

II. UPCOMING ACTIVITIES NEXT MONTH

Upcoming soil treatment activities with their respective fentative dates include the
following:

March 12, 13, 14 - Startup/shakedown with clean soils.
March 13 - USEPA on-site meeting.

March 14, 15, 16 — shakedown operations with contaminated soils.
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March 28 - Certification of continuous emission monitoring,.

March 31 - Start of three performance test runs.

III. PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES/STEPS TAKEN

No problems or difficulties were encountered, other than the delays described in
previous monthly reports.

Please call me at (618) 281-7173 if you have any questions regarding this status
report.

Sincerely yours,

BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL INC.

David W. Eagleton, P.E.
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

DWE/bar/FEB9SMON.LET

cc:  Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Bob Kievit (USEPA)
Bob Hartman (USEPA)
Bill Glasser (USEPA)
Mark Fleri (Williams)
Tom Backer (Preston Gates & Ellis)
Tom Hippe, Paul Miller, and Elizabeth Ubinger (Burlington Environmental)
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March 14, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
March 7 to March 13, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northem Railroad (BNRR), Burlington Environmental
Inc. (Burlington Environmental) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number
1087-03-18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

March 7

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. Burlington
Environmental began background air monitoring event number 7. Burlington
Environmental issued the weekly status report for soil treatment activities
conducted from February 28 through March 6, 1995.

March 8

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. Burlington
Environmental collected samples for background air monitoring event number 7
and began background air monitoring event number 8. Lynda Priddy of the
USEPA was on-site with two USEPA public relations specialists. Lynda Priddy
was interviewed on-site by television stations KNDO, KAPP, and KIMA. All
three stations aired video interviews on the local news that evening. Lynda Priddy
and Mark Fleri of Williams met on-site with two representatives from the Yakima
Health District. Rick Roeder of the Washington State Department of Ecology
(WDOE) visited the site. Two representatives from the Washington State
Department of Labor were on-site and informed Williams that the electrical work

Burlington Environmental Inc.
® P.O. Box 330 ¢ 210 West Sand Bank Road ¢ Columbia, IL 62236-0330
Phone 618/281-7173 « 314/241-1785 « FAX 618/281-5120
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being done to setup TPU-IV must pass an inspection to be performed by
Department of Labor. The inspection was scheduled for Monday March 13.

March 9

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. Burlington
Environmental collected samples for background air monitoring event number 8.
An article on the Woods cleanup was in the Yakima Herald-Republic newspaper.

March 10

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. Burlington
Environmental began background air monitoring event number 9. Larry Mullen
with URS arrived on site. Bruce Sheppard of BNRR and Lynda Priddy were on-
site and meetings were conducted on-site between Lynda Priddy, Bruce Sheppard,
Mark Fleri, and David Eagleton. Larry Mullen of URS also sat in on these
meetings. A conference call was conducted between Mark Fleri and Greg

-Whetstone of Williams, David Eagleton, and Lynda Priddy and Cathy Massimino

of the USEPA to discuss some-additional comments Cathy Massimino had on the -
Williams work plan and performance test plan. Larry Mullen of URS also sat in on
this conference call. Lynda Priddy walked Rick Roeder and Tony Grover of the -
WDOE around on-site. Rain in the afternoon slowed TPU-IV assembly activities.

March 11

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. Burlington
Environmental collected samples for background air monitoring event number 9.

March 12
Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit.

March 13

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. The Washington
State Department of Labor informed Williams that they could not do the
inspection scheduled for the 13th until Thursday the 16th.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES/STEPS TAKEN

On March 8, two representatives from the Washington State Department of Labor
were on-site and informed Williams that the electrical work being done to setup
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TPU-IV must pass an inspection to be performed by Department of Labor. The
inspection was scheduled for Monday March 13. On Monday March 13th, the
Department of Labor informed Williams that they could not perform the inspection
until Thursday the 16th. This could delay startup/shakedown of TPU-1V.

Occasional rain events slowed TPU-IV assembly activities during the period.

ANALYTICAL DATA

Air monitoring analytical data and results from the two TPH samples collected
from the one test pit excavated on Hansen Fruit Company property approximately
15 feet east of the former TPH excavation was received during this reporting
period. '

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Continued assembly of TPU-IV. The Department of Labor is scheduled to inspect
Williams electrical installations on Thursday March 16th. Startup/shakedown with
clean soil will begin following Department of Labor approval of electrical
installations. An on-site meeting or conference call will be conducted between
representatives from the USEPA, Williams, URS, BNRR, and Burlington
Environmental following shakedown with clean soil. Shakedown with
contaminated soil, along with remedial action phase air monitoring, may begin.
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CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (509) 575-7953.

Sincerely yours,

David Eagleton, P.E.
Project Manager
On-Site Supervisor

DWE/dwe/WEEK0313.DOC

cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester (Burlington Environmental)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams)

. AR .
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March 21, 1995
Project 12833088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
March 14 to March 20, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Burlington Environmental
Inc. (Burlington Environmental) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This -
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number
1087-03-18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

March 14

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-LV soil treatment unit (TPU-IV).
Burlington Environmental issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from March 7 to March 13, 1995.

March 15
Williams continued assembly of the TPU-TV soil treatment unit.

March 16

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. Two
representatives from the Washington State Department of Labor performed an
electrical inspection of TPU-IV. Williams was not “red tagged™ (shut down);
however, several items not in compliance were noted for Williams to address.
After inspection, Williams initiated startup/shakedown by lighting pilots for the
rotary dryer and thermal oxidizer.

Burlington Environmental Inc,

@ P.Q. Box 330 ¢ 210 West Sand Bank Road ¢ Columbia, [L 62236-0330
Phana £1R/I81.7172 & 214 /7411788 « EAY £1R /918120
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March 17

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. Several TPU-1V
components were started up to prepare for shakedown with clean soils.

March 18

Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. Burlington
Environmental began remedial action air monitoring event number R1.

March 19

Williams continued startup/shakedown of TPU-IV, processing approximately 40
tons of clean soil. Calibration of the conveyor scale was performed. Burlington
Environmental collected samples for air monitoring event R1 and began remedial
action air monitoring event number R2,

March 20

Williams spent all day troubleshooting problems identified during clean shakedown
operations on March 19. No clean soils were processed.

An on-site meeting with the USEPA was attended by Lynda Priddy and Cathy
Massimino of USEPA, Bruce Sheppard of BNRR, Mark Flen of Williams, Larry
Mullen and David Tonkin of URS Consultants, and Greg Koester and Mike Martin
of Burlington Environmental.

Burlington Environmental collected samples for remedial action air monitoring .
event number R2,

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES/STEPS TAKEN

Occassional rain events slowed TPU-1V assembly activities during this penod (see
enclosed letter from Williams).

An electnical inspection was performed by the Washington Department of Labor
on Thursday the 16th (originally scheduled for March 13th, but the Department of
Labor rescheduled the inspection date). TPU-1V had to pass an inspection
performed by Department of Labor prior to operating the unit. Since Williams had
to wait for an inspection prior to starting up unit, Williams estimated that
startup/shakedown of TPU-1V was delayed approximately 36 hours.
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ANALYTICAL DATA
No analytical data was received for this reporting penod.
UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Continued shakedown of TPU-IV. Start to remove soils from the northem
temporary soil storage area, Soils will be screened adjacent to stockpile prior to
being placed on waste feed pad. After a thorough shakedown of TPU-IV with
clean soils, including its control systems and demonstration of the proposed
AWFSOs, the unit will begin shakedown with contaminated soils to ready the unit
and crew for the upcoming performance test.

Remedial action phase air monitoring will continue.

TPH-impacted soils is expected to be excavated along the east site boundary on
the north portion of the site.
@

. CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (509) 575-7953.

Sincerely yours,

" BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL INC.

96%4/4‘/.,

Greg Koester, EIT.
On-Site Supervisor

GAK/gak/WEEK0320.D0C
Enclosed: Williams letter dated March 21, 1995

cc:  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
David Eagleton (Burlington Environmental)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams)
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VIA FACSIMILE

March 21, 1995

Mr. David Eagleton
Burington Environmental
210 West Sand Bank Road
Columbia, lllinols 62236

Re: Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington
Transmittal No.: 0035
Number of Pages: 1

Subject: Weather
Williams Project No. 0365-001-110
Dear David:
As you are aware, Yakima, Washington has recelved an Inotdinate amount of rainover - |

the past month. So much so, that the rainfall for this year Is 5.16 inches, which is almost
double the average of 2.36 inches of rain from January through Macch.

To date, Williams has recorded seven (7) rain events occurring on March 8, 9, 10, 13,
14, 17, and 20. The rain has slowed the metal fabrication and steel erection process
due to the electrical hazards associated with welding on wet surfaces.” Williams will
endeavor to make up this lost time, however, Willlams is notifying Burlington of this
condition.

Sincerely,

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

Mark A. Fleri ' /&"‘
Manager of Thermal Operations

MAF:js

cc: Z. Lowell Taylor
Joe Parks
Gsorge Harbour
Greg Whetstone
Chris Drescher

wds0095
2075 West Park Place  Stone Mountain, Georgia 30087 404/0794107
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ENVIRONMENTAL

March 28, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
March 21 to March 27, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Burlington Environmental
Inc. (Burlington Environmental) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This .
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number
1087-03-18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

March 21

Williams continued startup/shakedown of the TPU-LV soil treatment unit (TPU-
IV) processing approximately 48 tons of clean soil. Burlington Environmental
issued the weekly status report for soil treatment activities conducted from March
14 to March 20, 1995.

March 22 ,

Williams continued startup/shakedown of TPU-1V processing approximately 80
tons of clean soil.

March 23

Williams continued startup/shakedown of TPU-IV processing approximately 25
tons of clean soil. Burlington Environmental began remedial action air monitoring
event R3.

Burlington Environmental Inc.
P.Q. Box 330 ¢ 210 West Sand Bank Road ¢ Columbia, IL 62236-0330
Phana ATR/IRT.7Z17 ¢ 114 /2411788 ¢ FAX AT1R/IR1.81201

P. 002
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
March 28, 1995

March 24

Williams continued startup/shakedown of TPU-IV processing approximately 88
tons of clean soll. Burlington Environmental collected samples for air monitoring
event R3 and began air monitoring event R4.

March 25

Williams continued startup/shakedown of TPU-IV. No soil was processed.
Burlington Environmental collected samples for air monitoring event R4 and began
remedial action air monitoring event number RS. Approximately 75 tons of TPH
impacted soil was excavated/screened and placed in the feed soil storage area to be

processed during shakedown with contaminated soil. Samples were collected from -

the excavation. A conference call was scheduled with the USEPA for March 27,
1995, to discuss setting TPU-IV operating parameters to be used during
shakedown with contaminated sotls.

March 26

Williams continued startup/shakedown of TPU-IV. No soil was processed.
Burlington Environmental collected samples for air monitoring event RS. Williams
faxed Cathy Massimino of the USEPA TPU-IV clean soil shakedown operating
data in preparation for a conference call to set operating parameters to_be used
during shakedown with contaminated soil.

March 27

Williams continued startup/shakedown of TPU-IV, processing approximately 92
tons of clean soil. E

A conference call with the USEPA was conducted by Lynda Priddy and Cathy
Massimino of USEPA, Bruce Sheppard of BNRR, Mark Fleri of Williams, Larry
Mullen of URS Consultants, and Greg Koester and Mike Martin of Burlington
Environmental.

Burlington Environmental began remedial action air monitoring event number R6.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES/STEPS TAKEN

None

P. 003
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
March 28, 1995

ANALYTICAL DATA

Burlington Environmental received analytical data for background air monitoring
events 8 and 9.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Continued shakedown of TPU-IV. Start to remove soils from the northern
temporary soil storage area: Soils will be screened adjacent to stockpile prior to
being placed on waste feed pad. After a thorough shakedown of TPU-IV with
clean soils; including its control systems and demonstration of the proposed-
AWESOs, with USEPA approval, the unit will begin shakedown with

contaminated soils to ready the unit and crew for the upcoming performance test.

Remedial action phase air monitoring will continue.

CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (509) 575-7953.

Sincerely yours,

B FONM . PNTAL INC.

On-Site Supervisor

DWE/dwe/WEEK0327.D0C

cc:  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester (Burlington Environmental)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams) .
Larry Mullen (URS)

P. 004
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April 4, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
March 28 to April 3, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance wnth Administrative Order Number
1087-03-18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

March 28

Williams completed startup/shakedown (with clean soils) of the TPU-IV soil
treatment unit (TPU-IV) processing approximately 19 tons of clean soil. BNRR
received a letter from Lynda Priddy of the USEPA granting BNRR approval to
start screening contaminated soils and to start processing contaminated soils
through TPU-IV. Williams began screening soils from the north stockpile and
placing them on the soil treatment operations pad. Philip collected samples for air
monitoring event R6 and began air monitoring event R7. Philip issued the weekly
status report for soil treatment activities conducted from March 21 through March
27, 1995.

March 29

Williams did not treat any soil as they repaired the burner on the thermal oxidizer
of TPU-1V. Williams continued screening soils from the northem temporary soil

storage area and placing them on the soil treatment operations pad. Philip collected
@ samples for air monitoring event R7 and began air monitoring event R8.

PHILIP ERVIQUMMENTAL SEIVAGES CORPORAIIN
210 West Saind Bant: Rosd » B0, bax LJO Colurnbin, fi SEE3G-N05G
{G18) 2R1-T123 2 3800) 7357173 s vy ¢ (G18) 2%1-5300
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
April 4, 1995

March 30

Williams did not treat any soil as they repaired the burner on the thermal oxidizer
of TPU-IV. Williams continued screening soils from the northern temporary soil
storage area and placing them on the soil treatment operations pad. USEPA

‘representatives Lynda Priddy, Cathy Massimino, Don Matheny and Gina Grepo

Grove were on-site. Philip collected samples for air monitoring event R8 and
began air monitoring event R9. Philip handed Lynda Priddy “preliminary” air
monitoring event summaries for background air monitoring events one through six.

March 31

Williams did not treat any soil through TPU-IV as they repaired the burner on the
thermal oxidizer of TPU-IV. Williams continued screening soils from the northern
temporary soil storage area and placing them on the soil treatment operations pad.

- Philip collected samples for air monitoring event R9 and began air monitoring

event R10.

April 1

- Williams did not treat any soil. Williams completed repairs on the thermal oxidizer

of TPU-IV. Williams continued screening soils from the northern temporary soil
storage area and placing them on the soil treatment operations pad. Philip collected
samples for air monitoring event R10 and began air monitoring event R11.

April 2

Williams began processing contaminated soil through TPU-IV processing 41.2
tons of petroleum impacted soils and 64.3 tons of pesticide impacted soils. No soil

screening was performed. Philip collected samples for air monitoring event R11
and began air monitoring event R12.

* April 3

Williams continued processing contaminated soil through TPU-IV processing
80.83 tons of pesticide impacted soils. Philip collected samples for air monitoring
event R12 and began air monitoring event 13.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES/STEPS TAKEN
None

ANALYTICAL DATA

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R1, R2, R3, R4, and RS.
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Ms. Lynda Pnddy
April 4, 1995
UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD
Williams will continue treating pesticide contaminated soils with TPU-IV and
ready the unit and crew for the upcoming performance test. Williams will continue
screening soils from the northern temporary soil storage area. Soils will be

screened adjacent to stockpile prior to being placed on waste feed pad.

Remedial action phase air monitoring will continue.

CLOSING

- If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report do not hesitate to
_contact me at (509) 575-7953.

Sincerely yours,

On-Stte Supemsor

DWE/dwe/WEEK0403.DOC

cc:  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams)

Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status
.April 4 to April 10, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number
1087-03-18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

Aprild |
Williams processed approximately 222 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. Philip

collected samples for air monitoring event R13 and began air monitoring event

- Rl14. Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment activitics conducted
from March 28 through April 3, 1995.

April §

Williams processed appm)dmately 206 tons of pesﬁcide-impacted soils. Philip

collected samples for air monitoring event R14 and bcgan air monitoring event
R15.

\

April 6

Williams processed approximately 297 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. Philip
collected samples for air monitoring event R15 and began air monitoring event
R16. Approximately 40 tons of treated TPH-impacted soils were backfilled after
analytical data below cleanup levels were received. Lynda Priddy and Cathy
Massimino of the USEPA were on site. Mike Martin and David Eagleton met with
Larry Durbin and Jay Hetzel with URS regarding the Ambient air Monitoring

PHY 1P ENVIEGNENTAL SERVICES GOMPORAION
210 ot Sing Bunts Read « PUL Bow, 28Y « Gdtundra, L 822360630 . q
{812) ZBI-T1T3 « (300) 733 7178 < P (GISY 230-61°0 &
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
April 11, 1995

Program. David Eagleton gave Lynda Priddy a letter regarding Mercury Vapor
Sampling Procedures.

April 7

Williams processed approximately 428 tons of pesticide impacted soils. Philip

collected samples for air monitoring event R16 and began air monitoring event
R17.

April 8

Williams processed approximately 371 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. Philip
collected samples for air monitoring event R17 and began air mounitoring event
RI8.

April 9

Williams did not process any soils. Down time was attributed to fixing Kaye
Recorder. Philip collected samples for air monitoring event R18 and began air
monitoring event R19,

April 10

Williams processed approximately 32 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. Downtime
was attributed to fixing Kaye Recorder. Mike Martin gave Jay Hetzel preliminary
Air Monitoring Event Summaries Event R7 through Event R9. Philip collected
samples for air monitoring event R19 and began air monitoring event R20.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES/STEPS TAKEN

None.

ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received pesticide analytical data for soils treated April 2 though April 4
and metals analytical data for soils treated April 2 through April 7. Pesticide data
received on all soil treated April 2-4 exceeded cleanup levels for 4,4’-DDE. All
metals data are below cleanup levels. Analytical data for the TPH-impacted soils
treated on April 2 was below cleanup levels.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R6 through R12.

P. 003
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
April 11, 1995

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will continue treating pesticide-impacted soils with TPU-1V and ready the
unit and crew for the upcoming performance test. Williams plans to perform the
pretest on April 13. Williams will continue screening soils from the northern
temporary soil storage area.

Remedial action phase air monitoring will continue.

CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (S09) 575-7953.

Sincerely yours,

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
CORPORATION

Ay

Greg Koester
On-Site Supervisor

QAK/gsk/WEEK0410.D0C

cc.  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
David Eagleton (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis)
Mark Fler (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)

P. 004



April 18, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
April 11 to April 17, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106. '

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

April 11

Williams processed approximately 71 tons of pesticide-impacted soils which does
not include approximately 6 tons processed during cold startup which will require =
treatment at proper temperatures. Analytical data received for soils processed on -
April 2 through April 4, 1995 indicated soil still exceeded cleanup goals; as a
result, Jim Geiger of URS signed rejection forms for each day indicating the soil
must be retreated.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R20 and began sampling for
Event R21.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road « P.0. Box 230 « Columbia, IL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 « (800) 733-7173 » Fax (618) 281-5120
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April 12

Williams began the pre-performance test (pre-test) by processing approximately 27
tons of pesticide-impacted soils not including approximately 8 tons processed
during cold startup which will require treatment at proper temperatures.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R21 and began sampling for
Event R22.

April 13

Williams continued the pre-test processing approximately 141 tons of pesticide-
impacted soils not including approximately 8 tons processed during cold startup
which will require treatment at proper temperatures. Williams received analytical
data for soil processed April 6 through April 8 which indicated the soil was below:
cleanup goals. With USEPA approval, Williams backfilled this soil (approximately
1,000 cubic yards) in the former south excavation. Analytical data received for.
soils processed on April 5, 1995 indicated soil still exceeded cleanup goals; as a
result, Jim Geiger of URS signed the rejection form indicating the soil must be
retreated.

In an on-site meeting, Lynda Priddy and John Gilbert of the USEPA, Paul Meeter
of Roy F. Weston, Jim Geiger of URS, Mark Fleri of Williams, and Greg Koester
of Philip discussed the upcoming performance test and other project-related
activities.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R22 and began sampling for
Event R23.

April 14

Williams continued the pre-test processing approximately 61 tons of pesticide-
impacted soils not including approximately 48 tons processed during cold startup
which will require treatment at proper temperatures.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R23 and began sampling for
Event R24. ' :
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
April 18, 1995

April 15 \\0 i L{KS’/{ >

Williams completed the pre-test processingjapproximately 40.5 tons of pesticide-
impacted soils not including approﬂmately}Zﬁns processed during cold startup
which will require treatment at proper temperatures.

Williams informed URS and Philip that pre-test stack testing will be incomplete
(excluding VOST sample train) due to York Testing Services’ schedule.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R24 and began sampling for
Event R25. '

April 16

Williams processed a total of approximately 40 tons of pesticide-impacted soils not
including retreating approximately 6 tons processed during cold startup which will
’ require treatment at proper temperatures. .

Philip collected samples for Air Mdnitoring Event R25 and began sampling for
Event R26.

April 17

Williams processed approximately 437 tons of pesticide-impacted soils.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R26 and began sampling for
Event R27. '

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES
None
ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for soil processed Apﬁl 5 through April 8, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R13 through R16.




(' . Page 4
Ms. Lynda Priddy
April 18, 1995

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will continue treating pesticide-impacted soils with TPU-IV and ready the
unit and crew for the upcoming performance test tentatively scheduled for May 1,
1995. Williams will continue to screen soils near the northern temporary soil
storage area. ‘

Remedial action phase air monitoring will continue.

CLOSING

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me or David Eagleton at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
(. ‘ CORPORATION

Ty A B

Greg A. Koester
Project Engineer

GAK/gak/WEEK0417.D0C

cc.  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
David Eagleton and Mike Martin (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101
Dear Ms. Priddy:
Subject: . Weekly Status Report
April 18 to April 24, 1995
Woods Industries Site
. Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
" Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106. -

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

April 18

Williams. processed 26.8 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
include the 6 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at
proper temperatures. This 26.8 tons, and samples collected from it, were held to be
combined with soils processed on April 19. The majority of the TPU-IV down
time was due to propane valve problems.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill approximately 141 tons of soil that
was treated on April 13.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R27 and began sampling for
Event R28. ' - :

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road * P.O. Box 230 « Columbia, {L 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 « (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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April 19

Williams processed 83.73 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
include approximately 24 tons processed during cold startup, which will require
treatment at proper temperatures. The majority of the TPU-IV down time was
again due to propane valve problems.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R28 and began sampling for
Event R29.

April 20

Williams processed 124.3 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
include approximately 36 tons processed during cold startup, which will require
treatment at proper temperatures,

Analytical data received for soil processed on April 14 indicated the soil exceeded -
cleanup goals; as a result, Larry Mullen of URS signed a rejection form indicating
the soil must be retreated. Williams received USEPA permission to backfill 127.75
tons of soil processed on April 15, and 437.3 tons processed on April 17.

Lynda Priddy was on site and a meeting was conducted between Lynda Priddy of
the USEPA, Mike Martin of Philip, and Gary Pruitt of the Yakima County Clean
Air Authority (YCCAA) to discuss operations at the Woods site and apparent
corncerns of some of the F&W Construction Company workers working on Hansen

‘Fruit Company property next to the Woods site. Gary Pruitt reviewed the Woods

Ambient Air Monitoring Program being implemented by Philip, Continuous
Emission Monitoring and OSHA air monitoring being conducted by Williams, and
pretest and performance test air monitoring procedures.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R29 and began sampling for
Event R30.

April 21

Williams processed 330.63 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
include approximately 34 tons processed during cold startup, which will require
treatment at proper temperatures.
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Williams inadvertently backfilled soil processed on April 18 and 19, consisting of
110.53 tons of soil for which analytical data had not yet been received. Williams
was directed to discontinue all backfill activities until analytical results of this
material are received, reviewed, and a course of action is decided. -

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R30 and began sampling for
Event R31.

April 22

Williams processed 92.62 tons of pesticide-impacted soils (not including
approximately 40 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment
at proper temperatures).

Williams received USEPA approval to raise the AWFSO (automatic waste feed
shutoff setting) for high baghouse dust feed rate (15 minute rolling average) from
15 tons per hour (TPH) to 17 TPH.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R31 and began sampling for
Event R32.

April 23

Williams processed 56 tons of pesticide-impacted soils (not including

approximately 14 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment
at proper temperatures). ‘

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R32 and began sampling for
Event R33. '

April 24

Williams processed 146.25 tons of pesticide-impacted soils (not including

approximately 28 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment
at proper temperatures).

Lynda Priddy was on site and a meeting was conducted between Lynda Priddy and
Gene O’ Dell of the USEPA, Mike Martin of Philip, Gary Pruitt of the YCCAA,

two representatives from the Yakima Health District, and two representatives from
F&W Construction Company to discuss operations at the Woods site and apparent
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concerns of some of the workers of F&W Construction Company working on
Hansen Fruit Company property next to the Woods site.

Another meeting was conducted between Lynda Priddy and Gene O’ Dell of the
USEPA, Mike Martin of Philip, Gary Pruitt and two representatives from the
Yakima Health District and several employees of McGuire Lumber Company to
discuss operations at the Woods site and concerns of some McGuire Lumber
Company workers.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R33 and began sampling for
Event R34.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES
None.

ANALYTICAL DATA

. Williams received analytical data for soil processed April 14 through April 17,

1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R17 through R28.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will continue treating pesticide-impacted soils with TPU-IV and ready the
unit and crew for the upcoming performance test tentatively scheduled for May 1,
1995. Williams will continue to screen soils near the northern temporary soil
storage area.

Remedial action phase air monitoring will continue.
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CLOSING

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours

David W. Eagléior P.E.
Project Manager

GAK/gak/WEEK0424.DOC

cc:  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip)
- Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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May 2, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Pnddy
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
April 25 to May 1, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation. (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This-
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number
1087-03-18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

April 25

Williams processed 397.7 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. ‘This amount does not
reflect the 12 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at
proper temperatures.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R34 and began sampling for
event R35.

April 26

Williams processed 179.8 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
reflect the 10 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at
proper temperatures.

In preparation for the performance test, Williams screened oversized material

from the five rolloff boxes containing highly concentrated pesticide impacted
soils.

FHILIP ENVIROKMENTAL SERVIGES CORPORATION
10 Wast Sand Bank Road « PO. Box 230 < Soluinbiy, 1L S5236-230
{318} Z81-7123 » (300} 733-7972 » Fax (616) 281-5129)

i
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Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R35 and began sampling for
event R36.

Apnl 27

Williams processed 316.56 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does
not reflect the 12 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment
at proper temperatures.

USEPA representatives Lynda Priddy and Cathy Massimino were on-site. An on-
site meeting was conducted between Lynda Priddy and Cathy Massimino of the
USEPA, Mike Mattin of Philip, Mark Fleri of Williams, and Larry Mullen of

URS to discuss the upcoming performance test scheduled to begin May 1, 1995.

In a separate meeting, Mike Martin, Lynda Priddy, and Larry Mullen discussed
the ambient air monitoring program results and possibly reducing the sampling
frequency from every day to every third day.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R36 and began sampling for
event R37.

April 28

Williams processed 149.45 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does
not reflect the 30 tons processed durmg cold startup, which will requnre treatment
at proper temperatures.

Philip collected samples for Air Momtonng Event R37 and began sampling for-
event R38. _

April 29

Williams processed 384.52 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does
not reflect the 24 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment
at proper temperatures.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R38 and began sampling for
event R39.

April 30

Williams processed 294.4 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
reflect the 10 tons processed during cold startup, which will reqmre treatment at
proper temperatures.
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Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R39 and began sampling for
event R40.

An on-site meeting was conducted between representatives from the USEPA,
Williams, Roy F. 'Weston, URS, Focus Environmental, York Testing Services,
and Philip to discuss the upcoming performance test

May1 .
The first run of the performance test began.

Williams processed 374.7 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
reflect the 26 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at
proper temperatures.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R40 and began sampling for
event R41.

PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED
None.
ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for soil processed April 20 through April 26,
199s.

Philip rccei.ved analytical data for air monitoring events R27 through R33.
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UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

The performance test will be completed.

Williams will continue treating pesticide-impacted soil with TPU-IV. Williams
will continue to screen soils near the north temporary soil storage area.

Remedial action phase air monitoring will continue.

CDOSING
If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
- contact me at (509) 575-7953.
Environmental Engineer
DWE/dwe/WEEK0501.D0C

cc:  Bruce Sheppard (BNRR)
Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester (Burlington Environmental)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams)
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May 9, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
May 2 to May 8, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil -
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

May 2

York Testing Services, Lynda Priddy, Cathy Massimino, and John Gilbert of the
USEPA, Paul Meeter of Roy F. Weston (Weston), and Jim Geiger of URS were
on site and the performance test continued. The second run of the performance test
(Run #2A) began from a cold start. Although the initial sampling runs (#2A) were
completed, the testing was discontinued due to TPU-IV vmble dust excursions
around the pugmill.

Williams processed 125.5 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
include the 18 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at
proper temperatures.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill approximately 316.56 tons of soil
that was treated on April 27, 1995.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road * PO. Box 230 « Columbia, {L 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 » (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R41 and began sampling for
Event R42.

May 3

York Testing Services, Lynda Priddy, Cathy Massimino, and John Gilbert of the
USEPA, Paul Meeter of Weston, and Jim Geiger (URS) were on site. At
approximately 9:00 a.m., the USEPA stopped the performance test due to visible
dust excursions. The performance test is to be completed at a date to be set later.

The USEPA ordered Williams to fix the problems that are creating the dust
excursions.

Williams processed 95.75 tons of pesticide-impacted soils prior to shutting down.

This amount does not include approximately 8 tons processed during cold startup,
which will require treatment at proper temperatures. The majority of the TPU-IV

down time was due to retrofitting the pugmill to alleviate the dust problems.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill approximately 149.45 tons of soil
that was treated on April 28, 1995.

USEPA approved a reduced ambient air monitoring frequency from every day to
every third day at all stations except A11, which will continue to be sampled every
day. Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R42 and began sampling
for Event R43.

May 4 '
Williams did not process pesticide-impacted soils. The majority of the TPU-IV
down time was due to retrofitting the pugmill to alleviate the dust problems.

An on site meeting between representatives from USEPA, York Testing Services,
Weston, and Philip was conducted and the following agreements were made:
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e  completion of the performance test was tentatively scheduled to begin
May 8

e additional volume of soil and hours of soil processing over the 360
hours specified in Section 5 of the work plan are allowed.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill-approximately 384.52 tons of soil
that was treated on April 29, and 291.4 tons treated on April 30, 1995.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R43 and began sampling for
Event R44.

May 5

Williams processéd 40.4 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not

- include approximately 12 tons processed durmg cold startup, which will require

treatment at proper temperatures.

Analytical data received for soil processed on May 1 and May 2 indicated the soil
exceeded cleanup goals; as a result, URS signed rejection forms indicating the soil
(374.7 tons and 125.5 tons, respectively) must be retreated.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R44 and began samplmg for -
Event R45.

May 6

Williams brocessed 137.4 tons of pesticide-impacted soils (not including 12 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper
temperatures).

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R45 and began sampling for
Event R46.
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May 7

Williams processed 37.6 tons of pesticide-impacted soils (not including 22 tons

" processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper

temperatures).

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R46 and began sampling for
Event R47.

May 8

Williams processed 580.1 tons of pesticide-impacted soils (not including 4 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper
temperatures). ‘

Completion of the performance test was rescheduled to begin May 9.

As directed by the USEPA, Williams excavated the soil processed on April 18 and
19 that had inadvertently been backfilled on April 21 without analytical data. The
soil was placed on the waste feed storage pad for retreatment.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R47 and began sampling for
Event R48.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Williams continues to experience operational difficulties with the TPU-IV unit,
including visible dust excursions. These operational problems may make it difficult
to achieve the June 30, 1995, completion date. TPU-IV operational problems are
also documented in Williams’ daily reports. USEPA stopped the performance test
to be completed at a date to be set later due to continued visible dust excursion
problems. Completion of the performance test is tentatively scheduled for May 9
and 10th.
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ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for soil processed April 27 through May 2, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R34 through R40.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will continue treating pesticide-impacted soils with TPU-IV. The
performance test will be completed. Williams will continue to screen soils near the
northern temporary soil storage area. '

Remedial action phase air monitoring will continue in a reduced sampling mode.

"CLOSING

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yburs,
P ENVIR NTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

4

David W. Eagleton, P.E.
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe /WEEK0508 DOC

cc:  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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May 16, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
May 9 to May 15, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

May 9

York Testing Services; Lynda Priddy, Cathy Massimino, and John Gilbert of the
USEPA,; Paul Clarke of Roy F. Weston (Weston); and.Jim Geiger of URS were on
site. A pre-performance test meeting was conducted, the performance test was
restarted. Prior test runs were voided because the treated soil failed to meet the
cleanup criteria.

The performance testing was started but was discontinued, at USEPA’s direction,
for 3 hours and 41 minutes in the middle of the initial sampling runs (#1A) due to
TPU-IV visible dust excursions around the seal between the discharge auger and

the pugmill. The seal was repaired and sampling runs #1A and #1B were "
completed later that day.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPGRATION
210 West Sand Bank Road « P0O. Box 230 » Coiumbia. L 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 « (800) 733-7173 « Y3 (51R) 251-8120

(x)
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USEPA issued a letter documenting that on May 3, USEPA approved a reduced
ambient air monitoring frequency.

Williams processed 333.8 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not

include the 28 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at
proper temperatures.

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R48 and prepared sampling
event R49 to begin at midnight.

May 10

York Testing Services; Lynda Priddy, Cathy Massimino, and John Gilbert of the
USEPA; Paul Clarke of Weston; and Jim Geiger of URS were on site.
Performance testing continued and Run #2A was completed. Soil treatment
operations were discontinued due to an apparent problem with the demisters
resulting unwanted emissions from the stack. Williams offered free car washes for
cars and trucks affected by these emissions.

Williams processed 287.30 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
include approximately 10 tons processed during cold startup, which will require
treatment at proper temperatures.

Analytical data received for soil processed on May 3 and 5 indicated the soil
exceeded cleanup goals; as a result, URS signed rejection forms indicating the

136.15 tons of soil must be retreated. (Note, there was no soil processed on May
4).

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R49 and began Event R50.

The USEPA issued a letter to BNRR describing the protocol for haul road soil
sampling.
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May 11

York Testing Services; Lynda Priddy, Cathy Massimino, and John Gilbert of the
USEPA,; Paul Clarke of Weston; and Jim Geiger of URS were on site. Although an
attempt was made to continue performance testing after repairs to TPU-IV, no
performance testing was conducted due to the continuing problem with the
demisters. Williams offered free car washes for cars and trucks affected by
unwanted stack emissions.

Williams processed 117.7 tons of pesticide-impacted soils (not including 4 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper

temperatures). The majority of the TPU-IV down time was due to repairs on the
demisters.

~ Analytical data received for soil processed on May 6 indicated the soil exceeded

cleanup goals; as a result, URS signed rejection forms indicating the 137.4 tons of
soil must be retreated.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill the 37.6 tons of soil treated May 7,
and 580.1 tons of soil that was treated on May 8.

Philip collected samples from Air Monitoring Event R50 and began Event RS1.

May 12

York Testing Services; Lynda Priddy, Cathy Massimino, and John Gilbert of the
USEPA; Paul Clarke of Weston; and Jim Geiger of URS were on site. Although
an attempt was made to continue performance testing after additional repairs to
TPU-IV, no performance testing was conducted due to continued problems with
the demisters. The performance test was discontinued, due to these problems, to
be completed at a date to be set later. Williams offered free car washes for cars and
trucks affected by unwanted emissions.

Williams processed 143.5 tons of pesticide-impacted soils prior to shutting down
due to the demister problems. This amount does not include approximately 14
tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper
temperatures.
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PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Williams continues to experience operational difficulties with the TPU-IV unit,
including problems with the stack demisters. These operational problems may
make it difficult to achieve the June 30, 1995, completion date. Operational
problems have also prevented completion of the performance test. TPU-IV
operational problems are also documented in Williams’ daily reports. The second
attempt to complete the performance test was discontinued, to be completed at a
date to be set later, due to problems with the demisters.

ANALYTICAL DATA
Williams received analytical data for soil processed May 3 through May 9, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R38 through R46.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will repair TPU-IV demisters to alleviate the problem resulting in
unwanted emissions from the stack. Upon completion of these repairs and with
USEPA approval, Williams will continue treating pesticide-impacted soils with
TPU-IV. Completion of the performance test will be scheduled.

Olympus will begin removal of the northem building foundation and excavation of
impacted soil below portions of the foundation.

Once TPU-IV resumes operation and space becomes available on the soil storage
pad, Williams will begin to screen soils near the southern temporary soil storage
area. When this occurs, Philip will begin ambient air monitoring at stations A15
and A16.

Remedial action phase air monitoring will continue in a reduced sampling mode.
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A quarterly audit of the on-site meteorological station was conducted. Philip
collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R51 and began Event R52.

Philip collected 3 soil samples of the northwest haul road.

May 13

No soil was processed due to the problems with demisters experienced the

previous day. TPU-IV is not operating until additional repairs on the demisters are .
completed. No air monitoring was performed.

May 14

\

No soil was processed due to the problems described above for May 13. No air
monitoring was performed.

May 15

No soil was processed due to the problems described above for May 13. No alr
monitoring was performed.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill the 333.8 tons of soil treated on
May 9.

Maintenance of air monitoring equipment was performed.

Representatives from Olympus Environmental, Inc. arrived on site to begin
removal of the northern building foundation and excavation of impacted soil below
the foundation.

Philip issued a letter to Lynda Priddy regarding haul road soil sampling protocol.
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CLOSING

I you have any qixestions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,
SERVICES CORPORATION

Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe WEEKO515.D0C

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
Mark Fleri (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/ Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
May 16 to May 22, 1995

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-19-

106.
PROJECT ACTIVITIES
May 16
Williams did not process any soils while waiting to replace scrubber demisters. No
air monitoring was performed. '

Williams received URS approval to backfill 143.5 tons of soil treated on May 12.

Olympus Environmental, Inc. (Olympus) began removal of the northern building
foundation and excavation activities below the north stockpile.

May 17

Williams did not process any soils while waiting to replace scrubber demisters. No
air monitoring was performed.

Williams issued a letter to the USEPA regarding the schedule for completion of the
performance test and requested additional operating time as a modification to
Section 5 of the Work Plan.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORFURATION
(’ 216 West Sand Bank Road « PO. Box 730 « Columaa, L 62236 G230 | -
1618) 7817473 » (800) 7327173 « Fa {512 2¢1-6120 )
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Olympus removed foundation debris below former north stockpile. Approximately
155 tons of foundation debris and seven tons of Williams’ personal protection
equipment was transported to Chemical Waste Management’s RCRA-permitted
landfill in Arlington, Oregon for disposal.

May 18

Williams did not process any soils while replacing scrubber demisters on TPU-IV.
Philip performed ambient air monitoring for Event RS3.

In a telephone conversation, USEPA granted Williams approval to operate. 40
additional hours prior to completion of the performance test. USEPA approval
was required for Williams to operate prior to the upcoming performance test
scheduled for May 25 and May 26 because, according to the Work Plan, Williams
had used up the number of allowable operating hours prior to completing the
performance test. Williams was restricted to operating 12 hours a day and
USEPA oversight personne] was must be on site.

May 19

Williams did not process soils due to general maintenance of TPU-IV. Philip
collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R54; however, with URS approval,
the samples were discarded because Williams did not process any soils during the
monitoring event.

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from three test pits cxcavated beneath the
former foundation below the north stockpile. Olympus demobilized from the site
until Williams completes removing soils from the north stockpile to allow for
further excavation beneath the north stockpile.

Williams issued a letter to the USEPA notifying them that Mark Fleri is being
replaced by B.J. Bartee as Williams’ On-Site Operations Manager.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued a letter to USEPA describing 1995 Soil
Removal Activities.
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May 20

Williams processed 188 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. Williams did not operate
for the entire 12 hour window due to equipment failure. This amount does not
include approximately 12 tons processed during cold startup, which will require
treatment at proper temperatures. Philip performed Air Monitoring Event RSS.

May 21

Williams processed 38 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
include approximately 8 tons processed during cold startup, which will require
treatment at the proper temperatures. The majority of Williams’ down time was:
attributed to a locked up feed belt and shutdown of the burner on the thermal
oxidizer . Philip performed Air Monitoring Event R56.

B.J. Bartee replaced Mark Fleri as Williams’ On-site Operations Manager.

May 22

Williams processed 101.17 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does
not include approximately 10 tons processed during cold startup, which will
require treatment at the proper temperatures. The majority of Williams’ down
time was attributed to waiting for the arrival of a replacement part for the bumner
on the thermal oxidizer. Philip performed Air Monitoring Event R57.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Williams continues to experience operational difficulties with the TPU-TV unit,
including problems with the stack demisters and the burner on the thermal
oxidizer. These operational problems will make it difficult to achieve the June 30,

1995 completion date. TPU-IV operational problems are also described in
Williams® daily reports.

ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for soil processed on May 12.

Philip received analytical for air monitoring events R46 through RS1.

P.

004
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May 23, 1995
UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams plans to provide USEPA performance test results from the performance
test runs completed on May 9 and May 10, and proposes that operating
restrictions prior to the performance test be lifted.

Williams’ third attempt to complete the performance test is schedule for May 25
and May 26. '

Philip should receive analytical results from soil samples collected from the haul
road located along the west site boundary on the north portion of the site. If
results are below soil removal cleanup levels established for the site, Philip will
request USEPA approval to backfill over the haul road with treated soil.

Excavation beneath the north stockpile may continue.
Remedial Action Phase Air Monitoring will continue in a reduced sampling mode
" until the performance test, at which time monitoring will be performed again on a

daily basis.
CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (509) 575-77953.

Sincerely yours,

PHILIP ONMENTAL SERYICES CORPORATION

——

eg A. Koester
On-Site Supervisor -

cc:  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
David Eagleton and Mike Martin (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
B.J. Bartee (Williams)
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Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
May 23 through May 29, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
‘Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

May 23

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from May 16 through May 22.

Representatlves from York Testing Services mobilized to the site to prepare for
the upcoming performance testing.

Philip received analytical results from Quanterra, for three soil samples collected
from the northwest haul road. Results of all three samples were below soil
removal cleanup levels established for the site.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road « P.0. Box 230 « Columbia, IL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 » (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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Williams processed 271.6 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
include the 16 tons processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at
proper temperatures.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R58.

May 24

Williams provided USEPA with data from performance test runs conducted May 9
and 10. Based on this data, USEPA lifted the preperformance test operating hour
restrictions.

Williams issued a letter to USEPA describing the performance testing scheduled to
be conducted May 25 and 26.

Williams processed 288.2 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
include approximately 12 tons processed during cold startup, which will require
treatment at proper temperatures.

Lynda Priddy was on site.

Philip received results from the preliminary samples collected from the three test
pits excavated below the former northern building foundation.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R59. "

May 25

York Testing Services; Lynda Priddy, Cathy Massimino, and John Gilbert of the
USEPA; Paul Meeter of Weston; Bruce Sheppard of BNRR, and Larry Mullen of
URS were on site. A pre-performance test meeting was conducted and the
performance test was restarted.

Runs 3 and 1B of the performance test were completed.
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Williams informed USEPA, BNRR, URS, and Philip that, although the USEPA
will allow Williams to operate TPU IV at 50% capacity, according to the Work
Plan, following the performance test, Williams has decided to discontinue
treatment operations until preliminary performance test data (raw lab data) has
been submitted to the USEPA and the unit is allowed to operate at 75% capacity.
USEPA indicated that they would allow Williams to operate at 75% capacity
based on the preliminary data, provided Williams will provide USEPA final data
within 7 days following the raw data submittal.

In a site walk, Greg Koester and Lynda Priddy reviewed the status of building
foundation removal, debris segregation, and the results of the test pits that had
been excavated below the now-removed portions of the building foundation,

Williams processed 321.1 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
* include approximately 9 tons processed during cold startup, which will require
treatment at proper temperatures. .

Philip performed Air Monitoring Event R60.

May 26

York Testing Services; Lynda Priddy, Cathy Massimino, and John Gilbert of the
USEPA,; Paul Meeter of Weston; and Larry Mullen of URS were on site. Williams
conducted run 2B particulate testing from a cold startup of the performance test
and also the blanks. Although the performance testing was interrupted due to
mechanical problems, the performance test was completed.

Williams processed 107 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not
include approximately 8 tons processed during cold startup, which will require
treatment at proper temperatures.

Philip performed Air Monitoring Event R61,

Greg Koester hand delivered a memo to Lynda Priddy regarding resuming ambient
air monitoring once Williams begins to process soils again. Mr. Koester also gave

Lynda Priddy a copy of the preliminary sample results from the three test pits
excavated below the former northern building foundation.
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May 27

No soil was processed. TPU-IV is not operating due to a Williams voluntary shut
down. Although the USEPA will allow Williams to operate TPU IV at 50%
capacity, according to the Work Plan, following the performance test, Williams
decided to discontinue treatment operations following the performance test until
the unit will be allowed to operate at 75% capacity.

No air monitoriﬁg was performed.

May 28

No soil was processed for reasons descnbed above No air monitoring was
performed.

May 29

No soil was processed for reasons described above. No air monitoring was
performed.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Williams has experienced many operational difficulties with the TPU-IV unit. It
appears that due to these operational problems, the June 30, 1995, completion date
is no longer achievable. BNRR will provide a revised completion date.
Operational problems had also prevented completion of the performance test on
two previous occasions. These operational problems are also documented in
Williams’ daily reports. Remaining performance testing was conducted May 25
and 26. Analytical results from these tests are pending,

In addition, on May 27, although the USEPA will allow, and the Work Plan calls
for, Williams to operate TPU IV at 50 % capacity for a period of time following
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the performance test, Williams decided to discontinue treatment operations
following the performance test until performance test data has been submitted to
the USEPA and USEPA will allow the unit to operate at 75% capacity.

ANALYTICAL DATA
Williams received analytical data for soil processed May 20 through May 22, 1995,

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R52 through R53.

"UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Once performance test data is received, and Williams resumes treatment :
operations, Williams will complete screening soils from the northern temporary soil
storage area and begin to screen soils near the southern temporary soil storage

" area. Removal of the remaining portions of the northern building foundation will

be conducted once Williams completes screening soils from the northern
temporary soil storage area.- When Williams begins screening soils near the
southern temporary soil storage area, Philip will begin ambient air monitoring at
stations A15 and A16.

Once Williams resumes treatment operations, Remedial action phase air
monitoring will continue in a reduced sampling mode.
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CLOSING

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP ENVIRO

VICES CORPORATION

David W. Eaglefo
Project Manager

Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe /WEEK0529.D0C

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
B.J. Bartee (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)



June 6, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
May 30 through June 5, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

. report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-

106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

May 30

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from May 23 through May 29.

No soil was processed. TPU IV is not operating due to a Williams decision to
shut down. Although the USEPA will allow Williams to operate TPU IV at 50%
capacity, according to the Work Plan following the performance test, Williams
decided to discontinue treatment operations following the performance test until
the unit will be allowed to operate at 75% capacity.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road « PO. Bex 239 « Columbia, IL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 « (800} 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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May 31

No soil was processed for reasons descnbed above. No air monitoring was
performed.

June 1

No soil was piocessed for reasons described above. No air monitoring was
performed.

Williams provided USEPA with preliminary particulate and HCL data from
performance test runs conducted May 25 and 26, along with pretest mfonnatlon
and proposed TPU IV operating parameters.

A conference call was scheduled for June 2 to discuss performance test data and

. Williams’ proposed TPU IV operating parameters.

June 2

A conference call was conducted between; Cathy Massimino and Lynda Priddy of
the USEPA,; Dr. Lowell Taylor, Jim Sanders, Greg Whetstone, and Chris Drescher
of Williams; Ron Bastien of Focus; and Greg Koester and Mike Martin of Philip,
to discuss performance test data and Williams’ proposed TPU IV operating '
parameters. At the conclusion of this conference call, USEPA approved TPU IV
operations of 20 tons per hour, which is 75% of the capacity demonstrated during
the performance test. .

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill:

e 131.39 tons of soil treated on May 21 and 22;
e 271.6tons 6f soxl treated on May 23;

e  288.2 tons of soil treated on May 24;

e  the 321.1 tons of soil treated on May 25; and
. 107 tons of soil treated on May 26, 1995.
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USEPA issued a letter approving TPU IV operations at 75% of the capacity
demonstrated during the performance test.

As requested by Lynda Priddy, Mike Martin gave Lynda Priddy PM10 results for
the offsite ambient air monitoring locations for May 9, 10, and 11.

June 3

Operating at 75% capacity, Williams processed 229.1 tons of pesticide-impacted
soils. This amount does not include the 8 tons processed during cold startup,
which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU IV on-line operating
efficiency was 85.9%; that is, TPU IV operated for 20.62 hours of a 24-hour work
day. :

. Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R62.

June 4

Operating at 75% capacity, Williams processed 195.3 tons of pesticide-impacted
soils. This amount does not include the 4 tons processed during cold startup,
which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU IV on-line operatmg
efficiency was 44.1%.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R63.

June s

Operating at 75% capacity, Williams processed 432.9 tons of pesticide-impacted
soils. This amount does not include the 8 tons processed during cold startup,
which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU IV on-line operatmg
efficiency was 97.6%.
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Williams completed screening soils located in the northern temporary soil storage
area and relocated the screen near the southern temporary soil storage area.

Williams issued a letter to the USEPA containing a revised table 3-2 of the Soil
Treatment Work Plan for USEPA review.

Williams issued a letter to the USEPA containing analytical results for the scrubber
blowdown water as agreed in the June 2 conference call.

Philip collected 19 preliminary samples in areas below and east of the former
norther building foundation and performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R64.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Williams has experienced many operational difficulties with the TPU IV unit.
These operational problems are documented in Williams’ daily reports. It appears
that due to these operational problems and Williams’ decision not to process soils
during the period from May 27 through June 2, that the June 30, 1995, completion
date is no longer achievable. BNRR will provide a proposed modification to the
schedule as soon as a realistic completion date is available, based on recent
operating performance.

ANALYTICAL DATA
Williams received analytical data for soil processed May 21 through May 26, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R55 through R60.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will begin to screen soils near the southern temporary soil storage area.
Removal of the remaining portions of the northern building foundation may be
conducted. When Williams begins screening soils near the southern temporary soil
storage area, Philip will begin ambient air monitoring at stations A15 and A16.
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CLOSING

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,

ERVICES CORPORATION

Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe /WEEK0605.D0C

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
B.J. Bartee (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)



June 13, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue -

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
June 6 through June 12, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment- activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

June 6

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for sod treatment
activities conducted from May 30 through June 5.

Mike Martin hand delivered a letter to Lynda Priddy containing the analytical
results of samples collected from the northwest haul road. This letter also
* contained a request for permission to backfill treated soil over this area.

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed .
247.0 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 4 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 56.3 percent; that is, TPU IV operated

. PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPQRATION
210 West Sand Bank Road + P.0. Box 230 « Columbia, {L. 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 - (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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for 13.5 hours of a 24-hour work day. TPU IV shut down due to CEM system
problems.

An on-site meeting was conducted between Lynda Priddy and Cathy Massimino of
the USEPA,; Jim Geiger of URS; B.J. Bartee of Williams; and Mike Martin of .
Philip. TPU IV operating parameters were discussed.

In a site walk, Mike Martin showed Lynda Priddy where Philip was proposing to
collect two additional haul road samples around where the screen and loading
areas were located near the northern temporary soil storage area. With USEPA

- approval, Philip collected two samples from this area and shipped them to
Quanterra.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring event R6S5.

June 7

. No soil was processed. TPU IV did not operate due to CEM system problems.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R66.

Under a cover letter from Greg Whetstone to Lynda Priddy, Williams issued

. performance test analytical results. This included laboratory QA/QC results for a
majority of the analyses, with the rest to follow when they are received. This
submittal also contained summary tables of the results as they compare to
Washington State ASILs. This letter also informed the USEPA of a tentauve
schedule for issuing the draft and final performance test report. '

Under a separate cover letter from Greg Whetstone to Lynda Priddy, Williams
issued the data validation reports for run 2 of the performance test, fulfilling
USEPA'’s requirement that one complete CLP deliverable data package be
submitted to the USEPA for a spot check.

June 8

Williams began screening soils near the southem temporary soil storage area.
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Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
129.88 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 4 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 30.3 percent. TPU IV down time was
due to CEM system repairs and replacing a gearbox on the baghouse cross auger.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 229.1 tons of soil that was treated
on June 3, and the 195.3 tons treated on June 4, 1995.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R67.

Under a cover letter from Greg Whetstone to Lynda Priddy, Williams issued
performance test QA/QC data for particulate, metals, and VOST testing and a
revised Table 3-2 of the Work Plan. This letter also informed the USEPA that a
draft performance test report is tentatively scheduled to be issued to the USEPA

 the following week, pendmg timely receipt of remaining QA/QC data by Focus

Environmental.

June 9

- Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed

245.69 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 34 tons
processed during ‘cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 64.5 percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 432.9 tons of soil that was treated
on June 5, and the 247.0 tons treated on June 6, 1995.

Philip received analytical data from the 19 preliminary samples collected June 5 in
areas below and east of the former northern building foundation.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R68.

June 10

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
294.36 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 38 tons
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processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 75 percent.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R69.

June 11

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
404.16 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 12 tons

processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 60.62 percent.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R70.

June 12

- Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed

418.77 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 4 tons

processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 95.2 percent.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R71.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Williams has experienced many operational difficulties with the TPU IV unit,
although recent performance has improved. These operational problems are
documented in Williams® daily reports. It appears that due to these operationat
problems and Williams’ decision not to process soils during the period from May
27 through June 2, that the June 30, 1995, completion date is no longer achievable.
BNRR will provide a proposed modification to the schedule as soon as a realistic
completion date is available, based on recent operating performance and a revised
schedule from Williams.
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ANALYTICAL DATA
Williams received analytical data for soil processed June 3 through June 6, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R60 through R64.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Removal of the northemn building foundation will resume. Williams will continue
soil treatment operations and screening soils near the southern temporary soil
storage area. Ambient Air Monitoring will continue,

CLOSING

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to

contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,

WNVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

David W. Eagléton, P.E.
Project Manager
Environmenta! Engineer

DWE/dwe AWEEK0612.D0OC

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
B.J. Bartee (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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June 20, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
June 13 through June 19, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

June 13
On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment

" activities conducted from June 6 through June 12.

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
340.47 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 4 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 77.4 percent; that is, TPU IV operated
for 18 hours and 35 minutes of a 24-hour work day.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 129.88 tons of soil that was'treated
on June 8, and the 245.69 tons treated on June 9, 1995.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring event R72.

O PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road » P.O. Box 230 » Columbia, IL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 » (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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A conference call was conducted between Lynda Priddy and Cathy Massimino of
the USEPA; Dan Hollins and Bob Warwick of Weston; and Elizabeth Ubinger,
Charlie Child, and David Eagleton of Philip, to discuss details regarding
incorporating performance test results into the Ambient Air Quality Impact Report
as an Addendum..

June 14

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
148.2 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 10 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 37.4 percent. Major down time was due
to replacing thrust roller bearings on the rotary dryer and general maintenance.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 294.36 tons of soil that was treated
on June 10, and the 404.16 tons treated on June 11, 1995.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring event R73.

A conference call was conducted between Lynda Priddy of the USEPA; B.J.
Bartee of Williams; and Elizabeth Ubinger and David Eagleton of Philip, to discuss
details regarding incorporating performance test results into the Ambient Air
Quality Impact Report as an Addendum.

In a telephone conversation, David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed
upcoming building foundation removal activities, preliminary sample results and
plans for additional soil removal.

USEPA issued a letter approving the backfill over the “northwest haul road” based
on the analytical data package submitted to the USEPA on June S.

June 15

Under a cover letter from B.J. Bartee to Paul Meeter of Weston, Williams issued
performance test analytical QA/QC results to Weston for data validation.

O
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Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
232.96 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 7 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 53.7 percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 418.77 tons of soil that was treated
on June 12, 1995.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R74.

In a telephone conversation, David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed estimated
dates for completion of soil treatment under different assumed scenarios;

upcoming building foundation removal activities; and plans for additional soil
removal.

June 16

No soil was processed due to problems with the burner system on the rotary dryer. -
Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R75.

Cathy Massimino of USEPA was on-site. In an on-site-meeting, Cathy Massimino,
B.J. Bartee (Williams), and Mike Martin (Philip), discussed the nature of some of
the recently occurring repetitive AWFSOs, and Cathy-Massimino directed Williams
to have the problems that are causing the AWFSOs fixed.

June 17
No soil was processed due to problems with the burner system on the rotary dryer.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 340.47 tons of soil that was treated
on June 13, 1995.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R76.
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June 18
No soil was processed due to problems with the burner system on the rotary dryer.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R77; however, this event will not
be analyzed because no soil was processed.

June 19

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
75.10 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 4 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.

TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 62.5 percent.

Olympus Environmental, Inc., mobilized to the site to resume removal of the
northern building foundation and contaminated soil below it.

Wiliiams received USEPA approval to backfill 148.2 tons of soil that was treated
on June 14, 1995.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R78.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Williams has experienced many operational difficulties with TPU IV, including
recent problems with the burner system on the rotary dryer. These operational
problems are documented in Williams’ daily reports. It appears that due to these
operational problems and Williams’ decision not to process soils during the period
from May 27 through June 2, that the June 30, 1995, completion date is no longer
achievable. BNRR will provide a proposed modification to the schedule as soon
as a realistic completion date is available, based on recent operating performance
and a revised schedule from Williams.
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ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for soil processed June 8 through June 14, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R58 through R67.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Removal of the northern building foundation and contaminated soil below the
foundation will continue. Williams will continue soil treatment operations and
screening soils near the southern temporary soil storage area. Ambient Air
Monitoring will continue.

CLOSING

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,

mo

David W. Eagleton;P.E.
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

AL SERVICES CORPORATION

DWE/dwe /WEEK0619.DOC

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
B.J. Bartee (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
' June 20 through June 26, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106. :

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

June 20

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from June 13 through June 19.

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
401.17 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 12 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 93.5 percent; that is, TPU IV operated
for 22 hours and 26 minutes of a 24-hour work day.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 232.96 tons of soil that was treated
on June 15, 1995.

Philip.conducted Ambient Air Monitoring event R79.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
240 West Sand Bank Road < P.0. Rex 230 « Columbia, 1. 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 o {707 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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Approximately 145 tons of building foundation debris was transported to Chemical
Waste Management Inc.’s (CWM’s) RCRA-permitted landfill in Arlington,
Oregon, for disposal.

June 21

Limited to operating at 75 .pefcent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
‘4439 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was
approximately 100 percent.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring event R80.

Approximately 66 tons of building foundation debris was transported to CWM’s
facility in Arlington, Oregon, for disposal.

June 22

Philip issued the Addendum to the Ambient Air Quality Impact Report to the
USEPA.

Williams issued the Performance Test Report to the USEPA.
Lynda Priddy and Cathy Massimino of the USEPA were on site.

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
442 4 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was
approximately 100 percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 271.1 tons of soil that was treated
on June 19, 1995.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R81.
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Approximately 89 tons of building foundation debris was transported to CWM’s
facility in Arlington, Oregon for disposal. Olympus Environmental, Inc. (Olympus)
resumed removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former northern
building foundation and transported this soil to the south stockpile for screening.

June 23

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
109.24 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 12 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 27.1 percent. The majority of Williams’
down time (approximately 17.5 hours) was attributed to replacing kiln bolts and
replacing the gearbox on the outer auger.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 401.7 tons of soil that was treated
on June 20, 1995. '

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R82.

Olympus continued removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former
northern building foundation and transported this soil to the south stockpile for
screening. '

June 24

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
133.0 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 20 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatmént at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 35.6 percent. The majority of Williams’
down time (approximately 15 hours) was attributed to replacing nuts on kiln bolts
and maintenance to primary burner pressure switch.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R83..
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Olympus continued removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former
northern building foundation and transported this soil to the south stockpile for
screening,.

June 25

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
448.5 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was
100 percent.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Everit R84.

Olympus continued removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former
northern building foundation and transported this soil to the south stockpile for
screening.

June 26

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
449.3 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was
100 percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 443.9 tons of soil that was treated
on June 21, 1995. :

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R8S5.
Olympus continued removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former -

northern building foundation and transported this soil to the south stockpile for
screening.
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PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Williams has experienced many operational difficulties with TPU IV, although
recent performance has improved. These operational problems are documented in
Williams’ daily reports. It appears that due to these operational problems and
Williams® decision not to process soils during the period from May 27 through
June 2, that the June 30, 1995, completion date is no longer achievable. BNRR
will provide.a proposed modification to the schedule as soon as a realistic
completion date is available, based on recent operating performance and a revised
schedule from Williams.

ANALYTICAL DATA
Williams received analytical data for soil processed June 15 through June 21, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R68 through R73.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Removal of the northern building foundation and contaminated soil below the
foundation will continue. Williams will continue soil treatment operations and
screening soils near the southern temporary soil storage area. Ambient Air
Monitoring will continue.
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CLOSING

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours, |

PHILIP ENVIRO SERVICES CORPORATION

David W. Eaglet
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe /WEEK0626.D0C

cc:  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
B.J. Bartee (Williams)

Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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July 5, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager :
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X :
1200 Sixth Avenue ’
Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
June 27 through July 3, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatmient activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above pedod. This

report is submitted in compliance with Admm:stratwe Order Number 1087-03-18-
106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

June 27

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from June 20 through June 26.

Limited to opersting at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
426.6 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 10 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line Opcratmg efficiency was 95.5 percent; thatis, TPU IV operated
for 22 hours and 55 minutes of 2 24-hour work day.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 442.4 tons of soil that was treated
on June 22, 1995.

Philip conducted Ambient Air Monitoring event R87.

PHII (F' ENVIRONMCNIA! E‘\*v’!"" CORPORAT IQU
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Olympus continued removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former

northern building foundation and transported this soil to the south stockpile for
screening. ‘

June 28

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
452.6 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-lme operating efficiency was
99.9 percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 109.24, 133, and 448 tons of soil
that was treated on June 23, 24, and 25, 1995.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring event R87.

Olympus continued removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former
northem building foundation and transported this soxl to the south stockpile for
screening.

Tires used to hold covers on the temporary soil storage areas were shipped to the
Terrace Heights Landfill tire recycling facility. ;

Approximately 35 tons of building foundation debris was transported to Chemical
Waste Management Inc.’s (CWM's) RCRA-permitted landfill in Arlington,
Oregon, for disposal.

June 29

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
452.1 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU 1V on-lme operating efficiency was

approximately 99.7 percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 449.3 tons of soil that was treated
on June 26, 1995. _

P. 002
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Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R88.

Olympus continued rémaval of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former
northern building foundation and transported this soil to the south stockpile for
screening.

BNRR issued a letter to USEPA requesting an extension to the date for
completion of soil treatment.

Juue 30

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
360.3 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does ot include the 12 tons

- processed during cold startup, which will require tréatment at proper temperatures.

TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 82.8 perceat.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 426.6 tons of soil that was treated
on June 27, 1995.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R89.

USEPA issued a letter granting BNRR conditional approval for Williams to
operate TPU-IV at 100 percent feed capacity which is 26.7 tons per hour. This
letter also contained comments on (1) June 14, 1995, York Services, Stack
Sampling Report, three volumes; (2) Performance Test Report, (3) Ambient Air
Quality Impact Report Addendum; (4) June 23 lettér from Williams to the USEPA
entitled “TSS and TDS vs Scrubber Blowdown™; and, (5) the Ambient Air
Monitoring Plan.

July 1

Although the USEPA's June 30 letter granted BNRR conditional approval for
Williams to operate TPU TV at 100 percent (26.7 tons per hour), Williams
continued operating at 75 percent because of operation problems which would
arise if they met the USEPA’s conditions required to operate at 100%. Operating

P. 003
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at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 391 tons of pesticide-
impacted soils. This amount does not include the 8 tons processed during cold
startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU IV on-line
operating efficiency was 88.3 percent.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R90.

July 2

Although the USEPA’s June 30 letter granted BNRR conditional approval for
Williams to operate TPU IV at 100 percent (26.7 tons per hour), Williams
continued operating at 75 percent because of operation problems which would
arise if they met the USEPA's conditions required to operate at 100%. Operating
at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 420.5 tons of pesticide-
impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 92.5 percent.

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R91.

July 3

No soil was processed and no air monitoring conducted. TPU IV was shut down
for scheduled mam!enance.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Williams has experieaced many operational duﬁiculnes with TPU 1V, although
recent performance has improved. These operational problems are documented in
Williams’ daily reports. It appears that the June 30, 1995, completion date was
not achievable due to these operational problems and Williams’ decision not to
process soils during the period from May 27 through June 2. On June 29, BNRR
proposed a modification to the schedule. '

P. 004
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ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for soil processed June 22 through June 27, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R77 through R83.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Removal of contaminated soil from below northern building foundation will
continue. Williams will continue soil trestment operations and screening soils near
the southern temporary soil storage arez. Ambient Air Monitoring will continue.

CLOSING

Iyou have any quesnons regarding this weekly status report do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Smcerely yours,

DWE/dwe NEEKST04.DOC

cc:. Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gstes, and Ellis)
Chris Drescher (Williaras)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)

P. 005
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July 11, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
July 4 through July 10, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental

" Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil

treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-
18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

July 4

No soil was processed and no air monitoring conducted. TPU IV was shut down
for the holiday.

July 5

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from June 27 through July 3.

Although the USEPA’s June 30 letter granted conditional approval for Williams
to operate TPU IV at 100 percent (26.7 tons per hour), Williams continued

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road « P.0. Box 230 « Columbia, IL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 « (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120

TWE
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operating at 75 percent because of operation considerations (USEPA’s required
scrubber blowdown rate and Quanterra’s analytical turn around time). Operating
at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 330.9 tons of pesticide-
impacted soils. This amount does not include the 10 tons processed during cold
startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU IV on-line
operating efficiency was 75.6 percent; that is, TPU IV operated for 18 hours and 8
minutes of a 24-hour work day.

Williains received USEPA approval to backfill 452.6 and 452.1 tons of soil that
was treated on June 28 and 29, 1995.

Philip collected soil sample NEHR-07 along the northeast haul road and shipped
it to Quanterra for analysis.

| Philip began Ambient Air Monitoring event R94, but the circuit breaker stopped

the event at 6:00 PM, invalidating the event due to off-specification duration.

Philip laid out locations in the field (placed stakes in the ground) for verification
sampling of the northern excavation. :

Olympus continﬁed removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former
northemn building foundation and transported this soil to the south stockpile for
screening.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued two letters to the USEPA, one was a letter
regarding the mercury vapor assessment and the other was a response required by
the USEPA’s June 30 letter regarding standard operating procedures (SOPs) for
ambient air monitoring.

An on-site meeting was conducted between Cathy Massimino and Lynda Priddy
(USEPA), Jim Geiger (URS), Chris Drescher (Williams), and David Eagleton
(Philip). Topics of this meeting included:

e [EPA’s review of the performance test VOST audit sample results;
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
July 11, 1995

Lynda Priddy said the Performance Test Data validation turned out
OK;

David Eagleton gave Lynda Priddy the performance test dioxin audit
sample laboratory identification numbers that correspond to USEPA
identification numbers;

status of Williams increasing the scrubber blowdown to 22 gallons per
minute and operating TPU IV at 100 percent of maximum capacity;

Williams’ June 29 letter to the USEPA regardmg AWFSOs during a
controlled shutdown;

by Wednesday July 12, Williams is to have evaluated whether opening
the vent during a controlled shutdown could prevent the occurrence of
an AWFSO for high PCC temperature;

Cathy Massimino will determine whether AWFSOs that occur during a
controlled shutdown should be counted on a case-by-case basis, but
baghouse pressure differential excursions will always count because
Cathy Massimino says they can be prevented;

status of the northern excavation and that Olympus is expected to
finish on July 6; .

preliminary sample results from the northern excavation and David
Eagleton gave Lynda Priddy a copy this data;

proposed verification sampling of the northern excavation, David
Eagleton gave Lynda Priddy a copy of the proposed verification
sample location sketch;

debris from the 1993 decon pad is being stored south of the southem '
temporary soil storage area;

USEPA’s June 30 comments on the AAQIR Addendum,;
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e Philip’s letter regarding mercury vapor analytical results;

e status of treatment option evaluation for liquid contained in 3 drums
(2 drums from cleanout of the “Akland Sump” characterized by
samples from the RI and one drum of water that has yet to be
characterized);

¢ Philip’s letter regarding ambient air monitoring SOPs; and

¢ rolloff boxes éontaining oversized material from the “hot-hot”
pesticide-contaminated soil previously stored in the rolloffs.

July 6

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 333.7-
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was

- approximately 77 percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 360.3 tons of soil that was treated
on June 30, 1995.

Philip issued a memorandum to Jim Geiger (URS) regarding Ambient Air 3
Monitoring Event R94. Philip had Knoble Electric evaluate the electrical circuit
for the perimeter air monitoring stations. Knoble replaced the 30-amp GFI
breaker with a standard 30-amp breaker.

Philip began Ambient Air Monitoring event R95 at approximately 8:00 AM. R95
was stopped at approximately 12:05 AM on July 7, (short of the specified
minimum duration) by a tripped circuit breaker at perimeter locations when R96
was programmed to start.

Olympus completed removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former
northern building foundation and transported this soil to the south stockpile for
screening.
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In a telephone conversation, Lynda Priddy and David Eagleton discussed
verification sampling for the northern excavation. Lynda Priddy approved the use
of Quanterra for analysis of verification samples. As requested, David Eagleton
faxed Lynda Priddy a sketch of the northern excavation verification sample
locations and a note indicating which ones would be collected that day, and which
ones were at the deepest parts of the excavation near groundwater.

Philip collected verification samples of the northern excavation (NV-01, 02, 03,
06, and 07) and shipped them to Quanterra for analysis.

Williams issued a letter to the USEPA containing revisions to- the performance

test report as outlined in section A of the USEPA’s June 30 letter, a revised Table -
6.2 from the Soil treatment Work Plan, and the outstanding VOST and dioxin
information.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued a letter regarding air monitoring results for
ambient air monitoring events R61 through R83.

July 7

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 452.2
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 99
percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 391 and 420.5 tons of soil that
was treated on July 1 and 2, 1995.

Ambient Air Monitoring Event R95 was stopped at approximately 12:05 AM on
July 7, (short of the specified minimum duration) by a tripped circuit breaker at
perimeter locations when R96 was programmed to start. A memorandum was
issued to Jim Geiger of URS explaining the situation. Knoble Electric was called
to further assess the situation and said they would put ground faults at each
station on Monday July 10, which should prevent the entire circuit from blowing.
In a phone conversation, David Eagleton discussed the situation with Lynda
Priddy and Lynda Priddy approved of the approach being implemented.

Philip began Ambient Air Monitoring Event R97 at approximately 9AM.



@

@

Page 6
Ms. Lynda Priddy
July 11, 1995

Olympus completed removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former
northemn building foundation and transported this soil to the south stockpile for
screening.

In a telephone conversation, David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed the
following topics:

o the 10 verification samples of the northern excavation have now been
collected and Philip should have all the results back by Friday the 14;

o Philip has received results from haul road verification samples NEHR-
‘05 and NEHR-06, which indicate the road is clean pending USEPA’
review of the data;

o based on the Remedial Investigation, the quantity of soil that will need
removed from below the southern stockpile is minimal and is
explained in the Soil Removal Work Plan;

o Philip collected remaining additional verification samples of the
northern excavation (NV-04, 05, 08, 09, and 10) and shipped them to
Quanterra for analysis.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued a comment response letter in response to
comments in the USEPA’s June 30 letter regarding the AAQIR Addendum.
Philip’s letter also requested that the “Final AAQIR” be submitted to the USEPA
on or before July 28. Lynda Priddy and Elizabeth (Nicki) Ubinger discussed this
letter and Lynda Priddy approved of the requested July 28 submittal date.

July 8

Operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 456.7 tons of
pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 100 percent.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R97 and began
event R98 at approximately 8:00 AM.
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July 9

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was
percent.

Philip collected éamples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R98 and began event
R99 at approximately 8:00 AM.

July 10

Operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 407.6 tons of
pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 91 percent.

Knoble Electric installed ground faults at each perimeter ambient air momtonng
station, which should prevent the entire circuit from blowing.

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R98 and began event
R99 at approximately 8:00 AM.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Williams has experienced many operational difficulties with TPU IV, although
recent performance has improved. These operational problems are documented in
Williams” daily reports. The June 30, 1995, completion date was not achievable
due, in part, to these operational problems. On June 29, BNRR proposed a
modification to the schedule.

ANALYTICAL DATA
Williams received analytical data for soil processed June 28 through July 5, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R84 through R91. -
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UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will continue soil treatment operations and screening soils near the
southern temporary soil storage area. Ambient Air Monitoring will continue.
Analytical results for the verification samples collected of the northern excavation
should be received by July 14.

CLOSING

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,

P SERVICES CORPORATION

David W. Eagleton, P.E.
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe /WEEK0710.DOC

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
Mark Fleri & Chris Drescher (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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July 18, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: 'Weekly Status Report
July 11 through July 17, 1995
Waoods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
'  treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
c ' ‘report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-
18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

July 11

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 170.3
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 10 tons
processed during cold startup_ which will require treatment at proper
temperatures. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 40 percent. The majority
of Williams down time was attributed to working on the discharge auger.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 333.7 and 452.2 tons of soil
treated on July 6 and 7, 1995.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R100 and began
event R101.

PHILI® ENVIRGMIJEN AL SERVICES CORPQRATICN
210 West Snna Bank Ruad « P01, 807 2300 « Catueing, 8 (2236-9230
(STU) 3T T2 e 30600 #3713« Fox (BB 231-0120
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Philip collected a composite sample of the former equipment decontamination
pad material that was used during soil removal activities.

July 12

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
322.38 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 7 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper
temperatures. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 74 percent. The majority
of Williams down time was attributed to repair of discharge auger.

- Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 456.7 tons of soil treated on July

8, 1995.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from July 4 through July 10.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R101-and began

event R102.

Philip collected a liquid sample to characterize contents of a 55-gallon drum,
approximately one-third full, generated during soil removal activities.

Philip received verification sample results from the northern excavation (NV-01,
02, 03, 06, and 7).

July 13

Williams performed maintenance the entire day, replacmg the discharge auger
and dryer flighting. No soil was treated.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R102 and began
Event R103.



Page 3
Ms. Lynda Priddy
July 18, 1995

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 391.6 and 407.6 tons of soil that
was treated on July 9 and 10, 1995.

In a telephone conversation, Lynda Priddy and David Eagleton discussed status of
soil treatment, dust control, and north verification sample results.

July 14

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 314.7
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 9 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper
temperatures. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 72 percent. The majority
of Williams down time was attributed to repairs to the dryer.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 190.3 and 322.38 tons of soil that
was treated on July 11 and 12, 1995.

- Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R103 and began

Event R104.

Philip received verification sample results from the North excavation (NV-04, -
05, -08, -09, and -10).

In a telephone conversation, Lynda Priddy and David Eagleton discussed dust
control, and status of validation of northeast haul road samples.

July 15

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 408.2
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 8 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper
temperatures. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 93 percent.
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Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R104 and began
event R105.

July 16

Operating at.75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 436 tons of
pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 4 tons processed
during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU IV
on-line operating efficiency was 94 percent.

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Momtonng Event R105 and began
Event R106

July 17

Operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 446.8 tons of
pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 2 tons processed
during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU IV
on-line operating efficiency was 93.7 percent. '

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Momtormg Event R106 and began
Event R107.

In a telephone conversation, Greg Koester of Philip informed Lynda Priddy of "
recent Ambient Air Monitoring data (Events R97 through R99).

In another telephone conversation, David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed
north excavation vernifications sample results.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

No problems or difficulties were encounteredduring this period, although TPU-IV
was down for minor repairs as documented in Williams daily reports.
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ANALYTICAL DATA
Williams received analytical data for soil processed July 6 through July 12, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R97 through R100 and
results from North excavation verification samples

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will continue soil treatment operations and screening soils near the
southern temporary soil storage area. Ambient Air Monitoring will continue.
Further excavation will be performed in-areas where verification samples
exceeded cleanup levels in north excavation. Philip will begin collecting samples
around areas of the remaining south stockpile to guide further excavation and to
prepare for collecting verification samples.

CLOSING

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (509) 575-5973.

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

ey . Sk

Greg Koester
Project Engineer

GAK/gak /WEEK0718.DOC

cc:  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hiil (BNRR)
David Eagleton (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
George Harbour (Williams) '
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
July 18 through July 24, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northem Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Ordcr Number 1087-03-18-
106. '

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

July 18

~ Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 289

tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 6 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 66 percent. Williams replaced the slinger
belt and performed general maintenance during down time.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 314.7 of soil treated on July 14,
199S.

Todd Deas of Williams issued a memorandum to Larry Mullen (URS) regarding
AWFSO limit exceedance corrective action.

PHILIP ENVIQORMENTAL SERIMCES CGRPORATION
210 West Sandt Bank Road « 0. Box 220 » Golurrbia, 1L 62226-0230
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On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status feport for soil treatment
activities conducted from July 11 through July 17.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring event R107 and began
event R108. '

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring events R100 and R101
and submitted preliminary event records to URS.

In a telephone conversation betwcen Lynda Priddy aﬁd David Eagleton, BNRR
received approval from the USEPA to backfill the northeast haul road and a
portion of north excavation.

In a conference call, Lynda Priddy and David Eagleton discussed dust control with
Jim Sanders and B.J. Bartee of Williams.

July 19

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 430
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 10 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 96 percent

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring event R108 and began
event R109.

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from recently exposed areas beneath
southern temporary soil storage area for characterization.

July 20

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 383.4
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 8 tons process-
ed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU
IV on-line operating efficiency was 86 percent.

P. 002
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Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 408.2 tons of soil that was treated
on July 15, 1995. Analytical data received for 448.8 tons of soil processed on July
17, 1995, indicated the soil still exceeded cleanup goals; as a result, Larry Mullen
of URS signed a rejection form for that day indicating the soil must be retreated.

Todd Deas issued a memorandum to Larry Mullen regarding AWFSO limit
exceedance corrective action.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring event R109 and began
event R110 and submitted preliminary event records to URS.

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from an area beneath the southern
temporary soil storage area which Williams had exposed on July 22, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring eve:nt R102.

The following topics were discussed in on-site meeting between Lynda Pnddy.
Larry Mullen (URS), and Greg Koester:

o small dust leak observed near connection between rotary dryer and
dobson collar;

sampling strategies for characterizing north and south ends of site;
concern that Williams does not have enough staff to complete project;
prepare schedule for the sequence of events through project
completion;

separating debris from oobbles prior to backfilling

PM-10 results for event R102; »

Williams’ continuing attention to better dust control; and

Philip proposing a reduced level of effort required for Post-Remedial
Action Air Monitoring based upon analytical collected to date.

July 21

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 432.84
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU 1V on-line operating cfficiency was 96
percent,

P. 003
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Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 289 and 430 tons of soil that was
treated on July 18 and 19, respectively.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring event R110 and began
event R111. ’

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from an area beneath the southern .
temporary storage area which Williams had exposed on July 21, 1995, and from
around previously collected north excavation verification sample locations that
exceeded the soil removal clean criteria. A verification sample was also collected
from equipment decontamination pad materials used during soil removal,

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring events R103 through
R106 and submitted preliminary events to URS. An independent, third party, audit
was performed on the flow rates of PM-10 samplers.

David Eagleton faxed Lynda Priddy a copy of a letter-dated July 20, 1995, from
Williams to Philip regarding project schedule.

July 22

Operating TPU IV at 7S percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 301.3

tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 1 ton processed
during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU IV
on-line operating efficiency was 66 percent. The majority of Williams" down time
was attributed to replacing the gear box on the outer auger.

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring event R111 and began event
R112.

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from areas beneath southern temporary
soil storage area. '

P. 004
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July 23

Operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 22.1 tons of
pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 4.8 percent.
Williams downtime was attributed to failed 1.D. fan.

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Momtonng event R112 and began event
‘RI13. ) '

Olympus Environmental (Olympus) excavated areas in north excavation where
three verification samples were above cleanup levels,

July 24
Williams did not operate while repairing the 1.D. fan,

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring event R113 and began event
R114. Event R114 samples were discarded with USEPA approval since Williams
did not operate.

Olympus excavated beneath former south stockpile where preliminary sample
results exceeded cleanup levels. Olympus also transported debris stockpiled near
south stockpile to Chemical Waste Management, Inc s Arlington, Oregon facility
for disposal.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

No problems or difficulties were encovntered during this period, except TPU-IV
on line efficiency was down due to operational difficulties documented in Williams
daily reports. Analytical data for soif processed on July 17, 1995, indicated
concentrations above treatment levels; therefore, soil will be retreated.

ANALYTICAL DATA

{" Williams received analytical data for soil processed July 14 through July 19, 1995.

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R100 through R106 and
preliminary soil samples collected in south stockpile area.



07/26/95

.- ¢

(.

(@

08:36 PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL _ (509)457-2056

Page 6
Ms. Lynda Priddy
July 25, 1995

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will continue soil treatment operations. Depending upon preliminary soil
sample results and Williams operating efficiency, Williams may complete screening
soils near the southern temporary soil storage area. After soil screening eperations
are complete, Williams will remove a small lift from around screen and on the
southern haul road and haul road samples will be collected. Ambient Air
Monitoring will continue. In both the north excavation and beneath former south
stockpile, preliminary soil sample results will be received to evaluate whether
additional excavation is necessary or if verification samples can be collected.

CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (509) 5§75-5973.

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL -SERVICES CORPORATION

Greg Kbester
Project Engineer

. GAK/gak /WKOT24B.DOC

cc:  Brucc Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
David Eagleton (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
George Harbour (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger ({JRS)

P. 006
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August 1, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms, Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
. 1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms: Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
July 28 through July 31, 1995
Woods Industries Site
.Yakirma, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northem Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
- treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-

@ n

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

July 25

Operating TPU-IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 19.2
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 14 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU 1V on-line operating efficiency was 7.8 percent. TPU-IV downtime was
sttributed to repairing the rotary dryer.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 483.4 and 432.8 tons of soil treated
on July 20 and 21, 1995, respectively.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatmeat
-~ activities conducted from July 18 through July 24.

Philip began Ambient Air Monitoring Event R115.

FILIP ENVIRONMEGAL SERVICES GORPORANCH
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
July 25, 1995

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R107 and R108
and submitted preliminary event records to URS.

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from recently exposed areas beneath
southern temporery soil storsge area for characterization.

July 26

Operating TPU-1V at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 369.5

tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 1 ton processed
during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU IV
on-line operating efficiency was 81.3 percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 300.3 tons of soil treated on July
22, 1998.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R115 and began
Event R116,

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from recently exposed areas beneath the
southem temporary soil storage area for characterization. _ ‘

Analytical results were received for the verification sample collected July 21 from
- former equipment decontamination pad materials used during soil removal.
Concentrations were below cleanup levels.

Williams installed a water spray to control emissions observed near the seal
between dobson collar and rotary dryer.

July 27

Operating TPU-IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 458.1
— tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 100
percent.
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
July 25, 1995

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R116 and began
EventR117.

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from recently exposed areas beneath the
southern temporary soil storage area for characterization.

In an on-site meeting between Lynda Priddy, Cathy Massimino, John Gilbert
(USEPA), Jim Geiger (URS), George Harbour (Williams) and Greg Koma
discussed the following topics:

controlling emissions observed near seal between the rotary dryer and
dobson collar;

additional oversight requirements;

small leak from rotary dryer to the discharge auger,

verification sampling north and south portions of the site;

approving backfill of former equipment decontamination pad material
used during soil removal;

reducing/eliminating post remedial action air monitoring based upon
data received to date;

sequence of activities through project completion; and

Williams checking compliance status of Westates carbon prior to
shipping off-site.

July 28

Operating TPU-IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 459.5

tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 100

percent.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R117 and began
EventR118. -

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring Event R110 and R111 and
submitted preliminary event rocords to URS.

P.
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
July 25, 1995

Philip received preliminary soil sample results from areas beneath southern
temporary soil storage area.

Jaly 29

Operating TPU-TV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 402.3
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 4 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.
TPU 1V on-line operating efficiency was 88 percent.

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R118 and began Event
R119.

‘Philip received preliminary soil sample results from areas beneath the southem

temporary soil storage ared.

Olympus Environmental (Olympus) excavated areas below the southern temporary
storage area and Philip collected preliminary soil samples.

Williams attempted to place a cover around the sea.l between the dobson collar and
rotary dryer to help control dust emissions :

July 30

Operating at 75 perceat of maximum capacity, Williams processed 272.2 tons of
pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 18 tons processed
during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPUIV
on-line operating efficiency was 64.3 percent. The majority of downtime was
attributed to the discharge auger jamming.

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R119 and began Bvent
R120.
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
July 25, 1995

July 31

Opersating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 321 tons of
pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 8 tons processed during
cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures. TPU IV on-line

operating efficiency was 71.9 percent. The downtime was attributed to repairs to
BH inner auger.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 369.5 tons of soil treated on July
26, 1995.

Philip collected samples for Ainbient Air Monitoring Event R120 and began Event
R121.

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring eveats R109, R112 and
R113 and submitted preliminary event records to URS.

Olympus excavated two aress in the north excavation area and Philip collected
preliminary goil samples.

7

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES
TPU-IV operational difficulties as documented in Williams daily reports.
ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for soil processed from July 20 through July 26,
1995. :

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring eveats R107 through R113 and
preliminary soil samples collected in south stockpile area.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will continue soil treatment operations. Depending upon preliminary soil
sample results and Williams operating efficiency, Williams may complete screening
soils from the southern temporary soil storage area. In both the north excavation
and beneath former south stockpile, preliminary soil sample results will be received

P.
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N . Ms. Lynda Priddy
July 25, 1995

to evaluate whether additional excavation is necessary or if verification samples
can be collected. Ambieat Air Monitoring will continue.
CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (509) 575-5973.

cc:  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Greg Koester (Philip)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
George Harbour (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washiugtou 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report.
August 1 through August 7, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

August 1

Opcrating TPU IV at 75 peroent of maxutuin Gapacity, Williamns processed 455.60
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU TV on-line aperating efficiency was 100
percent.

Williamms recoivad UJINENA apprasal te LaclR11 48O 1, 480 £, 40D.D, ,ud DTAD teare

of soil treated on July 27, 28, 29, and 30, 1995, respectively.

On behalf of BNRR. Philip issued the weekls-status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from July 25 through July 31.

Philip collected Ambient Air Monitoring FEvent R12.1 and hegan Event 122.

| Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R115 and
delivered the preliminary cvent record to URS.

PHILIP ENVIHONMEN TAL SERVIUES GURPURALIUN
Z1G West Sand Bank Road » P.0. Sox 230 « Columbia. L 62236-0220
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 8, 1995

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from recently exposed areas beneath the
southcm tcmporary soil storagc arca for charactcrization.

David Eagleton handed Lynda Priddy a copy of the “Akland Sump” cleanout
water discharge permit from the Yakima Waste Water Treatment Plant and
artached analytical data. David Eagleton also gave Lynda Priddy a copy of the

draft verification sampling grid for the area below the former southern temporary
soil storage area.

In an on-site meeting between Lynda Priddy (USEPA), Jim Geiger (URS), George -

T T el cnscen AU NGD v ah. Gl Tnred ol el mmme Ll aten PVl acvdmg amgpdac sorama

discussed:

o soil treatment schedule for the next few days;

e condition of the rotary dryer and dust observations around the bolts;
and

e upcoming decontamination procedures;

In a separate on-site meeting, Lynda Priddv and David Eagleton discussed the
following topics:

e the Administrative Order of Consent - BNRR’s role and
responsibilities;

o former 1993 decontamination pad verification sample results
documenting the material is below cleanup levels;

e water discharge permit;

e Williams’ proposed hazardous codes for carbon canisters used to treat
TPU IV proccss watcr;

o status of backfilling the site;
o haul road preliminary sampling at the south end of the ¢cite:

e disposal of additional debris at Chemical Waste Management’s
(CWM’s) facility in Arlington, Oregon; and

e preliminary sampling and verification sampling.

P. 003
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 8, 1995

August 2

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 456.3
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 100
percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 22.1 and 19.2 tons of soil treated
on July 23 and 25, respectively.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Momtonng Event R122 and began
Event R123.

Approximately 6.1 tons of debris was transported to CWM’s Arlington, Oregon
facility.

David Eagleton faxed Lynda Priddy a cketch of the remaining northern verification -

sample areay INVO3, NVOS, muud NV 10). Duvid Luwicnce (Philip) and Lyada
Priddy diccucced thic fax and proeoduroé for collecting thace camplosc. _

Olympus Environmental (Olympus) removed approximately 5 additional cubic
yards of soil around “area 10" on the northwestern part of the site.

Philip collected verification samples NV03 and NV0S and collected preliminary
samples of the recently excavated area on the north western part of the site.

In a telephone conversation, Lynda Priddy informed David Eagleton that she was
preparing a list of questions regarding soil treatment equipment decontamination
procedures. Lynda Priddy also informed David Eagleton that it was OK to
discharge the water from cleanout of the former “Akland Sump” to the sewer as
approved by the City of Vakima discharge permit. T ynda Pnddy and Navid

Tagtatmm alan Blamciaand aallanting a seeen adelacod pooal . ameaplan 4

“Area 10” on the northwestern part of the site.

-

Lynda Ptiddy faned David Eagleton a list of conunents or guestions the USEPA
has regarding decontamination of soil treatment equipment.

P. 004
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 8, 1995

August 3

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 182.7
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 4 tons

proaccssad during anld atartup, whinh will requira trantmant at prapar temparatiiraa

TPIT IV an-line aperating afficiency wac 20 & parcant

Williams completed screening soils from the southern temporary soil storage area
and moved the power screen from its location near the former southern temporary
soil storage area to the waste feed pad for decontamination.

Williams removed approximately 49 tons of soil from below and around the former
power screen location and along the southwest haul road for treatment. Philip
collected preliminary samples of these areas.

Olympus removed approximately 38 additional cubic yards of soil from below the
southern temporary soil storage area and Philip collected preliminary samples of
this area. )

At approximately 4:30 PM Williams initiated a controlled shut down of TPU IV to
clean up areas of the pad and bring soil to the pad area for processing.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 321 tons of soil treated on July 31, -

1995.

Philip collected preliminary soil samples of all haul roads that have yet to be
verified as clean.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R123 and began
Event R124.

Philip reccived analytical data for Ambhient Aie Moaonitaring Gvent 1 16, and PM-
10 rosults for Cvents 117 and R118 and hand dclivered preliminary ovent reoords
to URS. '

P. 005
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 8, 1995

August 4

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of muximum capacity, Williams processed 397.7
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount docs not include the 2 tons
processed during cold startup, which will require Lreatment at proper temperatures.

TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 92.3 percent.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 455.6 tons of soil treated on August
1. 1695

williams issucd a commeiit response Icticr u respunsc to the USLEA’S Augusl £
questions regarding decontamination of soil treatment equipment.

The power screen was demobilized from the site. Williams intends to remove
oversized material that may be in the remaining soil to be treated by the larger
screen on the feed metering unit and by hand.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R123 and began
Event R124, ' 4 o

Philip received TO-10 analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R117
and R118 and hand delivered preliminary event records to URS.

In a telephone conversation, David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed
verification sampling below the former southern temporary soil storage area.

Philip collected ten verification samples (SV01 through SV10) from below the
former southern temporary soil storage area, and a verification sample (SV-11)
from area E-3 which is also below the former southern temporary soil storage.

After Olympus removed approximatcly 15 additional cubio yards of soil from “arca

10” on the northwestern part of the site, Philip collected a verification sample of
the area.

Olympus discharged the 3 drums of water fiomn cleanvut of the “Akland Sump” (o
the sewer according to a discharge permit from the Yakima Waste Water
Treatment Plant.

P.
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 8, 1995

August §

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 331.47
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 4 tons
processed during a controlled shutdown, which will require treatment at proper
temperatures. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 76.3 percent.

Dmlip oolloatad amPloa for Amhiant Alr ‘.‘nn;‘nﬁne Dwant M12L and k.em Lecant
R126. ‘

Olympus consolidated the “Akland Sump” sediment.and cleaned two of the drums.

August 6

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R126, which ended at
approximately 8:00 AM. No air monitoring was performed because Williams was
not going to operate TPU IV.

Philip received preliminary soil sample result from areas beneath the former
southern temporary soil storage area.

Olympus removed approximately 97 additional cubic yards of soil from below the
former southern temporary soil storage area and collected preliminary samples in
and around the excavation.

August 7

No soil treatment operations conducted. Williams received USEPA approval to -
backfill 456.3 tons of soil treated on August 2, 1995.

. 007
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( ‘ Ms. Lynda Priddy

August 8, 1995

Philip began Ambient Air Monitoring Event R127.

Philip collected verification samples SVO01 through SV11 and SWHRO1, 02, and
03 and shipped them to Quanterra. Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air
Monitoring events R119 and R120 and submitted preliminary event records to
URS.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES
TPU IV operational difficulties as documented in Williams daily reports.
ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for.soil processed from July 23 through August 2,
1995. .

£ Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R115 through R120 and
. preliminary soil samples.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

TPU IV will remain operational until verification samples results indicating the site
is clean and all the contaminated soil has been treated to below the cleanup goals.
Williams will continue decontamination and may conduct limited treatment
operations to treat soil generated through additional soil removal activities and
decontamination. Williams may also begin backfilling treated soil and cobbles.
Ambient Air Monitoring will be conducted on days when TPU IV operates or
when backfilling is being conducted.
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(‘ Ms. Lynda Priddy

August 8, 1995

CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.
Sincerely yours,

PHIL TAL SERVICES CORPORATION

David W. Eaglefan, P.E.
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer

DWE/dwe /WK0807.00C

cc:  Brucc Sheppard and Elizabeth 151 (DNRR)
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis)
Greg Koester (Philip)
George Harbour (Williams)
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS)
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Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
August 8 through August 14, 1995 -
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-

August 8

Operating TPU [V at 75 percent of maximum capaclty, Wﬂllams processed
49.73 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 20 tons

processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.

TPU 1V on-line operating efficiency was 13 percent. TPU IV downtime was
attributed to repair of the discharg:e auger.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 178.7 and 397.7 tons of soil treated
on August 3 and 4, 1995, respectively.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issucd the weekly status rep()x;t for soil treatment
activities conducted from August 1 through August 7, 1995.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Momtonng Event R127 and began
Event R128,

FHIUIP ERVIEINMETTAL SERVIES SORFORTHO
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 15, 1995

Philip received TO-10 analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R121
and R122.

Philip reccived verification sample results for soil samples NV-03 and NV-O5 and
faxed a copy of these results to Lynda Priddy.

August 9

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed
133.0 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not include the 2 tons -

processed during cold startup, which will require treatment at proper temperatures.

TPU 1V on-line operating efficiency was 50.6 percent (based on 12 hour day).

Williams completed treatment of soil stored on the waste feed pad and processed
clean soil through the unit for one hour at temperatures >800°F.

- Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R128 and began

Event R129,

Philip received PM-10 analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R12}] ..
and R122. Philip delivered the preliminary event records to URS.

August 10

Williams ceased soil treatment activities while waiting for verification sample
results that demonstrate the site is clean. Williams began treatment pad cleanup
activities. Williams did not submit a daily report.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 327.47 tons of soil treated on
August S, 1995,

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoﬁng Event R129 and began
Event R130.

P. 002
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August 15, 1995

Greg Koester of Philip discussed with Lynda Priddy the level of Ambient Air
Monitoring to be conducted during decontamination and backfilling activities.

Philip received PM-10 analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R123 and
hand delivered preliminary event yecords to URS.

Phifip collected a soil sample from below the concrete treatment pad under the
discharge end of the stacking conveyor.

August 11

‘Williams continued treatment pad clean up activities. Williams began submitting Job
Status Summary Reports for Woods demobilization,.

Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 44.7 tons of soil treated on August
8, 1995.

Jack Lane (Williams), supervisor of demobilization activities, arrived on site.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R130 and began
Event R131,

Philip received TO-10 analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R123,

‘complete results for R124 and R1285, and PM-10 analytical data for event R126,

Philip hand delivered preliminary event records to URS.

August 12
Williams submitted a demobilization status report.
Williams began dismantling equipment for visua) inspection and cleaning.

Williams continued demobilization activities by c]eqfﬁng out the pugmill; removing
interior pad curbs; inspecting interior of the rotary dryer; cleaned stacking

P. 003
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 15, 1995

conveyor, cleaned FMU; cleaned sludge from scrubber and began cleaning the lift
conveyor,

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R131, began Event
R132, and set up Event R133.

Philip performed final calibration and disassembled off-site air monitoring stations
A21 and A22.

August 13

No activities,

August 14

Williams continued decontamination of equipment on the treatment pad and
demobilization activities.

~ Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R132 and began Event

R134. Ambient Air Monitoring Event R133 was not collected because there were

‘o site activities that day. Philip disassembled platforms at offsite air monitoring,

stations A-2] and A-22.

At Jack Lane’s (Williams) request Jeff Kaestner (Philip) observed the sample
collection of baghouse dust from the treated soil pile.

After decontamination, Williams removed the stacking conveyor from the pad and
returned a front end loader and track hoe.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

TPU LV operational difficulties as documented in Williams daily reports. Williams
has initiated decontamination and demobilization activities prior to receipt of

analytical results documenting the site is clean and that treated soils meet treatment
standards. This will create problems should additional soil treatment be necessary.

P. 004
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 15, 1995

ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for soil processed from August 3 through August
8, 1995. '

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R121 through
R126, preliminary soil sample results, and verification soil sample results.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD
Williams will continue demobilization activities.

CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to

contact me at (618) 281.7173.

Sincerely yours,

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

R i

Jeffrey A. Kaestner, ELT.
Site Supervisor
Environmental Engineer
DWI/dwe AVKORY4 DOC

cc:  Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth [{ill (BNRR)
Tom Backer (Preston Gatcs and Ellis)
David Eagleton (Philip)
Jack Lane (Williams)
Jim Geiger (URS)

P. 005
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Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial ’roject Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
August 15 through August 21, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106. '

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

August 15
Williams submitted a demobilization status report.

Williams continued demobilizatio activities, pressure washed material feed hopper
on waste feed pad, disconnected clectricity to TPU IV, moved stacking conveyor,
moved auger from baghouse, began to empty LPG tank.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from August 8 through August 14, 1995.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R134 and began
Event R135.

PHILIP ERVIRCHIENTAL SERVIGES CORDURATION
210 Wasd Sand Sank Ruad = A0, Bev 236 « Columbia, L 622250230 oy
RAGY U 7175 - (S005 T35-7 172 o Fox (R38) 2814720 e
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Philip received TO-10 analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R126
and R128, as well as results for Event R127. Philip delivered the preliminary event
records to URS.

In an on-site meeting between Lynda Priddy (EPA), Jim Geiger (URS), Jack Lane
(Williams) and Jeff Kaestner, the following topics were discussed:

o EPA to be given one day notice of schedule to have pad washed to observe
surface conditions;

¢ EPA requested Williams to prepare letter identifying procedure for removal
' and sampling/disposal of soil removed from the treated soil and waste feed
sides of the pad;

¢ Williams should submit reported results of water samplc from tank 3 to EPA
for discharge approval;

e EPA requested Williams remove baghouse dust placed on treated soil in bin 3,
have sampled, and stage on pad until analytical results are reviewed,;

¢ Williams will sample dust remaining in baghouse;

e waste material, plastic, and wood should be removed from cobbles to be
backfilled; and

e PM-10 sampling will continue at perimeter stations Al 1/A61 and north and
other locations only when backﬁll activities are scheduled.

August 16
Williams submitted a demobilization status report.
Williams continued demobilization activities pressure washing cable trays on the

waste feed pad, removed pugmill and auger from kiln, and emptied, dlsconnected
and removed LPG tank.
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August 22, 1995

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R135 and began
Event R136.

Philip received verification sainple results for north and south haul road and faxed
data to Lynda Priddy.

Jeff Kaestner spoke with Jack Lane concerning schedule of events, cleaning pad,
backfill of excavation area, moving ecology blocks, and cobble & soil backfill
activities. Backfill activities will be performed by subcontractor to Williams.

In a telephone conversation, David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed
decontamination/demobilization activities and verification sample results of the
north and south haul roads.

Decision was made by Williams to remove baghouse dust piled on treated soil in
bin 3 and stage on pad until analytical results are reviewed.

August 17
Williams submitted a demobilization status report.

Williams continued demobilization activities by moving the thermal treatment unit
to an off-site location, removed scrubber and control skid, pressure washed kiln
and trailer. Williams placed broken curb sections of the pad in their on-site
dumpster.

Williams removed baghouse dust {rom treated soil pile in bin 3; treated soil was
moved to north pile.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R136 and began
Event R137.

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R128 and R129.
Results were faxed to Lynda Priddy.

Philip received analytical data from Quanterra for verification samples collected on
the North and South portions of the site.
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August 18

Williams submitted a demobilization status report.

Williams stages baghouse along west side of feed soil pad, sample of baghouse
dust has been collected and submi‘ted for analysis by Williams.

' Philip collected Ambient Air Monitoring Event R137 and began Event R138.

Philip received analytlcal results for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R130, R131,
and R132.

Philip faxed analytical data of the North and South verification samples to Lynda
Priddy.

August 19

~ Williams has dismantled the stack. The majority of Williams’ equlpment and

supplies have been loaded in trailers or moved off-site.
Philip collected Ambient Air Monitoring Event R138 and set up Event R139.

Philip received results of reported analytical results from sample VISC-01
collected from base material under discharge from stacking conveyor.

August 20 _
No decontamination/demobilization activities were conducted.
Philip photo documented status of decontamination activities on the treatment pad.

Philip collected Ambient Air Monitoring Event R139 and set up Event R140.
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August 21

Williams submitted a demobilization status report.

Williams removed control trailer and began pressure washing treatment pad. Soil
from the pad was placed in 55 gallon drums. Williams washed floor in storage/tool
shed. ' '

Williams having trouble getting sample results from Laucks for baghouse and soil.
They re-sampled baghouse dust from augers and the soil/lbaghouse dust removed
from treated soil in bin 3. Samples were sent to Quanterra for analysis.

Philip received analytical resuits for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R131 and
R132.

In a telephone conversation between Jeff Kaestner and Lynda Priddy the following
topics were discussed:

o EPA will review the verification sample results and the statistical analysis;

e EPA approved discontinuing the use of data ram for continuous dust
monitoring. PM-10 sampling will continue; and
e status of demobilization.

Philip submitted statistical analysis of verification sample results to EPA for
review.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Sample results from Laucks for baghouse dust and soil/dust removed from treated
soil in bin 3. '

ANALYTICAL DATA

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R126 through
R132, preliminary soil sample results, and verification soil sample results.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Williams will continue demobilization activities, including pressure washing the
treatment pad and ecology blocks. Backfilling activities may begin.
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 22, 1995

CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours, -

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

S A T
Jeffrey A. Kaestner, ELT.
Site Supervisor
Environmental Engineer
DWE/dwe /WK0823.DOC

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabzth }iill (BNRR)
Tom Backer (Preston Gates and Ellis)

‘_ . | David Eagleton (Philip)
Jack Lane (Williams)
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August 29, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
August 22 through August 28, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This

report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-
106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

August 22

‘Williams submitted & demobilization status report.

Williams continued decontamination of the treatment pad. Soil generated through
cleaning of the waste feed side was being drummed and staged near the south
entrance to the waste feed pad. Soil from the treated soil side of the pad was
placed on plastic near the south entrance to the treated soil side of pad.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from August 15 through August 21, 1995.

As requested, Philip-submitted preliminary samble location sketches and data for
the additional excavation areas to Lynda Priddy (EPA).

PRILIP ENVIRGNIENTAL SERVICTS COPPORATION
S0 Wingt © nnle ik Boud » r’O Pu 500 Cotarnisia, U 62036 G
1‘L1B’ 29107175 - Aoﬂﬂj T8 e Fas (610) ZR1-51M0
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 29, 1995

Lynda Priddy issued a letter to BNRR summarizing issues discussed with
representatives from Philip and Williams on August 15, 1995.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R141 and began
Event R142.

August 23

Williams submitted a demobibization status report.

Williams continued decontamination procedures by pressure washing ecology
blocks on the treated soil side of the pad. They received EPA approval to
discharge treated water from tank 3 onto soil.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R142 and began
Event R143.

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R134, R135, and
R136. Results for monitoring events R-130 through R-136 were faxed to Lynda
Priddy.

In telephone conversations between Lynda Priddy and Jeff Kaestner the following
topics were discussed:

EPA schedule for reviewing verification sample data;

location and results of preliminary-samples; -

EPA review of analysis of soil and water samples submitted by Williams;

scheduled EPA site visit on Monday, 8/28/95;
approval to discharge water in treated tank 3; and
soil/baghouse dust not approved by EPA for on-site disposal.
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 29, 1995

August 24

Williams submitted a demobilization status report.

Williams continued decontamination procedures by pressure washing pad and
ecology blocks on both treated soil and waste feed sides. Williams also removed

baghouse dust from augers. Williams began to remove bags to wash baghouse.

Williams issued a letter describing the plan for removal and disposal of baghouse
dust to the EPA.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R143 and began
Event R144, -

August 25
Williams submitted demobilization status report.

Williams prepared baghouse for removal of bags by opening top access doors and
tube sheet rings.

Philip collected Ambient Air Monitoring Event R144 and began Event R145.

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R137, R138,
R139, and R140.

Philip issued a draft letter to Lynda Priddy providing the information she requested
on August 23, 1995, regarding soil sampling in the NV10 area.

August 26

Williams submitted demobilization status report.
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 29, 1995

Williams removed bags and pressure washed baghouse, placing soil/baghouse dust
from bin #3 into drums. Williams also collected a treated water sample from tank
#3 and sent to Laucks.

Philip collected Ambient Air Monitoring Event R145 and set up Event R146.
Results of analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring R137, R138, R139, and
R140 were faxed to Lynda Priddy.

August 27

Williams checked on dust control measures and wet the area around the baghouse.” =

No other site activities.

Ambient Air Monitoring Event R147 is blank because there were no scheduled site
activities.

August 28
Williams submitted demobilization status report.

Williams continued decontamination procedures by washing the treatment pad.

‘Philip collected Ambient Air Monitoring Event R146.

Lynda Priddy and Jeff Kaestner met on-site and discussed the following topics:

o  Philip/BNRR still waiting for Williams to obtain requested information from
Weststate for carbon profile;

e reviewed sampling approach and walked the site;

e Air Monitoring (PM-10) will be performed every third day at perimeter
locations during scheduled backfill activities;

¢ EPA wishes to talk to Philip’s sample technician about collection of
verification samples SV12 and NV10;

e EPA discussion with Williams concerning pad decontamination activities; and
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
August 29, 1995

e EPA not requiring Ambient Air Monitoring after backfill activities are
complete.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES
None
ANALYTICAL DATA

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R130 through
R140.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD
Williams will continue demobilization activities. Backfilling may begin.

CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

i

Jeffrey A. Kaestner, E.IT.
Site Supervisor
Environmental Engineer
DWE/dwe /WK0328.DOC

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Tom Backer (Preston Gates and Ellis)
David Eagleton (Philip)
Todd Deas (Williams)
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SENVIRONMENTAL:

Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
August 29 through September 4, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 1087-03-18-

(’

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

August 29
Williams submitted a demobilization status report.

Williams continued décontamination procedures on the treatment pad and pressure
washed ecology blocks. ) '

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from August 22 through August 28, 1995.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R148 and began
Event R149.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road ¢ 0. Box 230 « Cotumbia, IL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 « (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
September 5, 1995

August 30
Williams submitted a demobilization status report.

Williams continued decontamination procedures on the treatment pad and
completed pressure washing the ecology blocks.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R149 and began
Event R150.

August 31
Williams submitted a demobilization status report.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R150 and began
Event R151.

Philip received analytical data for- Ambient Air Monitoring Event R141, R142,
R143, and R144.

Williams spent the majority of the day loading trucks with demobilized thermal

- treatment equipment at an off site location.. Williams began removal of baghouse

bags from their cages. Williams cleaned the sump-on the treated soil side of pad
and also the area around the sump near where the primary treatment unit had been
located.

In a telephone conversation with Lynda Priddy, David Eagleton (Philip) received
verbal USEPA approval that based on verification sample results, soil removal was

“complete on the entire north and south areas of the site, excluding the isolated haul

road area adjacent to the northwest portion of the waste feed pad.

" In a telephone conversation, Jeff Kaestner and Lynda Pnddy (EPA) discussed the

following:

e Williams cleaning the pad sump areas;

e decontamination close to completion on the treated soil holding pad;
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(‘ Ms. Lynda Priddy
; September S, 1995

o dust control and removal of debris during backfill operations (scheduled to
begin Tuesday, September Sth); and

¢ backfilling schedule.

September 1

Williams submitted a demobilization status report.
Williams continued removing baghouse bags from cages.
Philip collected Ambient Air Monitoring Event R151.

Results for monitoring events R-141 through R-144 were faxed to Lynda Priddy.

September 2-4

No site activities.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Progress of treatment pad decontamination and demobilization slowed because of
limited Williams crew. :

ANALYTICAL DATA

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R141 through
R144.
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
September 5, 1995

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD
Backfill operations may begin.
CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely youré,

"ENVIRON2 AL SERVICES CORPORATION

David W. Eagletgn
Project Manager
Environmental Engineer
DWE/dwe /WK0905.D0C

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Tom Backer (Preston Gates and Ellis)
Greg Koester (Philip)
Jack Lane (Williams)
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ENVIRONMENTAL::

September 12, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
‘ September 5 through September 11 1995 -
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order

Number 1087-03-18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

September 5
Williams continued decontamination procedures on the treatment pad.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from August 29 through September 4, 1995.

Philip began Ambient Air Monitoring Event R152.

Philip began groundwater monitoring.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVIGES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road « P.O. Box 230 « Columbia, iL 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 » (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
September 12, 1995

September 6

Ken Leingang Excévating, Inc., (Leingang), subcontracted by Williams, began
backfilling.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R152 and began
Event R153. '

Philip continued groundwater monitoring.

B.J. Bartee (Williams) faxed Lynda Priddy and Greg Koester (Philip) a copy of the
analytical data for the treated water sample collected from Frac Tank #3.

In a telephone conversation, Lynda Priddy and Greg Koester discussed the
analytical data for the treated water sample collected from Frac Tank #3.

September 7

Leingang continued backfilling operations.

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R153.

Philip completed groundwater monitoring, |

Greg Koester and Lynda Priddy discussed the following project related topics:

e Williams’ limited number of on-site personnel and the slow progress of
pad cleanup activities;

e groundwater monitoring;

e Lynda Priddy requested a draft outline of the Soil Treatment Final
Report; '

e USEPA recently issued a new Woods Industries Fact Sheet; and
e Frac Tank water results which Williams had faxed to Lynda Priddy.
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
September 12, 1995

September 8

Leingang continued backfilling operations.

September 9-10

" No site activities.

September 11
Leingang continued backfilling operations.

Williams continued pad cleanup activities. Williams placed dust removed from the
baghouse in 55-gallon drums. :

Williams faxed a letter to the City of Yakima Wastewater Treatment Division
requesting authorization to discharge approximately 18,000 gallons of treated
water in Frac Tank #3 to the sewer.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip faxed Lynda Priddy a draft outline of the Soil
Treatment Final Report.

Philip began Ambient Air Monitoring Event R154.




Page 4
Ms. Lynda Priddy
September 12, 1995

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

Progress of treatment pad decontamination slowed because of small number of
personnel in Williams’ crew at the site.

ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for the treated water sample collected from Frac
Tank #3.

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Axr Monitoring Events R145 through
R150.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD
Continue backfilling, air monitoring, and pad cieanup activities.
CLOSING .

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,

P ENVIRO @

24

VICES CORPORATION

Environmental Engmeer

DWE/dwe /WEEK0912.D0C

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Tom Backer (Preston Gates & Ellis)
Greg Koester (Philip)
Jack Lane (Williams)



September 19, 1995
Project 12883088

Ms. Lynda Priddy

On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Priddy:

Subject: Weekly Status Report
September 12 through September 18, 1995
Woods Industries Site
Yakima, Washington

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR), Philip Environmental -
Services Corporation (Philip) hereby submits the weekly status report for soil
treatment activities at the Woods Industries Site during the above period. This
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order

Number 1087-03-18-106.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

September 12

Williams continued decontamination procedures on the treatment pad. Treated |
water from Frac Tank #3 was discharged to the sanitary sewer in accordance with
the permit from the local sewer district.

Ken Leingang Excavating, Inc. (Lemgang) subcontracted by Wllhams continued
backfilling activities.

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment
activities conducted from September 5 through September 11, 1995.

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R154.

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION
210 West Sand Bank Road « P.0. Box 230 * Columbia, 1L 62236-0230
(618) 281-7173 » (800) 733-7173 « Fax (618) 281-5120
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September 13
Williams continued decontamination procedures on the treatment pad.
Leingang continued backfilling treated soil. All cobbles have been backfilled on

site. Debris removed from cobbles were staged on plastic and covered awaiting
final off-site disposal.

September 14

Williams continued decontamination procedurés on the treatment pad. Williams
also excavated the ‘hot’ spot on the north haul road located immediately north of
the waste feed side of the pad. The excavated soil was staged in a rolloff box to

determine treatment and/or disposal options. Philip subsequently collected one

composite preliminary sample from the excavation and one preliminary sample on
the haul road just north of the excavation.

Leingang continued backfilling treated soil.

Philip began Ambient Air Monitoring Event R155.

September 15
Williams continued decontamination procedures on the treatment pad.
Leingang continued backfilling operations.

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R155.

" In a telephone conversation, Dave Lawrence (Philip) and Lynda Priddy agreed that

sufficient ambient air monitoring has been collected; therefore, ambient air
monitoring is no longer required.




Page 3
Ms. Lynda Priddy
September 19, 1995

September 16 and 17

No site activities.

September 18 -
Leingang continued backfilling operations.
Williams continued decontamination procedures on the treatment pad.

Philip received preliminar'y sample results for samples collected from the recent
excavation for the north haul road. Analytical data indicates concentrations below
cleanup levels. As a result, Philip collected one composite verification sample
from the excavation. Williams subsequently backfilled the excavation to allow for
demobilization of the baghouse.

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES

No problems or difficulties were encountered.

ANALYTICAL DATA

Williams received analytical data for the treated water sample collected from Frac
Tank #3.

Philip received preliminary sample results for samples collected from the recent
excavation for the north haul road. Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air
Monitoring Events R152 and R153.

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Complete backfilling and continue pad cleanup activities.
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Ms. Lynda Priddy
September 19, 1995

CLOSING

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to
contact me at (618) 281-7173.

Sincerely yours,

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION

Sy~

Greg A. Koester
Project Engineer

GAK/dwe /WEEK0919DOC

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR)
Tom Backer (Preston Gates & Ellis)
David W. Eagleton (Philip) -
Jack Lane (Williams)
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