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• -UNITED STATES 
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REGION 10 

U.S. EPA Region 10 
CERCLA 
Docket No. 1087-03-18-106 
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-R4-6„eze, 
/ON 'Yr 

10 

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON 
CONSENT FOR REMOVAL RESPONSE 
ACTIVITIES 

I. JURISDICTION AND GENERAL PROVISIONS  _ 

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. SS 9606(a) and 9622, as amended 

("CERCLA"), and delegated to the Administrator of the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") by Executive Order No. 

12580, January 23, 1987, 52 Federal Register  2923, and further 

delegated to 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 

the EPA Region 10 Chief, Superfund Response and Investigations 



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 provides for the performance of removal 

actions by Respondent and the reimbursement of response costs 

incurred by the United States in connection with the property 

located at 1 East King Street in Yakima, Washington, and known as 

10 the "Woods Industries Site". This Order requires the Respondent to 

11 conduct removal actions described herein to abate an imminent and 

12 substantial endangerment to the public health, welfare or the 

13 environment that may be presented by the actual or threatened 

11( 	elease of hazardous substances at or from the Woods Industries 

15 Site. 

16 	1.3 EPA has notified the State of Washington of thisaction 

17, pursuant to section I06(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9606(a). 

18 	1.4 	Respondent's participation in this Order shall not 

19 constitute or be construed as an admission of liability or of EPA's 

20 findings or determinations Contained in this Order except in a 

21 proceeding to enforce the terms of .this Order. Respondent agrees 

22 to comply with and be bound by the terms of this Order. Respondent 

23 further agrees that it will not contest the basis or validity of 

24 this Order or its terms. 

25 

26 
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II. pARTIE8 BOUND 

2.1 This Order applies to and is binding upon EPA, and upon 

Respondent and its directors, 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 Order. Respondent shall be responsible for 

any noncompliance by such persons. 

II/. 7INDINOg Or PACT 

3.1 The Woods Industries facility (hereinafter the "Woods 

site," "site" or "facility"), is a facility as defined in Section 

101(9) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9109(9), and a former pesticide 

formulation and distribution operation located in the city of 

Yakima, Washington. The site is the areal extent of contamination 

that consists 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 are located in Fort Worth, Texas. The 
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iling address of BNR for purposes of this order is: 

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 expired 

and was not renewed. Woods no longer occupies the- site. No 

current operation is present at the site. BNR now controls the 

site. 

Bruce Sheppard 
Manager, Environmental Engineering 
Burlington Northern Railroad Company 
2200 First Interstate Center 
999 Third Avenue 
Seattle, WA. 98104-1105 

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. 
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3.6 Pursuant to an Administrative Order on Consent for 

2 Immediate Response and Stabilization Activities issued by EPA and 

3 dated December 6, 1985 (Order No. 1085-10-02-106), BNR was ordered 

4 to perform several actions, including: restricting access to the 

5 property, securing pools or solid spills within the buildings of 

6 the property, securing drums and bottled chemicals on the property 

7 to prevent release of their contents, and securing the entrances 

8 and lower windows of buildings on the property. 

9 	 3.7 In addition to these actions, the order required BNR 

.0 to: analyze the on-site groundwater well and provide to EPA 

information on the casing, screening and depth of that well; 

.2 further investigate the extent of hazardous substance contamination 

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

vestigate pathways for contamination migration. 

1.5 	 3.8 The above-mentioned actions were undertaken with the 

6 knowledge that more extensive response actions would be required to 

.7 address the significant and varied environmental hazards at this 

8 facility. 

L9 	 3.9 	BNR contracted with Morrison-Knudsen Engineers, 

:0 Incorporated (hereinafter "MKE") to implement the actions required 

:1 by the December 6, 1985 Consent Order. 	MKE conducted site 

!2 characterization studies from July through October 1987 covering 

:3 air, surface water, soil, and shallow groundwater investigations. 

:4 The findings and conclusions from those studies are contained in 

:5 the following documents which have been reviewed and accepted by 

:6 EPA: 1) a Preliminary Site Characterization Report prepared by MICE 

d• dated March 1987; 2) a letter addressed to Jeff Webb of EPA, 
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ted March 28, 1988; 3) a letter addressed to Jeff Webb, EPA, 

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 buildings 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 

moval Response Activities issued by EPA and dated January 4, 1993 

(Order No.' 1087-03-18-106), BNR was ordered to demolish and dispose 

of buildings formerly used for pesticides formulation and to 

dispose of miscellaneous debris on the site. Building demolition 

and disposal was completed in February 1993. 

3.13 	The Remedial Investigation revealed extensive 

:0 contamination of the surface and subsurface soils at the site. The 

:1 hazardous substances of greatest concern in the soils are 

:2 pesticides including DDT and Dieldrin, hexachlorobenzene, lead, 

:3 mercury, and arsenic. The main sources of this contamination 

!it appears to be past waste disposal units including a sump, a 

I5 washdown area, and a series of lagoons. Most of the contamination 

16411n site appears to be located in soils in and around these units. 

The contamination around these units extends from the surface to 

N31 
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concentrations of contaminants outside of these areas 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 

10 found in the soils including DDT, Dieldrin, and hexachlorobenzene. 

11 The highest concentrations of chemicals found in groundwater on 

12 site are: DDT- 77 ppb; Dieldrin- 16 ppb; and hexachlorobenzene- 11 

13 ppb. Highest concentrations of contaminants were found in the 

pper portion of the aquifer in the area of greatest soil 

15 contamination. Concentrations of contaminants in the ground water 

16 decreases with depth. 

17 	 3.15 The Remedial Investigation found that the depth to 

18 groundwater under the site varies seasonally by 5 to 8 feet in 

19 response to irrigation in the Yakima Valley. The groundwater table 

20 is lowest in late winter/early spring and rises rapidly with the 

21 onset of irrigation. The groundwater table reaches its maximum 

22 elevation in late summer/early fall. In late summer, the Remedial 

23 Investigation found high levels of contamination in soils just 

24 above the groundwater table, which represent the deepest soil 

25 samples taken to date. Soil contamination is suspected to be 

26 present below the seasonal high groundwater table. It is likely 

at groundwater is being contaminated each year as the groundwater 
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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 



table rises into soils containing elevated concentrations of 

hazardous substances. 

3.16 Conditions presently exist at the site that may 

present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health 

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  

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

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

12 	contain high concentrations of DDT, Dieldrin, Hexachlorobenzene, 

13 	and other hazardous substances, which may migrate off-site 

through wind blown dusts and soils. The concentrations of some 

15 	chemicals exceed the State of Washington cleanup standards for 

16 	soils in industrial areas. 	For example the highest 

17 	concentration of DDT in soil is 1,000 times the state cleanup 

18 	standard. There are two businesses directly adjacent to the 

19 	site. 

20 	 B. 	Actual or potential exposure to nearby human 

21 	population, animals, or the food chain from hazardous substances 

22 	or pollutants or contaminants - Although the property is fenced 

23 	and site access is restricted, there is a threat of trespassers 

24 	coming into direct contact with contaminated soils. There is 

25 	also a threat of contaminated soils migrating 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. 
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Many of the pesticides found on-site are also known to cause 

nervous system disorders and liver diseases. 

C. Actual or potential contamination of drinking water 

supplies or sensitive ecosystems - The pollutants overlie a 

local drinking water aquifer. Concentrations of Endrin in 

monitoring wells on-site are above the MCL. Concentrations of 

Hexachlorobenzene are above the proposed non-zero MCLO. 

Concentrations of pesticides which have no established MCL or 

MCIA such as DDT and Dieldrin exceed '  state promulgated 

groundwater cleanup standards. 

3.18 DDT is a chlorinated organic pesticide, which together 

with its metabolites DDD and ODE, is very persistent in the 

environment. DDT, DDD, and DDE are probable human carcinogens. 

Exposure to DDT can also result in adverse impacts to the central 

nervous system including excitability, tremors, and seizures. 

3.19 Dieldrin is resistant to biodegradation and abiotic 

degradation and therefore can accumulate in the environment. 

Dieldrin is a probable human carcinogen. In high doses, Diildrin 

is a neurotoxin that affects the central nervous system and can 

produce tremors, convulsions, coma, and even death. Short-term 

exposure can result in symptoms such as headaches, dizziness, 

irritability, loss of appetite, and convulsions. 

3.20 Hexachlorobenzene is a probable carcinogen. Long-term 

exposure can 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. S 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. S 9601(14). 

10 	 (C) The Respondent is a "person" as defined by section 

11 101(21) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9601(21). 

12 	 4.2 Respondent is liable under section 107(a) of CERCLA, 

13 42 U.S.C. S 9607(a) as the "owner" of the facility, as defined by 

ection 101(20) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9661(20), and within the 

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

16 	 4.3 The conditions described in the Findings of Fact above 

17 constitute an actual or threatened "release" into the "environment" 

18 as defined by sections 101(8) and (22) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 

19 SS 9601(8) and (22). 

20 	 4.4 The conditions present at the facility constitute a 

21 threat to public health, welfare, or the environment based upon the 

22 factors set forth in the National Oil and Hazardous substances 

23 Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. S 300.415(b)(2). 

24 	 4.5 	The actual or threatened release of hazardous 

25 substances from the Site may present an imminent and substantial 

26 endangerment to the public health, welfare, or the environment 

ithin the meaning of section 106(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 
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V. ORDER  

5.1 Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, Conclusions 

of Law, Determinations, and the Administrative Record for this 

Site, it is hereby ordered and agreed that Respondent shall comply 

10 with the following provisions, including but not limited to all 

11 attachments, all documents incorporated by reference, and all 

12 schedules and deadlines attached to, or incorporated by reference 

13 into this Order, and perform the following actions: 

t. 	 5.2 Designation of Contractor, Project Coordinator. and On- 

15 Scene Coordinator.  Respondent shall perform the work itself or 

16 retain a contractor(s) to implement this removal action. 

17 Respondent shall notify EPA of Respondent's qualifications or the 

18 name(s) and qualification(s) of such contractor(s) within five (5) 

19 days of the effective date of this Order. •Respondent shall also 

20 notify EPA of the name(s) and qualification(s) of any other 

21 contractor(s) or subcontractor(s) retained to perform work under 

22 this Order at least five (5) days prior to commencement of such 

23 work. EPA retains the right to disapprove of any, or all, of the 

24 contractors and/or subcontractors retained by the Respondent. If 

25 EPA disapproves of a contractor selected by the Respondent, 

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

1.ollowing EPA's disapproval and shall notify EPA of that 
281 CONSENT ORDER - Page 11 of 34 

606(a). 

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. 



211 	United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 10 

221 	Washington Operations Office 
C/O Washington Department Of Ecology 

231 	P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98604-7600 

25 

ontractor's name and qualifications within five (5) days of EPA's 

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, address, telephone number, and 

qualifications to EPA. To the greatest extent possible, the 

Project Coordinator shall be present on site or readily available 

10 during site work. EPA retains the right to disapprove of any 

11 Project Coordinator named by the Respondent. If EPA disapproves of 

12 a selected Project Coordinator, Respondent shall retain a different 

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

1.1ualifications within five (5) days following EPA's disapproval. 

151 Receipt by Respondent's Project Coordinator of any notice or 

16 communication from EPA relating to this Order shall constitute 

17 receipt by Respondent. 

18 	 5.4 The EPA has designated Bob Kievit of Region 10 as its 

19 On-Scene Coordinator (OSC). 	Respondent shall direct all 

20 submissions required by this Order to the OSC at: 

OSC or Project Coordinator. EPA shall notify the Respondent, and 

lespondent shall notify EPA, five (5) days before such a change is 
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( 	made. The initial notification may be orally made but it shall be 

2 promptly followed by a written notice. (See Section VI - Authority 

3 of the EPA On-scene Coordinator). 

4 	 5.5 Work to Be Performed.  Pursuant to Section 106(a) of 

5 CERCLA, 42 U.S.C., Part 9606(a), as amended, Respondent shall 

6 conduct all removal activities in accordance with the requirements 

7 of this order. The removal action shall include the excavation and 

8 treatment of contaminated soils. Because of the immediate need to 

9 excavate soils prior to the next seasonal rise of the groundwater 

10 table (estimated to begin in early spring) and because of the long 

11 lead time needed to develop adequate work plans for soil treatment 

12 and to procure an appropriate soil treatment vendor, the removal 

13 will proceed in two phases. 	The first phase will include 

excavation and temporary storage of all soils on site that contain 

15 hazardous substances greater than the cleanup standards established 

16 for the site. The first phase shall be conducted in accordance 

17 with the Work Plan in Attachment ,A and in the Schedule of 

18 Deliverables in Attachment B, which are attached and incorporated 

19 in this Consent Order. 

20 	The second phase of the removal will include thermal treatment 

21 of all soils excavated in Phase I in accordance with the treatment 

22 standards established for the site. The second phase shall be 

23 conducted in accordance with the Schedule of Deliverables 

24 (Attachment B) and with the Scope of Work and the Work Plan that 

25 will be developed under and will be incorporated into this order 

when approved by EPA. 

All such removal activities shall be conducted in accordance 
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..M.1% hi 

with CERCLA, the NC?, and EPA guidance. 	 • 

5.6 ligEt_EAgLADIL_Implamlat:ca2n. The Respondent has 

3 'submitted to EPA, an approved Final Work Plan (Attachment A) for the 
1 

4 lexcavation and temporary storage of contaminated soils. The Work 
, 

5 i Plan provides a description of, and an expeditious schedule for, 

6 i the activities required by Phase 1 of this Order. Within thirty 
, 

7 ! (30) days after the effective date of this order, the Respondent 

8 !shall submit to EPA for approval a draft Scope of Work for 

9 iconducting thermal treatment on the soils excavated in Phase 1. 
I'  

10 The  draft Scope of Work shall provide a description, and 

11 'expeditious schedule for the activities required by Phase 2 of this 

12 Order.' 
: 13 	5.7 EPA may approve, disapprove, require revisions to, or 

IL !modify the draft Scope of Work or Work Plan submitted for Phase 2. 
! 	• 

15 ;If EPA requires revisions, respondent shall submit_a revised draft 

16 ;Scope of Work or Work Plan which is responsive to EPA comments 

17 
1
within thirty (30) days of receipt of EPA's notification.  of the 

; 
18 irequired revisions. Failure to do so will be considered violation 

19 of :this order. Respondent shall implement the Scope of Work for 

20 'Phase 2 and Work Plans for Phase 1 and 2 as finally approved in 

21 iwriting by EPA in accordance with the schedule approved by EPA. 

22 The approved Work Plans and Schedule shall be fully enforceable 

23 Mader this Order. Respondent shall notify EPA in writing at least 
i 

24 148 hours prior to performing any on-site work pursuant to an EPA- 

25 approved Work Plan. Respondent shall not commence or undertake any 
, 

6 !removal actions at the Site without prior EPA approval. 

410 
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1 	 5.8 Health and Safety Plan.  Ten (10) days before Respondent 

2 commences any removal action, or with the approval of the osc if 

3 less then 10 days, the Respondent shall submit for EPA review and 

4 comment a plan that ensures the protection of the public health and 

5 safety during performance of on-site work under this Order. This 

6 plan shall be prepared in accordance with EPA's Standard Operating 

7 Safety Guide, -dated November 1984, and updated July 1988. The plan 

8 shall comply with applicable Occupational Safety and Health 

9 Administration (OSHA) regulations found at 29 C.F.R. Part 1910, 

.0 dated March 6, 1989. In addition, the plan shall also comply with 

.1 all applicableWashington Industrial Safety and Health Act (WSW 

.2 regulations found at WAC Chapter S 296-62. If EPA determines that 

.3 it is appropriate, the plan shall also include contingency 

4 lanning. Respondent shall incorporate all changes to the plan 

recommended by EPA, and implement the plan during the removal 

.6 action. 

.7 	 5.9 Ouality Assurance and Sampling.  All sampling and 

.8 analyses performed pursuant to this Order shall conform to EPA 

.9 direction, approval, and guidance regarding sampling, quality 

:0 assurance/quality control (QA/QC), data validation, and chain of 

:1 custody procedures. Respondent shall ensure that the laboratory 

:2 used to perform the analyses participates in a QA/QC program that 

:3 complies with the appropriate EPA guidance. Respondent shall 

:4 follow the following documents as appropriate as guidance for QA/QC 

:5 and sampling: "Quality Assurance/Quality Control Guidance for 

:6 Removal Activities: Sampling QA/QC Plan and Data Validation 

7 	ocedures," OSWER Directive Number 9360.4-01; "Environmental 
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esponse Team Standard Operating Procedures," OSWER Directive 

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. 

10 	5.11 Upon request by EPA, Respondent shall allow EPA or its 

11 authorized representatives to take split and/or duplicate samples 

12 of any samples collected by Respondent while performing work under 

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

ays in advance of any sample .  collection activity, or with the 

15 approval of the OSC if less than five (5) days. EPA shall have the 

16 right to take any additional samples that it deems necessary. 

17 	5.12 Respondent shall submit to EPA the results of all 

18 sampling or tests and all other data generated by Respondent or its 

19 contractor(s), or on the Respondent's behalf during implementation 

20 of this Order. This information shall be submitted to EPA, as it 

21 becomes available, in the written progress reports and shall be 

22 summarized in the final report submitted pursuant to paragraph 

23 5.16. 

24 	5.13 Post-Removal Site Control.  To the extent practicable, 

25 'Respondent shall provide for post-removal site control consistent 

with the NCP, 40 C.F.R. S 300.415(k) and OSWER Directive 9360.2-02. 

277y Respondent shall provide EPA with documentation indicating that 
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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 preceding 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. 

40 5.15 Respondent and any Successor(s) in title shall, at least 

5 30 days prior to the conveyance of any interest in real property at 

6 the site, give written notice of this Order to the transferee and 

7 written notice to EPA and the State of the proposed conveyance, 

8 including the name and address of the transferee. The party 

9 conveying such an interest shall require that the transferee comply 

0 with Paragraph 5.17 - Access to Property and Information. 

1 	5.16 Final Report. Within thirty (30) days after completion 

2 of the removal action required under this Order, the Respondent 

3 shall submit for EPA review and approval a final report summarizing 

4 the actions taken to comply with this Order. The final report 

5 shall conform, at a minimum, with the requirements set forth in the 

6 •CP, 40 C.F.R. S 300.165 entitled "OSC Reports". The final report 

7 	all include a good faith estimate of total costs or statement of 
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Al,tual costs incurred in complying with the Order, a listing of 
I 

quantities and types of materials removed, a discussion of removal 

1 

3 and disposal options considered for those materials, a listing of 

4 the ultimate destination of those materials, a presentation of the 

5 analytical results of all sampling and analyses performed, and 

6 

7 

8 

accompanying appendices containing all available relevant 

documentation generated during the removal action (e.g.,  manifests, 

invoices, bills, contracts, and permits). All relevant 

9 	 th documentation not available when e final report is submitted 

0 shall be submitted to EPA as soon as it becomes available. The 

1 final report shall also include the following certification signed 

2 by a person who supervised or directed the preparation of that 

3 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 

I 

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

:3 areas, and provide access to all records and documentation related 

to the conditions at the Site and the activities conducted pursuant 

5 to this Order. Such access shall be provided to EPA employees, 

:6 ntractors e - agents, consultants, designees, representatives, and 

tate of Washington representatives. These individuals shall be 
i 
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•rmitted to move freely at the Site and appropriate off-site areas 

2 in order to conduct activities which EPA determines to be 

3 necessary. Respondent shall submit to EPA the results of all 

4 sampling or tests and all other data generated by Respondent or its 

5 contractor(s), or on the Respondent's behalf during implementation 

6 of this Order. 

7 	5.18 Where work under this Order is to be performed in areas 

8 owned by or in possession of someone other than Respondent, 

9 Respondent shall use its best efforts to obtain all necessary 

0 access agreements within thirty (30) days after the effective date 

.1 of this Order, or as otherwise specified in writing by the .OSC. 

.2 Respondent shall immediately notify EPA if after using its best 

3 efforts it is unable to obtain such agreements. Respondent shall 

- scribe in writing' its efforts to obtain access. EPA may then 

%5 -assist Respondent in gaining access, to the extent, necessary to 

.6 effectuate the response activities described herein, using such 

.7 means as EPA deems appropriate. 

.8 	5.19 	Record Retention, Documentation. Availability of  

.9 Information. 	Respondent shall preserve all documents and 

to information relating to work performed under this Order, or 

!1 relating to the hazardous substances found on or released from the 

!2 Site, for at least ten years following completion of the removal 

!3 actions required by this Order. At the end of this ten year period 

!4 and 30 days before any document or information is destroyed, 

:5 Respondent shall notify EPA that such documents and information are 

!6 .vailable to EPA for inspection, and upon request, shall provide 

e7' se originals or copies of such documents and information to EPA. 
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Illt 
I" In addition, Respondent shall provide documents and information 

2 etained under this section at any time before expiration of the 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

2 

28 

ten year period at the written request of EPA. 

5.20 Respondent may assert a business confidentiality clai 

pursuant to 40 C.F.R. S 2.203(b) with respect to part or all of ay 

information submitted to EPA pursuant to this Order, provided such 

claim is allowed by section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 

S 9604(e)(7). Analytical and other data specified in section 

104(e)(7)(F) of CERCLA shall not be claimed as confidential by the 

Respondent. EPA shall only disclose information covered by a 

business confidentiality claim to the extent permitted by, and by 

means of the procedures set forth at, 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B. 

If no such claim accompanies the information when it is received by 

A, EPA may make it available to the public without further notice 

to Respondent. 

5.21 Respondent shall maintain a running log of privileged

documents on a document-by-document basis, containing the date, 

author(s), addressee(s), subject, the privilege or grounds claimed 

(e.a.,  attorney work product, attorney-client), and the factual 

basis for assertion of the privilege. Respondent shall keep the 

"privilege log" on file and available for inspection. EPA may at 

any time challenge claims of privilege through negotiations or 

otherwise as provided by law or the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure. 
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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. S 9621(d)(3).) 

5.23 Compliance With Other Laws.  All actions required 

pursuant to this Order shall be performed in accordance with all 

applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulations except as 

10 provided in CERCLA section 121(e) and 40 C.F.R. section 300.415(i). 

11 In accordance with 40 C.F.R. section 300.415(i), all on-site 

12 actions required pursuant to this Order shall, to the extent 

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

I. 	e situation, attain applicable or relevant and appropriate 

15 requirements - (ARARs) under federal environmental, state 
_ 

16 environmental, or facility siting laws ("The Superfund Removal 

17 Procedure for Consideration of ARARs for Removal Actions," OSWER 

18 Directive No. 9360.3-02, August 1991). 

19 	5.24 Emeraency Response and Notification of Releases.  If any 

20 incident, or change in site conditions, during the activities 

21 conducted pursuant to this Order causes or threatens to cause an 

22 additional release of hazardous substances from the Site or an 

23 endangerment to the public health, welfare, or the environment, the 

24 Respondent shall immediately take all appropriate action to 

25 prevent, abate or minimize such release, or endangerment caused or 

2. threatened by the release. Respondent shall also immediately 

I 

27'- 	the OSC at (206) 753-9014 or, in the event of his/her 
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553-1263 of the incident or site conditions. 

5.25 In addition, in the event of an actual release of a 

4 hazardous substance, Respondent shall immediately notify the 

5 National Response Center at telephone number (800) 424-8802. 

6 Respondent shall submit a written report to EPA within seven (7) 

7 days after each release, setting forth the events that occurred and 

the measures taken or to •be taken to mitigate any release or 

endangerment caused or threatened by the release and to prevent the 

I 

10 reoccurrence of such a release. This reporting requirement is in 

11 addition to, not in lieu of, reporting under CERCLA section 103(c) 

12 and section 304 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-To- 

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

15 	 VI. AUTHORITY OF THE EPA ON-SCENE COORDINATOR 

16 	6.1 The OSC shall be responsible for overseeing the proper 

17 and complete implementation of this Order. The OSC shall have the 

18 authority vested in an OSC by the NCP, including the authority to 

19 halt, conduct, or direct any work required by this Order, or to 

20 direct any other response action undertaken by EPA or Respondent at 

21 the Site. Absence of the OSC from the Site shall not be cause for 

22 stoppage of work unless specifically directed by the OSC. 

23 EPA and Respondent shall have the right to change their designated 

24 OSC or Project Coordinator. EPA shall notify the Respondent, and 

25 Respondent shall notify EPA five (5) days before such a change is 

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

ollowed promptly by written notice. 
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VII. REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS 

7.1 Respondent shall reimburse EPA 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, 

10 1993, and under this Order, EPA will submit to Respondent a 

11 detailed accounting of all costs, incurred by and/or billed to the 

12 United States after the effective date of the original Consent 

13 Order in connection with response, oversight, and community 

1 	elations, costs and activities conducted by the United States 

15 government and its contractors and representatives with respect to 

16 the implementation of the original Administrative Consent Order, 

17 the Amended Administrative Consent Order, and this Order. 

18 	7.2 Respondent shall, within (60) days of receipt of the 

19 bill, remit a cashier's check, certified check, or corporate check 

20 for the amount of those costs made payable to the "Hazardous 

21 Substance Superfund" with a copy of such transaction sent to the 

22 EPA Project/On-Scene Coordinator. Remittances shall addressed to: 

231 	 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10 
Superfund Accounting 

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

25 

26 



12 

13 

15 

16 

L7 

18 

19 

:0 

:1 

:2 

:3 

!4 

15 

espondent shall simultaneously transmit a copy of the check to 
PA. 

Regional Hearing Clerk 
Office of Regional Counsel 
U.S. E.P.A. Region 10, SO-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 Order. 

7.3 Interest at the rate established under section 107(a) of 
. 	. 

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9607(a), shall begin to 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 item 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, Respondent 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 
:6 

8illilh  

'' 	e EPA OSC. Respondent shall ensure that the prevailing party or 
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VIII. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

8.1 The parties to this Order shall attempt to resolve, 

expeditiously and informally, any disagreements concerning this 

Order. If the Respondent objects to any EPA action taken pursuant 

to this Order, the Respondent shall 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 

reement is reached, it will be reduced to writing and will become 

fully enforceable part of this Order, If agreement cannot be 

reached.  on any issue within this seven (7) day period, 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 

01 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 

I :5 -pursuant to this section shall constitute a final agency action 

:6 iving rise to judicial review. 

7 
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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 

41 the performance is delayed by a force maieure.  For purposes of 

5 this Order, a force maieure is defined as any event arising from 

6 causes beyond the control of Respondent or of any entity controlled 

7 by Respondent, including but not limited to their contractors and 

8 subcontractors, that delays or prevents performance of any 

9 obligation under this Order despite Respondent's best efforts to 

10 fulfill the obligation. Force majeure does not include financial 

11 inability to complete the work or increased cost of performance. 

12 Respondent shall notify EPA orally within forty eight (48) hours 

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

r espondent become(s) or should have become aware of events that 
, 

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

16 causing the delay or anticipated delay; estimate the anticipated 

17 length of delay, including necessary demobilization and re- 

18 mobilization; state the measures taken or to be taken to minimize 

19 the delay; and estimate the timetable for implementation of the 

20 measures. Respondent shall take all reasonable measures to avoid 

21 and minimize the delay. Failure to comply with the provisions of 

22 this section shall waive any claim of force maieure by the 

23 Respondent. 

24 	9.2 If EPA determines a delay is or was attributable to a 

25 force maieure, the time period for performance under this Order 

26 shall be extended as deemed necessary by EPA. Such an extension , 

410 2 6  hall not alter Respondent's obligation to perform or complete 
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1! ther tasks required by the Order that are not directly affected by 

110  2 he force maieure.  

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

.0 

.1 

.2 

.3 

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 resolution under Section VIII of this 

Order unless EPA determines that the dispute resolution procedures 

were invoked by Respondent frivolously or in bad faith or for the 

purpose of delay. Stipulated penalties shall accrue commencing 

upon Respondent's receipt of an EPA written determination of 

sapproval, upon the failure of Respondent to meet the schedule 

I 

L5 specified in Attachment B of this Consent Order, or upon written_ 

6 notice from EPA to Respondent that a violation of this Order has 

occurred: 

At 	 A. Failure to submit the following major deliverables 

L9 and/or perform the following removal actions incompliance with the 

f0 requirements of this Consent Order, and in accordance with the 

:1 Schedules incorporated in the Work Plans and Schedule of 

f2 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 

M violation or delay, and up to $3,750 per day for the third week of 

I5 violation or delay and each day thereafter. 

f6 	 1) Begin Mobilization for Phase 1 project (soil 

excavation and temporary storage) 
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2) Complete Phase 1 project 

3) Submit draft Work Plan for Phase 2 project 

4) Begin Mobilization for Phase 2 project (soil 

treatment) 

5) Complete Phase 2 project 

10.2 	Subject to paragraph 10.1, EPA may require that 

Respondent shall pay into the Hazardous Substances Superfund the 

sums set forth above as stipulated penalties with a copy of such 

transaction sent to EPA Project/OSC Coordinator. Certified checks 

1 

LO or money orders shall be made out to the Hazardous Substances 

Li Superfund and specifically reference the identity of the Site and 

12 be addressed to: 

131 	 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10 
Superfund Accounting 
P.O. •Box 360903M 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15251. 

16 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 whether EPA has notified Respondent of a violation or act of 

.10 noncompliance. Respondent must perform the work even if stipulated 

11 penalties are assessed. 

.12 

!3 	 XI. RESERVATION OF RIGHTS  

14 	11.1 Nothing herein shall limit the power and authority of 

L5 EPA or the United States to take, direct, or order all actions 

t6 necessary to protect public health, welfare, or the environment or 

o prevent, abate, or minimize an actual or threatened release of 
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zardous substances, pollutants or contaminants, or hazardous or 

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 

OIL porto by the Respondent or their directors, officers, employees, 

agents, successors, representatives, assigns, contractors, or 

- 
consultants in carrying out activities pursuant to this Order. 

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. S 9606(a) and 

9607(a). 

12.3 This Order does not constitute a preauthorization of 

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

e Respondent waive(s) any claim to payment under sections 106(b), 
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IP 
- 1_11, and 112 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. SS 9606(b), 9611 and 9612, 

2 against the United States or the Hazardous Substances Superfund 

XIII. CONTRIBUTION 

13.1 With regard to claims for contribution against 

Respondent for matters addressed in this Order, the Parties hereto 

agree that the Respondent is entitled to such protection from 

contribution actions or claims to the extent provided by section 

113(f)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9613(f)(2). 

13.2 Nothing in this Order precludes Respondent from 

15 asserting any claims, causes of action or demands against any 

1 

16 persons not parties to this Order for indemnification, 

17 contribution, or cost recovery. 

18 

19 	 XIV. INDEMNIFICATION 

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 claims 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 

261 carrying out activities pursuant to this Order. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

arising out of any activity performed under this Order. 

12.4 No action or decision by EPA pursuant to this Order 

shall give rise to any right to judicial review except as set forth 

in section 113(h) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9613(h). 
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3(1 	
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 

5 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 

9' Respondent demonstrates by evidence satisfactory to EPA that any 

10 contractor or subcontractor maintains insurance equivalent 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 insurance described above which is not maintained by such 

1Wkontractor or subcontractor. 

15 

16 	 XVI. MODIFICATIONS  

17 	16.1 Modifications to any plan or schedule shall be made in 

18 writing by the OSC. Minor field modifications to any plan or 

19 schedule may be made in writing by the OSC, or at the OSC's oral 

.10 direction. If the OSC makes an oral modification, it will be 

memorialized in writing within seven (7) days; provided, however, 

!2 that the effective date of the modification shall be the date of 

:3 the OSC's oral direction. Any other requirements of the Order may 

:4 be modified by mutual agreement of the parties and shall be in 

:5 writing. 

:6 	16.2 If Respondent seeks permission to deviate from any 

4_proved Work Plan or schedule, Respondent's Project Coordinator 
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shall submit a written request to EPA for approval outlining the 

proposed Work Plan modification and its basis. 

16.3 No informal advice, guidance, suggestion, or comment by 

EPA regarding reports, plans, specifications, 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 

10 included in an approved plan are necessary to protect public 

11 health, welfare, or the environment, EPA will notify Respondent of 

12 that determination. Unless otherwise stated by EPA, within thirty 

13 days of receipt of notice from EPA that additional response 

illr1 - ctivities are necessary to protect public health, welfare, or the 

15 environment, Respondent shall submit for approval by EPA a work 

16 plan for the additional response activities. The plan shall 

17 conform to the applicable requirements of this Order. Upon EPA 

18 approval of the plan, Respondent shall implement the plan for 

19 additional response activities in accordance with the provisions 

20 and schedule contained therein. This section does not alter or 

11 diminish the OSC's authority to make oral modifications to any plan 

12 or schedule. 

13 

:4 

:5 

:6 

1110 
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I I  XVII. NOTICE OF COMPLETION 

17.1 When EPA determines, after EPA's review of the Final 

3 Report, that all work has been fully performed in accordance with 

4 this Order, with the exception of any continuing obligations 

5 required by this Order, EPA will provide notice to the Respondent. 

6 If EPA determines that any removal activities have not been 

7 completed in accordance with this Order, 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 implement the new and approved Work Plan and 

11 shall submit a modified Final Report in accordance_with the EPA 

12 notice. Failure by Respondent to implement this approved Work Plan 

13 shall be a violation of this Order. 

1 

15 	 XVIII. SEVERABILITY  

16 	18.1 If a court issues an order that invalidates any 

17 provision of this Order or finds that Respondent have sufficient 

18 cause not to comply with one or more provisions of this Order, 

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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101 Agreed 

11 

121 By 

13 

XIX. EFFECTIVE 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 authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of. this 

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

Title gl3tr. EP; VI MIA tHilley  PreJjecif...)  

15 

171 1993... 

18 

19 

20 BY:  K.A..tica a IA. 	DATE:  3130  
21 	-5ilae3ames M. Everts, Chief 

Superfund Response and Investigations Branch 
221 	Region 10 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
23 

24 

25 

26 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Schedule of Deliverables 

Activity 	 Deadline 

1. Begin mobilization for Phase 1 	 March 29, 1993 

2. Complete Phase 1 	 June 15, 1993 

3. Submit draft completion report for Phase 1 July 15, 1993 

4. Submit draft Scope for Work for Phase 2 	Thirty days after 
effective date of 
order 

5. 	Submit draft detailed Work Plan for . 	June 1, 1993 
soil treatment 

6. Award contract for soil treatment 	 30 days after EPA 
approval of work 
plan 

7. Begin mobilization for Phase 2 	 30 days after 

411/ 	 contract awarded 

8. Complete demonstration test and submit 	45 days after 
report 	 mobilization 

9. Complete Phase 2 	 1 year from 
effective data of 
order 

10. Submit final report 30 days after 
completing 
Phase 2 



Soil Treatment Final Report 
Woods Industries Site 
Yakima, Washington 

Volume I — Report and Appendices A Through D 

August 7, 1996 

Prepared for: 

BURLINGTON NORTHERN RAILROAD 
Seattle, Washington 

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION 
210 West Sand Bank Road 

Post Office Box 230 
Columbia, Illinois 62236-0230 

Project 12883088 
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APPENDIX B 

BNRR, Philip, Williams Correspondence to and from USEPA 



• 

BURLINGTON 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

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 

November 5, 1993 
Project 12883088 

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 ‘Vest Sand Bank Road • Columbia, IL 62236-0330 

Phone 618/281-7173 • 314/241-1785 • FAX 618/281-5120 
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Ms. Lynda Priddy 
November 5, 1993 

1. 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 3) of contaminated material. The actual volume of soil removed 
is approximately 19,000 yd 3 . 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 L'FTD 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 increased 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, 1993, whichever comes later 

8. Complete demonstration test and 	45 days after mobilization 
submit report 

9. Complete Phase 2 

10. Submit final report 

September 30, 1994 

30 days after completing Phase 2 



• 

• 

• 

Page 4 
Ms. Lynda Priddy 
November 5, 1993 

Please call me at (618) 281-7173 or Tom Hippe at (713) 442-1794 if you have 
any questions regarding these proposed revisions. 

DWE/TMTSCHED.4 

Sincgoly yours, 

cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Thorgrimson) 
Bob Kievit (USEPA Region X) 
Mark Fleri (Williams) 

ONE 

David W. Eaglet 
Environmental Engineer 

rrn2 
Thomas G. Hipik, 
General Manager 
Southwest Region 

.E., CHMM 

AL INC. 
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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 

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 

March 2, .1994 
Project 12883088 

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. 



Page 2 
Ms. Lynda Priddy 
March 2, 1994 

Although we have discussed the need for modifying the schedule in a number 
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 it the end of July. 

From August through September, all parties (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 issues. 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 revised 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, it is in 
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. 

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 

planeffootivo  

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

Sincerely yours, 

BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL INC. 

DWEJTGH/j1/RENEW.LET • 

David W. Eagle oir 

Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

Thomas G. Hippe, P.E., CHMM 
General Manager Southwest Region 

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

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



ATTACHMENT 1 

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



BURLINGTON 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Dear Ms. Priddy: 

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. 

November 5, 1993 
Project 12883088 

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 

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 \Vest Sand Bank Road • Columbia, IL 62236-0330 

Phone 618/281-7173 • 314/241-1785 • FAX 618/281-5120 
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1. 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 3) of contaminated material. The actual volume of soil removed 
is approximately 19,000 yd 3 . 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 = 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, 13NRR 
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 increased 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 LITD 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 

8. Complete demonstration test and 
submit report 

9. Complete Phase 2 

10. Submit final report 

30 days after EPA approval of work plan, or 
March 1, 1994, whichever comes later 	• 

45 days after mobilization 

-1--year—fvein—effeetive--dete—ef—efder 
September 30, 1994 

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. 

DWEITMTSCHED.4 

cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Thorgrimson) 
Bob Kievit (USEPA Region X) 
Mark Fleri (Williams) 

Sincgay yours, 

David W. Eaglet 
Environmental Engineer 

.4579 

ONE 

Thomas G. Hippie, 
General Manager 
Southwest Region 

.E., CHMM 

AL INC. 
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44- PROlt 	 1200 Sixth Avenue 
REGION 10 

Seattle, Washington 98101 

Fteply To 
Attn Of: EN-113 

David W. Eagleton 
Burlington Environmental Inc. 
P.O. Box 230 
210 West Sand Bank Road 
Columbia, IL 62236-0230 

April 1, 1994 

Re: Modification 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 (mSiten). 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. 



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

• 
• • 
• • 

cc: Tom Backer (Preston, Throgrimson) 
Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Tom Hippe (Burlington Environmental, Inc.) 
Bob Hartmen (ORC Region 10) 

si)itcerely  , 

Linda E. Priddy 
On-Site 
Coordinator/Remedial 
Project Manager 
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Mr. Robert Hartman 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. E.P.A. 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Dear Bob: 

PRESTON GATES & ELLIS 
ATTORNEYS 

April 29, 1994 

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

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 conments 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 • SPOKANE • TACOMA • WASHINGTON. D.C. 

5000 COLUMBIA CENTER 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 

Begin mobilization for Phase 2 

• 310 days after EPA 
approval of work 
plan 

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 	 • 

Wile 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 
Day 30 
Day 60 

EPA approval of work plan 
BNRR awards contract for soil treatment 
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 draft 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 

EitHe 

report 

98. 	Complete Phase 2 

4-09. 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. 

TEB:reij 
MUM 6065-89.004 \20L17F.DOC 

Very truly yours, 

PRESTON GATES & ELLIS 

Ek; 6 ..„Az 

By 
Thomas Eli Backer 

310 days after 
contract awarded 

45-days-after 
mobilization 

4-year-ftern 
effective-date-of 
efderDecember 31, 
1994  
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a= . . 
SURUNGTON NORTHERN RAILROAD 

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 

Dear Lynda: 

Re: Woods Industries Site / Notice of Force Majeure 

Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue 
Seattle WA 981044105 	• 

Today, Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR) received notice from Williams Environincntal 
Services, Inc. (Williams) that the TPU3 thermal desorption unit will not be available for use at the 
Woods Industries site until early 199S. Williams has committed the use of the TPU3 unit to 
another Superfund cleanup. As you know, the soil treatment Work Plan, perforthance 4st plan, 
Ambient Air Quality Impact Report (AAQIR), and•Ambient Air Monitoring Plan for the! Woods 
Industries site have all been prepared based on the assumption that the TPU3 troatment init 
would be used by Williams. 

I write to give you notice that Williams' action will likely delay BNRR's performance uler the 
Administrative Order on Consent for Removal and Response Activities, U.S. EPA Regi n 10 
Docket No. 1087-03-18-106 (the Administrative Order). BNRR believes that Williams' laction 
constitutes afurce majeure under Section IX of the Administrative Order. The order re4uires 
that BNRR provide U.S. EPA with oral notice of a force majeure within forty eight (40 hours 
after the event. 

BNRR will shortly provide you with further written details of theforce majeure, includ' g an 
estimate of the anticipated length of the delay, a statement of the _measures TiNRR will t ke to 
minimize the delay, and an estimated timetable fbr implementing these measures. 



• 

.SENT BY: Olivetti FX 2100 	; 5-12-94 ;10:56AM ; 

Lynda E. Priddy 
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We will keep you informed of our discussions as new information develops. In the meantime, 
please call if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

. --'<SA-961/4-A-4-4 

Bruce A. Sheppard 	 (0-  
Manager Environmental Projects 

BSM:teb 
.tvrtemeoros-so.caczev.ialooc 

cc: 	David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental 
Tom lEppe, Burlington Envirorunental 
Mark Pleri, Williams Environmental 
Tom Backer, Preston Oates & Ellis 
Bob Hartman, U.S. EPA 

2066237022-. 	618 281 51204 3 



BURLINGTON NORTHERN RAILROAD 

Environmental Engineering 

May 18, 1994 

By Facsimile 

Lynda E. Priddy 
Hazardous Waste Coordinator 
U.S. EPA Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Attn: HW-113 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Dear Lynda; 

Re: Woods Industries Site / Details of Force Majeure 

• Irnir,..•I 	 -1,1elt-1 

Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98104-1105 

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 Consent (Docket No. 1087-03-18-106). 

• 

BNRR has researched alternatives to minimize the 'delay caused 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 engage Williams to implement the work plan 
as soon as the TPU3 unit becomes available. Based on recent conversations with 
Williams, they anticipate that the TPU3 unit will bc available for use at the Woods site 
after January 1, 1995. With mobilization of the TPU3 unit on January 3, 1995, soil 
treatment, per the schedule outlined in section 5, would be completed by mi-June. 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 

I Is  I t 	 L = 	 ■-•T 	 •Itft 
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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 operations. (13 weeks) 
December 19 - Complete demobilization. (2 weeks) 

As you can see, this is a very 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 manner 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 current 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 availability this RFP alternative would follow the tentative schedule 
below. 	 . 

May 31 - Issue RPP to vendors. 
June 13 - Deadline for receipt of proposals. 
June 27 - Award bid. 
September 12 - Submit modified Thermal Desorption Workplan. (it weeks) 
October 10 - Receive EPA comments. (4 weeks) 
November 7 - Submit Final Workplan and mobilize to site. (2 weeks) 
December 5 - Complete shakedown. (2 weeks) 
December 12 - Complete performance test. (1 week) 
March 20, 1995 - Complete operation & demobilize. (15 weeks) 

'1VINIWN08 I AN NaLeN I iele 	LGLI Pt CU z a :6 176 LE .,kVW 
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BNRR has been conflicted by several vendors, and they have indicated that equipment 
availability 0 very good. This schcxlule would delay mobilization to the site by 
approximately 5 months. With EPA concurrence, the mobilization date could be 
earlier. 

nosy arc the alternatives BNRR has been exploring. On your return to the office, 
would like to discuss further the advantages and disadvantages associated with these 
alternatives, and the measures U.S. EPA believes should be taken to'avoid or minimize 
delay. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce A. Shep l.ar 
Manager Environmental Projects 

attachment 

cc: 	David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental 
Tom Hippe, Burlington Environmental 
Mark Fleri, Williams Environmental 
Tom Backer, Preston, Gates & Ellis 
Bob Hartman, U.S. EPA 
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;Robertliartinizi" 	• 
Assistant Regional*,COuntel: • 

, 
Sixth Avenue 

	

Seattle, wA::981p1 . • 	•••• 

. 	 . 

- 	 . 	 . 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 
to confirm the agreement -we reached at 'Our. Meeting Monday June 20; 1994,. . 	• 	• 	• 	 : • 	. 	• 	. 	: _ 	• 

regarding deferral of dispute resolution On:the:Tot:co .  majezire issue As you know, Burlington 
:Northern kailrOad-(WitR),belieiles that the delay in availability Of Certain thermal: desorption • .„ 	. 

constitutes forcç Majeure Under sett:ion:m.43f the..Achiiinitfratiye Odd Consent 
for 	

. 	. . 	 . 	. 	 . 	. 	. 	. . 	. . 
the-WOOdSIndiiStries ..site (the Ordei). *EPA disagrees With BNRR's.-POsition and has 

determined; based on theitifarrnatiOn.airrently:ayailable to the aency.,!thatithefoi0 inajeure• 
provision of the .0r.6f. dOekriq apply.:':Under - Section ymbf.the:Order, l3NRR.JS.entitied.to  
dispute resolutionOn :the Matter., . , ' : . • . 

• ••• 	. 	- 
. At our meeting, we agreed that we Would - defer -any.disptite. resolution on this matter until. 

after the Request for Proposal (JZFP) process described itLEPA's letter of 	15, 1994, is .: . . . 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 	 • 	. 
complete. The results of the RFP process' should providel31•IRR.irid.EPA With the information 
we need for amending the schedule for soil treatment' and.for-resOlving the force majeure issue; 

• Accordingly, we agreed that any 	resolution on thefor4 .•incrjeureiSsup Would be deferred . 	. 	. 	• 	• 	.• 	• 	•• 	. 	 . 
until Septembei.  1 , 1994 11BIVRR decides to pursue theiskie at that time,33NRR would notify . 

- EPA of its 'objections within fourteen days (i.e., on or before 'September 15, 1994); according to 
the terms set out in section VIII Of the Order. * - 	• • • 	*. 	. 	••••• 	• 

. 	 . 

:A r l'A.RTN. ERSHIP INOLUDIN.G*A PROFESSIONAL.CoRIE'ORATION . 

• .... 
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5000 COLUMBIA CENTER 701 FIFTH AVENUE SEATTLE, WASHINGTON:  98104-7018 PHONE: (206) 623-7580 FACSIMILE: (206) 623-7022 
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7.17Ereij: 	: - 	• • 
: • cc 	Lynda Priddy, EPA . 

: 	1:4thoe Sheppard, .I3NRR 
David Eagleton% 13E1 . 

• jATEEme64,89.004291:1131 .-CPC 

. 	 . 
I hive that this is consistent with your understanding .Ofour,.agreement: If I have not 

stated our agreement accurately, :please let .nte know before the end of the month 
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Reply To 
Attn Of: HW-113 

Mr. Bruce A. Sheppard 
Manager Environmental Projects 
Burlington Northern Railroad 
Environmental Engineering 
Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue 
Seattle, WA. 98104-1105 

Dear Mr. Sheppard: 

BNRR FIC 20TH FL 4 8P6182815120 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 $ixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Poet-ft Fax Note 	7671 

NO.531 P001 

To 10 4  

Co/Dept. 

Ph°ne  0-43/— 17/ ?7 3 
Fax* ,  67_ 	IQ.  

DdteC_. 0_9 A f:halss' 
From / 

.m 	 0 Co. 
	 1,2) 

From 

#
EVCG —q)—  1 Phone 

Fax 

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 their -implementation. 

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. 

IC/Printed 011 Recycled Pepe, 
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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 6th conference 
call to discuss EPA comments. 

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

March 2, 1994 - 

March 14, 1994 
Air Monitoring 
(AQIR). 

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

April 1, 1994 -- 
days. 

April 7, 1994 -- 
mobilization due 

April 14, 1994 - 
regarding March 

April 14, 1994 - 
to EPA. 

April 26, 1994 
comments. 

April 29, 1994 

April 29, 1994 
Plan to EPA. 

May 2, 1994 -- 

- BNRR requests schedule modification. 

- BNRR submits revised Work Plan minus 
Plan and Air Quality Impact Report 

EPA extends Order schedule for 30 

BNRR notifies EPA a potential delay in 
to potential equipment unavailability. 

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

- BNRR submits revised Work Plan pages 

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

BNRR response to April 14, 1994 EPA 

BNRR requests schedule modification. 

BNRR submits revised Air Monitoring 

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 
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 
1995. 

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

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 $25,0,00 per day for each day of violation, as 
provided by to CERCLA S 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 S 107(c)(3), 
42 U.S.C. S 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, cooperatively, 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, 

cc: Lynda Priddy, HWD 
Bob Hartman, ORC 
David Eagleton, BE 
Tom Hippe, BE 
Tom Backer, Preston, Gates & Ellis 
Administrative Record 

Carol Rushin, Branch Chief 
Superfund Branch 
Haiardckid "VaS"te 
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Reply To 
Attn Of: HW-113 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

David Eagleton 
Environmental Engineer 
Burlington Environmental, Incorporated 
210 West Sand Bank Road 
Columbia, IL 62236 

Dear Mr. Eagleton: 

-64-1 BURLINGTON MAIN 	a 002/003 

% tr54 

I have 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. 

45 Printed on Recycled Pacer 
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If you have any questions you may contact me at (206) 553-1967. 

. 	- 
Sincerely, 	. 

Lynda E. Priddy 
Environmental Protection 

Specialist 
Hazardous Waste Division 

cc: Bruce Sheppard, B/N - Seattle 
Rick Roeder, Ecology -• CRO 
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW-070 
John Gilbert, EPA - Cincinnati 
Cathy Massimino, EPA - HW-111 • 
Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097 
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Reply To 
Attn Of: HW-113 

Dear Mr. Sheppard: 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200SixthAvenue 
Seatt1e,Washington98101 

Mr. Bruce A. Sheppard 
Manager Environmental Projects 
Burlington Northern Railroad 
Environmental Engineering 
Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98104-1105 

444  BURLINGTON MAIN .  Z002/003 

JAN 31 1g95  

EPA has reviewed your submission of January 19., 199 .5, : 
entitled "Responses to January 5, 1995, Draft USEPA Comments on 
November 18, 1994, AAQIR." EPA approves the Ambient -Air Quality 
Impact Report (AAQIR), as amended by your January 19th siabmiSsion 
and USEPA and Burlington Northern Railroad (BNR.R) agree .to the 
following:  

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

1 	: 
2.) Depending upon results from the performance test, BNRR may 
need to revise the upset scenario for the risk assessment to 
conform with EPA guidance. See EPA Comment 18, EPA Comments of 
on AAQIR issued January 5. 1995. 	 1 	. 

1 	. 
EPA reserves its rights to modify the Work Plan/AAQIR as 

needed to ensure that operation of the thermal desorption unit 
will protect public health and.the environment and satisfy . 
applicable and relevant requirements. i 
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• 	If you have any other questions please contact me at (206). 
553-1987. 

SiCerely, 

A451-0 - 

Lyfida E. Priddy 
Environmental Protection 

Specialist 
Hazardous Waste Division 

enclosure 	• 
CC: David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental - Columbia 

Mark Fleri, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. 
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO 	 • 
Adtinistrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW-070 
Bill Glasser, EPA - HW-113 
John Gilbert, EPA - Cincinnati 	 3- 
Cathy Massimino, EPA - HW-111 
Don Matheny, EPA - ES-095 
Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097 
Paul Meeter, Weston - West Chester 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 1 0 

pRolV 	 1200S1ith Avenue 
Seattle,Wathington98101 

• 

• 
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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: 

-- I 1955 

EPA has reviewed your submission of January 17, 1991, 
entitled "Data Validation of Treated Soil Sample Analytical . 
Results, Soil Treatment Work Plan, Woods Industries Site) Yakima, 
Washington." EPA approves the Data Validation Plan cont4ngent 
upon Burlington Northern RailRoad's (BNRR) agreement to the : 
following: 

• 
1.) No backfill decisions will be made based on "R" dat . 	. 

2.) Provisions shall be made during the data validation (process 
(or more importantly, during analysis) to initiate immediate ' 
corrective action (e.g., reanalysis) in the event that tike data 
is rejected (qualified "R") in accordance with the "Funciional 
Guidelines" validation criteria. 

3.) Starting with shakedown with contaminated soil and Including 
the performance test submit to EPA for EPA review and concurrence 
the sample chromatograms. EPA will review the chromatogrm on the 
same business day the chromatogram is received. Once th+ 
laboratory is chosen, BNRR shall submit to EPA the standards data 
(initial and continuing) including the printout of retention; 
times for the standards. EPA will review the chromotogrAms fcr 
at least 15 working days and then evaluate whether it is 
necessary for EPA to continue chromatogram review. BNRRIhas ! 
agreed to have Kathy Blaine of Burlington Environmental 
concurrently review and issue an opihion on the chromoto rams. 

4.) Williams Plan, Page 2, last bullet: EPA or its 
representatives makes the decision to backfill, in consultation 
with Williams and BNRR, once EPA has received and reviewd the 
information necessary to make that decision. 	 , 
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5.) Submission for EPA approval the laboratory QAPP/S0Pd once 
the laboratory for the soil analysis is chosen. 

6.) Williams Plan, Page 2, fourth bullet, last sentence: 
the end of the last sentence "and explaining the reasons 
qualification." 

add at 
for the 

7.) One complete CLP deliverable data package shall be jubmiited 
to EPA for a spot check. This data package shall be'subriitted as 
soon as a sample delivery group is available. . . • 

• 
Note that the CLP documentation shall include rationale if QC! 
standards are exceeded. If "J" data is used to support decisions 
for backfilling the "J" data documentation shall address if and 
what corrective action was taken. 

Given the above comment number I, EPA does not expect to see any 
"R" data in the data sets. 	 • 

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

9.) BNRR will provide written confirmation of their agremen't to 

• 

the above. . 

EPA reserves its rights to modify the Work Plan inciuding 
data validation plans as needed to ensure that operation lof  the 
thermal desorption unit will protect public health and the ' 
environment and to satisfy appropriate and relevant requirements. 

If you would like to discuss any comments further please 
call me at (206) 553-1987. 	 1 

Lynda E. Priddy 
Environmental Protection 

'Specialist 
Hazardous Waste Division 

cc: David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental *- Columbia 
Mark Fleri, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. 
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO 
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - 
Bill Glasser, EPA - HW-113 

-070 
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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 

• 
• 

• • 
• • 

• 

• • 
• 
• 

• • 
• • • 

• 
• 
• 
• 

3 

4 4 4 BURLINGTON MAIN :  0004/004 



• 

jeta .OX . BURLINGTON 
.6nr-P4.'  ENVIRONMENTAL 

A Philip Environmental Company 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Street 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

February 7, 1995 
Project 12883088 

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. 

KDM/DWEJbar/AAMP_SOP.LET 

Enclosure: 	Ambient Air Monitoring Plan 
SOP for Site Operations 

cc: 	Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 

Sincerely yours, 

BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL INC. 

LL:IX 7//1- 1' 
Kirk D. Meyer 
Aiy-Group L 

avid W. Eagleon, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

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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BURLINGTON 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
A Philip Environmental Company 

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. 

KDWDWEThar/AAMP_SOPIET 

Enclosure: 	Ambient Air Monitoring Plan 
SOP for Site Operations 

cc: 	Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 

Sincerely yours, 

BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL INC. 

Kirk D. Meyer 
Aircroup L 

avid W. EagIefon, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

February 7, 1995 
Project 12883088 

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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Super fund Fact Sheet 
Woods Industries 
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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 soil 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 

Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle WA 98101 

Alaska 
Idaho 
Oregon 
Washington 

February 9, 1995 

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 period, the site 
was fenced, the building entrances 
were secured, all remaining containers 
were analyzed and disposed of off site, 
five monitoring wells were installed 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 
soil 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 
Temperature Thermal Desorption Unit 
was selected by BNRR and EPA for 
treatment of the excavated soil. 
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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. 

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. 

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 
(206) 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. 



• 

• 

• 

/ %.1 	 .6/ 	 .s. 	 A. 	 A' 	 a 	0 

February 22, 1995 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Hazardous Waste Division 
U.S. EPA Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Re: 

Subject: 

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 their 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. Fled 
George Harbour 
Tom Schmittou 
David Eagleton (Burlington Environmental) 
Job File 0365 

wds0086.doc 

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

Subcontractor Selection 
Williams Project No. 0365-001-110 

lig 002 



Reply To 
Attn Of: HW-113 

Dear Mr. Sheppard: 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Mr. Bruce A. Sheppard 
Manager Environmental Projects 
Burlington Northern Railroad 
Environmental Engineering 
Suite 2000, 999 Third Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98104-1105 

3 May 1995 

This letter is in response to our telephone conversation of 
April 28, 1995. In that conversation we discussed the need to 
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. 

Prfntod on Rocycied Pieper 
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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 start" 
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. 
Alter 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 AWFS0 initially was to 
serve as an alert that the soil was not being properly treated. 
The AWFS0 would automatically turn the unit off so that the cause 
of the alert could be determined and fixed. However, ERA 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 
minutes. 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 
AWFSOs and is not serving to improve the operating safety of the 
unit to workers, public health or the environment. 

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

Sincerely, 

Lynda E. Priddy 
Remedial Project Manager 
Hazardous Waste Division 

enclosure 
cc: David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental - Columbia 

Mark Fleri, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. 
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO 
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW-070 
Bill Glasser, ERA - 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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Reply To 
Attn Of: HW-113 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 Shdh Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

(509)457 -2056 	 P. 002 

10 May 1995 

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 
sampling protocol for determining whether the haul roads' surface 
soils at the Woods site meet clean up numbers. I understand that 
Philip Environmental (Philip) is preparing to sample the surface 
soils for the haul road between the north stockpile and the 
contaminated feedstock pad. Philip stated that 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. 

PAMSAI OA lek4101•11POFOI 
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If you have any further questions please call me at (206) 
553-1987. 

Siperely, 

Lynda E. Priddy 
Remedial Project Manager 
Hazardous Waste Division 

(509)457 - 2056 	P. 003 
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cc: David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental - Columbia 
Mark Fleri, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. 
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO 
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - MW-070 
Hill Glasser, EPA - HW-113 
John Gilbert, EPA - Cincinnati 
Cathy Massimino, EPA - 11W-111 
Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097 
Paul Meeter, Weston - West Chester 
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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 

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) 

NTAL SERVICES CORPORATION 

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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WILLIAMS ErwiRonmenTRL SERVICES, inc. 

VIA FACSIMILE 

May 17, 1995 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager 
U.S.E.P.A., Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Re: 

Subject: 

Dear Lynda: 

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

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

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 rebum 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 regular "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 404/879-4107 
r14 "les, 
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Ms. Lynda Priddy 
May 17, 1995 
Page Two 
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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/HCVCI2/metals (Run I B) 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. 

Greg Whégtone 
Project Engineer 
GTW:pc 

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

gAcomp\wesi1jobs\acdvc\woods\corespnd\wds0106.doc  

VII 003 
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• LLIILLICIMS EnviRortmenTRL SERVICES,  inc. 

May 18,1995 

Mr. Mark Fleri 
Project Manager 
Williams Environmental Services, Inc. 
Woods Project Site 
2 East King Street 
Yakima, WA 98901 

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

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

Dear Mark: 

Upon review of the recent air monitoring 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 below any 061-1A PELs and/or ACG1H 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 generate° 
during the initial excavation of the site which would tend to represent the worst 
case conditions. SInce.this dati applies to airborne exposure, the changes in 
levels of protection, -mainly apply to respiratory protection, and not dermal I have 
listed the changes below: 

wds01 07 

6.4 - Task 4:-Treatment of Contaminated Soil with LTTD. 

6.4.3 Health and Safety Mitigation Measures 

Workers in the excavation and soil mixing area will be in Level C due to 
the mixing of the soils in the roll-offs, and higher potential for dust 
generation diming 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 

2075 west park place stone mountain, Georgia 30087 4041879-4107 



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 involved in these activities can be downgradet.) to 
modified Level D, with an additional requirement of a face shield. 

These above changes are consistent with the air monitoring data and also 
consistent with OSHA, concerning 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 data, 
will be reflected by changes to the health and safety plan. 

Sincerely, 

VVILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. 

Ronald G. Huggins,15h.D., CIH 

RGH/bhh 

wc1801 07 
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VIA FACSIMILE & U.S. MAIL 

May 19. 1995 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
On-Scene Coordinator/Ftemedlal Project Manager 

Region X 
1200 Skil' Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Re: 	Woods Industries Site 
Yakima. Washington 
Transmittal No.: 0108 
Number of Pages: 1 

• Subject 

	

	Project Management 
Williams Project No.; 0365-001-110 

This Is to inform you that Mark Fled is being replaced by B. J. Settee at the 
Woods project 'This will be effective Saturday, May 20, 1995. 

Sincerely, 

MS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC- 

Mark A.—Fieri 
Manager of Thermal Operator's 

cc: Z. Lowell Taylor 
Jim Sanders 
Greg Whetstone 
B. J. Bartee 
David Eagletors 
Greg Koester 
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PHILIP 
ENVIRONMENTAL. 

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 Northern Railroad (BNRR), 
Philip Environmental Services Corporation (Philip) is 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 vie 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 
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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, 
PI-nIP:ENVIRO 

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

DWE/dwelsoilrentict 

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

NTAL SERVICES CORPORATION 
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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 10  at 
station A-11. Station A-11 is located just east (predominantly downwind) of the 
soil treatment unit. The PM ic, 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; 

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

• event R-23 collected on April 13, 1995; and 

• 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 • RD. 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 ic, 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 10, DDT, dieldrin, and hexachlorobenzene from 
every day to every third day. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION 

Kirk D. Meyer 
Senior Scientist 
Proi 

David W. 
Project M 

ton 
ager 

KDM//DWFAcdm/SAMPFREQ.LET 

ty Services 

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

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



Woods likes Site 
Ambient Air Monitoring Program 

YAKIMA3.XLS Cover 

• 
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, Illinois 
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Woods Meuse. 
Ambient Alt monitoring Program • 

Percent 
Collocated Sampler 	Relative 

A81 	 All 	Difference 
28.4 F 	22.2 	15.9% 
39.4 F 	38.5 	7.4% 
30.4 F 	23.8 	224% 
29.3 F 	20.5 	9.4% 
33.2 F 	31 :4 	5.4% 
302 	 25.8 	152% 
502 	 53.6 	8.8% 
NS 	 44.8 	NA 
NS 	 11.7 	NA 

10.8 	 8.1 
13.0 	 9.6 
34.9 	 41.0 

173.9 	 187.3 
23.7 	 24.1 
42.4 	 44.1 
51.4 	 54.1 
50.0 	 59.4 

58.7 	

• 	

58.7 

53.8 

• 	

452 
99.9 	 782 

196.8 	 142.5 
40.3 	 332 
32.1 	 NS 
NS 	 53.8 
NS 	 43.0 
NS 	 4.1 
NS 	 45.6 
NS 	 NS 
NS 	 15.4 

170.3 	 142.4 
NS 	 214.7 
NS 	 44.7 
NS 	 482 

58.7 58.7 

25.5% 
282% 
17.5% 
34% 
1.7% 
3.9% 
52% 

10.9% 
NA 

0.0% 
NA 

15.7% 
21.7% 
27.8% 
17.6% 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

16.4% 
NA 
NA 
NA 
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SOIVIO 
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60M0 
81)1V/0 1  
IMMO 
18131W0 
ODIV/0 

801VA1 
IFOIV/0 
8131V/0 
8D11/70 
8111W0 
Kum 
irorwo 
gam 
soma 

0 	 101V/01 
O SOW 
• eavrot 
O 8011//01 
O 11011//01  

Action LeNel e 150 morW PMe Concentration 
Monitoring Event Scrng 

	

Phase Number Start Date 	All 	Al2 	Al3 	414 	 Alt 	me 	 A21 	 A22 

Baseline 	1 	2114/95 	22.2 	19.7 F 	22.5 F 	21.5 	 NS 	 NS 	 26.4 	 22.1 

2 	2115/95 	38.5 	399 F 	43.4 F 	35.0 F 	NS 	 NS 	 83.0 	 47.1 

3 	2110/95 	23.6 	1132 	21.7 F 	15.3 	 NS 	 NS 	 182 	 13.5 

4 	2117/95 	28.5 	27.4 	24.8 	30.9 	 NS 	 NS 	 412 	 29.8 

5 	2118/95 	31.4 	31.9 	33.1 	322 	 NS 	 NS 	 38.7 	 34.1 

6 	2/21/95 	25.6 	23.1 F 	26.4 	24.7 	 NS 	 NS 	 38.8 F 	30.4 F 

7 	3/7195 	53.6 	53.3 	57.9 	54.0 	 NS 	 NS 	 88.5 	 93.0 

• 3/805 	44.8 0 	33.1 D 	35.3 D 	33.4 0 	NS 	 NS 	 40.9 OF 	40.1 OF 

9 	3/10195 	11.7 0 	13.6 D 	12.8 D 	10.8 0 	NS 	 NS 	 152 F 	 13.4 F 

Remedial 	R-01 	3/18195 	8.1 	 5.8 	 2.1 F 	7.2 	 NS 	 NS 	, 	12_2 F 	 10.6 

R42 	3/19/95 	9.6 	- 	12.9 	10.9 	142 	 NS 	 NS 	 13.4 F 	 10.3 
R-03 	3123195 	41.0 	20.7 	17.8 F 	=.2 	 NS 	 NS 	 34.2 F 	 25.1 
R-04 	3/24195 	167.3 D 	22.5 D 	18.1 D 	14.5 D 	NS 	 NS 	 0.0 FD 	25.8 0 

R-05 	3/25195 	24.1 	17.4 	17.7 	15.5 	 NS 	 NS 	 34.1 FD 	30.5 FD 

R-08 	3/27195 	44.1 	382 	41.1 	36.2 	 NS 	 NS 	 59.1 FD 	46.5 FD 

R47 	3/28195 	54.1 	53.0 	512 	88.4 	 NS 	 NS 	 83.4 F 	 74.3 F 

12-08 	329195 	59.4 F 	56.3 	61.0 	83.8 	 NS 	 NS 	121.1 F 	 85.4 F 

	

R-09 3/30195 	 R 	NS 	 NS 	 R 	 R 

R-10 	3/31195 	567 	42.7 	47.7 	47.7 	 NS 	 NS 	 742 	 57.7 F 

R-11 	4/1/95 	 R 	NS 	 NS 	 R 	 R 

R-12 	4/2/95 	452 	38.7 	38.0 	38.9 	 NS 	 NS 	 81.0 	 84.7 

R-13 	4/3195 	78.2 	59.8 	83.5 	55,8 	 NS 	 NS 	 82.0 	 79.3 

R-14 	4/4/95 	142.5 	63.1 	43.8 	49.0 	 NS 	 NS 	 52.7 	 70.7 

R-15 	4/545 	332 	19.4 	24.3 	22.7 	 NS 	 NS 	 25.3 	 23.5 
R-10 	40195 	NS P 	27.8 	22.0 	21.9 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS P 	 28.4 
R-17 	4/7/95 	53.8 	34.0 	23.5 	12.7 	 NS 	 NS 	 12.8 	 11.1 

R-10 	4/8/95 	43.0 	 8.3 	142 	 6.2 	 NS 	 NS 	 9.7 	 15.0 

R-19 	419195 	4.1 	19.9 	27.5 	. 	15.4 	 NS 	 NS 	 33.3 	 37.9 

R-20 	4/1095 	45.8 	 NS 	18.0 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 19.3 	 25.1 

R-21 	4/11/95 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	. NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 

R-22 	4/12/95 	15.4 	 0.9 	 0.4 	 3.7 	 NS 	 RS 	 8.0 	 9.7 
R-23 	4/13195 	142_4 	113.e 	202 	19.0 	 NS 	 NS 	 25.7 	 20.1 

R-24 	4/14/95 	214.7 	23.1 	18.3 	18.0 	 NS 	 NS 	 22.9 	 212 
R-25 	4/15195 	44.7 	19.1 	19.0 	17.4 	 NS 	 NS 	 24.0 	 21.7 

R-28 	4/10/95 	482 	 27.2 	25.8 	29.5 	 RS 	 NS 	 44.1 	 39.5 

R-27 	4117/95 
R-28 	4/10/95 
R-29 
R-30 	4/2005 	 . 
R41 	4/21195 
R-32 	1/0100 
R-33 	1/0/00 
R44 • 	119/00 
R-35 	1/0/00 
R-38 	1/0100 
R47 	119/00 
R48 	1/000 	 • 
R-39 	1/0190 
R-40 	1/0/00 
R41 	1/0/00 
Ft-42 	110410 
R-43 	1/0/00 
R44 	1/0/00 
R45 	1/0/00 
R-48 	1/0000 
R-47 	1/0/00 
R-48 	10/00 

NOM 

	

Post- 1 	119/00 

	

P2 	1/0/00 

	

P3 	1/0/00 

	

P4 	1/0/00 
. 	P5 	110/00 

Notes: NS Indicates that no sample collected or analyzed. 
NA Mdkates not amenable 
F Indicates foe °utak% manufacturer's preferred ring°. 
D Mdkates sample duration ouisIde preferred limits. 
R Indicates tab data rejected because filters were wet upon recelpt it laboratory. 

Action Lervel Exceeded 
All Al2 413 Al4 A15 A18 A21 A22 A61 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
NO No No No NS ' NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
No No No : No NS NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No NS 
No No No No NS NS No No  NS 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
Yes No No No NS NS No No Yes 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
NA NA NA NA NS NS NA NA NA 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
NA NA NA NA NS NS NA NA NA 
No No No No Ns-  NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
No No No No NS NS No No Yes 
No No No No NS NS No No No 
NS No No No NS NS NS No No 
No No No No NS NS No No NS 
No No No No NS NS No No NS 
No No No No NS NS No No NS 
No NS titS NS NS NS No No NS 
NS NS Yes NS NS NS NS NS NS 
No No No No NS NS No No NS 
No No No No NS NS No No Yes 
Yes No No No NS NS No No NS 
No No No No NS NS No No NS 
No No No No NS NS No No NS 
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Mercury Particulate Concentration (p9/m) 

Amehra Nr StantorIng Prorom NIIIIIPPaga 3 ori1 

Monllorfrp E■erd Samplial 
Phase Number Start Data 

1/0/00 

M erOrt 

All 	 Al2 	 Al 3 	 A14 	Al 5 	Al6 	A21 	 An 
Sloane 	1 	211419 < 0.00325 	< 0.00025 F < 0.00024 F c 0.00028 	NS 	NS 	< 0.03029 	< 0.00027 

2 	2/15/9 < 0.00031 	< 0.00327 F < 0.00027 F < 0.00025 F 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00029 	< 0.00033 

3 	2/10/9 < 0.00331 	< 0.00029 	4  0.00027 F < 0.03031 	NO 	NO 	< 0.03031 	< 0.00029 

4 	2/17/9 4 0.00331 	< 0.00029 	< 0.00027 	< 0.00031 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00030 	< 0.00029 

5 	2/18/9 < 0.00031 	• 0.00029 	< 0.00027 	< 0.00030 	NS 	NS 	< 0.03031 	< 0.00029 

8 	2/21/9 < 0.00029 	• 0.00027 F < 0.00025 F < 0.00029 	NS 	NO 	• 0.00027 F 	< 0.00025 F 

7 	3/7/9 < 0.00029 	< 0.00029 	4  0.00023 	< 0.00023 	NO 	NO 	• 0.00032 	c 0.00033 

8 	3/019 4 0.00026 	< 0.00021 	< 0.00023 	a 0.00024 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00028 OF < 0.00028 F 

9 	3/1019 < 0.00025 	< 0.00025 	< 0.00026 	< 0.00025 	NS 	NO 	• 0.00035 F 	< 0.00032 

Remedial 	R-01 	3/18/9 < 0.00329 	4 0.00031 	< 0.00009 F < 0.00029 	NS 	NS 	< 0.00037 F 	< 0.00034 
R-02 	3/19/9 < 0.00033 	4 0.00029 	< 0.00029 	< 0.00031 	NS 	NO 	< 0.00038 F 	< 0.00034 

R-03 	3/23/9 < 0.00029 	< 0.00027 	< 0.03025 F < 0.03027 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00032 F 	< 0.00033 

R-04 	3/24/9 < 0.00029 	< 0.03025 	< 0.00026 	< 0.00026 	NS 	NO 	< 0.00031 FO < 0.00030 0 

• 	 R-05 	3r25/9 < 0.00033 	< 0.00030 	< 0.00032 	< 0.00029 	NS 	NO 	c 0.00038 FO < 0.00039 FD 

R00 	312719 < 0.00034 4  0.00030 < 0.00031 	< 0.00030 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00030 FD < 0.00030 FD 
R-07 	3/28/9 < 0.00332 	< 0.00029 	< 0.00027 	< 0.00030 	NS 	NS 	< 0.00038 F 	< 0.00036 p 

R.05 	3/29/9 < 0.00034 F a 0.00032 	< 0.00031 	< 0.00032 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00038 F 	< 0.00340 F 
R-09 	3/3019 	 NO 	Ns 	 R 	 R 
R-10 	3/31/9 4 0.00034 	< 0.00030 	< 0.00030 	< 0.00030 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00037 	< 0.00034 F 

R-11 	4/1/9 	 NO 	NO 	 R 	 R 

R-12 	.4/2/9 4 0.00031 	4 0.00032 	• 0.00032 	< 0.00033 	NO 	NO 	< imps 	< 0.00037 

R-13 	4/3/9 4 0.00025 	< 0.00027 	< 0.00028 	< 0.00029 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00027 	< 0.00328 

R-14 	414/9 < 0.00025 	4 0.00027 	a 0.00025 	< 0.00029 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00029 	< 0.00029 

R-15 	4/5/9 < 0.00029 	4 0.00028 	4 0.03027 	< 0.00028 	NO 	NO 	a 0.00026 	< 0.00327 

R-16 	4/6/9 	 NO 	4  0.00029 	< 0.00031 	< 0.00030 	NO 	NO 	< 	NO P 	< 0.00029 

R-17 	4/7/9 	0.00029 4 0.00030 • 0.00029 	< 0.00030 	NO 	NS 	• 0.00031 	• 0.00028 

R-18 	4/5/95 4 0.00026 	< 0.00027 	4 0.00028 	< 0.03030 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00331 	< 0.00030 

R-19 	4/9/9 < 0.00029 	< 0.03028 	4 0.00029 	< 0.03029 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00028 	< 0.03028 

R-20 	4/10/9 4 0.00030 	 NO 	a 0.03032 	 NO 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00329 	< 0.030213 

R-21 	4/1119 	 NO 	 NO 4 	NO 	 NO 	NO 	NO < 	NO 	< 	NO 

R-22 	4/12/9 < 0.00030 	< 0.00028 	< 0.00030 	a 0.00014 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00028 	< 0.00029 

. 	R-23 	4/13/9 < 0.00030 	< 0.00027 	4 0.00030 	< 0.00328 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00029 	< 0.00029 
' 	R-24 	4/14/9 4 0.00029 	< 0.00023 	4 0.00331 	< 0.00029 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00029 	< 0.00029 

R-25 	4/15/95 < 0.00023 	4 0.00030 	< 0.00030 	< 0.00030 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00030 	< 0.00330 

R-28 	4/16/9 4  0.00028 	• 0.00025 	< 0.00030 	< 0.00028 	NO 	NO 	< 0.00029 	< 0.00029 

R-27 	4/17/9 
R-20 	4/18/9 
R-29 
R-30 
R-31 
R-32 
R-33 	 . 
R-34 	 • 
R-35 
R-38 
R-37 
R-38 
R-39 
R.40 	 ' 
R-41 
R-42 
R-43 
R-44 
R-45 
R-48 
R.47 
R-48 

Post-Rem. 	PI 	1/0/00 
P2 	1/0/00 
P3 	1A/00 
P4 	1/0/00 
P5 	1/0/00  

Notes: 	F Indicates now outskle manufacturers preferred range. 
bldAstes Sample duration outside preferred (knits. 

R Indicates tab data rejected because Aters were wet upon receipt at laboratory. 
NO Indicates that no larnple was collected or snatyced. 
NA Indicates not applicable 

Com:baled Sampler 	Relative j 	 Action Lmel Exceeded 
A81 	 All 	Difference' All Al2 A13 A14 A15 A15 A21 A22 

< 0.00025 F < 0.00028 	12% No No No No NO NO No No 
< 0.00026 F < 0.00031 	19% No No No No NO NO No No 
< 0.00328 F < 0.00031 	11% No No No No NO NO No No 
< 0.00028 F < 0.00031 	11% No No No No NO NO No No 
< 0.00025 F < 0.00031 	24% No No No No NO NO No No 
< 0.00029 < 0.00029 	0% No No No No NO NO No No 
< 0.00030 < 0.00029 	3% No No No No NS NO No No 

	

NO < 0.00026 	NA No No No No NO NS No No 

	

NO < 0.00028 	NA ,No No No No NO NO No No 

< 0.00032 	< 0.00029 
< 0.00012 	< 0.00033 
< 0.00032 	< 0.00029 
< 0.00028 	< 0.00029 
< 0.00333 	< 0.03033 
< 0.00030 	< 0.00034 
< 0.00030 	< 0.00032 
< 0.00031 	< 0.00034 

< 0.00031 	< 0.03034 

< 0.00033 	< 0.00031 
< 0.00029 	4 0.00028 
< 0.00030 	< 0.00025 
< 0.00031 	a  0.00029 
< 0.00029 	 NS 

	

NO 	0.00029 

	

NO 	< 0.00028 

	

NO 	< 0.00029 

	

NO 	< 0.00030 

	

NO 	 NO 

	

NO 	< 0.00030 
< 0.03030 	< 0.00030 

	

NO 	a 0.00029 

	

NO 	< 0.00028 

	

NO 	< 0.00025 

Percent I 	 Action Level • 0.3 Kim 

9% No No No No NS NO No No 
3% No No No No NO NO No No 
9% No No No No NO NO No No 
4% No No No No NO NO No No 
0% No No No No NO NO No No 

13% No No No No NO NO No No 
7% No No No No NO NO No No 

ta% No No No No NO NO No No 
NA NA NA NA NA NO NO NA NA 

10% No No No No NO NO No No 
NA NA NA NA NA NO NO NA NA 
6% No No No No NO NO No No 
3% No No No No NO NO No No 
7% No No No No NO NO No No 
WA No No No No NO NO No No 
NA NO Na No No NO NO NS No 
NANO No No Na NO NO No No 
NA No No No No NS NO No No 
NA No No No Na NO NO No No 
NA No NO No NO NO NO No No 
NA NO NO NO NO NO NS NO NO 
NA No No No No NO NO No No 
WA No No No No NO NO No No 
NA No No No No NO NO No No 
NA No No No No NO NO No No 
NA No No No No NO NO No No 

monnm -- -- - - - _ 
OMAN 	  
sonnm 	  
sown 	  
SORfila 	  
aonum 	  
SCRUM 	  
swum 	  
OCMAPOI 	  
SCM/101 	  
SOWN 	  
KAMM 	  
!WM 	  
sonnm 	  
SWUM 	  
MOWN 	  
COMM 	  
=Num 	  
sonnm 	  
ODA°01 	  
gonum 	  
son= 	  
sonnm 	  
roma 	  
1901V/01 
91211//01 
MIV/01 
IDIV/01 
ODIV/M 
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Woods MA 51702 
Ambient An Monftodng Avenue 	 ape4 of I t  

YAKMA1XL8 DOT 

Monitortno Event Sampling 
Phase Nurnber Start Date 	All 	Al2 	A13 	414 	415 	A115 	 A21 	 A22 

Vaseline 	1 	2114195 	NS 	 NS 	• 0.032 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 
2 	245185 . otao 	4 0.028 	< 0.034 	• 0.043 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.030 	• 	0.030 
3 	2/161416 . oiao 	4 0.029 	< 0.032 	• oxas 	 NS 	 NS 	• 	0A30 	< 	0.026 
4 	247114 . 0.030 	< 0.030 	< 0.032 	< 0.029 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.028 	< 	0.030 
6 	- 2A8194 . 0.030 	< 0.030 	< 0.032 	< 0.031 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.030 	• 	otao 
6 	221195 • 0.032 	• 0.030 	< 0.032 	< 0.030 	 NS 	 NS 	• 	0.031 	< 	0.031 
7 	WAS < 0.028 	< 0.029 	< 0.029 	• 6.028 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.029 	< 	0.029 
a 	31193 x 0s24 	4 0.023 	• 0.027 	< 0.025 	 NS 	 NS 	• 	0.029 	< 	0.024 
9 	AIMAS .  0.031 	< otos 	4  0.031 	< 0.031 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.038 	< 	0.034 

Remedial 	R-01 	3/18195 < 0.039 	< 0.047 	• 0.012 	< 0.039 	 NS 	 NS 	• 	0.039 	• 	0.038 
R-02 	349195 . 0.041 	< 0.041 	< 0.044 	• 0.041 	. NS 	 NS 	< 	0.048 	• 	0.041 
R-03 3213195 	NS 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 
R-04 	3424195 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 
R-06 	3126196 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 
R-06 VMS 	NS 	 NS 	 NO 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 
R-07 	34645 < 0.039 	• 0.049 	< 0.040 	• 0.037 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.034 	• 	0.034 
R-08 	3429195 < 0.041 	< 0.053 	< 0.039 	• 0.040 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.042 	• 	0.042 
R-09 	3130154 < 0.039 	• 0.048 	< 0.038 	< 0.045 	 NS 	 NS 	• 	0.045 	< 	0.045 
RAO 	3(31414 < 0.041 	< 0.048 	• 0.041 	• 0.045 	 NS 	 US 	< 	0.040 	< 	0/44 
RA1 	4111114 < 0.034 	< 0.040 	< 0.034 	• 0.031 	 NS 	 US 	 NS 	< 	0.030 

- FF12 	42195 < 0.030 	< ma 	4 0.031 	< 0.032 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.026 	< 	0.038 
R-13 	41495 . ma 	• 0.033 	< 0.028 	• 0.026 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	otas 	• 	0.026 
RA4 	4446 < 0.027 	< 0.032 	. 0.027 	< 0.025 	 NS 	 NS 	• 	0.926 	. 	0.028 
R-15, 	45196 < 0.028 	< 0.030 	< 0.028 	• osas 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	• 	0.028 
RA8 	415495 	NS 	< 0.035 	< 0.029 	< 0.028 	 NS 	 NS 	 NO 	< 	0.033 
RA7 	42195 	NS 	< 0.028 	< 0.027 	< 0.028 	 NS 	 0 	 NS 	< 	0.034 
R-18 	41494 c 0.018 	< 0.033 	• 0.028 	< 0.031 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.032 	< 	0.032 
RA9 	49196 < 0.019 	• 0.033 	< 0.029 	< 0.027 	 NS 	 NO 	< 	0.028 	• 	otaa 
R-20 NUM < 0.019 	 NS 	• 0.028 	 NO 	 NS 	 NO 	• 	0.027 	 NS 
R-21 	441194 	NS 	 NO 	 NS 	 NO 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 
R-22 	mums . 0.018 	• 0.032 	< 0.029 	• 0.014 	 NS 	 NS 	C .  0.038 	< 	0.028 
R-23 	4113495 • 0.019 	< 0.028 	< 0.028 	< 0.028 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	mg 	• 	0.029 
R-24 	44445 • 0.019 	• otao 	• 0.029 	. 0.028 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	otao 	C 	 0.029 
R-25 	4450 • 0.020 	< otao 	C 0.028 	• 0.028 	 NS 	 NS 	• 	0.029 	< 	0.029 
R46 	446186 < 0.020 	• 0.023 	< 0.029 	< 0.028 	 NS 	 NS 	. 	0.029 	< 	0s29 
R-27 	4117195 
R-28 	448495 
R-29 
R-30 	420185 
R-31 	421195 
R-32 	110190 	 . 
R-33 	1/040 
R-34 	110100 
R-35 	1000 
R-36 	V0/00 
R-37 	140400 

' R-38 	1/0A0 
R49 MOO 
R-40 	'UM 
R-41 	VINDO 
R-42 	V0/00 
R-43 	110100 	 . 
R-44 	MAO 
R45 	V0/00 
R46 	1/0/00 
R47 MA 
R441 	140100 	 • 

1/0100 
Post-Rem. 	PI 	140400 

P2 	1/0/00 
P3 	1/0/00 
P4 	1/0A0 
PS 	1/0/00  

Notes: 

	

	NS Indicates that no sample collected or analyzed. 
NA Watt's not applicable 
P inc6cates a pump fault ono/trance. 

DDT Concentration (ug/m) Percent I 	 Action Level  3.25 pg/m 
CotlocatedSampfer 	Relative 	 AcheiLmmlEuaeded 
A.61 	 All 	Were -• All Al2 Al3 A14 A15 418 A21 A22 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA US NS No NS NS NS NS NS 
< 0.031 	< 	0.029 ' 	V% No No No No NS NS No No 
< 4030 	• 	0.029 	3% No No No No NS NS No No 
< 0.030 	• 	0.030 	0% No No No No NS NS No No 
< 0.030 	< 	0.030 	VA No No No No NS NS No No 
< 0.033 	< 	0.032 	TA No No No No NS NS No No 

	

NS 	0.028 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 

	

NS 	< 	0.024 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 

	

NS 	< 	0.031 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 

	

NS 	< 	0.039 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 

	

NS 	• 	0.041 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA NS NS NS NO NO NS NS NO 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
< 0.019 	• 01087 	104% No No No No NS NS No No 
< 0.040 	< 	0.041 	3% No No No No NS NS No No 
• 0.022 	< 	0.039 	77A No No No No NS NS No No 
< 0.024 	< 	0.041 	71% No No No No NS NS No No 
• otle 	C 	 0.034 	874 No No No No NS NS NS No 
< 0.019 	< 	014 	58% No No No No NS NS No No 
• 0.017 	• 	osno 	63% No No No No NS NS .  No No 
< 0.017 	< 	0s27 	59% No No No No NS NS No No 
< 0.018 	< 	0.028 	STA No No No No NS NS NS No 
< 0.017 	 NS 	MANS No No No NS NS NS No 
< 0.018 	 NS 	NA NS No No No NS NS NS No 

	

NS 	< 	0.018 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 

	

NS 	• 	0.019 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 

	

NS 	C 	0.019 	NA No NS No NS NS NS No NS 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA NS NS NS NO NS NS NS NS 

	

NS 	< 	0.018 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 
< 0.019 	< 	0.019 	0% No No No No NS NS No No 

NS 	< 	0.019 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 
NS 	• 	044 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 
NS • 	042 	NA No No No No NS NS No No 

0 	donna! - 
11DIV/01 	  

O :011AT 	  
O 801V/01 	  
O MDROM 	  
O SWAT 	  
O SDAMT 	  
O POW 	  
O IDIV/01 	  
O 0001101 	  
O PDAMM 	  
O 601V/01 	  
O 1100//01 	  
O SOIV/01 	  
O ICIVIOI 	  
O ODAMM 	  
O *DIV/01 	  
0 	 ODIV/01 	  
O *DAMN 	  
• SONMT 	  
O ODA= 	  
• /DAM 	  

IMAM 	  
O *DAME 	  
O KAMM 	  
0 
O 01)M1MT 	  
O *00//01 	  
O SOIV/01 	  



X/relent Air Moratodng Program 

Post-Rem. 	P1 	1/0/00 
P2 	1/0/00 
P3 	1000 
P4 	1/0/00 
P5 	110/00  

Notes: 

	

	NS Indicates that no sample collected or analyzed. 
NA Indicates not applicable 
P Indicates • pump faun occurrence 

DIeldrIn Concentration (pg/rn') 

Monitoring Event Sampling 	 • 
Phase Number Start Oats 	All 	Al2 	A13 	A14 	Alt 	Alt 	 A21 	 A22 

Baseline 	1 	2/14/95 	NS 	 NS 	< 3032 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 
2 	2/15/95 < 0.029 	< 0.028 	< 0.034 	< 0.043 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.030 	< 	0.030 
3 	2/18/95 < 0.029 	< 0.029 	• 0.032 	< 0.029 	 NS 	 NS 	• 	0.030 	< 	0.028 
4 	2/17/95 < 0.030 	< 0.030 	• 0.032 	< 0.029 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.030 	< 	0.030 
5 	2/18/95 < 0.030 	< 0.030 	• 0.032 	< 0.031 	 NS 	 NS 	4 	0.030 	< 	0.029 
6 	2/21/95 a 0.032 	< 0.030 	< 0.032 	a 0.030 	 NS 	 NS 	a , 	0.031 	< 	0.031 
7 	3/7/95 < 0.028 	< 0.029 	< 0.029 	4  0.028 	 NS 	 NS 	• 	0.029 	< 	0.029 
8 	3/5/95 a 0.024 	< 0.023 	< 0.027 	< 0.025 	 NS 	 NS 	4 	0.029 	< 	0.024 
9 	3/10/95 < 0.031 	< 0.038 	< 0.031 	< 0.031 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.038 	< 	0.034 

	

Remedial 	R-01 	3/18/95 < 0.039 	< 0.047 	< 0.012 	< 0.039 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.048 	< 	0.039 
R-02 . 3/19195 < 0.041 	< 0.044 	< 0.041 	< 0.043 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.048 	< 	0.041 
R-03 	3/23/95 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 
R-04 	3/24/95 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 
R-05 	3/25/95 	NS 	NS . 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	NS 	: 	NS 	 NS 
R-08 	3/27N5 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 

R-07 	3/28M5 < 0.039 	< 0.049 	< 0.040 	< 0.037 	 NS 	 NS 	a 	0.037 	< 	0.034 
R-08 	3/29/95 < 0.041 	a 0.053 	< 0.039 	a 0.040 	 NS 	NS 	< 	0.043 	• 	0.042 
R-09 	3/30195 < 0.039 	< 3048 	< 0.038 	< 0.045 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.008 	< 	0.045 
R-10 	3/31/95 < 0.041 	< 0048 	• 0.041 	< 0.045 	 NS 	NS 	< 	0.038 	< 	0.040 
R-11 	4/1/95 < 0.034 	< 0.040 	< 0.034 	< 0.031 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	NS 	< 	0.030 
1242 	4/2/95 < 0.030 	< 0.038 	< 0.031 	< 0.032 	 NS 	 NS 	a 	0.037 	a 	0.038 
1143 	4/3/95 < 0.026 	< 0.033 	< 0.028 	< 0.028 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.029 	< 	0.028 
R-14 	4/4/95 < 0.027 	< 0.032 	< 0.026 	< 0.025 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.030 	< 	0.027 
R-15 	4/8/95 a 0.028 	< 0.030 	< 0.028 	a 0.025 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	NS 	< 	0.026 
R-16 	4/8/93 	NS 	a 0.035 	< 0.029 	< 0.028 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	• NS 	< 	0.033 
R-17 	417/95 	NS 	< 0.028 	< 0.027 	< 0.028 	 NS 	 NS 	a 	NS 	< 	0.034 

12-16 	4/595 a 0.018 	a 0.033 	< 0.028 	a 0.031 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.040 	4 	0.032 

R-19 	4/9/95 < 0.019 	< 0.033 	< 0.029 	< 0.027 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.029 	< 	0.028 
R-20 	4/10/95 < 0.019 	 NS 	< 0.029 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.027 	 NS 
R-21 	4/11/95 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 
R42 	4/12/95 < 0.018 	< 0.032. 	< 0.029 	< 0014 	 NS 	NS 	< 	0.038 	< 	0.028 
R-23 	4/13/95 4 0.019 	< 0.026 	< 0.028 	< 0.028 	 NS 	NS 	< 	0.041 	< 	0.029 
R-24 	4114/95 4 0.019 	< 0.020 	< 0.028 	< 0.028 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.043 	' < 	0.029 
R-25 	4/18/95 < 0.020 	< 0.020 	a 0.028 	a 0.028 	 NS 	NS 	< 	0.048 	< 	0.029 

• 
R-25 	4/18/95 4 0.020 	< 0.023 	< 0.028 	< 0.028 	 NS 	NS 	< 	0.040 	< 	0.029 

R-27 	4/17/95 
R-28 	4/18/95 

	

. 	R-29 
R40 	4/20/95 
R-31 	4/21/95 	 . 
R42 	110/00 	 . 
R-33 	1/0A0 	 . 
R-34 	1000 

• R45 	1/0/00 . 	 . 
R46 	1000 
R-37 	1/0/00 
R-38 	110/00 
R49 	1/0/00 
R40 	1/0/00 
R-41 	1/0/00 
R-42 	1/0/00 
R-43 	1/0/00 

	

' 	R-44 	1/0/00 
R-45 	110100 

' R-48 	1/0100 
R.47 	1/0/00 
R-48 	1/0100 

x 	V0/00  

	  Parse: j 	 Action Level • 0.0891 pg/m7  
Collocated Sampler 	Relieve 	 Action Level Exceeded 
A81 	 All 	Differs 	All Al2 A13 A14 Alt Alt A21 	A22 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA 
< 0.031 	< 	0.029 	' 	8% 
< 0.030 	< 	0.029 	3% 
a 	0.030 	< 	0.030 	0% 
< 0.030 	< 	0.030 	0% 
< 0.033 	< 	0.032 	3% 

	

NS 	< 	0.028 	NA 

	

NS 	< 	0.024 	NA 

	

NS 	< 	0.031 	NAI 

	

NS 	< 	0.039 	NA 

	

NS 	< 	0.041 	NA 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA 
< 0.019 	< 	0.039 	105% 
• 0.040 	4 	0.041 	3% 
< 0322 	< 	0.039 	77% 
< 0.020 	< 	0.041 	105% 
< 0.018 	< 	0.034 	89% 
< 0.019 	< 	0.030 	58% 
< 0.017 	< 	0.028 	53% 
< 0.017 	< 	0.027 	59% 
< 0.017 	< 	0.028 	85% 
< 0.017 	 NS 	NA 
< 0.018 	 NS 	NA 

	

NS 	< 	0.018 	NA 

	

NS 	< 	0.019 	NA 

	

NS 	< 	0.019 	NA 

	

NS 	 NS 	NA 

	

NS 	a 	0.018 	NA 
< 0.019 	< 	0.019 	0% 

	

NS 	< 	0.019 	NA 

	

NS 	a 	0.020 	NA 

	

NS 	< 	0.020 	NA 

	

0 	SON/01 
*DNA 

• EXV/01 
O 11DIVIO1 
• 000//01 
O IONA 
• SON/01 
• SOWN 

0 	 ilDP/101 
• 101V/01 
O 11:11W01 
• 81:10/101 
• two! 
• 601V101 
• tromp! 
• IOWAN 
• mono! 

• IMMOI 
• 1401V101 

1101■1101 
O 104V101 
O SON/01 
O 110111101 
O 801V/01 
0 	 100/101 
O BDIV/01 

NS NS No NS NS NS NS NS 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No  
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS NS 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	• o 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS NS 	No 
NS No No No NS NS NS No 
NS No No No NS NS NS 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No NS No NS NS NS No NS 
NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 
No No No No NS NS No 	No 

5 17:32 5 17:32 
like5011 



Hexachlorobenzene Concentration (jig/m3) 	PemeM 	 Acaon Level • 0.726 ug/m  
Monitoring 	Event 	Sampling 	 Collocated Sampler 	Relative 	 Action Level Exceeded 

Phase 	Number Start Date 	All 	Al2 	A13 	/114 	M5 	A18 	A21 	 A22 	 A81 	 All 	Difference All 	Al2 	A13 	A14 	A15 	Al8 	A21 	A22  

Baseline 	I 	2114195 	NS 	NS 	0.016 	NS 	NS 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	NA 	NS 	NS 	No 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 

	

2 	2/15/95 	a 	0.015 	< 	0.014 	a 	0.017 	< 	0.021 	 NS 	NO 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	a 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	• 	0% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

3 	2/16/115 	< 	0.014 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.016 	< 	0.015 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	a 	0.015 	< 	0.014 	7% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

4 	2117195 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.016 	< 	0.015 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.014 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	0% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

5 	2/15195 	a 	0.015 	a 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.016 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	0% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

6 	2/21195 	a 	0.016 	< 	0.015 	a 	0.016 	< 	0.015 	NS 	NO 	a 	0.016 	a 	0.015 	< 	0.016 	a 	0.016 	0% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

7 	3/7195 	< 	0.014 	< 	0.014 	< 	0.014 	.4 	0.014 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.015 	< 	NS 	0 	0.014 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

a 	3/6/95 	< 	0.012 	< 	0.012 	< 	0.013 	< 	0.013 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.012 	< 	NS 	< 	0.0121 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

9 	mons 	a 	0.018 	a 	0.019 	< 	0.015 	a 	0.016 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.019 	< 	0.017 	< 	NS 	a 	0.016 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No  

Remedial 	R-01 	3/18/95 	< 	0.019 	a 	0.023 	< 	0.006 	a 	0.019 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.024 	< 	0.019 	 NS 	< 	0.019 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-02 	3/19/95 	< 	0.021 	< 	0.022 	< 	0021 	< 	0.022 	NS 	 NO 	0.048 	< 	0.021 	 NS 	< 	0.021 ' 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-03 	3/23/95 	NO 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	NA NS 	NO 	NO 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 

	

1244 	3/24/95 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NO 	NO 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NS 	NA NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 

	

R-05 	3/25/95 	NO 	NS 	NS 	NO 	NO 	NS 	 NO 	 NO 	 NS 	 NS 	NA NS 	NO 	NO 	NS 	NO 	NS 	NS 	NS 

	

R-06 	3/27195 	NS 	NO 	NO 	NS 	NS 	NS 	 NS 	 NS 	 NO 	 NS 	NA 	NO 	NS 	NO 	NO 	NS 	NS 	NO 	NO 

	

R-07 	3/28195 	< 	0.019 	< 	0.024 	0.048 	0.034 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.019 	< 	0.017 	a 	0.010 	< 	0.019 	90% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-08 	3A9/95 	• 	0.021 	:a 	0.026 	0.033 	< 	0.020 	NO 	NO 	• 	0.021 	< 	0.021 	< 	0.020 	< 	0.021 	5% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NO 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-09 	3/30195 	a 	0.019 	< 	0.024 	0.153 	0.053 	NS 	NS 	a 	0.020 	< 	0.023 	< 	0.014 	< 	0.019 	38% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

11;10 	3/31/95 	< 	0.021 	< 	0.024 	0.128 J 	0.045 	 NO 	NO 	< 	0.019 	a 	0.020 	0.020 J 	4 	0.021 	5% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NO 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-11 	4/1/95 	4 	0.017 	a 	0.020 	0.104 J 	< 	0.016 	NS 	NS 	 NO 	< 	0.015 	0.010 	< 	0.017 	70% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	NO 	No 

	

R-12 	4/2/95 	< 	0.015 	0.118 	< 	0.015 	a 	0.041 	 NS 	NO 	a 	0.019 	< 	0.018 	0.012 	< 	0.015 	25% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NO 	No 	No 

	

R-13 	4/3/95 	0.025 	< 	0.017 	0.078 .1 	0.042 	NS 	NO 	a 	0.0t4 	< 	0.013 	0.022 	0.025 	15% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NO 	No 	No 

	

R-14 	4/4/95 	0.039 	• 	0.016 	0.078 	< 	0.013 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.015 	< 	0.014 	0.047 J 	< 	0.039 	17% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NO 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-15 	4/5195 	0.026 	< 	0.015 	0.051 	0.022 	NS 	NS 	 NS 	< 	0.013 	0.023 	< 	0.026 	13% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	NS 	No 

	

R-16 	4/6/95 	NO 	0.013 	0.058 J 	• 	0.014 	NS 	NO 	 NS 	< 	0.016 	0.022 	< 	NS 	NA 	NO 	No 	No 	No 	NO 	NS 	NO 	No 

	

R-17 	4/7/95 	NS 	< 	0.014 	< 	12014 	0.063 	NO 	NO 	 NO 	< 	0.017 	0.089 	< 	NS 	NA 	NS 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	NO 	No 

	

R-18 	4/8/95 	0.082 	< 	0.017 	0.122 	< 	0.015 	NS 	NO 	< 	0.020 	• 	0.016 	 NS 	< 	0.082 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-19 	4/9/95 	0.014 	< 	0.017 	0.048 	0.021 	 NS 	NO 	a 	0.015 	< 	0.014 	 NS 	a 	0.014 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-20 	4/10/95 	0.040 	NS 	0.038 	 NS 	NS 	NO 	• 	0.013 	 NS 	 NS 	< 	0.040 	NA 	No 	NS 	No 	NO 	NO 	NS 	No 	NS 

	

R-21 	4/11/95 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NS 	 NO 	 NS 	 NO 	 NS 	NA NS 	NS 	NO 	NO 	NS 	NS 	NS 	NO 

	

R-22 	4/12/95 	0.022 	< 	0.016 	0.049 	< 	0.010 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.019 	< 	0.014 	 NS 	0.022 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-23 	4/13/95 	0.030 	< 	0.013 	0.068 	0.018 	NS 	NO 	< 	0.021 	• 	0.014 	a 	0.009 	0.030 	233% 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NO 	No 	No 

	

R-24 	4/14/95 	0.037 	• 	0.010 	0.062 	a 	0.014 	NS 	NS 	< 	0.022 	< 	0.015 	, 	NS 	< 	0.037 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NS 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-25 	4115/95 	• 	0.010 	< 	0.010 	0.036 	< 	0.014 	 NO 	NO 	• 	0.023 	< 	0.015 	 NO 	< 	0.010 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NO 	NS 	No 	No 

	

R-26 	4/16195 	0.020 	a . 0.012 	0.007 	< 	0.014 	 NO 	NO 	< 	0.023 	< 	0.014 	 NS 	< 	0.020 	NA 	No 	No 	No 	No 	NO 	NO 	No 	No 

	

R-27 	4117/95 	 lOMb 

	

R-28 	4/18/95 	 COMO 	  

	

R-29 	 /DNA 	  

	

R-30 	4/20/95 	 • 	 o 	 IDIVIO 	  

	

R-31 	4/21195 	 o 	 ION/0 	  

	

R-32 	1/0/00 	 o 	 1113N/0 	  

	

R43 	1/0/00 	 0 	 ION/0 	  

	

R44 	1000 	 0 	 ION/0 	  

	

R45 	1/0100 	 o 	 111:1M0 	  

	

R-36 	1/0/00 	 0 	 ION/0 	  

	

R-37 	1/0100 	 0 	 SON/0 	  

	

R48 	1/0100 	 0 	 IDN/0 	  

	

R-39 	MOO 	 o 	 Immo 	  

	

. R-40 	1/0/00 	 0 	 IDN/0 	  

	

: R-41 	1/0/00 	 0 	 ION/0 	  

	

R-42 	1/0/00 	 o 	 OM% 00 	  

	

R-43 	110/00 	 o 	 110N/0 	  

	

R-44 	1/13/1:0 	 0 	 IONA) 	  

	

R-45 	119/00 	 o 	 IONA 	  

	

R-48 	1/0/00 	 o 	 Immo 	  

	

R-47 	1/0/00 	 o 	 00fV/0 	  

	

R-43 	1/0/00 	 0 	 /DNA 	  

	

R-49 	1A)/00 	 0 	 90N/0 	  

	

x 	1/0/00 	 0 	 000/10 	 

Post-Rem. 	PI 	1/0/00 	 0 	 1/0IV/O 	  

	

P2 	1/0/00 	 o 	 CONA 	  

	

P3 	1/0/120 	 o 	 1101V/O 	  

	

P4 	1/0/00 	 o 	 IMMO 	  

	

P5 	I/0/00 	 o 	 001V10 _ 	  

Woois Indy• 
Arabian At monitomg PTV= 

TAIOW4XL3 HXCe 

Notes: NS indicates that no sample collected or analyzed. 
NA Indicates not applicable 
P Indicates e pump foul. 
J Indicates that surrogate recovery was outside limits 

• 5 17:72 5 17:72 111,217.5of11  



Woods Ind-II-sties Site 
Ambient Air Monitoring Program 
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WoodlistrIes Site 
Ambient Air Monitoring Program 
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• 

May 24, 1995 

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 
Transmittel No.: 0109 
Number of Pages: 1 

Subject: 	Completion of Perforrriance Test 
Williams Project No.: 0385-001-110 

Dear Lynda: 

Williams Environmental Services, Inc. (Williams) is scheduled to complete the remainder 
of Its performance test al the Woods Industrisa Bite on May 25 and 26. To date. 
Williams has completed the following runs: 

▪ Run lA - Dioxins/PersticIdesNOST 
• Run 2A - Dioxins/Pesticides (Cold start test) 
• Run 2B - Metale/HCVCIa/Particulate/VOST (Cold start test). 

On Thursday, May 25, Williams will complete Run 3 of the test, running all sampling 
trains simultaneously (dioxins, pesticides, VOST, metals, HO, Clg, and particulate). On 
Friday, May 28, Williams will complete Rim 18 for metals, MCI, C1 2, and pantalets, 
followed by another sampling run for the blank trains. 

if you have any questions regarding this schedule, please contact me today at (404) 
879-4854 or 8.J. Bartee at the job site. 

Sincerely, 

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. 

Vii4/1Zr-dr 
Greg VVhelftone 
Project Engineer 
GTIN:pc 

cc: 	Mark A. Fled 
B.J. Bartee 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Job File 0385 

ars West Park Piece Mose ikasseln. Geces*. SOW 4044794107 
sAccumAereenobe‘activehvooctskorespuchwds0109.doc 



06/02/95 	16:13 	FAX 2064076305 	 444 

.401"42k 	 • 

• ffit UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 eRcas.c. 

1200 Sbcth Avenue 
Seattle,Washington98101 	. 

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: 

PHILIP COLUMBIA 	Q002/006 

. 	

taer-0 

. EPA has reviewed your submission of June 1, 1995, entitled 
"Proposed Operating Limits for Woods Site." As discussedin our 
conference call with representatives from Focu, Philip 
Environmental and Williams Environmental, EPA approves your 
proposed operating parameters (seer attached) with the following 

1 changes: 
I 	• 	

• 
- 

11 Change soil feed rate (60-min RA) (max) to 26.7 from 27.0; 	. 
I 

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

3. Add as a C Parameter: baghouse pulse setting used duiing the 
performance test. 	 I 	*. 

4. Change soil exit temperature (instantaneous) (min.) to 725 
degrees F. from 700 degrees P. 

. 	• 	. . 
5. Change ID fan current (inst) (ruu) to 100 amps from 110 amps. 

L 
6. Add the following as a footnote to soil exit temperature ( .20-
mm RA) and soil exit temperature (instantaneous): 

Soil exit temperature AWFSOs not in effect during the first 
•54.6 minutes of start-up, soil not meeting soil exit; 

. 	temperature.AWFS0 limits must be retreated 'or sampled 
• separately from subsequently treated soil to confirmlsoil 

410 • 	
cleanup standards have been met. 

	

I 	• l • 7. Revise Table 3-2 to reflect the above changes. Submit the ' •
revised table to me by June 7, 1995. 	 I 	- 



• 
' 06/02/95 	16:13 	FAX 2064076305 

Additionally, Williams agreed to submit to EPA the t4tal 
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 bel 
categorized as B Parameters. The TDS and TSS data shall )i.e 

114 PHILIP COLUMBIA 	Q003/006 

submitted to EPA by June 7, 1995. 

The thermal treatmenl unit may. be  operated.according ito the 
terms and conditions identified in this letter except that 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 tphluntil 
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 questions please contact me at (206) . 

553-1987. 

perely, 

Lynda E. Priddy 
Woods Site Manager 	1. 
'Hazardous Waste Divisicin 

attachment 
cc: David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental - Columbia 	• 

B.J. Bartee, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. . 
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO 	 • 	 . • 

• Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - nw-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 	 • . 	. 
David Tonkin - URS 



. PrrOased OPerafmg Units forWoods Site  
tA1 Parameters 	Untts _1 UmitType r 	Limit 	Notes. 	• 
Soil feed rate (60-mm n RA) 	 Ionsthr 	Max 	77 	a .,  
Soli feed rate instantaneous 	 . 	Max 	31 	b -• I 
Bag.  house dustteed rate (60-min RA) 	tortsfir 	Max 	• 35  I- 
Baghause dust feed rate (Instantaneous), 	tonsihr 	Mai: 	SI 	_ , 	•  
Sca ea temperature (20-min RA) 	• deg. F 	Mtn 	750 	a  
Soti exit temperature (Instaritaneo_20s 	deg. F 	Kin 	700 	1 - 	,  

`Themtal axkfaer exit temp Oast 	de ..F 	Min 	11110 	'd 
Stack Tait CO (60-min RAW% 02) 	Porn 	Max 	100 	 
APC recycle water Saw rate ((net) 	• 	. gpm 	h6n 	300  
•Scrutilber recycle water pH (20-min RA! 	units 	. 	Min 	725 	f 	! •  
Scrubber recrle water pH (last) 	pH units 	Min 	5.5 • 	c,f -.'• 

,APC purge rate (Inst.) . 	 • 	OM • 	Mill 	16-5 	d 	1  
ED fan current (inst) 	 amos 	Max 	110 	d,  
A2.P.-arameters 	 • 	 . 	 I  
;Thermal desorber pressure Cost) 	 Max 	-0.01  
Tim 	indidesarber ex11 ternp (inst.) 	deg. F 	I 	Max 	450  

7-Therma1 desorber cdt tern 	 d 	. F 	MIn 	, 
Thermal cidcrizer exi1 temp (inst.) 	deg. F 	Max 	2100 	. 

Basihodse dttrerendal cressure (inst.) 	I . 	 In. w.c. 	Min 	0.5  
Quench exit temp (Inst 	 de - . F 	Max 	250 --  
Stack gas oxygen concentration (Inst.) 	1._ 	ch. 	Mm 	3 	 

C Parameters  
v.rater Siroply pressure 	. 	• . 	I 	Psig 	I 	Mmn 	F 	20 	. 	. 

• 06/02/95 	16:13 	FAX 206407630 .5 .  

Ni+1-01-95 THU 08 :30 gi • FOCUS MIMI 

• 

4-.4  PHILIP COLUMBIA 	e004/006 
.• 	. • •• 	 - 	r • 

.- 	•- 	• • 	 • 	 . 

FM MO. 6155318854 	I 	Y.02/04 . 

- 	 I 
(a) Badeit on the average of the highest (oWest) RAvalues measured during each rurfi 
(b) Based on the average of the maximum hourly valuits from each hour of the test runs 
(c) Based on the average of the rninimum hourly values from each hour of the test rung. 
(d) Based on Mme weighted average 	 I 
(e) Limit of 110 amps based on current regui•ed for cold stert-up  
(0 pH Snits based on Runs 1B and 3 only since MCI was pot measured during Run IA1 
(g) Lima based on data vartabraty 	 . 	 . 

• . 	. - 	I 

' 	 1 - 	 • 

i 
I 

IN• 

.■■■•• 
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06/06/95 	10:56 FAX 404 879 4831 	 l0002 

WILLIAMS EnviRonmErri•RL SERVICES, inc. 
VIA FACSIMILE 

June 5, 1995 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager 
U.S.E.P.A., Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Re: 

Subject: 

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. Williams 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. Settee at (509) 452-4326. 

Sincerely, 

WILUAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. 

Greg WheVone 
Project Engineer 
GTW:pc 

Attachments 

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

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

cc: 	1 Lowell Taylor 
Jim Sanders 
B.J. Bartee 
David Eagleton (Philip) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Job File 0365 

2075 West Park Place Stone Mountain, Georgia 30087 4041879-4107 
ce 4 0. 	 .111 1 ^1 
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ub/ub/u5 iu:bi eAA 404 879 4531 

06/05195 	09:25 	$$09 452 4552 
SUN e2 '95 22:17 rR QUANTERRA 

Client Mame: 
Client ID: 
Lab ID: 
Matrix: 
Authorized: 

Parameter 

GENERAL INORGANICS 

(Water) 

Williams Environmental Services Inc. 
RIB-SCR-PHY 
De2144-0004-SA 
AQUEOUS 	 Sampled: 25 MAY 95 
26 MAY 95 	Prepared: See Below 

Result 

Solids, 
Total Dissolved 9440 	mg/I, 	zoo 

WILLIAMS WOODS 
TO 15094524552 	P.07/22 

Received: 26 MAY 55 • 
Analyzed: Sea Below 

Reporting Analytical 	Prepared Analyzed 
Units 	Limit 	Method 	Date 	Date 

160.1 

Nate R : Raised rBparting limit(s) due to high analyte level (s). 
ND --- Not detected 
RA Not applicable 

Reported By Lori Ann Upton 

The cover letter is an integral part of this report. 
Rev 230787 

NA . 	27 MAY 95 R 

Approved By: Josefina Jones 

vioo3 
0004 
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• 

vw/VV/00 

0 6/ 05/ S S 
I.V.O/ 	FA-5. 1U4 010 10,12. 

09:23 	/V09 452 4552 	 WILLIAMS WOODS 

Client Naas: 
Client ID: 
Lab ID: 
Natrix: 
Authorized: 

GENERAL INONSANICS 

(Water) .  

Williams Environmental Services inc. 
R1R-SC8-PHY 
082144.0004-SA 
AQUEOUS 	_Sampled: 25 KAY 95 	Received: 26 MAY 95 _ 	_ _ 
26 NAY 95 	

. _ _ _ 
Prepared: See -Below 	Analyzed: See Below 

Reporting Analytical 	Prepared Anal= 
Parameter 	Result 	Units 	Limit 	Method 	Data 	Date 

Solids, . 
Total Suspended 103 	arg/L 	.5.0 	160.2 	NA . 	26 NAY 

NO - Not detected 
NA - Not applicable 

Reported By: Larry Tellers Approved By: Josefina Jones 

Tba cover letter is an integral part of this report. 
Rev 233781 

[40004 
fJ005 



0,0 400l 

1:15:15/95 	08:51 	%:509 452 4532 	 WILLIAMS WOODS 
MY-19-1993 e9:13 	 OLIONTERRR WEST SQC 

• 	 1.0 [0 005 
007 

P.87 

GENERAL INORGANICS 

(Water) 

Client Name: Williams Environmental Services Inc. 
Client ID: 	RZA-SCB-PHY 
Lab ID: 	081925-0005-SA 
Matrix: 	AQUEOUS 	 Sampled: 10 MAY 95 	Received: 12 MAY 9S 
Authorized: 12 MAY 95 	Prepared: See Below 	Analyzed: See Below 

Reporting Analytical 	Prepared Analyzed 
Parameter 	Result 	Units 	Limit 	Method 	Date 	Date 

Solids. 
Total Dissolved slop 	m9/1. 	200 	160.1 	 NA 	15 MAY 9S R 

Solids, 
Total Suspended 690 	mg/L 	lo.o 	160.2 	NA 	15 MAY 9S R 

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

NO = Not detected 
NA - Not applicable 

Reported By: Larry Tellers 	 Approved By Jeff Brenner 

The cover letter is an integral part of this report. 
Rev 230787 



%IV/ 	 Oal J.v.00 rAA eV Og 	4031 

05/18/95 	03:52 	'&509 452 4552 	 WILLIAMS WOODS 
MIRY-28-1995 3; 14 	 GUANTEROS WEST sac 

Client Name: 
Client ID: 
Lab ID: 
Katrix: 
Authorized: 

Parameter 

Solids, 
Total Dissolved 5260 

Solids, 
Total Suspended 664 

GENERAL INORGANICS 

(Water) 

Williams Environmental Services Inc. 
RZA-SCB-PHY 
08192S-0005-0U 
AQUEOUS 	 Sampled: 10 MAY 85 	Received: 12 MAY 95 
12 MAY 95 	Preparedt Se(' ReloW 	Analyzed: See Below 

[40006 
(aims 

P.ete 

Reporting Analytical 	Prepared Analyzed 
Result 	Units 	Limit 	Method 	Date 	Date 

mg/L 	ZOO 	160.1 

mg/L 	10.0 	160.Z 

• NA 

NA 

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

ND • Not detected 
NA . Not applicable 

4111 Reported By: Larry Tellers 	 Approved By: Jeff Brenner 

The cover letter is an integral part of this report. 
Rev 230787 

15 MAY 95 R 

15 MAY 85 R 



UV/ VU/ 

135113/95 	08:52 	1Y509 452 455Z 	 WILLIAMS WOODS 
MpY-18-194S es:14 	OUPI4TERRR LEST SRC 

Client Name: 
Client ID: 
Lab ID: 
Matrix: 
Authorized: 

Farameter 

1V.VU L. 	V4 OiO 4001 

Solids, 
Total Dissolved 3420 

Solids, 
Total Suspended 574 

GENERAL INORGANICS 

(Water) 

Williams Environmental Services Inc. 
R2A-SCB-PHY-1715 
08192S-0006-SA 
AQUEOUS 	 Sampled: 10 MAY 95 	Received: 12 MAY 95 
12 MAY 95 	 Prepared: See Below 	Analyzed: See Below 

Reporting Analytical 	Prepared Analyzed 
Result 	Units 	Limit 	Method 	 Date 	Date 

mg/L 	200 	160.1 

mq/1. 	10.0 	160.2 

Note R : Raised reporting limit(s) due to MO analyte level(s). 

ND - Not detected -
NA . Not applicable 

410  Reported By: Larry Tellers 	 Approved By: Jeff Brenner 

The cover letter is an integral part of this report. 
Rev 230787 

NA 

NA 

p. 

k0007 

Q1009 

15 MAY 95 I 

15 MAY 95 R 
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65/2 3 /9 5  

• 

rAA 4u4 OI 	J1 

06:12 	V509 452 4552 

Client Name: 
Client LD: 
Lab ED: 
Matrix: 
Authorized: 

Result Parameter 

Solids, 
Total Dissolved 10200 

Solids, 
Total Suspended 440 

WILLIAUS WOODS 

GENERAL INORGANICS 

(Water) 

Williams Environmental Services Inc. 
R2B-SCB-PHY 
081961-0004-SA 
AQUEOUS 
15 MAY 95 

Sampled: 11 MAY 9S 
Prepared: See Below 

mg/L 	200 	150.1 

mg/?_ 	10.0 	160.2 

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

ND Nat detected 
NA T.. Not applicable 

Reported By: Larry Tellers 

The cover letter ii an integral part of this report. 
- Rev 230787 

Received: 15 MAY 95 
Analyzed: See Below 

Lei UUtS 

tit 015 

Reporting Analytical 	Prepared Analyt 
Units 	Limit 	Method 	 Date 	Date 

NA 

NA 

Approved By: Lori Ann Upton 

17 MAY 

15 MAY 



• 
VV, VW/ •:/V 	 .LV - 

.06/05/95 	09:29 

Client Mme: 
Client ID: 
Lab /0: 
Matrix: 
Authorized: 

-av-* ol0 4001 

'&509 452 4552 	 WILLIAMS WOODS 

GENERAL INORGANICS 

(Water) 

Williams Environmental Services Inc. 
R3-5CB-PHY 
082144-m115-SA 
AQUEOUS 	 Sampled: 25 MAY 95 
26 MAY 95 	Prepared: See Below 

Parameter 	 Result 

Solids. 
Total Suspended 148 	mg/L 	5.0 	160.2 

Received: 26 MAY 95 
Analyzed: See Below 

(6 009 

ooi 

Reporting Analytical 	Prepared Analym 
Units 	Limit 	Method 	Date 	Date 

ND Nat detected 
NA . Not applicable 

4111 	Reported By: Larry Tellers 	 Approved By: Josefina Jones 

The cover letter is an integral part of this report. 
Rev 230787 

NA 	26 KAY 
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06/05/95 	09:29 	'&509 452 4552 

Client Name: 
Client ID: 
Lab ID: 
Matrix: 
Authorized: 

Parameter 

Solids, 
Total Dissolved 7980 

Result 

wilL 	200 

WILLIAMS WOODS 

GENERAL INORGANICS 

(Water) 

Williams Environmental Services Inc. 
xs-sol-PNY 
082144-0015-SA 
AQUEOUS 	 Sampled: 25 NAY 95 
26 MAY OS 	Prepared: See Below 

16d.I 

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

ND = Not detected 
NA = Not Applicable 

Reported By: Lori Ann Upton 

The cover letter is an integral part of this report. 
Rev 230787 

Received: 26 MAY 95 
Analyzed; See Below 

IA 010 
IZ 009 

Reporting Analytical 	Prepared Aoalyti 
Units 	Limit 	Method 	Date 	Da.te 

Approved By: Jasefina Jones 

NA 	27 MAY 
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'06/05/95 	09:30 	$509 452 4552 
SUN 62 'SS 22%19 FR QUANTERRA 

"LIME CONTROL SAMPLE REPORT 
Vet Chemistry Analysis and Preparation 
Project: 082144 

Category: TDS-A 	Total Dissolved Solids 
Test: 	TDS-A 
Matrix: AQUEOUS 
QC Lot: 27 MAY 9S-A 
Concentration Units: mg/L 

Solids, Total Dissolved 

	---Concentration-- 

	

Spiked 	Measured 

	

DCS1 	DCSZ 

	

SOO 	494 	498 

WILLIAMS WOODS 
TO 151994524= 	P.19/2 

AVG 

496 

Accuracy 
Average (%) 
DCS Limits 

99 80-120 

loon 
012 

Precision 
. (RFD) 
OCS Limit 

0.81 	20 

olculations are performed before rounding to avoid round-off errors in calculated results. 
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ET -aStld 1U101 ** 

METHOD BLANK REPORT 
Wet Chemistry Analysis and Preparation 
Project: 082144 

Test: 	IDS-A 
Method: 160.1 
Matrix: AWE= 
QC Lot: 27 MAY 9S-A 

Analyte 	. 

Solids, Total D1sso1ved 

410 ND - Not Detected 

WILL IAMS WOODS 

Total Dissolved Solids (IDS) 

4 012 
rib cart 

QC Run: Z7 MAY 95-A 

Reporting 
Result 	Units 	Limit 	Qualifi 

ND 	mg/L 	10 - 
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GENERAL INORGANICS 

(Water) 

Client Name: Williams Environmental Services Inc. 
Client ID: 	R4-SCB-PHY 
Lab ID: 	082160-0001-SA 
Matrix: 	AQUEOUS 	 Sampled: 26 MAY 95 	Received: 27 MAY 95 
Authorized: 27 MAY 95 	 Prepared: See Below 	Analyzed: See Below 

Reporting Analytical 	Prepared Analyzed 
Parameter 	 Result 	Units 	Limit 	Method 	 Date 	Date 

Solids, 
Total Dissolved 3950 	mg/L 	40.0 	160.1 	 NA 	27 MAY 95 R 

Solids, 
Total Suspended 142 	mg/L 	5.0 	160.2 	 NA 	27 MAY 95 

Note R : Raised reporting limit(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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WILLIRMS enviRonmenTRL SERVICES, inc. 

June 7, 1995 

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.: 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 CIA/QC results are Included for a majority 
of the analyses, with the rest to follow when they are received. 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 emissions 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 results, please contact me at (404) 879-4854 or 
B.J. Bartee at (509) 452-4326. 

Sincerely, 

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. 

Greg  Whiagtone 
Project Engineer 
GTW:pc 

Enclosures 

2-V,zaztr4, 

cc: 	Z. Lowell Taylor 
Jim Sanders 
B.J. Bartee 
David Eagleton (Philip, w/o attachments) 
Bruce Sheppard (BNRR, w/o attachments) 

2075 West Park Place Stone Mountain, Georgia 30087 4041879-4107 

g:\comrAwesi\jo  bs \active \ woods \corespnd\wds0113.doc 

wEi 

16 0 0 2 
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WILLIAMS enviRonmEnTRL SERVICES, Inc. 

June 8, 1995 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager 
U.S.E.P.A., Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Re: 

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

Dear Lynda: 

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

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 HCI 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. 

Greg VVheagtone 
Project Engineer 
GTW:pc 

Enclosures 

cc: 	Z. Lowell Taylor 
Jim Sanders 
B.J. Bartee 
David Eagleton (Philip) 
Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 

2075 West Park Place Stone Mountaln, Georgia 30087 404/879-4107 

A eko r-T1 VP\ w nevi ckenrecnnci\ wdSO 115 .doc 

16002 
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Table 3-2. Automatic Waste Feed Shutoff Conditions To Be Compiled With During All Phases of Contaminated Soil Processing 

a See Figure 6-1 of the Thermal Desorption Work Plan for locations of malor process Instruments 
b Soli exit temperature AWFSOs not in effect during the first 54.6 Wallin 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. 
c Corrected to 7% oxygen 
d Limit to be evaluated during subsequent operations to determine if start-up can be performed with this limn in effect. 
e Burner management system flame out Indication 
I Programmable logic controller power failure Indication 
g AWFSOs occurring due to these parameters during (he first 54.6 minutes of a sled-up will not be counted toward the weekly AWFSO allowance 

PTT4.20:110. 

Raidorc 4 

Soil feed mule (ton/hr) 
Soil feed rate (ton/hr) 
Thermal desorber pressure (Inches w.c.) 
Thermal desorber exit soil temperature ('F) 
Thermal desorber exit soil temperature ('F) 
Thermal desorber exit gas temperature ('F) as 
alternative measure of performance Initial 20 mlnutes 
Thermal desorber exit gas temperature ('F) 
Thermal desorber exit gas temperature (F) 
Thermal desorber exit gas temperature ('F) 
Thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature ( -F) 
Thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature (oF) 
Quench exit gas temperature ('F) 
Slack gas carbon monoxide (ppmv) 
Stack gas oxygen (%) 
ID Fan current (amp) 
APC recycle water Bow rate (gpm) 

APC purge rate (gpm) 
Baghouse differential pressure (inches w.c.) 
Packed bed scrubber recycled water pH 
Packed bed scrubber recycled water pH 
ID Fan failure 
Burner system (allure 
Power failure 

WQ1-170 	High 	> 267 
WQI-170 	High 	> 	31 

PI-330 	High 	> -0.01 
11-112 	. 	Low 	<750(b) 
TI-112 	Low 	<725(b) 

TIC-310 	Low 	< 250 

TIC-310 	High 	> 450 
TIC-310 	High-high 	> 600 
TIC-310 	Low 	< 250 
TIC-518 	Low 	< 1,810 
TIC-518 	High 	2,100 
TI-819 	High 	> 250 

AIC-851A 	High 	> 100(c) 
AIC-851C 	Low 	< 3 

	

11-6622,6823 	High 	> 100(d) (g) 

	

FT-700,701 	Low 	< 300 
FT-706,707 

Ft-704 	Low 	< 16.5 
PD1-633 	Low 	< 0.5(g) 
AIC-753 	Low 	< 7.25 
AIC-753 	Low 	< 0.5 

	

11-6622,6623 	 - 
NA 	 (8) 	 - 
NA 	 (f)  

60-minute rolling average AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
20-minute rolling average AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 

Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous VO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
60-minute rolling average AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO • 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 

Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
20-minute rolling average AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 

.•4 • 	, 4 • Yor''t-MPNWAZI:W13.X.Z.Via 	 70. 	ASV'  v.-74.1,,Tir . -„,,),3.51 .t.vggpf.ty....A02,-.-60-.--, 2  1:kl• - 5 	kr4apz-kit.)-Ue 
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

WCODSPTRSAII 
DRAFT Peftermance Test Raw! 

Wools Industries Silo 
058312 

05/14/61 

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 (LTD) 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 LITD equipment was operated by Williams during the Performance Test. Williams contracted 

Focus Environmental, Inc. (Focus) to develop 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 were 

analyzed by Quanterra Environmental Services (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 organochlorine (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 concern 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. 

• A 99.99 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 (HCQ and chlorine (Cl 2) 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 a 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 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 MD 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 (P (Cs), 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. 

1-2 
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2.0 PERFORMANCE TEST PROGRAM SUMMARY 

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

2-1 

W000SPTIZSAL4 
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As part of a Removal Action performed by Burlington Northern 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, 

1995 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 runs 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 

concern 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. 

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 soil 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 interlock system. A more detailed description of the LTTD system 

is given in the Performance Test Plan. 

LEJ U U 0 
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2.3 Shakedown and Pretest 

I I J. 

WOODSPTRSAM 
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09114/0S 

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 initially 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 LITD to reduce the concentrations 

of OCL pesticides in the soil 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, 
Residential 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 Air 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 
concern 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. 

LO 009 
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• Demonstrate a 99.99 percent destruction and removal efficiency (ORE) of a principal 
organic hazardous constituent (POHC) per 40 CPR 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/dscl), corrected to 7 percent oxygen. 

• Demonstrate that the emission rate of hydrogen chloride acid (HCI) and chlorine (Cl 2) in 
the stack gas met the ambient air impact guidelines described in the Boilers and 
Industrial Furnaces 03In 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 pprk, based on a 60-minute rolling average 

• 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 

• 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 

WOOOSATR.SAM 
DRAFT Performance Test Repsrt 

Weed$ legiuselet 
058312 
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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. 

LJ U .L U 

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 HC1 by EPA Method 5 (M005o) 

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 (CENT) for CO (Method 10) and 0 2  (Method 3A). 

2-4 
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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 Fled, 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 operations within the desired range. 

Williams personnel were also responsible for collecting 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 during the testing period. Performance Test sample analysis was 

performed by Quantum 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 conditions. 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 sampling trains were used during run 1A to sample 

for OCL pesticides and semivolatile organics, PCDO/PcDF, and volatile organics. Run 1B was 

postponed, due to mechanical difficulties, until May 25, 1995. During run 1B the stack gas was sampled 

for particulate, HCI. Cl a, and metals. 

Test run 2 was divided into two runs designated as 2A and 2B. Both of these runs were initiated from a 

cold start condition, per EPA request. Test run 2A was performed on May 10, 1995 with stack sampling 

Lei UU 
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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, C12, 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, HCl, C1 2, 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 25 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. 

u12 
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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, 

}-ICI, and CO. The LTTD system failed to achieve the stack gas emission requitement for particulate. A 

POHC destruction and removal efficiency exceeding 99.99% was demonstrated in all test runs. 

Operating 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 to 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 fairly 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 calculating DRE. 

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% 02) 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 attributed to stack demister problems 

experienced during the Performance Test. It 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 

Williams Environmental has discussed this issue with USEPA Region X and has agreed to continue with 

their attempts to correct this problem. 

3-1 
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3,3 Hydrogen Chloride and Chlorine Emissions 

HCI emissions were much less than the required maximum emission rate of 4 lb/hr during each run. The 

HCI emission rates were 0.121, 0.358, and 0.175 lb/hr for test runs 1, 2, and 3, respectively. Chlorine 

emissions were 0.0. 0.04, and 0.0 lb/hr for test runs 1, 2, and 3, respectively. HCI and chlorine 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, 24, 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 level 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, 28, 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 IV for carcinogenic metals. The chromium emission was assumed to be 100% 

hexavalent chromium for purposes of comparison to the AS1L The ground level concentrations 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 
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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. 

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-TCOD. Emissions of the PCDD/PCDF compounds, expressed as 2,3,7,8-TCOD 

toxic equivalents (TEQ) are then added together to determine the total PCDD/PCDP 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 4  

gg/m 3  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 emissions 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. 

An objective of the Performance Test was to demonstrate that the treated soil exiting the LTTD system 

met the specified cleanup criteria for OCL pesticides, PCDD/PCDF (as 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEO), 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. 
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4.0 QA/QC SUMMARY 

Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) protocols were based on the recommended QAJQC 

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 activities 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 for the following types of data: 

• Sample collection 

• Sample analysis 

• process instrument calibration 

• 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 field, and to institute corrective actions 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 QAJQC Plan presents the 

samples that were collected to achieve QA/QC objectives. During this Performance Test, an 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 
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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 CtAgIC 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 CIAKIC 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. 

4.1.2.1 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 Qualify Assurance Handbook for Air Pollution Measurement 

Systems; Volume Ill - Stationaty Source Specific Methods (EPA 600/4-77-027b), Section 2.3.1.1. Copies 

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 containers,, 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, M0010, 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 trains, 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 weighed 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 laboratory 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. lsokinetic calculations were performed to ensure the 

sampling was within the acceptable range of 90 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 8 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 labs. 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 materials, 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 for the Performance Test. 

0018 
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• 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 objectives of the program as discussed in Sections 4 
and 10 of the QA/QC Plan. 

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 25 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 matrix interference. 

• The matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate analysis for the run 28 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-PeCDD 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 surrogate 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 results 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 demonstrates calibration of these instruments within the acceptance criteria listed In 

Table 7-1 of the QA/QC Plan are included in Appendix D. 
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Prior 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 

Performance 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 Analytical 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 participating analytical 

laboratories including Quantena Environmental Services and ALTA Analytical Laboratories. 
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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 sections 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 5-2 presents the recommended operating Emits 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 automatically stopping the waste feed. This categorization is patterned after the 

recommendations given in USEPA's Guidance on Setting Permit Conditions and Reportina 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 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 Performance 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 
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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 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 80-minute (20-minute) rolling 

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

established operating limits. 

5.1.2 Establishing Operating Limits from Performance 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 guidance. 

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. 
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High Soil Feed Rate  - If the 60-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 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 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. 

High Stack Gas Carbon Monoxide  - Soil feed will be immediately stopped if the stack gas carbon 

monoxide exceeds 100 pprn, 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 pprn„ . 

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 

5-4 
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from each test run. The instantaneous limit is based upon the average of the minimum instantaneous 

hourly value over the test. 

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 limit is based upon the average of the 20-minute rolling average values 

recorded during test runs 1A, 1B, 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, 2B, and 4 of the Performance Test. 

5,2.2 Group A2 Parameters 

High Thermal 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 burner 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 AVVFSO 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 

5-5 
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Low Banhouse 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 Test. 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 burner system will result in an instantaneous AWFSO. 

ID  Fan Failure  - Failure of the ID fan will result in an instantaneous AWFSO. 

Power Failure  - A power failure will result in an instantaneous AWFSO. 

5.2.3 Group C Parameters 

Low APC System Water supply Pressure  - The minimum Apc water supply pressure was established 

prior to testing at 20 psig. 

Low Baghouse Pulse Rate  - The minimum baghouse pulse rate was established following testing at 12 

pulses per minute. 

a 002 
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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 

.wa.i 4 1995 

Dear Hr. Sheppard: 

EPA has reviewed your submission of June 6, 1995, entitled 
"Northwest Haul Road Soil Sample Data, Woods Industries Site, 
Yakima, 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. 

Sincerely, 

Lynda E. Priddy 
Environmental Protection 

Specialist 
Hazardous Waste Division 

cc: David Eagleton, Burlington Environmental - Columbia 
Bartee, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. 

Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRo 
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - MW-070 
Bill Glasser, EPA - HW-113 
Don Matheny, EPA - ES-095 
Larry Mullen/Jim Geiger, URs - Yakima 



BY FACSINBLE 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 

Dear Lynda and Bob: 

PRESTON GATES & ELLIS 

ATTORNEYS 

June 29, 1995 

Re: 	Request for Modification to Schedule for Soil Treatment at the Woods Industries 
Site 

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 Yakima, Washington. These problems have been detailed 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 fimction 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 701 FIFTH AVENUE SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98104-7078 PHONE: (206) 623-7580 FACSIMILE: (206) 623-7022 



June 29, 1995 
Page 2 

Pursuant to Section MA/ of the Administr ation 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): 

- - 	 - 	 ' -  
312 

• TEB:reij 

6. Soil Treatment Completed. 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, 1995. 

Please call if you have any questions. 

JATEER16065-89.00A20L1FN.DOC 

Very truly yours, 

PRESTON GATES & ELLIS 

\-.--<) 

By 
Thomas Eli Backer 

cc: 	Bruce Sheppard, BNRR 
David Eagleton, Philip Environmental 
Lowell Taylor, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. 

e : 	k 
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United Males 	 Region 10 	 Alaska 
' 	Environmental Protection 	 1200 Sixth Avenue 	 Idaho 

Agency 	 SeaIlle WA 98101 	 Oregon 
Washington 

4k, EPA 

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: 

EPA has reviewed your submissions of: (1) June 14, 11995, 
entitled "York Services, Stack Sampling Report", three volumes; 

- fl (2)'June 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." 1EPA has 
also received from York and reviewed the VOST and dioxin/furan 
audit results. EPA has the following comments: 

• 
Performance Test Report, dated Cline 21, 1995.. 

1 
1. Pages 1-2 and 2-3, revise to correctly include !the 

• 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, HC1, and CO. i 
3. Tables 1-3 and 5-2, revise as follows: 

(a) Set APC purge rate at 22 gpm, justified based on 
increase to offset elevated particulate emission 
rate 	 • 

(b) Eliminate footnote "i" for ID fan curren. 

(c) Add to footnotes "h" and "i" that these 6tart-up 
procedures also in effect for soil exit 
temperature when restarting soil feed after all 
AWFS0s, except for soil exit temperature. 

, 1 

(509)457-2056 	P. 003 

AN 5 9 1995 



()9/1 	W3:44 	PMILIP ENVIRONMENTAL 

• 

(d) revise footnote "f" to exclude run 28. 	r 

(e) Add Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) to the table as a 
Group B parameter, requiring sampling holy and 
'composited daily. Set the limit at 4000 mg/1, 

• which if exceeded the APC purge rate willlbe 
increased in 1 4pm increments. Analytical results 
for TDS must be obtained and evaluated against the 

. 

	

	limit by BNRR daily. State basis for limit as TDS 
level which particulate limit was acceptable.. 

4. Page 5-4, third paragraph, eliminate reference 6 run 
23. 	• 	 1 

• 
B. Addendum To Ambient Air Quality Impact Report For a Temporary . 
Mow-Temperature Desorption Unit, dated June 1995. 

• 1. Page 9, first complete paragraph, reviee secondi line to 
read: ".015 gr/dscf (34 mg/dscm, corrected to 7 percent 
oxygen[02]. This project's standard was set at .03!gr/dscf, 

...corrected to 7% 02* 

2. Tables 5-4, 6-6 and 6-7 provide clarification of how the 
4% frequency of increased emissions of 10% is factored into 
these tables consistently for both the cold and nor/nal 

• operation. It appears that the 10% increased emission 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.. • 	 1 

• 
3. Section 7.1.1: When calculating 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.: 

4. Section 8.2.1: The last sentence in this sectiOn needs 
to be Clarified with respect to "calculated concentrations." 
It is unclear whether the calculated concentrations! refer to 
FDE: modeled PM10 or to the individual contaminantsi 

5. Section 5.2.2: The use of a standard deviation! and 95% 
upper confidence limit for a two sample data set (RON 1 and 

• 3) is not statistically meaningful. 	 1 

• 6. Attachment B - Chemical Information: It . is 	clear' 
'how the o,p1-DDE+p,p1-DDE COMPDEP and ISCST2 model values 

• were calculated. Note that these model values are presented 
separately on Table 6.6. Also the modeled deposition and 1 annual air concentration values for DEEP and 	 • 
hexachlorobenzene are the same. Is this a typographical 
error? They do not correlate with Table 6-6. 	 • 

2 
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• 

• 

411 

8. Table 8-9: 
affect any risk 

9. Table 5-3: 
for RUN2 appear 
rates are non-d 

3 
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7. Table 6-7: Under cold start operating conditiona the 
• ISCST2 dispersion coefficient is different from thelnormal 
• operating conditions dispersion coefficient. The difference 

- needs to be explained in terms of revised physical Otack. 
characteristics. 

How do. the concentrations shown in Table 8-9 
calculations, ASIL or TIER III limits? 

Several of the contaminant emissioni rates 
to be nom-detect. Which RUN 2 emission 
etect? • 1 

10. Page 14, 2nd paragraph: The cancer risk value's and 
- 

hazard Indices stated do not match the values given! in Table 
8-12 (residents and subsistence farmers). 1 

11. Page 14, last paragraph: A. clarification statement 
needs to be added concerning the toxicity criterion! of o.p - 
DDB. 

Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRIO has conditionb.11 approval 
to resume full scale operations (100% feedrate is 26.7 MPH) of 
the low-temperature thermal treatment unit (LTTU) at the Woods 
Site based on the following: 	 ! 	- 

1. Immediate implementation of comment numbers A. 3a) -(d) 
above. Implementation of comment number A.3. (e) by July 10, 
1995. 

1  
2. Revision of Table 6.2 in the Work Plan to reflect the 
above comments.. Also change the heading of that Tble to 
read as follows: "Automatic Waste Feed Shutoff Conditions 
To Be Complied With .During All Phases of Contamina-eed Soil 
Processing." Submit the revised Table by July 7, 2!995. • 

3. Resolution of all comments above by.July 14, 1195. 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 iEPA by 
July 7, 1995. The outstanding information is as follows: • 

o the correct EPA dioxin audit sample numbers. 

o for the VOST audit -- the identity of other 
compounds identified by York but not previously 
reported. 
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5. That the final QA/QC review of the stack data from the 
performance test is satisfactory., If the final review 
indicates problems with the QA/QC of the stack dataYthen 
further Work Plan revisions may be required. 	 • 

• 
6. Successful resolution of additional comments. EPA has 
not completed its review of the above documents. .EPA's 
final review is expected to be completed by July 6,11995. 
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 revidwed for consistency!. 

Several comments above indicate that the text and Tables are 
at times inconsistent. Overall, reviewers found the 
"Addendum" to be hard to follow. The text did not 'explain 
how the assessment was developed: The "Addendum" text needs 
to be improved so that readers (e.g., EPA staff not working 
on the project or individuals from the public) can! • 
understand how the assessment was developed. The "Addendum" 
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 Final• 
AAQIR Based on Performance Test Results". A revised "Final 
AAQIR" reflecting these comments shall be submitted to EPA 
by July 14, 1995. 

EPA has made similar comments in:the past regarding the 
AAQIR and the AMP. Previously, EPA had stated tha -e the AMP 
SOPs- were incomplete and should be improved. The g0Ps need 
to. be improved so that it is clear how the monitoring was 
conducted at the site.• EPA had cited the Sand Credk SOPS as 
a good example to follow. Previously, BNRR indicated that 
•they would follow the Sand Creek example. This issue is • 
still unaddressed. BNRR shall present a plan to ; 
successfully resolve this issue with EPA by July -7; 1995. 

• 1 
EPA reserves its rights to modify the Work Plan/AAQIR as 

needed to ensure that operation of the thermal desorpticin unit 
will protect public health and the environment and satisfy 
applicable and relevant requirements. 

,4 
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If you have any other questions please contact me at (206) 
553-1987. 	 1 

Sincerely, 
A 

LyAda E. Priddy 
Environmental Protection 

Specialist 
Hazardous Waste Division 

' • enclosure 	 i 
cc: David Eagletoni Burlington Environmental •- Columbia! 

Mark Fleri, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. ! 
Rick Roeder, Ecology - CRO 	 1 
Administrative Record for Soil Treatment Removal - HW-070 
Bill Glasser, EPA - HW-113 	 I i 
John Gilbert, EPA - Cincinnati 	 1 - 	i 
Cathy Massimino, EPA - HW-111 
Don Matheny, EPA - ES-095 • . 	 .1. 
Bill Ryan, EPA - ES-097 	 1 
Paul Meter, Weston - West Chester 	 1 . 
Jim Geiger, URS - Yakima  

5 
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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: 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

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 All 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 is based on the following: 

• blanks are sometimes higher than samples collected in the field; 

• the final dosimeter in series is sometimes higher than the first; and 

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICE!...; CORPORATION 
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Page 2 
Ms. Lynda Priddy 
July 5, 1995 

• 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 

Se,af SCiipntist/Airguality Sepe)ces 

avid W. Eagleton; P.E. 
Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

DWF/dwe /11GASSMT.DOC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS) 
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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: 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

Subject: Standard Operating Procedures for Ambient Air Monitoring 
Woods Industries Site 
Yakima, Washington 

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (BNFtR), 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: 

• the Ambient Air Monitoring Plan has been approved by the USEPA; 

• 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); 

• third party performance audits required by the Work Plan have been 
performed and passed; 

• Philip does not believe that its SOPs are deficient; 

• Philip believes that to develop a different set of operating procedures to 
be reviewed at this late stage in the project (the project is nearly over) 
is awkward, cumbersome, and an unnecessary exercise; 

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICE:, CORPOR.I\TION 
2 -10 11'1o:A Slnii Elanc-; I-load • P.O. Pox 230• Columbia: it. U2236-11230 

(;31 	at1...717;.; 41100:13 	 1 	I'1 t' 
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Ms. Lynda Priddy 
July 5, 1995 

DWEldwe /SOP.DOC 

• neither BNRR or Philip were informed by the USEPA to provide the 
USEPA with more detailed SOPs, Philip agreed to review URS's 
TSOPs; 

• 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 

• 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, 
Senior Scientist/Air Quality Services 

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

cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS) 
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Compound 	 Audit 1A 	Audit 2A  

1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorethane 	 414 ((al L) 	1510(21,4  

Styrene 	 S 	 37 (o•c11) 	 110( 3.12) . 

• 
JUL-05-1995 1248 FROM YORK SERVICES/LAB 

To: 	R. Kniskem, A. Kurtz/York Services 
From: 	R. Bradley/York Analytical Laboratori 
Date: 	June 29, 1995 
Subject: 	Additional Compounds for Williams A 

RQB/gbo 

YORK 
ANALYTICAL LABORATORIES, INC. 

MED VESEIMI2ESiu._ 

MEMORANDUM 

ONE RESEARCk DRIVE 	STAMFORD, CT 06906 

TO 	140487948314452 P.02 

At your request, we havel 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 
p pb 	1.41+5 ;.A p eh-f-keses 1 

We also identified five other constituents which we did not calibrate for. These 
constituents are 1-broma-2-chloroethane, hexanal, hexane, dimethoxymethane and 
methyl acetate. 

If you like.these can be reported as Tentatively Identified Compounds with an estimated 
concentration. Please advise as to how you would like to treat these TICs. 

SALES OrrICE WATERBURY. CT (203) 759 -a 133 	 New MAYEN, 01-  LABORATORY (203) a 8S-13053 

(203) 325-1371 	FAX (202) 357-0166 
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UJILLIRMS EnviRonmEnTRL SERVICES, inc. 

VIA FACSIMILE 

July 6, 1995 

Mr. David Eagleton 
Project Manager 
Philip Environmental 
210 West Sand Bank Road 
Columbia, Illinois 62236 

Re: 

Subject: 

Dear David: 

Woods Industries Site 
Yakima, Washington 
Number of Pages: 1 
Transmittal No.: 0129 

Performance Test Report Revisions 
Williams Project No.: 0365-001-110 

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. 

Greg Wh6tstone 
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 
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• 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 results related to stack gas emissions, including products of incomplete 
combustion, show risk within or below the range of acceptable risk. 

WOODSPTR.SAM 
Performance Test Resort 

Woods Industries Site 
059312 

Recision: 1, 07/05/95 

The only objective not consistently achieved by the LTTID 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 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 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 operating limits established by the Performance Test. 



- 	Run 1. 	 . Run2 . 	Run 3 	.. Average  

	

Parameter '''' 	Obiective  
'ORE k%) 	 > 99.99 	I 	99.9971 	I 	99.9970 	I 	99.9977 	1 	 NA  
Particulate (gr/dscf) 	< 0.03 	 0.041 	 0.039 	 0.04 	 NA  
HCI (lb/hr) 	< 4.0 	 i 	0.121 	 0.358 	 0.175 	 NA  
Cl2 (lb/hr) 	 - 	 1.7E-03 	I 	0.039 	 2.3E-03 	..., 	0.014 	- 
CO (ppmv) 	< 100 	 1.7 	I 	 0 	 0.3 	 NA  
02 (%) > 30 . 	 4.9 	I 	 5.5 	 4.6 	 5.0 

. 	 - .. Modeled Ground Level Concentrations.. .-7.;.-... 	 -, 

.ASIL (a) . 	••• „Ground Level  Conc ,Ground Level Conc ,Ground Level Cone  IGround Level Conc 

	

.. 	.. 

	

.-. 
 

Compound: 	(uo/m3) 	.. 	' ' . 	 ,..,:. (ug/m3) 	: i .:(ug/rn3)- . - 	..'(u:g/m3);• . 	.10/m3) - . - 
Aldnn 	 2.00E4-00 	(b) I 	1.08E-06 	I 	1.61E-06 	I 	1.71E-06 	1.47E-06  
Alpha BHC 	 1.60E+00 (c) i 	6.48E-06 	 9.68E-06 	 1.03E-05 	8.81E-06  
Beta BHC 	 1.60E+00 	(c) 	6.48E-06 	I 	9.68E-06 	 1.03E-05 	8.81E-06 	- 
Gamma 61-IC 	1.60E+00 	(c) 	6.31E-05 	J 	7.10E-05 	 1.03E-05 	4.81E-05  
Chlordane 	 2.70E-03 (b) 	1.08E-06 	I 	1.61E-06 	I 	1.71E-06 	1.47E-06  
p'p'-000 	 NA 	(e) 	1.08E-06 	I 	1.61E-06 	 1.51E-05 	I, 	5.94E-06  
p. p .-DOE 	 1.00E-01 	(b) I 	1.08E-06 	 1.61E-06 	 9.43E-05 	I 	3.23E-05  
pp'-ODT 	 1.00E-02 (b) 	2.97E-05 	I 	5.11E-05 	 3.43E-05 	I 	3.83E-05  
Dieldrin 	 2.00E-04 	(b) 	5.66E-05 	 9.94E-05 	I 	1.71E-06 	I 	5.26E-05  
Endrin 	 3.00E-01 	(c) I 	2.10E-05 	 6.13E-05 	I 	1.03E-05 	3.09E-05  
Heptachlor 	 7.70E-04 	(b) I 	1.08E-06 	I 	1.61E-06 	 1.71E-06 	I 	1.47E-06  
Heptachlor epoxide 	3.84E-04 	(b) j 	1.08E-06 	I 	1.61E-06 	I 	1.71E-06 	I 	1.47E-06  
Hexachlorobenzene 	2.00E-03 	(b) I 	6.47E-05 	j 	5.91E-05 	 4.28E-05 	I 	5.56E-05  
Methoxychlor 	3.33E+01 	(c) I 	6.48E-06 	 9.68E-06 	I 	1.03E-05 	I 	8.81E-06  
Toxaphene 	 3.00E-03 (b) I 	1.08E-04 	I 	1.61E-04 	I 	1.71E-04 	I 	1.47E-04  
Antimony 	 3.00E-01 (b,d)I 	2.92E-05 	I 	2.54E-06 	I 	3.03E-05 	I 	2.07E-05  
Arsenic 	 2.30E-04 	(b) I 	1.46E-05 	I 	8.13E-06 	I 	1.51E-05 	I 	1.26E-05  
Barium 	 5.00E+01 (b,d)I 	8.76E-05 	1 	5.99E-05 	1 	9.08E-05 	I 	7.95E-05  
Beryllium 	 4.20E-04 	(b) j 	2.92E-06 	 2.54E-06 	 3.03E-06 	I 	2.83E-06  
Cadmium 	 5.60E-04 (b) I 	9.25E-06 	 1.27E-05 	I 	8.07E-06 	I 	1.00E-05  
Chromium 	 8.30E-05 (b) I 	4.48E-05 	 7.01E-05 	1 	4.99E-05 	I 	5.49E-05  
Lead 	 9.00E-02 (b,d)l - 	1.29E-04 	I 	1.67E-04 	 1.20E-04 	1.38E-04  
Mercury 	 3.00E-01 	(b) 1 	5.47E-03 	I 	1.62E-02 	 8.07E-03 	9.91E-03  
Nickel 	 3.30E+00 	(c) I 	2.89E-04 	‘ 	6.62E-04 	 3.69E-04 	4.40E-04  
Selenium 	 7.00E-01 	(c) I 	1.84E-04 	I 	7.10E-04 	I 	1.97E-04 	I 	3.64E-04  
Silver 	 3.00E-01 	(c) I 	8.77E-05 	I 	1.52E-05 	I 	3.63E-05 	4.64E-05  
Thallium 	 5.00E-01 (13,d)1 	2.92E-05 	I 	2.54E-06 	I 	3.03E-05 	2.07E-05  
2.3.7.8-TCDO TEO 	_ 	3.00E-08 	(b) I 	8.04E-11 	I 	1.03E-10 	I 	4.31E-11 	I 	7.53E-11 

• 

• 

• 

Table 1-2. Emissions Performance  Summa 

• Particulate measurements corrected to 7% 02. 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 Pollutants 
(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 Environmental. 
Note 2: Run 4 particulate result was 0.012 grains/dscf corrected to 7% oxygen. 
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5.0 OPERATING RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Criteria for Establishing Operating Conditions 
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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 a 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. 

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 an the manner in 

which the operating condition values are established, the requirements for continuous monitoring and 

recording, and for automatically stopping the waste feed. This categorization is patterned 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 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 



•  
Al Parameters 	 Units 	Limit Type 	- Limit . 	' 	'Notes  
Soil feed rate (60-min RA) 	 1 	tons/hr 	_ 	Max 	26.7 	a  
Soil feed rate (instantaneous) 	1 	tons/hr 	Max 	31 	b _ 
Soil exit temperature (20-min RA) 	deg. F 	I 	Mm 	I 	750 	a,h  
Soil exit temperature (instantaneous) 	deg. F 	Mm 	I 	725 	In  
Thermal oxidizer exit temp (inst.) 	 deg. F 	Mm 	I 	1810 	Id 	

. 

Stack gas CO (60-min RA @7% 02) 	PPm 	1 	Max 	I 	100 	I  
APC recycle water flow rate (inst.) 	gpm 	Min 	300 	Id  

Scrubber recycle water pH (20-min RA) 	pH units 	. 	Min 	rIg 
Scrubber recycle water pH (inst.) 	pH units 	Mi n 	

7.25  
6.5 	c,g 

APC purge rate (inst.) 	 gpm 	I 	Min 	22 	Id, j  

ID fan current (20-min RA) 	 I 	amps 	Max 	101 	le  

ID fan current (inst.) 	 I 	amps 	Max 	I 	103 	le  

ID fan current (20-min RA) 	 I 	amps 	I 	Max 	I 	104 	If  
ID fan current (inst.) 	 I 	amps 	I 	Max 	I 	107 	If  

A2 Parameters  
Thermal desorber pressure (inst.) 	in. w.c. 	I 	Max 	I 	-0.01 	I  
Thermal desorber exit temp (inst.) 	I 	deg. F 	I 	Max 	450 	1  
Thermal desorber exit temp (inst.) 	I 	deg. F 	Mm 	I 	250 	I  
Thermal oxidizer exit temp (inst.) 	 deg. F 	I 	Max 	I 	2100  
Baghouse differential pressure (inst.) 	I 	in. w.c. 	I 	Mm 	I 	0.5 	Ii  
Quench exit temp (inst.) 	 I 	deg. F 	I 	Max 	I 	250 	I  
Stack gas oxygen concentration (inst.) 	I I 	Mm 	I 	3 	I  
B' Parameters 	 ,• '  
Total dissolved solids (TDS) 	 I 	mg/I 	I 	Max 	I 	4000 	1k  

C Parameters.  
Baghouse pulse rate 	 pulse/mm 	I 	Mm 	I 	12 	1  
APC water supply pressure 	 psig 	I 	Mm 	I 	20 	1 

• 

• 

• 

Table 1-3. Woods Industries Site Proposed Operating Limits 

(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. 
(g) pH limits based on Runs 18 and 3 only since HCI 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 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 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 Furnaces (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 NCI 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 pprn„, 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 

WOOOSPTR.SAM 
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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 HCI by EPA Method 5 (M0050) 

2-3 
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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 

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 LTTO system, several of the automatic soil feed shut off 

interlocks 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 are triggered immediately when the 60-minute (20-minute) rolling average value is outside the 

established operating limits. 

5.1.2 Establishing Operating Limits from Performance 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 guidance. 
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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. 

High Soil Feed Rate  - If the 60-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 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 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. 

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. 

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, 13, 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. 

5.2.2 Group A2 Parameters 

High Thermal 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 burner 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. 
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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 during the Performance Test. The 

maximum thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature recorded during testing was 1,870°F 

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 Test. 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 burner system will result in an instantaneous AWFSO. 

ID  Fan Failure  - Failure of the ID fan will result in an instantaneous AWFSO. 

Power Failure  - A power failure will result 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 samples 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 IDS must be obtained and evaluated 

against the limit by Burlington Northern Railroad daily. 

5.2.4 Group C Parameters 

Low APC System Water Supply Pressure  - The minimum APC water supply pressure was established 

prior to testing at 20 psig. 

5-5 
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Low Baohouse Pulse Rate  - The minimum baghouse pulse rate was established following testing at 12 

pulses per minute. 



Al Parameters 	 . Units 	Limit Type. 	Limit 	I. 	- 	Notes  
Soil feed rate (60-min RA) 	 tons/hr 	I 	Max 	26.7 	la  
Soil feed rate (instantaneous) 	 tons/hr 	I 	Max 	31 	b  
Soil exit temperature (20-min RA) 	deg. F 	Min 	750 	la,h  
Soil exit temperature (instantaneous) 	deg. F 	I 	Min 	725 	h 	 , 
Thermal oxidizer exit temp (inst.) 	I 	deg. F 	Mm 	I 	1810 	Id  
Stack gas CO (60-min RA @7% 02) 	ppm 	. I 	Max 	100 	I  
APC recycle water flow rate (inst.) 	gPm 	Min 	300 	d 	 _ 
Scrubber recycle water pH (20-min RA) 	pH units 	Mm 	I 	7.25 	Ig 	 _ 
Scrubber recycle water p1-1 (inst.) 	pH units 	Mm 	I 	6.5 	c.g  

APC purge rate (inst.) 	 gPm 	Mm 	I 	22 	Id. j  

ID fan current (20-min RA) 	 amps 	Max 	I 	101 	le  
ID fan current (inst.) 	 amps 	Max 	I 	103 	le  
ID fan current (20-min RA) 	 I 	amps 	Max 	I 	104 	If  
ID fan current (inst.) 	 I 	amps 	I 	Max 	I 	107  

A2 Parameters  

Thermal desorber pressure (inst.) 	I 	in. w.c. 	I 	Max 	-0.01 	I  
Thermal desorber exit temp (inst.) 	deg. F 	I 	Max 	I 	450 	I  
Thermal desorber exit temp (inst.) 	deg. F 	I 	Mm 	I 	250 	I  
Thermal oxidizer exit temp (inst.) 	I 	deg. F 	I 	Max 	I 	2100 	I  
Baghouse differential pressure (inst.) 	I 	in. w.c. 	I 	Mm 	I 	0.5 	Ii  
Quench exit temp (inst.) 	 I 	deg. F 	Max 	I 	250 	I  
Stack gas oxygen concentration (inst.) 	I 	% 	 Min 	 3 	I 	

. 

a Paratheters . 	
,. 	 . 

Total dissolved solids (TDS) 	 I 	mg/I 	1 	Max 	4000 	ik  
C- Oaraineters .  
Baghouse pulse rate 	 I 	pulse/min 	1 	Min 	I 	12 	I  
APC water supply pressure 	 I 	psiq 	I 	Min 	I 	20 

• 

• 

• 

Table 5-2. Woods Industries Site Pr000sed °aerating Limits 

(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 an data from runs 2A and 4. 
(g) pH limits based on Runs 18 and 3 only since HCI 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 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. 



Table 6-2. Automatic Waste Feed Shutoff Conditions To Be Complied With During All Phases of Contaminated Soil Processing 

Soil feed rate (ton/hr) 
Soil feed rate (ton/hr) 
Thermal desorber pressure (inches w.c.) 
Thermal desorber exit soil temperature (°F) 
Thermal desorber exit soil temperature (°F) 
Thermal desorber exit gas temperature (°F) as 
Alternative measure of performance initial 20 minutes 
Thermal desorber exit gas temperature (°F) 
Thermal desorber exit gas temperature (°F) 
Thermal desorber exit gas temperature (°F) 
Thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature (°F) 
Thermal oxidizer exit gas temperature (°F) 
Quench exit gas temperature (°F) 
Stack gas carbon monoxide (ppmv) 
Stack gas oxygen (%) 
ID Fan current (amp) 
ID Fan current (amp) 
ID Fan current (amp) 
ID Fan current (amp) 
APC recycle water flow rate 

APC purge rate (gpm) 
Baghouse differential pressure (inches w.c.) 
Packed bed scrubber recycled water pH 
Packed bed scrubber recycled water pH 
ID Fan failure 
Burner system failure 
Power failure 
Total dissolved solids (mg/I) 
Baghouse pulse rate (pulse/min) 
APC water supply pressure (psig)  

WOODS INDUSTRIES 
Job #: 0365/07/05/95 
G:Tomp\WESNobs\Active\Woods\Workplan\Woodswp.DOC 

`Ninnber,  
WQI-170 
WQ1-170 

PI-330 
TI-112 
TI-112 

T1C-310 

TIC-310 
TIC-310 
TIC-310 
TIC-518 
TIC-518 
TI-819 

AIC-851A 
AIC-851C 

11-6622, 6623 
11-6622, 6623 
11-6622, 6623 
11-6622, 6623 
Fr-700,701 
FT-706,707 

Fl-704 
PDI-633 
AIC-753 
A1C-753 

11-6622,6623 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

• 	• 
dufofit Va lue 

High 	> 26.7 
High 	> 31 
High 	> -0.01 
Low 	<750 (b) 
Low 	< 725 (b) 
Low 	<250 

High 	>450 
High-high 	> 500 

Low 	<250 
Low 	<1,810 
High 	>2,100 
High 	> 250 
High 	> 100 (c) 
Low 	<3 
High 	> 101 (g) 
High 	> 103 (g) 
High 	> 104 (h) 
High 	> 107 (h) 
Low 	< 300 

Low 	<22 (f) 
Low 	<0.5 (I) 
Low 	<7.25 
Low 	<6.5 

- 
(d) - 
(e) - 

High 	> 4000 
Low 	<12 
Low 	<20 
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60-minute rolling average AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
20-minute rolling average AWSFO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 

Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous VO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
60-minute rolling average AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
20-minute rolling average AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
20-minute rolling average AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 

Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
20-minute rolling average AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Instantaneous AWFSO 
Group B parameter 
Group C parameter 
Group C parameter  



• 
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 controller power failure indication 
(f) 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. 
(I) 	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. 

WOODS INDUSTRIES 
Job #: 0365/07/05/95 
GAComp\WESI‘lobs\Active\Woods\Workplan\Woodswp.DOC 
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PHILIP 
ENVIRONMENTAL 1' 

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. 

0 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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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. 

• R67 - Station A16: 	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 All in conjunction with hourly 
wind direction data indicate relatively higher PM-10 concentrations when the wind direction 
was from the northeast (downwind of Hansen). 

• 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. 

• R79 - Stations All and A15: Winds averaged above 13 mph. For one hour, winds 
averaged above 46 mph. PM-10 concentrations are directly proportional to wind speed. 

• R80 - 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. 

4111) 	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 
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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 

Greg A. Koester 
Environmental Engineer 

GAK/gak/12883088/airlettdoc 

Attachment: 	1. URS Memorandum Dated June 30, 1995 

cc: David Eagleton (Philip) 
Kirk Meyer (Philip) 
Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Jim Geiger (URS) 
Chris Drescher (Williams) 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

URS Memorandum Dated June 30, 1995 
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FAX TRANSMISSION 

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 All - 213.0 ug/cu.m. 
June 20 - R79 - station Al 5 - 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 All - 0.137 ug/cu.m. 

June 4 - R62 - station All - 0.104 ug/cu.m. 

copy: Philip Environmental 
David Tonkin 

00 
0 

June 30, 1995 
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• WILL IRTS enviRonmEnTRL SERVICES, Inc. 

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. 

Todd R. Deas 

cc: 	Jim Sanders (WES1) 
Mark Fleri (WES1) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Lynda Priddy (USEPA) 
Project File 

2075 West Park Place Stone Mountain. Georgia 30087 4041879,1107 
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• UJILLIRMS EnviRonmEnTRL SERVICES, inc. 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

20 July, 1995 

Mr. Larry Mullen 
Oversite Inspector 
URS 
2 East King Street 
Yakima, WA 98901 

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL 

Re: 	Woods Industries Site 

Subject: 	AWFSO Limit Exceedance Corrective Action 

Dear Mr. Mullen: 

On July 19, 1995, Williams Environmental experienced three AWFSO'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 02 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. 

cc: 	Jim Sanders (WESI) 
Mark Fleri (WES1) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Lynda Priddy (USEPA) 
Project File 

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

(509)457-2056 	 P. 020 



WILLIAMS EnviRonmEnTRL SERVICES, inc. 

• VIA FACSIMILE  

• 

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: 

Dear Mr. Eagleton: 

Woods Industries Site 
Yakima, Washington 
Transmittal No.: 0140 
Number of Pages: 2 

Subject: 	Project Schedule Update 
Williams Project No. 0365-001-110 

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 
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Yours Very truly, 

George-A. 1-Iskba) fir III 
Senior Project Manager 

VIRONMENTAL SER,VICES INC. 

cc: 	Greg Koester (Philip) 
Bruce Sheppard (Burlington) 
Z. L. Taylor 
Jim Sanders 
File 
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PHILIP 
'ENVIRONMENT-AL 

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 CORPORATION 
210 West Sand Bank Road • RU. Box 230 Columbia, IL 62236-0230 

(618) 281-7173 . (800) 733-7173 • Fax (618) 281-5120 
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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 

Kirk D. Meyer 
Senior Scientist/Project Manager 
Air Quality Services 

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

KDWDWE/jg/POSTREM.LET 



Parameter 	 Units 	Results 	Woods Site 	Discharge Limits 

Cleanup Levels 

Acetone 	 pg/L 	<2.0 	1,760 	 N/A 

Alirin 	 pg/L 	<0.01 	0.05 	 <5 

alpha-BHC 	 pg/L 	<0.01 	0.14 	 90 

beta-BHC 	 pg/L 	0.03 	0.5 	 90 

gamma-BHC 	pg/L 	<0.01 	- 	0.2 	 400 

p,p'-DDD 	 pg/L 	0.86 	• 4.0 	 <5 

p,p'-DDE 	 pg/L 	0.1 	3.0 	 <5 

p,p'-DDT 	 pg/L 	0.07 	5.0 	 <5 

Dieldrin 	 pg,/L 	<0.01 	0.038 	<5 

Endrin 	 pg/L 	<0.04 	0.04 	 20 

Hexachlorobenzene 	pg/L 	<2.0 	0.5 	 130 

Tetrachloroethylene* 	pg/L 	<1.0 	5.0 	 700 

Arsenic 	 pg/L 	<20 	 5 	 5,000 

Chromium 	 PEA 	<1 	50 	 5,000 

Lead 	 pg/L 	10 	 5 	 1,500 

Mercury 	 pg/L 	_ <0.2 	2 	 200 

PHILIP 
EMME,Stn :IANN6NOC 

WOODS INDUSTRIES 

— MEMORANDUM— 
PROJECT NUMBER: 12883088 

TO: Lynda Priddy 	 FROM: 	Greg A. Koester 

cc: 	David Eagleton 	 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-gallon 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. 

sla193' 

*Background lead concentrations in upgradient monitoring wells near the Woods site has been as high as 
21.1 ug/1 (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, 

• 8/8/95/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. 

8/8195 EA12883088 DRUMH2O.DOC 
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•Laucks 
Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
940 South Harney St., Seattle, WA 98108 (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063 

Chemistry, Microbiology, and Technical Services 

CLIENT: Philip Environmental Services 
210 West Sand Bank Road 
P.O. Box 230 
Columbia, It 62236-0230 

ATTN : Dave Eagleton 

Work ID 	: Woods Industries 

Taken By 	: Client 
Transported by: UPS 
Type 	 : Water 

SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION: 

cc: Mike Martin 

Philip Environmental 

2 East King St. 
Yakima, WA 98901 

ATTACHMENTS: 

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL 

01 	93•DrLu 

Sample 
Description 

Certificate of Analysis 
Work Order0 : 95-07-371 
DATE RECEIVED 07/13/95 

DATE OF REPORT: 07/28/95 

CLIENT J08 ID : 12883068 9007.77 

Collection 
Date - 

07/12/95 11:30 

Following presentation of sample results, the following appendices are attached 

• to this report' 

Appendix A: Method Blanks & Surrogate Recoveries Reports 
Appendix 8: Matrix spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate Report 
Appendix C: Chain-of-Custody 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 002 

This sepal if submitted for the exclusive us of the person. partnership. or corporation to whom It Is addressed. Subsequent 144 of the name of Pas ccerpany or any 
— _ . 	- 	_ 	 ow.. rtorAIIM nr renPAIA MAOb. emintad oolv on contract. Thil company accepts no nntionsiblalY except 
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Laucks 

40 

Chemistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services 

Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
940 South Harney St., Seattle. WA 98108 (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063 

CLIENT 	: Philip Environmental Services 

Work Order# : 95-07•371 

Unless otherwise instructed all samples will be discarded on 09/06/95 

(509)457-2056 	P. 003 

Certificate of Analysis 

Respectfully submitted, 
laucks Testing Laboratories, Inc. 

J. N. Owens . 

This repctt 13 suomineO tor the exuvve use 01 the 	PVUe'iP. CI C070013110fl to ..liom It Is s47essed. SUWOOUOMWeeleenamec4VV:COmpanytWeny 
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•Laucts 
Chemistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services 

Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
940 South Harney St., Seattle, WA 98108 (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063 

USING OUR REPORTS 

(509)457-2056 	P. 004 

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 - Analyses 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 UN/TS - The reporting units are shown to the right of 
the analyte name. In the event that a different unit was more appro-
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 commonly employed abbreviations are: 

: The analyte of interest was not detected, to the limit of 
detection indicated. 

: The analyte of interest was detected in the method blank 
associated 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. 

: The analyte of interest was detected below the routine report-
ing limit. This value should be regarded as an estimate. 

: 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. 

This repon is subrnined tor the esdusrre use of the parson, Parmership. or corporation to whom 4 is addressed. Subsequent use od the name of this company or any 
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: 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-
matory (GC/MS) analysis. See specific report comments for details. 

1110SDL : Sample Detection Limit. The SDL can vary from sample to 
sample, depending on sample size, matrix interferences, 
moisture content and other sample-specific conditions. 

PQL : Practical Quantitation Limit. This limit is drawn from the 
test method and usually represents the SDL multiplied by 
a matrix-specific factor. 

CRQL : Client Requested Quantitation Limit, usually the limit of 
detection specified at your request. Might also be 
referred to as Contract Required Quantitation Limit. 

DB 	; Dry Basis. The value reported has been back-calculated to 
normalize for the moisture content of the sample. 

AR : As-Received. The value has NOT been normalized for moisture. 

Other abbreviations, used in special 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 

411\back, or would like to have them stored for a longer period, please ,Inotify us before the disposal date. 

ZitThz men i subrrineo tor the extrusive use ot me person. ownership. or corporation to .nom it le eadreesad. Subsequent use at me name ol this company Of any 
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CLIENT : Philip Environmental Services 	 Certificate of Analysis 

TESTS PERFORPED AND RESULTS: 

Analyze 	 Units 	 01 

Arsenic (Method 6010) 	us/l 	 20. U 

chraaiva (Method 6010) 	ug/L 	 I. U 

• 

Lead (Method 6010) 	ug/L 	 10. 

Mercury (Method 7470) 	Ug/L 	 0.2 U 

Work Order * 95-07-371 

(509) 457 —2056 	 P. 006 

Via report 4 submitted lot the esausive use or dat person. partnership. or C0rp0•30041 te *110111 it le addressed. Subsequent use at the name ot vas company oe any 
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malyte 

REPORT OM SAMPLE: 9507371-01A 

Client Sample ID: 93•Drum 

Collection Date 

Date Received 

Date Extracted 

Date Analyzed 

Date Confirmed 

: 07/12/95 

: 07/13/95 

: 07/13/95 

: 07/17/95 

: 07/17/95 

Alpha-8HC  	0.01 U 	0.01 	Endosulfan Sulfate  	0.01 U 	0.01 

Beta-8HC  	0.03 	0.01 	4,4 1 -0DT  	0.07 P 	0.01 

Delta-11HC  	0.01 U 	0.01 	Methoxychlor  	0.10 U 	0.10 

panne-BIM  	0.01 U 	0.01 	Endrin Aldehyde  	0.01 U 	0.01 

Heptachlor  	0.01 U 	0.01 	Chlordane  	0.05 U 	0.05 

Aldrin  	0.01 U 	0.01 	Toxaphene  	2.0 U 	2.0 

Heptachlor Epoxide  	0.01 U 	0.01 	Aroclor-1016  	0.50 U 	0.50 

Endosulfan I  	0.01 U 	0.01 	Aroctor-1221  	0.50 U 	0.50 

Dietdrin  	0.01 U 	0.01 	Aroctor-1232  	0.50 U 	0.50 

4.4I•DOE  	0.10 	0.01 	Aroctor-1242  	0.50 U 	0.50 

Endrin  	0.04 U 	0.04 	Aroelor-1248  	0.50 U 	0.50 

Endosulfan II  	0.01 U 	0.01 	Aroctor-1254  	0.50 U 	0.50 

4,4 10-1MOD  	0.86 	0.01 	Aroclor•1260  	0.50 U 	0.50 

Surrogate recovery report for sample 9507371-01A 

Surrogate 

(509)457-2056 	P. 007 

Test Code 	: 8080_U 
Test Method 	: SW 8080 

Extraction Method : SW 3510 

Result 	SOL 	Analre 	 Result 	SOL 

(uo/L) 	(uSA) 	 (uq/L) 	(uo/l) 

Percent 	Limits: 

Recovery 	 Min. 	Max. 

lsodrin  	67 	39 	145 

Tetrechloro-m-xytene  	64 	25 	139 

Decachlorobiphenyl  	94 	30 	160 

= indicates that recovery is outside control limits 

This repon is subnined tor tie exclusrve use of qv person. partnership. Of caporstien to whom it is adaresaect. Subsequent use ot the risme ot this company or any 
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REPORT OW SAMPLE: 9507371-01A 

Client Sample ID: 93-Drum 

Analyte 

Collection Date • : 07/12195 
Date Received 	: 07/13/95 

Date Analyzed 	: 07/19/95 

Date Confirred : 07/26/95 

Dichlorodifluoromethane 

Chloromethane 	  

Vinyl chloride 	  

Bromomethane 	  
Chloroethane 	  

Trichlorofluoromethane 

Acrolein 	  

1,1-Dichloroethene 	 

Acetone 	  

Carbon disulfide 	 

Methylene chloride 	 

Acrylonitrile 	  

trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 	 

1,1-Dichloroethane 

Vinyl acetate 	 

cis41,2-Dichloroethene 
2-Butanone 	 

Chloroform 	 
I 1 1,1-Trichloroethane 

Carbon tetrachloride 	 

Result SDI 

1U 	1 

1U 	1 
1 U 	1 
1 U 	1 
1U 	1 
1 U 	1 
3U 	3 

1u 	1 

2 U 	2 

1 U 	1 

1 U 	1 

2 U 	2 

1U 	1 

1.0 	1 
1U 	1 
1U 	1 
1 u 	1 
1 U 
111 	1 
1 u 	1 

Ana lyte 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 008 

Test code 

Test Method 
Report Units 

Benzene 	  

1,2-Dichloroethane 	 

Trichloroethene 	 
1,2-Dichloropropane 	 

Bromodichloromethane 	 

	

2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether 	 

ciar1,3-Dichloropropene 

4-Methyl-2-pentanone 	 

Toluene 	  

	

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 	 

1,1,2•Trichloroethene 
Tetrachloroethene 	 

2-Hexanone 	  

Dibromochloromethane 	 

Chlorobenzene 	  

Ethylbenzene 	  
m,p-Xylenes 	  

o-Xylene 	  

Styrene 	  

Bromoform 	  

	

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 	 

: 8240_U 

: SW 8240 
ug/L 

Result SDL 

	

1U 	1 

	

1 u 	1 

	

1 U 	1 

	

1 U 	1 

	

1 U 	1 

	

1 u 	1 

	

1U 	1 

	

2U 	2 

	

1U 	1 

	

1U 	1 

	

1 U 	1 

	

1 U 	1 

	

2U 	2 

	

1U 	1 

	

U 	1 

	

1U 	1 

	

1 U 	1 

	

1U 	1 

	

1 1) 	1 

	

111 	1 

	

1U 	1 

The repon is oubtranori ter the esChnire er.e at the person, pennercsAlp, or corporation to whom it is addressee. Sulneevent use el the name of this wnpany ca any 
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Surrogate recovery report for ample 9507371-01A 

Percent 	Limits: 
Recovery 	min. 	Max. 

d4-1,2-Dichloroethane  	98 	78 	118 

d8-Toluene  	101 	83 	117 
p-Bromofluorobenzene  	89 	81 	115 

= Indicates that recovery is outside control limits 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 009 

This report is subrnateo lot the exchante WO 01 the person.  Pannelsnip. of corporation to ertuxn it is addressed. Subsequent use ol the name el tNe company ot any 
. 	 . 	 . . 	 . 	 . 
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REPORT ON SAMPLE: 9507371-01A 

Client Sasple ID: 93-Drum 
Collection Date 

Date Received 

Date Extracted 

Date Analyzed 

Anatyte 

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL 

O liallekS 
Testing Laboratories, Inc 
Chemistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services 

: 07/12/95 

: 07/13/95 

: 07/13/95 

: 07/13/95 

!Mg 

940 South Harney SL, Seattle, WA 98108 (206) 767-5060 FAX (206) 767-5063 

Result 	SOL 

(WO 	(uo/L) 

Phenol  	1 U 	1 

Anitine  	5 U 	5 
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether ; 	1 U 	1 

2-Chlorophenol  	1 U 	1 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene  	1 U 	1 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene  	1 U 	1 
genzyl alcohol  	1 U 	1 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene  	1 U 	1 
2-Methylphenol  	1 U 	1 

Bia(2-chloroisopropyl)ether 	1 U 	1 

4•Methylphenol  	1 U 	1 

N-Nitroso-di-n-propylamine  	1 U 	1 
liexachloroethane  	2 U 	2 

Nitrobenzene  	1 U 	1 

Isophorone  	1 	 1 
2-Nitrophenol  	2 U 	2 
2,41-Dimethylphenol  	 1 U 	1 

Benzoic acid  	4 J 	25 

Bis(2•chloroethoxy)methane  	1 U 	1 

2,4-Dichlorophenol  	2 U 	2 

1,2,4-1r1chlorobenzene  	1 U 	1 

Naphthalene  	1 	 1 

4-Chloroaniline  	1 U 	1 

HeXachlorobutadiene  	1 U 	1 

4-Chloro-3-methylphenol  	2 U 	2 
2-Methylnaphthalene  	1 U 	1 

Rexachlorocyclopentadiene  	2 U 	2 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenel  	2 U 	2 
2,4 1 5•Trichlorophenol  	2 U 	2 
2-Chloronaphthalene  	1 U 	1 
2-Nitroeniline  	2 U 	2 

Dimethyl phthalate  	1 u 	 1 

Acenaphthylene  	1 U 	1 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene  	2 U 	2 

Test Code 	2 LXTCSW 
Test Method 	: SW 8270 

Extraction Method : SW 3520 

Analyte 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 010 

Result 	SOL 
(ug\L) 	(ug/L) 

3-Ni t roani 1 ine  	5 U 	5 

Acenaphthene  	1 U 	1 
2,4-Dinitrophenol  	10 U 	10 
4-Nitrophenol  	10 U 	10 

Dibenzofuran  	1 U 	1 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene  	2 U _ 	2 
Diethyl phthalate  	1 U 	1 
4--Chlorophenyl phenylether  	1 U 	1 

fluorene  	1 U 	1 

l•litreartiline  	2 U 	2 

4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol  	10 U 	10 

W-Nitrosodiphenylamine  	1 U 	1 

1,2•Diphenythydrazine  	2 U 	2 

4-Bromophenyl phenylether  	2 U 	2 

Hexachlbrobenzene  	2 U 	2 
Pentachlorophenol  	10 U 	10 

Phenanthrene  	1 U 	1 

Anthracene  	1 U 	1 

Carbazole  	1 U 	1 

Di-n-butyl phthalate  	1 	 1 

Fluoranthene  	1 U 	1 

Pyrene  	1 . 	1 

Benzidine  	25 U 	25 

Butylbenzylphthalate  	1 U 	. 	1 

3,3 , -Dichlorobenzidine  	10 U 	10 

Benzo(a)anthracene  	1 U 	1 

Chrysene  	1 U 	1 

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate  	36 5 	1 

Di-n-octyl phthalate  	1 U 	1 
Benzo(b)fluorenthene  	1 U 	1 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene  	1 U 	1 

Benzo(a)pyrene  	1 V 	1 
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene  	1 U 	1 

Dibenzo(e,h)anthracene  	1 U 	1 

Benzo(g,h,l)perylene  	1 U 	1 

.45AN mis rapo is subrnined tor the exclustve Low ot the person, partnership, of corwation to ',hum it is addressed. Subsequent use a die pante at this company or any 
_ . 	 . 	. 	. 	. . 	 . . — 	. 	. 
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Chemistry. Microbiology. and Technical Services 

GC/MS ABN surrogate recovery report for sample 9507371-01A 

' Surrogate Percent 	Limits: 

Recovery 	min.  Max. 

Nitrobenzene•d5  	85 	38 123 

2-Fluorobiphenyl  	81 	44 	115 

Terphenyl-d14  	45 	20 151 

Phenol-65  	82 	10 135 

2-Fluoropheno(  	85 	10 128 

2,4,6•Tribromophenol  	94 	31 	139 

1.2-0ichlorobenzene-d4 	69 	47 103 

2•Chlorophenol-d4  	90 	22 127 

• * indicates that surrogate recovery is outside of control limits. 

(DUY )40 /—ZUDb 

/*Pon Is  eu1)/)*ie° I04 te 411Mum")  um)  °I me  Per***.  panneri3ip. Ci caPoration to whom I is addressed. Subsequent use of the name of is company of any 
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Chemistry: Microbiology. and Technical Services 

GC/MS AB N surrogate recovery report for sample 9507371-01A 

• Surrogate 

RMPI 

Percent 	Limits: 

Recovery 	Min. max. 

Nitrobenzene-6  	85 	38 123 

2-Fluorobipileny1  	81 	45 	115 

Terphenyl-d14  	45 	20 	151 

Phenol•d5  	82 	10 435 

2-Fluorophenol  	85 	10 128 

2,4,6-Tribromophenol  	94 	31 	139 
1,2-Oichlorobentene-d4 	69 	47 103 

2-Chlorophenol-d4 	90 	22 127 

• = Indicates that surrogate recovery is outside of control limits. 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 011 
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August 4,1995 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
Remedial Project Manager 
On-Scene Coordinator 
USEPA Region X 
1200 Sbcth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

R•: 	Woods industries Site 
Yaldma, Washington 
Number of Pages: 4 
Transmittal No.: 0150 

Subject Reeponse to EPA Comments on Decon 
Williams Project No,: 0385-001-110 

4-6-* WOODS 

UI 

Dear Lynda: 

Williams Environmental Services, Inc. (NIlliams) has reviewed the EPA's comments of 
Auguat 2,1995, regarding deoonkurtInation and demobilization of TPU *4 from the 
Woods Industries Site. Williams' responses are listed below. 

Comment 1: The work plan requires that organic materials be removed from the rotary 
dryer by heating the unit at 800°F for one hour. Soil will have to be processed through 
the unit to get the unit up to temperature and then once 800°F Is method soil will have 
to be Processed through the unit for one hour. Clean soil or soli that has been shown to 
only contain contaminants below residential cleanup numbers can be used tor this 
process. 

nosponse 1: Williams concurs with this comment. Soil which has already been 
ehosm to meet the clean up goals will be used for this purpose. 

Continent 2: Note that decon should proceed In such a way as to include Mama' 
response to EPA work plan comments. Mame' 188130C1809 are included in the 
Appendices to the Work Pkm, specifically but not limited to Appendix T, pages 11-13, 
responses 17, 19-22 and Appendix Us  page 4, response 8. 

Response 2: Williams ooncum with this comment. Decon of the equipment will 
proceed In accordance with the responses listed in Appertains T and U of the 
Work Plan. 

ommolevserstowefavivoodecoreeptithvid2073 Wad Park Mute 1011=frlounbin. Ow:Vs 3E007 0340794101 



• Ms. Lynda Priddy 
August 4, 1995 
Page Two 

Comment 3: What is going to happen to Internal paddng, e.g., In the scrubber? If 
contaminated, where will they be deposed of? 

Response 3: Willisme contends that the packing In the scrubber is not 
contaMkiated. Mahone demonstrated this during the Perfonnence Test, 
Composite samples of the scrubber hIowdovm were analyzed for the sits 
contaminants. Analytical results showed that the contaminants were well below 
the cleanup goal*. This is the only method by which the scrubber pecking could 
become conbunInsted; therefore, the packing is considered clean elm* It if 
virtually kapermeable. 

Comment & How long is it going to take to decon the unit What Is a projected start 
date? 

Response 4: WIllisine anticipates a total of two weeks for decon acthrttles. This 
includes processing sump and frac tank sludge through the deeorber, processing 
Awn soil through the deserter, pulsing the baghouse for sn additional 30 
minutes after ail soil Ives been processed, cleaning all equipment, end piecing ail 
residual Sludges into drums for disposaL 

Another week Is anticipated for preparing and loading the equipment for tt acting. 

The projected start date for decoct and demob Is Saturday, August 5, ink or 
when the =Motel on the waste feed pad hes been completely processed. 

08/04/95 11:17 FAX 404 879 4831 	 4.64 WOODS 	 WO03 

Comment 5: What are the manifest codes that will be used for the sediments in the 
drums containing *Wand sump material and the spent carbon from the visitor teabnent 
system. 

Response 5: Williams has prepared manifests for both the PPE and the spent 
carbon on aka. The umnifeet codes used are the same as those Burlington 
provided for the mmenifeete relating to the debris being disposed of by Olympus. 
The woofs Codes are U061 and U129. Burlington has *greed to Sign the manliest 
as generator for the PPE but so far has refused to sign as generator on the spent 
carbon 111111111Mast. 

Comment ib What will happen to residual material if It Is not aN treated. 	in the unit? To 
sludge-type materiel collected from the sump? If the sludge material =not be treated 
in the unit, WWI, will ft be disposed of? 

Response& Willem will drain frac tanlcs1 and 2, remove all sludge possible, 
and process it through the unit. Sumps will be domed prior to decontamination 

leneenrkeilleiVob■lattivitavoodftoresprvellawtherlatdoc 



• Ms. Lynda Priddy 
August 4, 1995 
Page Three 

and sludge processing. Any residual sludge remaining and resulting from the 
decontamination activftles will be placed In drums for disposal. 

Comment 7: How will it be determined entitle baghouse is clean? That the bags 
have been pulsed sufficiently? 

Response 7: Williams will pulse the baghouse for thirty (30) minutes after the one 
hour clean run has been completed. 

Comment II: What Is going to be the deposition of site debris. e.g. plastic friers, scrap 
metal. used disposable protective gear? 

Response 8: WINkomo has made arrangements for the disposal of their PPL 
Burlington Is responsible for the disposal of liners, scrap metal, etc. 

Comment 9: When am the haul roads and screen area going to be scraped and 
sampled? How dOes this coordinate with the rest of WIlikuns' and PhIlip's activities? 

Response 9: Williams has already scraped the screen area and plans to beaks the 
haul road on Friday, August 4. Philip Is responsible for sampling the haul roads 
as per EPA's comment 17 in Appendix T of the Work Plan. 

Continent 10: How is Williams going to decon and demob from the site given the 
limited amount of storage space on-site _ Is WNIkutis going to move pieces of equipment 
from the site as they are dammed? 

Response 10: Yee, Williams plans to remove equipment from the site as It Is 
damned. 

• 
al 

08/04/98 11;17 FAX 404 878 4831 	 WOODS 	 Qb004 

Comment 11: Debris stiN needs to be cleaned out of the cobble piles. 

Rellpone• 11: Thko Item Is not part of Williania' !Cope of work with Philip. 
Removal of debris from the cobble plies needs to be addressed by Philip. 

Additional Moon Comments: 

Comment 1: The biowdown water remaining after decon must be treated before it can 
be deposed of on-site or sampled to show it la below cleanup numbs's. An alternative 
10 10 get a discharge permit from the City of Yaidma. 

Response 1: Williams *II treat all biowdown water. This water will be sampled 
to Immure It Is below cleanup levels prior to disposal on-olte. 

zicaingimerPlabeNsodussavendkampnchwcts0150-cbc 
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Ma. Lynda Priddy 
August 4, 1905 
Page Four 

Comment 2; Visual Inspection of the baghouse Is also a pre-requisite for detemIrdny 
that the baahouee has been cleaned. 

Response 2: Williams will visually inspect the baghouse after pulsing Is complete 
to ensure that the bags are free of dust. 

Should you have any further questions regarding completion of the job, Ploaes contact 
me at (404) 879.4107. 

Sincerely, 

WILUAM8 ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. 

George A_ Harbour 
Project Manager 
GAH:gw 

CC:: Z. Lowell Taylor 
James E. Sanders 
B.J. Baru* 
David Eagision (MO) 

figloomAtvellyobstatitivoialoodoNaorescridVado0150-doc 
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DATE: 	August 21, 1995 

TO: 	David F,agleton 

cc: 	Greg Koester 
Jeff Kaestner 

FROM: 	Jeff Christman 

113111P LIIVIE 	 rniLir zovin. 

MEMORANDUM 

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 Southern 
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 	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. At most 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. TJSEPA guidance (1989) was used to evaluate Criteria 1. 
USEPA guidance (1989) was used because it is consistent with the underlying intent of 

/d1d/ 

LEAUV4/005 
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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 TJSEPA 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. 

References: 

....... OVVV ruilly ratvls. 

Please call me if you have any questions regarding this analysis. 

zovin. 	eluva/UVD 

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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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: 

ovnOttm. FORM 99 CT-20) 

: NSN 7S0-01417-7368 	5099-101 

444  11:11L1r CULUMBIA 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

• 1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

SMITTALI  

0 0 1 / 0 0 2 

CM6AgineY 	 I 

mt yjq 	010 Fovb) ss3 2.<,  
FENERA, %RACES AOM1NtSTRATION 

On August 15, 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 
handling the potentially contaminated .soil that remairied 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 / Observed 
that there was potentially contaminated soil remainin4 on the pad 
and the thermal treatment unit was in the process of tieing 
disassembled. Consequently, decontamination at the W.:Sods Site 
has deviated from the procedures specified in the WorPlan. In 
order to address EPA concerns about potentially contaminated soil 
remaining on the pad and disposal options for that potentially 
contaminated soil, I proposed the following as an alternative: 

1. the pad shall cleaned and subject to a visual in4ection. 

2. soil collected from the east side of the pad curb 1(treated 
soil side) should be sampled separately from soil collected from 
the west side of the curb (contaminated soil side). ; 

3. if 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. 

Also. the Williams Work Plan specified that the 
decontamination sequence would be as follows: "(o)perate unit at 
800 degrees F for one hour to treat and remove all remaining soil 
residue. Any remaining baghouse dust is fed into the Pobson 

1. 

1 I Printed on Recycled Paper 
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.0  Collar for further treatment prior to.discharge. All;soils •existing the unit are removed to the interim storage erea 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 disposed of on a treated Soil 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 ERA's concerns 
regarding the potential contamination of the baghouse!dust: 

1. sample the beghouse dust in the bottom of the bagbouse. If 
the results are above clean up numbers then the baghouse dust 
will need to be treated to clean up numbers or disposed of of 

2. 

 

sample the baghouse dust that was disposed of on 0.e'treated 
soil pile in Bin 3. If the results are above clean u15 numbers 
then the baghouse dust will need to be treated to clean up 

• 
numbers or disposed of off-site.  

i. 
If you have any other questions please contact me at (206) 

553-1987:.  

Sicerely, 

Lynda E. Priddy 
Environmental Protection . 

Specialist 
Hazardous Waste Division 

• 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, UR5 - Vertac 

2 
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UJILLIRMS EnviRonmEnTRL SERVICES, Inc. 

VIA FACSIMILE ONLY 

24 August 1995 

Ms Lynda E. Priddy 
Remedial Project Manager 
Hazardous Waste Division 
USEPA, Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Re: 	Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington 
Transmittal No.: 154 

Subject: 	Baghouse Residual Soils 

Dear Lynda: 

In response to your letter dated August 23, 1995, Williams Environmental Services, Inc. 
(Williams) submits the following plan for removal and disposal of baghouse dust 

Baghouse Dust Already Removed:  
• This soil will be shoveled into 55 gallon drums and disposed of off-site, probably with 

Chemical Waste Management. 

Baahouse Dust  
• The baghouse will be flushed with water to remove the residual dust. 
• The dust will be collected on the pad and shoveled into 55 gallon drums. 
• 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 E VIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. 

B.J. Bartee 
Project Manager 

BJB:pc 

cc: 	David Eagleton 
Jack Lane 
Jim Sanders 

2075 West Park Place Stone 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: 

- DRAFT - 

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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- DRAFT - 

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 (NP-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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- DRAFT - 

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 NV10. All indicator parameters were below cleanup levels 
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Ms. Lynda Priddy 
August 25, 1995 

- 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 

\29.01' 
. Eaeleton. P.E. David WTEagleton, P.E. 

Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

GAK/lcdm/NV 10.DOC 

- DRAFT - 

Attachment: 	1. Sample Location Sketches and Data 

cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Jeff Kaestner (Philip) 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Sample Location Sketches and Data 
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Revised Notification to the Yakima County Clean Air Authority 
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Clean Air Authority 

,„"_6„... 70/4 9,379o1 

(509) 575-4116 

• 

Williams Environmental Services, Inc. 
Attn: Greg Whetstone, Project Engineer 
2076 West Park Place 
Stone Mountain, GA 30087 

Re: Revision of Notification of Intent to !nstall a Temporary. Source (NCT-05-93), 
Using a Thermal Desorbtion Process for a Soil Remecliation 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. Permission 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 12/14/93, remain en force. 

Sincerely, 

- 
Chris E. Svendsen 
Assistant Director 
(509)575-4116 

Cc: Tom T. Silva, Director-APCO, 
Lynda Priddy, U.S. EPA Re 

February 17, 1995 
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Weekly Project Status Reports 



BURLINGTON 
F ENVIRONMENTAL 

A Philip Environmental Company 

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 

February 28, 1995 
Project 12883088 

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 
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Ms. Lynda Priddy 
February 28, 1995 

Williams Environmental (Williams) received quencher/pump skid, organized 
Aldand 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 third-party audit 
on the air monitoring program. 

410 	
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 maintenance and 
recalibrated PK()  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 Environmental, Gary Wentz performed an audit on PK ()  
samplers. 

Williams placed feed metering unit and pugmil, positioned lifting and stacking 
conveyors, and placed decon trailer immediately west of Aldand 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 

0 
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Ms. Lynda Priddy 
February 28, 1995 

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 contfiminated 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 ENVIRONMENTAL INC. 

GAK/gak/WEEK0228.DOC 

Gregester, E.I.T. 
Environmental Engineer 
On-Site Supervisor 

cc: 	Bruce Sheppard (3NRR) 
David Eagleton (Burlington Environmental) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis) 
Mark Fled (Williams) 
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BURLINGTON 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

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 (13NRR), 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 7, 1995 
Project 12883088 

March 4 
Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. One test pit 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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Ms. Lynda Priddy 
March 7, 1995 

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. 

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 con-ducted 
between representatives from the USEPA, Williams , BNRII, and Burlington 
Environmental. Lynda Priddy of the USEPA plans to be on-site on March 8, 10, 
and 13th. 
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March 7, 1995 

CLOSING 

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to 
contact me at (509) 575-7953. 

DWE/dwe/WEEK0306.DOC 

Sincerely yours, 

David Eagleton 
Environmental Engineer 
On-Site Supervisor 

cc: 	Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Greg Koester (Burlington Environmental) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis) 
Mark Fleri (Williams) 
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Ms. Lynda Priddy 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Dear Ms. Priddy: 

Subject: February 1995 Monthly Status Report 
Woods Industries Site, Yakima, Washington 

March 10, 1995 
Project 12883088 

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 Administrative 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! 

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. 

David Eagleton of Burlington Environmental and Lynda Priddy discussed the 
following project-related topics: 

• 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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March 10, 1995 

• 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 (Nicici) 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. 

Nicld 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: 

• arrangements for on-site USEPA oversight trailer; 

• background air monitoring; 

• submitting the first weekly report to USEPA for soil treatment 
activities; 

• representatives from URS Consultants (URS) performing USEPA 
oversight during normal operations; 

• firm dates for field activities to allow Lynda Priddy to schedule 
oversight; and 

• 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 Koester and Lynda Priddy discussed the following topics: 

• Don Metheny's final review of AAMF'; 

• continuing with background air monitoring; 

• weekly reports; 

• USEPA oversight trailer; and 

• Williams' most recent schedule for mobilization and equipment 
assembly. 

David Eagleton faxed Lynda Priddy Williams' most recent mobilization, assembly, 
and soil treatment schedule. 

In a telephone conversation, David Eagleton and Lynda Priddy discussed the 
following project-related topics: 

• schedule for clean soil startup/shakedown; 

• arrival of TPU-IV equipment at the Woods site to begin February 13; 
and 

• 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: 

• Lynda Priddy's receipt of the AAMP, revised pages to the Work Plan, 
and Williams letter regarding data validation; and 

• 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: 

• USEPA intends to collect three split samples of treated soil during 
performance test; 

• Lynda Priddy's receipt of an interview request from a local radio 
station; and 

• 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 discussed the following topics: 

• expected turnaround time for treated soil samples; 

• Lynda Priddy's upcoming site visit; and 

• 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: 

Lynda Priddy's upcoming site visit; 
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• submittal date for first weekly status report; and 

• USEPA oversight trailer. 

Lynda Priddy left David Eagleton a voicemail message to discuss the following: 

• turnaround time for dioxin analysis; and 

• 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. 

Lynda Priddy performed a site walk to inspect site conditions and status of project. 
Jack Lane of Williams gave Lynda Priddy the most recent equipment 
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: 

• generating a window of time when performance test runs may be 
performed in order to schedule Cathy Massimino's time; 

• March 10th meeting on-site with USEPA; 

• Lynda Priddy's February 22 site visit; 

• extraction methodologies for pesticides and metals; and 

• 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: 

• USEPA on-site meeting on March 10th; 

• two USEPA oversight persons should arrive on-site March 8 or 
March 9; and 

• 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. 

H. UPCOMING ACTIVITIES NEXT MONTH 

Upcoming soil treatment activities with their respective tentative 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. 

ilL 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. 

DWE/bar/FEB95MON.LET 

Sincerely yours, 

BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL INC. 

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

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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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 

March 14, 1995 
Project 12883088 

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 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 KINIA. 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-IV. 

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. 

DWE/dwe/WEEK0313.DOC 

Sincerely yours, 

cc: 	Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
Greg Koester (Burlington Environmental) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis) 
Mark Fleri (Williams) 

David Eagleton, P. 
Project Manager 
On-Site Supervisor 
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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 
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 TPIJ-1V 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-IV 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-W. 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.O. Box 330 • 210 West Sand Bank Road • Columbia, IL 62236-0330 

PhettNn 41S1 nS21-7171 a lld /7d1.17/7C a rA Y 4.1Q /1121-q/,l1 

March 21, 1995 
Project 12833088 



• 

(• Page 2 
Ms. Lynda Priddy 
March 21, 1995 

March 17 
Williams continued assembly of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit. Several TPU-IV 
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 Rl. 

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 Fleri 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-IV assembly activities during this period (see 
enclosed letter from Williams). 

An electrical 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-IV 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-IV was delayed approximately 36 hours. 
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CLOSING 

ANALYTICAL DATA 

No analytical data was received for this reporting period. 

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 
AWFS0s, 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. 

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to 
contact me at (509) 575-7953. 

GAKIgak/WEEK0320.DOC 

Sincerely yours, 

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) 

BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL INC. 

Greg Koester, E.I.T. 
On-Site Supervisor 
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W ILLIAMS  envmonmEnTRL SERVICES, Inc. 

VIA FACSIMILE 

March 21, 1995 

Mr. David Eagleton 
Burlington Environmental 
210 West Sand Bank Road 
Columbia, Illinois 62236 

Re: 

Subject: 	Weather 
Williams Project No. 0365-001-110 

Dear David: 

Woods Industries Site 
Yakima, Washington 
Transmittal No.: 0095 
Number of Pages: 1 

As you are aware, Yakima, Washington has received an inordinate amount of rain over 
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 March. 

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. Williams is notifying Burlington of this 
condition. 

Sincerely, 

WILLIAMS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. 

L'A cLad.411, 
Mark A. Fleri 
Manager of Thermal Operations 
MAF:js 

cc: 	Z. Lowell Taylor 
Joe Parks 
George Harbour 
Greg Whetstone 
Chris Drescher 

wcis0095 

2075 West Park Place Stone Mountain. Geonlia 30087 404/879-4107 

Woo 2-. 
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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 
March 21 to March 27, 1995 
Woods Industries Site 
Yakima, Washington 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 002 

March 28, 1995 
Project 12883088 

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 
1087-0348-106. 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

March 21 
Williams continued startup/shakedown of the TPU-IV soil treatment unit (TPIJ-
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-IV 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.O. Box 330 • 210 West Sand Bank Road • Columbia, IL 62236-0330 

Phnno AIR OR1.7171 • 114.1711.17$2S • FAX Algt7R1.519() 
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March 24 
Williams continued startup/shakedown of TPU-IV processing approximately 88 
tons of clean soil. 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 R5. 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 soils. 

March 26 
Williams continued startup/shakedown of TPU-IV. No soil was processed. 
Burlington Environmental collected samples for air monitoring event R5. 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. 

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 
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ANALYTICAL DATA 

I3urlington 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 
AWFS0s, 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. 

DWEAlwe/WEEK0327.DOC 

Sincerely yours, 

David Eaglet° 
On-Site Supervisor 

cc: 	Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
Greg Koester (Burlington Environmental) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis) 
Mark Fleri (Williams) 
Larry Mullen (URS) 

BURLINGTON1ENVIKONMeNTAL INC. 
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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 
March 28 to April 3, 1995 
Woods Industries Site 
Yakima, Washington 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

PHILIP ENIVIRONMEtTIAL SEPAIICRi 
210 Viiii;;E. Salo; Ohm 1Thij- PO. PIN.  230 - 

(Ie) 2n1-11?3 (WO) 133 -7 1 -1: k:tx (018) 2S1-6129 

April 4, 1995 
Project 12883088 

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. 	• 

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 BN'RR 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-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 R7 and began air monitoring event R8. 
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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 RIO and began air monitoring event RI 

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 R5. 
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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. 

DWEJdwe/VVF..EK0403.DOC 

Sincerely yours, 

cc: 	Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis) 
Mark Fleri (Williams) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS) 

d Eagleto 
On-Site Supervisor 
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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 
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 

April 11, 1995 
Project 12883088 

April 4 
Williams processed approximately 222 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. Philip 
collected samples for air monitoring event R13 and began air monitoring event 
R14. Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment activities conducted 
from March 28 through April 3, 1995. 

Apnl 5 
Williams processed approximately 206 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. Philip 
collected samples for air monitoring event R14 and began air monitoring event 
R15.  

(509)457-2056 	 P. 002 . 

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 backffiled after 
analytical data below cleanup levels were received. Lynda Priddy and Cathy 
Massimino of the USEPA were on site. Ivlike Martin and David Eagleton met with 
Larry Durbin and Jay Hetzel with URS regarding the Ambient air Monitoring 

PM IP UNIEVireCITNI.sroAcEs C9iP0RAu0M  
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BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL (509)457-2056 	 P. 003 

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 monitoring event 
R18. 

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. 
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BURLINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL 

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD 

(509)45772056 	 P. 004 

Williams vvill continue treating pesticide-impacted soils with TPIJ-IV 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 (509) 575-7953. 

OAK/gskAVEEK0410.DOC 

Sincerely yours, 

Greg Koester 
On-Site Supervisor 

cc: 	Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
David Eagleton (Philip) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis) 
Mark Fleri (Williams) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS) 

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CORPORATION 

.4 A144— 
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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.O. 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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April 15 \'d r  Williams completed the pre-test processing a roximately 0.5 tons of pesticide-
impacted soils not including approximately tons 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 Monitoring 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 April 5 through April 8, 1995. 

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring events R13 through R16. 
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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. 

GAK/galc/WEEK0417DOC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (3NRR) 
David Eagleton and Mike Martin (Philip) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis) 
Mark Fleri (Williams) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS) 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CORPORATION 

Greg A. Koester 
Project Engineer 
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April 25, 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 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 ACTrVTTLES 

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 bacicfill 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, IL 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 
concerns 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 AWFS0 (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 0' 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 0' 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 

GAK/galc/WEEK0424DOC 

I you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to 
contact me at (618) 281-7173. 

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) 

David W. Eag14.cxf, P.E. 
Project Manager 
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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 
April 25 to May 1, 1995 
Woods Industries Site 
Yakima, Washington 

May 2, 1995 
Project 12883088 

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. 

FIIILIP ENVIRONMENTAt SERVICES CORPORATION 
2.10 liVestfs..„ind Bank Road • P.O. Box 231; Cott:mkt, IL 6223FJ-0730 

(f318) 2frl 4173 • (800) 733-7173 Fax iO18) 2i:1-5120 
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Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring Event R35 and began sampling for 
event R36. 

April 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 Martin of Philip, Mark Flefi 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 during cold startup, which will require treatment 
at proper temperatures. 

Philip collected samples for Air Monitoring 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 require 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 

May 1 
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, 
1995. 

Philip received 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. 

CLOSING 

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to 
contact me at (509) 575-7953. 

DWE/dwe/WEEK0501.DOC 

Si 

avid Eagleton, 
Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

cc: Bruce Sheppard (BNRR) 
Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
Greg Koester (Burlington Environmental) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, & Ellis) 
Mark Fleri (Williams) 

AL INC. 



PHILIP 
--ENVIRONMENTAL - 

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 visible dust excursions 
around the pugrnill. 

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 bacicfill approximately 316.56 tons of soil 
that was treated on April 27, 1995. 

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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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 CURS) 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 bacicfill 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 All, 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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• completion of the performance test was tentatively scheduled to begin 
May 8 

• 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 bacicfill 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 processed 40.4 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. This amount does not 
include approximately 12 tons processed during 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 sampling for 
Event R45. 

May 6 

Williams processed 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 bacicfilled 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 yours, 
NV1RP II E 

, 

David W. Eag1eton, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

DWE/dwc MEEK0508DOC 

NTAL SERVICES CORPORATION 

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, 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 CORPORATION 
210 West Sand Bank Road • P.O. Box 230 • Columbia. ft 62236-0230 

(618) 281-7173 • (800) 733-7173 • 	(618) 21512C 
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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 Massitnino, 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 R51. 

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 northern 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 Al5 
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 wis 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 air 
monitoring was performed. 

Williams received USEPA approval to bacicfill 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 questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to 
contact me at (618) 281-7173. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILIP A  It 0 I :4 SERVICES CORPORATION •41■400 

1,10"1■ • 

David W. Eatv,on, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

DWE/dwe.  /WEEK0515.100C 

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 23, 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: Weekly Status Report 
May 16 to May 22, 1995 

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (3NRR), 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 ENVIRONMEITIAL SER\ICES COEPURATION 
210 West Sand Bank Road • P.O. Box 230 • Columbia, IL 62236-0230 

;618) 281.7173 • M0) 733-7173 • Fax (1 7, M 281-5120 
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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 R53. 

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 personnel 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 excavated 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 R55. 

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 liurner 
on the thermal oxidizer. Philip performed Air Monitoring Event R57. 

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES 

Williams continues to experience operational difficulties with the TPU-W 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-W 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 R51. 
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UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD 
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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 Men* 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_ SER ES 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.I. Bartee (Williams) 
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May 30, 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 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 BNR11, Philip issued the weekly status report for soil treatment 
activities conducted from May 16 through May 22. 

Representatives 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.O. 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 monitoring was performed. 

May 28 

No soil was processed for reasons described 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 



Page 5 
Ms. Lynda Priddy 
May 30, 1995 

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 

DWE/dwe /WEEK0529DOC 

14,0Z, 

David W. Eagle 
Project Managei 
Environmental Engineer 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BN'RR) 
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis) 
B.J. Bartee (Williams) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS) 

VICES CORPORATION 



PHILIP 
ENVIRONMENTAU 

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 (3NRR), 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 BNRII, 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 • P.O. Box 230 • 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 described above. No air monitoring was 
performed. 

June 1 

No soil was processed 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 information 
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, Tim Sanders, Greg Whetstone, and Chris Drescher 
of Williams; Ron Bastien of Focus; and Greg Koester and /ace 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 bacicfill: 

• 131.39 tons of soil treated on May 21 and 22; 

• 271.6 tons of soil treated on May 23; 

• 288.2 tons of soil treated on May 24; 

• 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 N 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 operating 
efficiency was 44.1%. 

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R63. 

Jiine 5 

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 N on-line operating 
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 
northern 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 ACTTVITIES 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, 

David W. Eag,le,t'og P.E. 
Project Manag 
Environmental Engineer 

DWE/dwe /WEEK0605.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) 

ERVICES CORPORATION 
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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 soil treatment 
activities conducted from May 30 through June 5. 

Ivfike 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 baclal 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 W on-line operating efficiency was 56.3 percent; that is, TPU IV operated 

. PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION 
210 West Sand Bank Road • P.O. Box 230 • Columbia, IL 62236-0730 

(618) 231-7173. (800) 733-7173 • Fax (518) 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 Mice 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 R65. 

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 tentative 
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 southern 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, pending 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 N 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 N on-line operating efficiency was 95.2 percent. 

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R71. 

PROBLEMS OR Dine1CULTIES 

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 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 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 northern 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, 
PIMAP4ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION 

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

DWE/dwe AVEEK0612.DOC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Mil (BNRR) 
Greg Koester and Mike Martin (Philip) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis) 
B.S. 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 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 N 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. 

0  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 bacicffil 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 bac1c6.11 over the "northwest haul road" based 
on the analytical data package submitted to the USEPA on June 5. 

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. 
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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 AWFS0s, 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 
275.10 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 N 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. 

Williams received USEPA approval to bacicfill 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, 

PHILtrENVlRO 

David W. Eagletoti,- 
Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

DWE/dwe /WEEX0619DOC 

RVICES CORPORATION 

"de.  

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 27, 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 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 bacicfill 232.96 tons of soil that was treated 
on June 15, 1995. 

Philip conducted Ambient Air Monitoring event R79. 

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION 
210 West Sand Bank Road - P.O. Box 230 - Columbia, IL 62236-0230 

(618) 281-7173 - (r2)01 /33-7173 • 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 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 
443.9 tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU N 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 Massiinino 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 N on-line operating efficiency was 
approximately 100 percent. 

Williams received USEPA approval to backlill 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 bacicfill 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 treatment 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 Event 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 bacicfill 443.9 tons of soil that was treated 
on June 21, 1995. 

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R85. 

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 ENVER() - • h NT ' SERVICES CORPORATION OF  

/ 

AVA 
 . 	

iSilrXdrAt■ p' W.O, err 0 P/ 

David W. Eaglet:.r P.E. 
Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

DWE/dwe AVEEK0626.DOC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (13NRR) 
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. 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

Philip conducted Ambient Air Monitoring event R87. 

( 509 )457-2056 

Post-wk brand fax transmittal memo 7671 
To 

F Q-QC 	
*- Co. 

Co. 
Dept. 

1141111' FAVIkOltiMENIAI. 	cogFoRniloti 

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 waekly 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. 

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 operating 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 operating efficiency was 95.5 percent; that is, TPU IV operated 
for 22 hours and 55 minutes of a 24-hour work day. 

• 
Williams received USEPA approval to backfill 442.4 tons of soil that was treated 
on June 22, 1995. 

P. 00 1  
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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-line 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 
northern building foundation and transported this soil 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 IV on-line 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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July 5, 1995 

Philip performed Ambient Air Monitoring Event R88. 

Olympus continued removal 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. 

June 30 

Limited to operating at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 
360.3 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 N on-line operating efficiency was 82.8 percent. 

Williams received USEPA approval to bacledl 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 letter from Williams to the USEPA 
entitled "TSS and IDS 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 W 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 W was shut down 
for scheduled maintenance. 

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 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 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 005 

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 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, 
PHILI ENV1R0 

David W. Eagle P.E. 
Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 

DWIUdvio /WEEK0104DOC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth 1E11 (BNRR) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis) 
Chris Drescher (Williams) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS) 

VICES CORPORATION 



el• 

July 11, 1995 
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PHILIP 
:INVIRONIVIENTAV 

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.O. Box 230 • Columbia, IL 62236-0230 

(618) 281-7173 • (800) 733-7173 • Fax (618) 281-5120 

-Dtt)E_ 



Page 2 
Ms. Lynda Priddy 
July 11, 1995 

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. 

Williams 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 continued removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former 
northern 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 /vfassimino and Lynda Priddy 
(USEPA), Jim Geiger (URS), Chris Drescher (Williams), and David Eagleton 
(Philip). Topics of this meeting included: 

• EPA's review of the performance test VOST audit sample results; 
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• 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 regarding A'WFSOs 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 AW,FSOs 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 southern 
temporary soil storage area; 

• USEPA's June 30 comments on the AAQIR Addendum; 
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• Philip's letter regarding mercury vapor analytical results; 

• 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 containing 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 bacicfill 360.3 tons of soil that was treated 
on June 30, 1995. 

Philip issued a memorandum to Jim Geiger (URS) regarding Ambient Air 
Monitoring Event R94. Philip had Knoble Electric evaluate the electrical circuit 
for the perimeter air monitoring stations. ICnoble 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 bacicfill 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 tipped circuit breaker at 
perimeter locations when R96 was programmed to start. A memorandum was 
issued to Jim Geiger of URS explaining the situation. ICnoble 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. 
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Olympus completed removal of pesticide-impacted soil from below the former 
northern 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: 

••the 10 verification samples of the northern excavation have now been 
collected and Philip should have all the results back by Friday the 14; 

• Philip has received results from haul road verification samples NEHR-
05 and NEHR-06, which indicate the road is clean pending USEPA's 
review of the data; 

• 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; 

• 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 AAQTR Addendum. 
Philip's letter also requested that the "Final AAQIR" be submitted to the USEPA 
on or before July 28. Lynda Priddy and Elizabeth (Nicld) 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. T'PU 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 samples 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 monitoring 
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 11' ENVIR 	 SERVICES CORPORATION 

D 099f,v 
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, 199$ 
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 
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 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. 

111111.1P ENV1RIAMENta SEF;VICES C01-11,0RAiON 
210 West !?':«413.r1: Road • 	Ulu 23(1•1::)itll!thia. I.G:236 -3 230 

• 	131-7173 • F;)x 	23;.-7.120 
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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 N 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, replacing the discharge auger 
and dryer fighting. No soil was treated. 

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R102 and began 
Event R103. 
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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 Monitoring 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 Monitoring 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 verifications 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 

Greg Koester 
Project Engineer 

GAK/gak /WEgK071 8.1)0C 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
David Eagleton (Philip) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis) 
George Harbour (Williams) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger (URS) 
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July 25, 1995 
Project 12883088 

Dear Ms. Priddy: 

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

Post-lr brand fax transmittal memo 7671 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Subject: Weekly Status Report 
July 18 through July 24, 1995 
Woods Industries Site 
Yakima, Washington 

(509)457-2056 

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (3NRR), 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. 

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 hackfill 314.7 of soil treated on July 14, 
1995. 

Todd Deas of Williams issued a memorandum to Larry Mullen (URS) regarding 
AWFS0 limit exceedance corrective action. 

PHILIP EftitiiclOtiMU.ITAL SERVICES CGRPORATION 
210 WE&I Sn6anx ging • P.O. Bcx 230 • Columbia, IL 132235-022.0 

P. 001 
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Ms. Lynda Priddy 
July 25, 1995 

On behalf of BNRR, Philip issued the weekly status report 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 between Lynda Priddy and 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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Ms. Lynda Priddy 
July 25, 1995 

Williams received USEPA approval to bacicffil 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 event R102. 

The following topics were discussed in on-site meeting between Lynda Priddy, 
Larry Mullen (URS), and Greg Koester: 

• 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 cobbles 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. 

(509)457 -2056 	P. 003 

July 21 

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams processed 432.84 
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 96 
percent. 
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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 75 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. 



07/26/95 08:36 	PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL 	 (509)457-2056 	 P. 005 
. 	. 

Page 5 
Ms. Lynda Priddy 
July 25, 1995 

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 Monitoring event R112 and began event 
R113.  

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 I.D. fan. 

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring event RI13 and began event 
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 encountered durini this period, except TPU-IV 
on line efficiency was down due to operational difficulties documented in Williams 
daily reports. Analytical data for soil 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. 
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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 operations 
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) 575-5973. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION 

Greg &tester 
Project Engineer 

GAKJgak /WK07248.DCC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
David Eagleton (Philip) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis) 
George Harbour (Williams) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger ((MS) 
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August 1, 1995 
Project 12883088 

PHILIP ENVIRONMENTAL 

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 25 through July 31, 1995 
Woods Industries Site 
Yakima, Washington 

On behalf of Burlington Northern Railroad (13NRR), 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 25 

Operating TPU-1V 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 IV on-line operating efficiency was 7.8 percent. TPU-IV downtime was 
attributed to repairing the rotary dryer. 

Williams received USEPA approval to bacicfill 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 treatment 
activities conducted from July 18 through July 24. 

Philip began Ambient Air Monitoring Event R115. 

NILO EIVIARONMEfilAi. SEtiVieki 
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(509)457-2056 	P. 002 
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Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R107 and R108 
and submitted preliminary event records to UPS. 

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from recently exposed areas beneath 
southern temporary soil storage area for characterization. 

July 26 

(509)457-2056 	P. 003 

Operating TPU-IV 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, 1995. 

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R115 and began 
Event RI16. 

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from recently exposed areas beneath the 
southern 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. 

Wiffisms 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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Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R116 and began 
Event R117. 

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 Koester 
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 bacicfill 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 WU 100 
percent 

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R117 and began 
Event RI18. 

Philip received analytical data for air monitoring Event R110 and R111 and 
submitted preliminary event records to URS. 
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Philip received preliminary soil sample results from areas beneath southern 
temporary soil storage area. 

temporary soil storage area. 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 005 

July 29 

Operating TPU-IV 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 IV on-line operating efficiency was 88 percent. 

Philip collected samples for Ambient Air Monitoring Event RI18 and began Event 
R119. 

Philip received preliminary soil sample results from areas beneath the southern 

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 seal between the dobson collar and 
rotary dryer to help control dust emissions 

My 30 

Operating at 75 percent 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. TPU IV 
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 Event 
R120. 
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July 31 

(509)457-2056 	P. 006 

Operating 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 Ambient Air Monitoring Event R120 and began Event 
R121. 

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring events R109, R112 and 
R113 and submitted preliminary event records to URS. 

Olympus excavated two areas in the north excavation area and Philip collected 
preliminary son sample& 

PROBLEMS OR DEFFICULTIES 

IPU-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 events R107 through R113 and 
preliminary soil samples collected in south stockpile area 

UPCOMING ACITVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD 

Williams will continue son 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 
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to evaluate whether additional excavation is necessary or if verification samples 
can be collected. Ambient 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. 

Sincerely yours, 
p. DI 	I ' 11_ b_ 1 , , lit •Th  . ,..., 

,por
411 I  r4  1 W.! e, 

David W. Eagletorkv. .E. 
Project Manager 

, 	 Environmental Engineer 

CIAX/pk/W10731.DOC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis) 
George Harbour (Williams) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger CURS) 

RVICES CORPORATION 
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August 8, 1995 
Project 12883088 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Wasltingtou 98101 

Dear Ms. Priddy: 

Subject: Weeldy 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 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 002 

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximutu capacity, Williams processed 455.60 
tons of pesticide-impacted soils. TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 100 
percent. 

4 Ca. I, 4 gO.C, 4 AZ. , 

• of soil treated on July 27, 28, 29, and 30, 1995, respectively. 

On behalf of BNRR. Philip issued the weekly-status report for soil treatment 
activities conducted from July 25 through July 31. 

Philip collected Ambient Air Monitoring Event R17.1 and he.g,an F.vent 172 

Philip received analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Event R115 and 
delivered the preliminary event record to URS. 

PHILIP tNVItirJP1MtNIAL 	UU111 -1UKAI ION 
210 West Sand Sank Road • PO. Sox 230 • Columbia. 11 62236-0230 

( 112 ) 2 '41 71 72 ■ !SOO) 72j 7179 ■ rine 	Q) not 6120 
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(509)457-2056 	P. 003 

Philip collected preliminary soil samples from recently exposed areas beneath the 
southern temporary soil 3toragc arca for charaetcriEation. 

David Eagleton handed Lynda Priddy a copy of the "Akland Sump" cleanout 
water discharge permit from the Yakima Waste Water Treatment Plant and 
attached analytical data. David Eagieton also gave Lynda Prickly 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 T.ynda Priddy (USRPA), Jim Geiger (URS), George 
• 4•11. 	 .• 	 ....... a 	• ..... 

discussed: 

• soil treatment schedule for the next few days; 

• condition of the rotary dryer and dust observations around the bolts; 
and 

• upcoming decontamination procedures; 

In a separate on-site meeting, Lynda Priddy and David Eagleton discussed the 
following topics: 

• the Administrative Order of Consent - BNRR's role and 
responsibilities; 

• former 1993 decontamination pad verification sample results 
documenting the material is below cleanup levels; 

• water discharge permit; 

• Williams' proposed hazardous codes for carbon canisters used to treat 
TPU IV process veatcr; 

• status of backfilling the site; 

4. haul road preliminary sampling at the south end of the site: 

• disposal of additional debris at Chemical Waste Management's 
(CWM's) facility in Arlington, Oregon; and 

• preliminary sampling and verification sampling. 
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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 Monitoring Event R122 and began 
Event R123. 

Approximately 6.1 tons of debris was transported to CWM's Arlington, Oregon 
facility. 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 004 

David Eagleton faxed Lynda Priddy a sketch of the remaining northern verification 
sample accesal, (NV03, NV05, and NV10). David Laws ence (Philip) and T-yinda 

Priddy diceucaed thic fax and pr000durac for eolloeting theca carrplaa. _ 

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 NVO3 and NVO5 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 Yakima discharge permit. I •ynda Priddy and Tlavid 

"Area 10" on the northwestern part of the site. 

Lynda Pi iddy finkcd David EasIctun a list of oonuncnts or qucstion.s thc USEPA 
has regarding decontamination of soil treatment equipment. 
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August 3 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 005 

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 
pronnonorl during tvAld atortnp, whin', wli regniro trontmont tot penpor tornpornharoft 

TPT T TV nn-linr npArating Affirlrney twat 10 A pitreAnt 

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 ococi-vcd analytical data for Arnbiont Air livfonitorins r.-v-ont TA.1 16, and PM- 

10 roaulta for Brenta R117 and R118 and hand delivered preliminary event reeordo 

to URS. 
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August 4 

(509)457-2056 

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of mtvdmum capacity, Williams processed 397.7 
tons of pesticidc-impacted soils. This amount does not include thc 2 tons 

ucessed during cold suu tup. which will require treatment at proper temperatures. 
TPU IV on-line operating efficiency was 92.3 percent. 

Williams received IJSEPA approval to backfill 455.6 tons of soil treated on August 
1.1W5 

Williams 133UCCI a GOMMCIlt response !CUM m response to tlic U 	August z 
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 thc 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. 

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 Eag,leton and Lynda Priddy discussed 
verification sampling below the former southern temporary soil storage area. 

Philip collected ten verification samples (SVO1 through SVI 0) 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 approximately 15 additional cubio yards of soil from "area 
10" on the northwestern part of the site. Philip collected a verification sample of 
the area. 

Olympus distheu-gcd the 3 drums of water front cleattout of the "Akland Sump" to 
the sewer according to a discharge permit from the Yakima Waste Water 
Treatment Plant. 

P. 006 
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August 5 

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 N on-line operating efficiency was 76.3 percent. 

Dttallp aellootod ø..ploo (or A.mni.; ay.* AL. 14.4...; eo...o 12.4 T.1 2C sod 

RI26. 

Olympus consolidated the "Aldand 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 N. 

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 
backffil 456.3 tons of soil treated on August 2, 1995. 

P. 007 
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Philip began Ambient Air Monitoring Event R127. 

(509)457-2056 	P. 008 

Philip collected verification samples SVO1 through SV1I and SWHR01, 02, and 
03 and shipped them to Quantum. 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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CLOSING 

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to 
contact me at (618) 281-7173. 

Sincerely yours, 

PHIL 
- 411101bamp7

7 
 

' 

D;vid W. Eagl - fen, P.E. 
Project Manag.r 
Environmental Engineer 

mwa.cmmmamx 

TAT. SERVICES CORPORATION 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth 1 1111 (DNRR) 

Tom Backer (Preston, Gates, and Ellis) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
George Harbour (Williams) 
Larry Mullen and Jim Geiger ((iRS) 

(509)457-2056 	P. 009 
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August 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: 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 
report is submitted in compliance with Administrative Order Number 108703-l8-
106. 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

August 8 

(509)457-2056 

•■■■ 

Operating TPU IV at 75 percent of maximum capacity, Williams 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 IV on-line operating efficiency was 13 percent. TPU IV downtime was 
attributed to repair of the discharge 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 issued the weekly status report for soil treatment 
activities conducted from August 1 through August 7, 1995. 

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R127 and began 
Event R128. 

cHtLIP 	 C1-iF01V.Iftri 
C 	J.1 	 7.,- 1.1.4■ 11 ■1 	:•;')9'44. 4 :-%:i 

P. 001 
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Philip received TO-10 analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R121 
and R122. 

Philip received verification sample results for soil samples NV-03 and NV-05 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 IV 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 R121 
and RI22. Philip delivered the preliminary event records to URS. 

August 10 

(509)457-2056 	 P. 002 

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 5, 1995. 

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R129 and began 
Event R130. 
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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 i ecords to URS. 

Philip 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 IJSEPA 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. 

(509)457 -2056 	P. 003 

Philip received TO-10 analytical data for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R123, 
complete results for R124 and R125, and PM-10 analytical data for event R126. 
Philip hand delivered preliminary event records to iiRS. 

August 12 

Williams submitted a demobilization status report. 

Williams began dismantling equipment for visual inspection and cleaning. 

Williams continued demobilization activities by cleaning out the pugmill; removing 
interior pad curbs; inspecting interior of the rotary dryer; cleaned stacking 
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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 
no site activities that day.. Philip disassembled platforms at offsite air monitoring 
stations A-21 and.A-22. 

At Jack Lane's (Williams) request Jeff Kaestner (Philip) observed the sample 
collection of baghouse dust from the treated soil pile. 

(509)457-2056 	P. 004 

After decontamination, Williams removed the stacking conveyor from the pad and 
returned a front end loader and track hoe. 

PROBLEMS OR DIFFICULTIES 

TPU IV 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. 
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ANALYTICAL DATA 
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Williams received analytical data t'or 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 

Jeffrey A. ICaestner, E.I.T. 
Site Supervisor 
Environmental Engineer 
DWUJecre AVIC0114 DOC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth gill (BNRR) 
Tom Backer (Preston Gates and Ellis) 
David Eagleton (Philip) 
Jack Lane (Williams) 
Jim Geiger (URS) 
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August 22, 1995 
Project 12883088 

Ms. Lynda Priddy 
On-Scene Coordinator/Remedial liroject 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 demobilization activities, pressure washed material feed hopper 
on waste feed pad, disconnected electricity 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 3 through August 14, 1995. 

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R134 and began 
Event R135. 

PHILIP ENVIROPIMENTA1 SEW/MO.1 C0RI 1URATIO1I 
21t? 	Sand 	Road - PO. COX 230 e GOklinbia, ii  

(618) 25• 17' (360) 133-7 l'i3 4  Eax (6 -i 8) ::12:1-!.31213 
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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: 

• 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 sample from tank 3 to EPA 
for discharge approval; 

• 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; 

• waste material, plastic, and wood should be removed from cobbles to be 
backfilled; and 

• PM-10 sampling will continue at perimeter stations A11/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, disconnected, 
and removed LPG tank. 
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Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R135 and began 
Event R136. 

Philip received verification sample 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 bacicfill 
activities. Bacicfill 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 Idln 
and trailer. Williams placed broken curb sections of the pad in their on-site 
dumpster. 

Williams removed baghouse dust from 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 submitted for analysis by Williams. 

Philip collected Ambient Air Monitoring Event R137 and began Event R138. 

Philip received analytical 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' equipment 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/baghouse dust removed 
from treated soil in bin 3. Samples were sent to Quanterra for analysis. 

Philip received analytical results for Ambient Air Monitoring Events R131 and 
R132. 

In a telephone conversation between Jeff Kaestner and Lynda Priddy the following 
topics were discussed: 

• EPA will review the verification sample results and the statistical analysis; 

• EPA approved discontinuing the use of data ram for continuous dust 
monitoring. PM-10 sampling will continue; and 

• 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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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 

43_ 

Jeffrey A. Kaestner, E.I.T. 
Site Supervisor 
Environmental Engineer 
DWEldwe AVK0871 .DOC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth l (BNRR) 
Tom Backer (Preston Gates and Ellis) 
David Eagleton (Philip) 
Jack Lane (Williams) 
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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 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 a 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 sample location sketches and data for 
the additional excavation areas to Lynda Priddy (EPA). 

PHILIP ENV:H(:MENTAL SFVC CORP(AglION 
210 MIst. Saftd Rik Ron( • P.O. Box 27:10 - Coiumisi3,Ii62234.Q.3ti 

(118) 231-7173 :,300) ?"..)4:7173 • •a:, (c13) 
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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 demobilization 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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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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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 RI47 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: 

• Philip/BNRR still waiting for Williams to obtain requested information from 
Weststate for carbon profile; 

• reviewed sampling approach and walked the site; 

• 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 NV 10; 

• EPA discussion with Williams concerning pad decontamination activities; and 
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• 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 

Jeffrey A. ICaestner, E.I.T. 
Site Supervisor 
Environmental Engineer 
DWE/dwe /WIC0828.DCC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
Tom Backer (Preston Gates and Ellis) 
David Eagleton (Philip) 
Todd Deas (Williams) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 

seprenther 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 
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- 
106. 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

August 29 

Williams submitted a demobilization status report. 

Williams continued decontamination 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 • P.O. Box 230 • Columbia, IL 62236-0230 

(618) 281-7173 • (800) 733-7173 • Fax (618) 281-5120 
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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 Priddy (EPA) discussed the 
following: 

• Williams cleaning the pad sump areas; 

• decontamination close to completion on the treated soil holding pad; 
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• dust control and removal of debris during backfill operations (scheduled to 
begin Tuesday, September 5th); 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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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 yours, 

PIRLIP-ENVIRQNMENTAL SERVICES CORPORATION 

Dravid W. Eaglet 
Project Manager 
Environmental Engineer 
DWE/dwe /WIC0905DOC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
Tom Backer (Preston Gates and Ellis) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Jack Lane (Williams) 
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PHILIP 
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 BNRII, 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 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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September 6 

Ken Leingang Excavating, 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 Lyndapriddy 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 bacicfilling operations. 

Philip collected samples from Ambient Air Monitoring Event R.153. 

Philip completed groundwater monitoring. 

Greg Koester and Lynda Priddy discussed the following project related topics: 

• Williams' limited number of on-site personnel and the slow progress of 
pad cleanup activities; 

• groundwater monitoring; 

• Lynda Priddy requested a draft outline of the Soil Treatment Final 
Report; 

• USEPA recently issued a new Woods Industries Fact Sheet; and 

• Frac Tank water results which Williams had faxed to Lynda Priddy. 
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September 8 

Leingang continued bacicfilling operations. 

September 9-10 

No site activities. 

September 11 
- Leingang continued bacicfilling operations. 

Williams continued pad cleanup activities. Williams placed dust removed from the 
baghouse in 55-gal1on 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. 
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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 Air Monitoring Events R145 through 
R150. 

UPCOMING ACTIVITIES FOR NEXT REPORTING PERIOD 

Continue bacicalling, air monitoring, and pad cleanup activities. 

CLOSING 

If you have any questions regarding this weekly status report, do not hesitate to 
contact me at (618) 281-7173. 

Sincerely yours, 

ENVIRO 

David W. Eaglet 
Project Manage 
Environmental Engineer 

DWEidwe AVEEK0912DOC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BN'RR) 
Tom Backer (Preston Gates & Ellis) 
Greg Koester (Philip) 
Jack Lane (Williams) 

SERVICES CORPORATION 



PHILIP 
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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., (Leingang), subcontracted by Williams, 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.O. Box 230 • Columbia, IL 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 procedures 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 bacicfilling 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. 
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September 16 and 17 

No site activities. 

September 18 

Leingang continued backfilling operations. 

Williams continued decontamination procedures on the treatment pad. 

Philip received preliminary 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 bacicfilled 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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• 

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 

Greg A. Koester 
Project Engineer 

GAIC/dvie /WEEK0919.DCC 

cc: Bruce Sheppard and Elizabeth Hill (BNRR) 
Tom Backer (Preston Gates & Ellis) 
David W. Eagleton (Philip) 
Jack Lane (Williams) 
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