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MEMORANDUM
February 24, 1987

To: Gary Brugger

From: Marc Heffner “#°

Subject: Enumclaw Sewage Treatment Plant/Farman Brothers Pickle
Company Class II Inspection, August 19-20, 1986

ABSTRACT

A Class II inspection was conducted on August 19-20, 1986, at the
Enumclaw Sewage Treatment (STP) and at the Farman Brothers Pickle
Company Plant (Farmans). The Enumclaw STP, an RBC-type secondary
facility, was operating well during the inspection. Discharge was
within weekly and monthly NPDES permit discharge limits although the
influent BOD. load was greater than 85 percent of the plant design
capacity inciuded in the NPDES permit. The Farmans flow to the
Enumclaw STP represented 49 percent of the STP BOD. design load. The
aeration basin providing pretreatment for the Farmans waste appeared
ineffective during the inspection. Inadequate support from the Ecology
laboratory prevented all survey objectives from being attained (see
Appendix A).

INTRODUCTION

At Kyle Cook's request, a Class II inspection was conducted on August
19-20, 1986 at the Enumclaw Sewage Treatment Plant (STP). Included in
the inspection was sampling at the Farman Brothers Pickle Company
Plant (Farmans), which is the largest industrial contributor to the
STP. The inspection was scheduled to correspond with peak activity at
the pickle plant and thus peak organic loading at the STP.

The study was conducted by Brad Hopkins and Marc Heffner of the Ecology
Water Quality Investigations Section (WQIS) and Kyle Cook of the Ecology
Northwest Regional Office. Jim Crossler, operator at the STP, and Don
Grover, vice-president at Farmans, provided assistance at the respec-
tive sampling stations.
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Objectives of the survey included:

1. Fstimate STP loading and treatment efficiency during the peak
pickling season. Compare results to KPDES permit limits,

2. Review laboratory procedures (including sample splits with the
operator) to estimate accuracy of results and conformance with
approved analytical techniques.

3. Quantify the load to the STP from the pickle plant.

4, Estimate the efficiency of the pickle plant pretreatment system.

SETTING

Enumclaw STP

The Enumclaw STP is an RBC type secondary plant that was completed in
1980. Treatment units include two primary clarifiers, two RBC basins,
two secondary clarifiers, and chlorination facilities (Figure 1). The
two RBC basins are each set up in four stages; the first stage con-
sisting of three shafts and the next three stages consisting of one
shaft each., FEffluent is discharged into the White River as permitted
by NPDES permit # WA-002507-5(M). Sludge is anaerobically digested
then spread along with the digester supernatant on farmland.

During periods of low hydraulic loading the operator has tried several
flow scheme modifications. These include:

1. One or parts of one of the two parallel treatment trains can be
shut down. The operator noted that this works for the primary
clarifiers, but does not work well for the RBC units or the
secondary clarifiers. Start-up time for the RBC units is exces-
sive to take one ocut of service for a short period. The operator
reported that ground water seeps into the secondary clarifiers
when they are drained, creating an odor problem.

2. A portion of the flow can be recycled through the plant to in-
crease the hydraulic load. To do this the operator drains part
of the flow from between the third and forth stages of one of the
RBC basins into the influent pump station. This system increases
the hydraulic load to the primary clarifiers and RBC units.

During the inspection all units were being used with no recycle. Sludge
depths were shallow in the primary clarifiers (1-2 feet), the secondary
clarifiers (0-1.25 feet), and the chlorine contact basins (approximately
2 inches) (measurements made 1230-1245 hours on August 20).
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Farmans

Process wastes at Farmans are pretreated then discharged into the Enum-
claw STP sanitary sewer system. The pretreatment flow scheme is dia-
grammed in Figure 2. Varying degrees of pretreatment are provided for
different flow streams. During the inspection there were three basic
streams at the factory.

The first stream was the brining solution used to soak the cucumbers
prior to fresh packing. The used brine has historically been dumped
into an old dry well. Don Grover estimated daily flow to the dry well
during the peak pickling season to be 140 tubs of 80 gallons each,
with a maximum of 200 tubs of 80 gallons each (11,200-16,000 gpd).

The second stream was flow from the processing building. Screens on
the floor drains of the processing building provide some pretreatment.
The flow then goes directly to a wet well from which it is pumped into
a surge tank and drained into an aeration basin (Figure 2). The pH of
the wet well is checked one or two times a day and the pH raised to
greater than 6.5 by lime addition when necessary. The aeration basin
is 29 feet by 45 feet by 7 feet deep (68,500 gallons) with a centrally
mounted surface aerator. Effluent from the aeration system is routed
through a Parshall flume and into the sanitary sewer system.

The third stream was flow from the outside work areas. This flow can
follow three routes (Figure 2):

1. The flow can be sent to the wet well and receive pretreatment in
the aeration basin. This option is usually used when production
is taking place.

2. The flow can be sent to a screening basin for solids removal
only. This option is used when yard clean-up is taking place and
the flow is fairly clean water carrying large solids chunks.

Flow from this option joins the aeration basin flow just upstream
of the effluent flume.

3. The flow can be routed directly to the effluent flume with the
screening basin effluent. When blockage in the system prevents
conveyance of the waste to either option 1 or 2, option 3 is
utilized.

The flow routing at the Farmans pretreatment system was different
during each of the three stops made to observe the system.

The August 19 morning stop was during a processing period. The splitter
box gates were in place to route the yard flow through the aeration
basin (Figure 2). Unfortunately the wet well pump station was partially
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plugged, and only a small portion of the wet well contents was sent to
the aeration basin. The remainder was flowing by gravity from the wet
well to the splitter box and routed to the effluent flume with no pre-
treatment. Don Grover was informed of the problem and had the situation
corrected within 45 minutes. The Enumclaw STP operator suspected that
the problem occurred sometime during the night. He noted that the pri-
mary clarifiers were a green color in the morning compared to the typical
gray color when he left work the afternoon before.

The afternocon stop on August 19 appeared to be during a clean-—up period.
The gates were in place to route the yard flows to the screening basin.
Very little flow was going to the screening basin.

The morning stop on August 20 appeared to be during a processing period.
The gates were in place to route the yard flow to the screening basin
rather than to the aeration system,

PROCEDURE

Ecology composite and grab samples were collected at the STP. Ecology
composite samplers were set up to collect influent, RBC recycle sta-

tion, and effluent samples (Figure 1). Samplers collected approximately
220 mLs of sample every 30 minutes for 24 hours. The STP operator also
collected composite samples at the influent and effluent stations. His
compositors were set to collect approximately 150 mLs of sample every hour
for 24 hours. Both sets of influent and effluent samples were split for
analysis by the Ecology and Enumclaw STP laboratories. Grab and composite
sampling times and parameters analyzed are summarized in Table 1.

At Farmans, Ecology composite samplers were set up to collect aeration
basin influent and final effluent samples. Both samplers were set to
collect 220 mLs of sample every 30 minutes. The aeration basin influent
sampler was started at approximately 1230 hours on August 19, collecting
sample from the equalization tank. When checked at 1700 hours cn August
19, the tank was dry down to the sediment layer above which the composi-
tor intake line had been suspended. The sampler was turned off for the
night and at 0900 hours on August 20 was restationed in the wet well and
restarted. Sampling was stopped at approximately 1200 hours on August 20.
The final effluent sampler was run continuously for a 24~hour period.
Sampling times and parameters analyzed are summarized on Table 2. Grab
sample collection at Farmans was based on the flow scheme at the time of
sampling and is also summarized on Table 2.

Flows at both the STP and Farmans were measured using Parshall flumes.
Ecology instantaneous measurements were made for comparison with in
place flow meters.



Table 1 - Sample collection at Enumclaw STP - Enumclaw/Farmans, 8/86.
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Recycle 1030
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1520 X X X X X X X X X
8/20 1020 X X X
RBC 8/19 1035 X X X X X
Recycle 1550 X X X X X
8/20 1025 X X X
Effluent 8/19 1010 X X X X X X X X X X X X X
1535 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
8/20 1035 X X X X X X* X X X X X X X
Digester 8/20 1215 X X

Sludge

*Sample split for Enumclaw STP laboratory analysis also



Table 2 - Sample collection at Farmans - Enumclaw/Farmans, 8/86.
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Influent 8/20 0925 X X X
Wet Well
Equali- 8/19 1230 X X X X X X X X X
zation 1635 X X X X X X X X
Basin 8/20 0930 X X X X X X X X
Aeration 8/20 0940 X
Basin
Aeration 8/19 1210 X X X X X X X X X
Basin 1615 X X X X X X X X
Effluent 8/20 0915 X X X X X X X
Pre- 8/20 0925 X X X X X X X
screening
Post- 8/20 092 X X X X X X X X
screening
Effluent 8/19 1155 X X X X X X X X X X
1625 X X X X X X X X X
8/20 0935 X X X X X X X X
Pickling 8/19 1240 X X X X X X X X X
Brine

*influent composite collected in equalization basin on 8/19 from 1230 til 1700; and in the influent wet well on 8/20 from 0900 til
1200. Flow rates and routings necessitated the off-period and sampler move.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results of sample analysis by the Ecology laboratory are included in
Tables 3 and 4. The quality of the analytical results was inadequate
to successfully meet the objectives of the inspection. Data points
that look unusual or for which the detection limit provided prevents
the intended use are identified with an asterisk. A summary of the
data shortcomings is presented in the memos included in Appendix A
(Heffner, 1986a and b). General comments about the Enumclaw STP/
Farmans system that can be made with the available data follow.

Enumclaw STP

The data indicate that the Enumclaw STP was operating well during the
inspection (Table 3). Good BOD_, TSS, and color removal was observed.
An instantaneous Ecology flow meéasurement at the influent flume corre-
sponded closely with the plant flow meter (Table 5). The plant flow
meter appeared to be operating accurately.

Table 5 -~ Enumclaw STP flow measurements - Enumclaw/Farmans, 8/86.

Date Instantaneous Totalizer Flow for time
Month  Day  Time Flow (MGD) Reading Increment (MGD)
8 19 0920 1.05 5646900
1.17
8 19 1510 — 5649742
0.86
8 20 1130 1.0 5657049
8 20 1240 1.1%

Average flow during inspection = 0.93

*Instantaneous Ecology measurement was 1.0 MGD

Table 6 compares inspection data to NPDES limits. Inspection data
were all within the weekly and monthly effluent limits. Table 7 com-
pares inspection data to plant loading limits in the NPDES permit.

The minimum BOD_ plant load calculated using the inspection data was
slightly greatet than the average summer monthly design load. Plant
TSS loading was approximately 85 percent of the monthly design load
while the flow was less than half of the monthly design rate. The
high loadings suggest that Enumclaw should consider the portion of the



Table 3 - Ecology amalytical results of samples collected at the Enumclaw STP -~ Enumclaw/Farmans, 8/86.
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RBC Ecology 7.0 7.2 1220 <500* <500% 220 810 670 81 13 3 0.62% 0.11 1.7% 4.6 7.3 1310 140 290 1 46
Recycle
Effluent Ecology 6.2 7.2 1020 7 <10 <10 51 620 500 7 3 3 2.6% 0.06 0.10% 4.4 4.6 1120 120 230 <1 13
Enumelaw 11 68 14 5 1140 110 240 1 34
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Influent 8/19 0950 18.6 6.6 1200 12 650 210 44 1140 150 440
1520 19.2 7.1 1450 34 690 120 1260 200 500
8/20 1020 19.0 7.0 1910
RBC 8/19 1035 19.7 7.0 1050 220 68
Recycle 1550 20.1 7.2 1080 230 50
8/20 1025 19.7 7.0 1300
Effluent 8/19 1010 18.6 7.0 925 <0.1 0.7 2 1 46 4 3 965 100 <&
1535 20.1 7.1 1380 0.2 1.3 10 10 54 4 2 101 100 220 <4
8/20 1035 19.7 7.1 1100 0.3 0.7 27 55 7 3 1190 120 320 4

*Data point unusual or detection limit provided prevents intended use.
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Table 4 -~ Ecology analytical results of samples collected at Farmans -

Enumclaw/Farmans, 8/86.
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Influent 8/20 0925 20.4 4.3 2580
wet well
Equaliza- 8/19 1230 21.2 9.0 9600 34 1200%+ 420 9480 400
tion basin 1635 17.3 5.1 1700 610%+ 420 56 1650 <1 130
8/20 0930 22.4 4.8 3280 940%+ 130 2800 830
Aeration 8/20 0940 0.4~0.6
basin
Aeration 8/19 1210 18.0 6.6 5500 2100%+ 760 5760 87 2 1000
basin 1615 19.5 7.0 6750 1900%+ 420 6440 2 730
effluent 8/20 0915 18.5 6.8 5000 4000*%+ 390 5300 1600 2
Pre~ 8/20 0925 18.5 6.6 >10000 620+ 300 12000 3800 5
screening
Post- 8/20 0920 18.8 6.4 >10000 510+ 58 16000 5900 7
screening
Effluent 8/19 1155 21.0 4.7 9200 10 1500+ 470 10000 62 4 440
1625 19.6 6.7 7250 3 1900+ 430 6910 3 1200
8/20 0935 19.5 6.3 9250 2500+ 350 9800 3100 5
Pickling 8/19 1240 16.5 6.3 >10000 1300+ 140 56100 95 25000 38
brine

*data point unusual or detection limit provided prevents intended use
+possible chloride Interference
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permit addressing evaluation of plant capacity when monthly loadings
reach 85 percent of the design capacity (page 6 of the permit). Because
the peak pickling season lasts four to six weeks, monthly average load-
ings in that time period may be large enocugh to require plant capacity
to be addressed. The inspection was conducted near the beginning of the
heavy pickling season, so prolonged impacts of heavy loadings were not
measured.

Table 6 — Comparison of Enumclaw STP inspection data to NPDES Permit
Limits ~ Enumclaw/Farmans, 8/86.

NPDES Permit Limits Inspection Data*
Monthly  Weekly Ecology STP Gradb
Parameter Average  Average Composite Composite Samples
BOD .
Tmg /L) 30 45 7 11
(1bs/D) 336 504 54 85
(7 removal) 85 >98 >96
TSS
(mg /L) 30 45 7 14
(1bs/D) 344 515 54 109
(7 removal) 85 97 93
Fecal coliform
(#/100 mL) 200 400 2, 10, 27
pH (S.U.) 6.0 < pi < 9.0 7.0, 7.1, 7.1
Flow (MGD) 0.93 0.93

*Results of Ecology analyses

Table 7 - Comparison of Enumclaw STP data to NPDES permit
design loads -~ Enumclaw/Farmans, 8/86.

BOD T8S Flow

(lbs/B) (1bs/D) (MGD)

Degign loads¥* 2240 2290 2.0

Inspection loads** >2326 1939 0.93
7 of limit >1047 857 477

*design loads from page 6 of the Enumclaw STF NPDES permit
*%]oads calculated from Ecology laboratory analysis of Ecology
composite samples

ot
3]
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Although in-plant recycling was not being used during the inspection,
samples were collected at the recycle station to provide a rough esti-
mate of recycle strength when recycle is used. COD and TSS reductions
in the plant prior to the recycle station were approximately 66 per-—
cent, suggesting that 33 percent of influent strength might be a good
rough estimate of recycle strength., The operator should quantify the
recycle if it is re-instituted.

Metals analysis results from the digester sludge sample are presented
in Table 8. The results indicate that the Enumclaw STP sludge metals
concentrations fell within the range of concentrations found at trick-
ling filter or RBC plants during previous Class II inspections.

Table 8 - Enumclaw STP Sludge metals data - Enumclaw/Farmans, 8/86.

Data From Previous Inspections#*

STP Sample®#* Range Geometric Mean  Number of
Metal (mg/kg dry wt) (mg/kg dry wt) (mg/kg dry wt) Samples
Cadmium 4.4 0.01 - 16 5.6 16
Chromium 56 0.4 =~ 313 40 16
Copper 1410 28 - 3100 500 16
Lead 135 100 - 1140 300 16
Nickel 31 12 -~ 46 28 14
Zinc 1860 680 - 2500 1600 16

*Pata collected during previous Class IT inspections at trickling
filter or RBC plants
**Percent solids = 8 percent

Farmans

Ecology analytical results of samples from Farmans are presented in
Table 4. Table 9 presents flow data collected at the Farmans Parshall
flume.

Table 9 -~ Farmans flow measurements - Enumclaw/Farmans, 8/86.

Date Instantaneous Totalizer Flow for Time
Month Day Time Flow (MGD)* Reading Increment (MGD)
8 19 1145 0.132 273935
0.113
8 19 1615 0.075 276052
0.092
8 20 930 0.110 282697
0.072
8 20 1145 - 283374
Average flow during inspection = 0.094

*Ecology measurements

13
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The load from Farmans to the Enumclaw STP is summarized in Table 10.
The Farmans BOD,. load represented 4$ percent of the STP design load
during the inspéction. The inspection loading appears similar to
Farmans loads measured by the Enumclaw STP laboratory during August
1985. Thus, inspection data appear representative of loading during
the peak pickling season.

Table 10 - Comparison of Farmans Data with Enumclaw STP
NPDES permit design loads ~ Fnumclaw/Farmans,

8/86.
BOD_ TSS Flow
(1b8/D) (1bs/D) (MGD)
Design loads* 2240 2290 2.0
Inspection loads#** 1100 330 0.094
%z of limit 497 147, 57
8/85 load#®** 1350 370 0.103

*design loads from page 6 of the Enumclaw STP NPDES permit
**BOD. load estimated from Ecology laboratory results of
Ecology composite sample. TSS load estimated from average
of Ecology grab samples (420 mg/L)
*%%8/85 data from records maintained by Enumclaw STP operator

Waste treatment available at Farmans, after initial screening at the
floor drains, includes either additional screening or aeration. Addi-
tional screening is used primarily during clean up periods when large
solids enter the collection lines. The grab samples collected before
and after screening suggest that approximately 4/5ths of the suspended
solids (300 mg/L reduced to 58 mg/L) were removed by screening, but
only about 1/6th of the COD (620 mg/L reduced to 510 mg/L) was removed
(Table 4). Long—term efficiency was not measured.

Aeration basin efficiency appeared minimal during the inspection. Grab
samples from the equalization basin and the influent composite sample
represent the aeration basin influent while the aeration basin effluent
grab samples represent the aeration basin effluent (Table 4). The aera-
tion basin effluent samples had higher COD and TSS concentrations than
the influent. The nominal aeration basin detention time would have

been 17.5 hours if the entire Farmans flow had been routed through the
aeration basin during the inspection. With this detention time, changes
in the load to the aeration system occurring before or during the inspec~-
tion could explain these differences.

14
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Discharge from Farmans is permitted by NPDES permit #WA-003741-9., Flow
is the only parameter limited. The process water flow during the inspec-—
tion of 0.094 MGD was well below the permitted limit of 0.776 MGD.

Another discharge from Farmans is the waste pickling brine which is pres-
ently dumped into a dry-well. The pickling brine sample had a fairly

high COD concentration and a very high salinity (Table 4). The quality
and quantity of the brine suggest potential impacts on the ground water,
and that some treatment prior to disposal is desirable. The high salinity
might impact the Farmans pre~treatment system if the brine was dumped di-
rectly into the system. Alternative treatment systems assuring preven-
tion of ground water impacts should be explored by Farmans. Potential
impacts of the brime at the STP should also be considered in the effort.

Routine monitoring of the Farmans pretreatment system is minimal. More
attention is needed. Presently Farmans checks the pH of the aeration
basin influent once or twice a day and the city checks the BOD_ and TSS
load to the sewer twice a month for billing purposes. At a mifimum, a
monitoring system to determine the loading and efficiency of the aera-
tion basin should be instituted. Loads bypassing the aeration basin
should also be quantified. This information is particularly important
in light of the high BOD_ load at the Enumclaw STP and the high percent-
age of the design load coming from Farmans.

Laboratory Review

Laboratory procedures appeared good at the Enumclaw STP. The compari-
son of split sample results is acceptable (Table 11). Several sugges—
tions were made so procedures conform with approved techniques. These
included:

Table 11 - Comparison of laboratory results - Enumclaw/Farmans, 8/86.

Fecal
Coliform BOD TSS
Station Date Time  Sampler Laboratory (#/100 ml) (mg/f) (mg /L)
STP
Influent 8/19-20 Comp. Ecology Ecology >300 250
Enumclaw 360% 234
Enumclaw Ecology >300 190
Enumclaw 352% 164
Effluent 8/20 1035 Ecology 27
Enumclaw 88
8/19~-20 Comp. Ecology Ecology 7 7
Enumclaw 11 8
Enumclaw Ecology 11 14
Enumclav 14 5
Farmans
Effluent 8/19-20 Comp. Ecology Ecology 1400 S5k
Enumclaw 1183 220

*less than 1.0 mg/L D.0. remaining after 5 days
**]ab error suspected
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Memo to Gary Brugger
Enumclaw Sewage Treatment Plant/Farman Brothers Pickle Company Class II
Inspection, August 19-20, 1986

Sampling

1. Composite sampling lines should be monitored closely and cleaned
as necessary. The present practice involves cleaning the lines
with a strong chlorine solution every three to four months. This
is a good cleaning technique, but cleaning frequency may need to
be increased.

1. All chlorinated samples should be seeded to run the BOD_. test
(APHA, 19853 p. 28, #5d, p. 529, f5e2). This is applicable to
the plant effluent samples collected during the inspection. Also,
pH adjustment and seeding of low pH (<6.5) samples is recommended
(APHA, 1985; p. 529, #5el).

2. Placing the thermometer used to monitor BOD, incubator temperature
in a water bath in the incubator provides mdére accurate incubator
temperature monitoring.

3. Calibration of the D.0. meter prior to use is recommended in
preference to the present bi-weekly frequency.

TSS
1. Use of a Standard Methods approved filter paper is recommended
for the TSS test (APHA, 1985; p 95).
2. A maximum drying time of overnight is recommended for the TSS test.

Extended drying times can drive off some organics, resulting in
underestimating solids concentrations.

3. Redrying and reweighing the solids filter after the test is com-
plete is suggested to help assure that adequate drying is taking
place., Quarterly checks are recommended.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The Enumclaw STP was operating well during the inspection and producing
a good effluent. Inspection data were within weekly and monthly NPDES

permit discharge limits. BOD_. load to the plant during the inspection

exceeded 85 percent of design criteria suggesting Fnumclaw should begin
investigating the adequacy of plant capacity, as required by the NPDES

permit.
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Memo to Gary Brugger
Enumclaw Sewage Treatment Plant/Farman Brothers Pickle Company Class II
Inspection, August 19-20, 1986

Inspection monitoring at the Farmans pretreatment system suggested a

need for additional operator attention and a routine monitoring system

to provide efficiency data. The limited inspection data showed no COD

or TSS removals in Farmans aeration basin. Routine monitoring could
better describe system efficlency and perhaps provide information that
could lead to improved system performance. FEffluent from Farmans repre-
sented 49 percent of the Enumclaw STP design BOD. load, suggesting im-—
proved pretreatment at Farmans could significantiy decrease plant loading.

The Farmans dry well disposal method for used brine solution could poten-
tially impact ground water in the area. Alternative systems that assure
ground water protection should be explored by Farmans.

Sample analyses by the Enumclaw STP laboratory appeared good. Sugges-
tions to keep procedures in conformance with approved techniques are

included in the laboratory review portion of the discussion.

Goals of the survey could have been more completely achieved with
better analytical support from the Ecology laboratory.

MH:cp

Attachments
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¥Memo to Norm Glenn

Laboratory Support for the August 19-20, 1586, Epumclaw STP/Fartman
Brothers Pickles Class II Imspection

Kovember 19, 1986

anzlysis (28 days) had been reached when the 9/17 partial report was
filled ocut by the lgb, in part discouraging & re-test,

OBRJECTIVE 2: "Quantify the load to the Enumclaw STP from the pickle

factory.” The effluent composite sawmple at Farman's was collected to

satisfy this objective. Ecoleogy laboratory analvtiCal results of this
b

sample do not appear correct. Three effluent grab samples were col-
lected; the TSS concentrations varying from 350 to 470 mg/L. Analysis
of the composite sample by the Enumclaw STP laboratory found a TSS
concentration of 220 mg/L. The Ecology laboratory result was 5 mg/L.
The Ecology laboratory solids results closely resembled concentrations
in the Enumclaw STP effluent sample for three of the four parameters,
suggesting possible analysis of the wrong sample.

Again, re-anzlvsls of the sample was not practical. The allowable
holding time for solids analysis (7 days) had long since been exceeded
when the analvtical results arrived as part of the 10/13 final report.
Note: solids data were not included im the 9/17 partial report.

The COD concern included as part of the Obiective 1 discussion is also
of some concern when trving to meet Objective 2.

OBJECTIVE 3: "Estimate Enumclaw STP loading and efficiency durimg the
peak pickling season. uwantify recyele if necessary. Compare data to
NPDES permit limits." The Ecology BOD_. laboratory results (>300 mg/L)
prevent calculation of the %D?S lecad ag the 8TP. Lslculastions can
only sav that the plant lcading was at least this much, but cannot
answer the how much question. Similarly, analytical results of sam-
ples taken from the flow str t the point from which recyling 1is
done were reported as <500 nmg although no recveling was taking
place during the inspection the site was sampled to gilve some estimate
of the recycle strength).

ORJECTIVE 4:  YRevwi ocedures (including

wi the operator) uracy of results and ¢ ptch

wi pproved analy s.” Samples split for analvsis by
bo Ecclogy an labs dncluded the STF influent and
efflue samples a: effluent sexple. Parsmeters ana-
lvzed by both labs 8%, Becszuse the Eeology analvses of
the STP influent B effluent T55 were o i1
1/3 of the aris ‘e, This is a par

of embarra t in e sulte are to be ¢

accurate, using S d for compariscn




Memo to NHorm Glenn

Laboratory Support for the August 19-20, 1986, Enumclaw STP/Farman
Brothers Pickles Class I1 Imspection

November 19, 1886

possible, It dis difficnlt to make comments or suggeatisﬁs critical of
the S8TP lsboratory when Ecology its elf cannot properly snalyze a set
of samples split with the S5TP laborato

ADDITIORAL COMMENTS:

In addition to the BOD_, TSS, and COD inconsistencies noted, several
sther questionable areas have caused concern. ile these do not have
as great an imﬁacf on attaining the objectives of the survey, they
make overall assessment of the E/F facility operation difficult.

These include:

i. The npitrogen data for the inspection are difficult to understand.
The Tetal Inorganic Ritrogen (TIK) concentration for the STP
influent (18.06 mg/L) is much greater than at the STP RBC recycle
station (2.43 mg/l) or the STP ef f‘ﬂent station (2.76 mg/L). The
loss through the system i1s unusuzl and confirmation of the concen-
tratiﬂns is thought appfupriat . bniortunate;y, nutrient data

were not reported until 10/13, far after the 28-day holding time
for the parazmeters of Interest.

2. A gample of the pickling brine solution was collected for selec-
ted analysis ing;udlﬂg chlorides. A concentration of 2500 mg/L
as C1  was reported. This concentration was similar to chloride
concentrations for other samples with salinity concentrations
ranging from 2 to 7 ppt. The salinity of the brine sclution was
38 ppt, leading one to expect a much higher chloride concentra-
tion. Laboratory review of the chloride data found a transcrip-

tion error; the actual result was 25,000 mgfl.

While T do not exp

expect the lab to be perfect, I do expect the lab to

provide adequate analytical support to allow successful imspections to

be conducted. A primary problem preventing adequate support 1s receiv-
atory data teports after the allowable sample holding times
ed, A program allowing collector review of lab date prior to
ime exceedence provides an opportunity for review and possible
1 confirmation of unusual data. Collector review is thought

T le to laboratory review because the collector will have some

L he expected tesults, increasing the odds of unusual data

b spotted quickly,

An alternative

the field colle

different sampl

of the labor
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Brothers Pickles Class I1 Imspection

¥ovember 19, 1985

support. A net gailp in fleld time productivity may be realized.
Although wore time would be necessary for sample collectlon,
additional visits (when possible) would not be required (the E/F study
was scheduled to ceoincide with the 4- to 6-week peak plckling season,
so resampling 1s not possible until August 1987).

The laboratory support problem is not mew. During the summer of 1883,
holding times were exceeded for many parameters. For inspections I
conducted persconally, the Richmond Beach STP Class II inspection labora-
tory data was the worst, necessitating discarding the laboratory ana-
lytical results, Other Class II inspection reports——Friday Harbor

STP, Goldendale STP (the dry-weather portion), and the Waitsburg STP--
contained footnotes identifying analvses completed after holding times
and deletion of some data. A system of rapid return of laboratory
results or a2 field collector duplicate sample quality assurance plan
should be in place before 1987 inspections are conducted.



