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AGENDA
▪ 6:00-6:15 Introductions

▪ 6:15-6:30 Project Overview and 
Background

▪ 6:30-7:30 Community Questions and                                                                                               
Responses

▪ Environmental Impacts
▪ Health Impacts and Area Cancer 

Cluster Studies
▪ Issues Identified for Future 

Consideration

▪ 7:30-8:00 Discussion, Closing and 
Next Steps

2



PROJECT OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND



PROJECT OVERVIEW
▪ EPA’s Office of Environmental Justice (OEJ) and EPA 

Region 6 facilitated meetings with community 
members (March 26 and April 23, 2021)

▪ The goal was to better understand:
▪ Technical questions of interest to the community and 

community partners related to the Houston Wood 
Preserving Works site 

▪ Recent cancer cluster studies around the site

▪ EPA OEJ accessed EPA’s Technical Assistance 
Services for Communities (TASC) program to review 
the questions and develop responses 

▪ TASC summarized responses to the questions in a 
report and in this presentation
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SITE LOCATION AND CURRENT STATUS
▪ Southern Pacific conducted wood-treating operations at 

the property (known as the Houston Wood Preserving 
Works (HWPW)) from 1911 to 1984
(The site is referred to as the “HWPW site”)

▪ Southern Pacific began cleanup efforts under EPA’s Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) cleanup program with 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) oversight

▪ Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) acquired the property through its 
merger with Southern Pacific in 1997

▪ Following the merger, UPRR continued the cleanup under the 
RCRA permit

▪ The RCRA permit dictates how UPRR investigates and cleans up  
the site and requires UPRR to coordinate all activities with TCEQ
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SITE LOCATION AND CURRENT STATUS
▪ UPRR applied for a renewal/amendment of 

its RCRA permit to continue investigations and 
cleanup activities

▪ Key areas that the renewal/amendment 
would allow is the:
▪ Addition of areas subject to cleanup activities
▪ Updating of plume management zones
▪ Addition of a Response Action Plan (RAP) that 

outlines how soil and groundwater 
contamination will be cleaned up

▪ TCEQ made a preliminary decision that the draft 
permit/compliance plan meets all statutory and 
regulatory requirements

▪ The public comment period for this permit 
renewal application extends through June 21, 
2021!
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▪ In April 2019 the community group IMPACT expressed 
concern about site-related health impacts to people living 
near the site

▪ IMPACT requested a cancer cluster analysis from the Texas 
Department of State Health Services (DSHS)

▪ In response, DSHS led multiple cancer cluster investigations

▪ The Houston Health Department has also provided a range 
of support, including doing more environmental sampling 
near the site
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS AND LOCAL RESPONSES



QUESTIONS ABOUT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS



WHAT ARE THE CLEANUP REQUIREMENTS 
UNDER RCRA?

▪ Under RCRA UPRR is required to follow specific procedures on:
▪ Managing, handling and disposing of their hazardous waste
▪ Discontinuing activities at areas that had used hazardous wastes 
▪ What it needs to do if a release of hazardous waste occurs to prevent human and 

environmental exposures and to reduce or eliminate contaminant migration/movement 
away from the facility

▪ Investigations conducted from 1995 to 2020 to determine how much the remaining 
contamination has spread in soil and groundwater

▪ UPRR completed a RAP that describes how cleanup of the groundwater plumes and 
remaining contaminated soil will be addressed

▪ The RAP is prepared to support the RCRA permit renewal
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WHAT CHEMICALS WERE RELEASED FROM THE SITE? 
WHERE IS THE CONTAMINATION LOCATED?
▪ Investigations of contamination occurred 1995 to 2020

▪ Most sampling occurred within the fenced area of the facility and the Englewood 
Intermodal Yard

▪ Limited off-site sampling has occurred
▪ UPRR considered sampling along Liberty Road and Kashmere Street as the off-site areas of 

their facility

▪ UPRR sampling activities show that several contaminants are present in soil and 
groundwater above health-based screening criteria 

▪ Tar-like creosote liquid, which can stick to soil and soak into the groundwater, was 
also found to be associated with the site
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Soil: Area RCRA Designation Figure 1 Label Contaminant

Original Process Area SWMU 5 1

benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, naphthalene and 
pentachlorophenol

Recent Process Area SWMU 4 2

South Drainage Ditch SWMU 2 3

Former Inactive 
Wastewater Lagoon

AOC 6 4

Englewood Intermodal 
Yard

Not designated 5 benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, naphthalene and 
pentachlorophenol, arsenic and lead

Liberty Road Right of Way Not designated 6 benzo(a)pyrene and pentachlorophenol

Groundwater: Area Contaminant

HWPW and Englewood Intermodal Yard
2-methylnaphthalene, 2,4-dimethylphenol, benzene, dibenzofuran, naphthalene and 

arsenicGreater Fifth Ward

WHAT CHEMICALS WERE RELEASED FROM THE SITE? 
WHERE IS THE CONTAMINATION LOCATED?

SWMU = Solid Waste Management Unit; AOC = Area of Contamination; both SWMUs and AOCs are parts of the site



SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS/AREAS OF CONTAMINATION (SWMUS/AOCS) (FIGURE 1)
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Source: RCRA Permit Renewal Application. Houston Wood Preserving Works, Houston, Texas. Union Pacific Railroad. December 2014. PDF p. 29.



WHAT CHEMICALS WERE RELEASED FROM THE SITE? 
WHERE IS THE CONTAMINATION LOCATED?
▪ UPRR collected off-site data (January to November 2020) 

to evaluate possible vapors entering homes

▪ Samples collected immediately next to Liberty Street:
▪ Soil vapor: benzene, ethylbenzene, xylene and naphthalene 

were detected below health-based screening criteria
▪ Shallow groundwater: benzene, chlorobenzene, methylene 

chloride, toluene, xylenes, benzo(a)anthracene, naphthalene 
and nitrobenzene were below health-based screening 
criteria

▪ A recent DSHS opinion:
▪ There is not enough environmental data to determine if 

vapor intrusion is a concern in the residential area north of 
the site

▪ DSHS recommends more vapor intrusion sampling

13

What Is Vapor Intrusion?

▪ It is when vapors from a volatile 
chemical present below a building 
move into indoor air through cracks in 
the foundation 

▪ Evaluating vapor intrusion is a key 
activity at a site where vapor-forming
chemicals are in soil, groundwater, 
and sewers and drain lines



WHAT IS A PLUME?
▪ If a released contaminant (liquid creosote) soaks into the 

soil and moves downward, it can move deep enough into 
the soil where it can dissolve into groundwater

▪ Groundwater generally moves slowly in the ground, and so 
do contaminants in the groundwater

▪ Because of this slow movement, contaminants tend to 
remain concentrated in the form of a plume

▪ Some ingredients of creosote are heavier than water and do 
not dissolve in the groundwater; this creates areas where 
this liquid remains as a smaller puddle of contamination 
(red area in Figure 2) below the groundwater (also known 
as dense non-aqueous phase liquid, or DNAPL)

▪ The lighter ingredients of creosote are dissolved in the 
groundwater and represent the larger groundwater 
plume at the site
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Source. EPA. What is Vapor Intrusion? https://www.epa.gov/vaporintrusion/what-
vapor-intrusion



CROSS-SECTION OF BELOW-GROUND AREAS AT AND NEAR THE SITE (FIGURE 2)
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Source: Response Action Plan, Revision 5. RCRA Part B Renewal Application Compliance Plan. Attachment XI.D. August 31, 2020. PDF p. 44.



WHERE ARE THE SITE PLUMES LOCATED?
▪ There are two types of plumes at 

the site:
▪ Creosote groundwater plume
▪ Arsenic groundwater plume (which is not 

an ingredient of creosote but may be 
related to other site operations)

▪ Groundwater occurs in four connected 
layers at the site, referred to as 
transmissive zones (TZs), from top to 
bottom:
▪ A-TZ (shallowest zone)
▪ B-TZ
▪ C-TZ
▪ D-TZ (deepest zone)

▪ The thickness and presence of these 
layers vary across the site (Figure 2)

▪ The most contaminated layers are A-TZ, 
B-TZ and C-TZ; the largest plumes are in 
the A-TZ; the plumes get smaller in the 
B-TZ and get even smaller in the C-TZ

▪ Figures 3 and 4 show the extent of the 
plumes in the Greater Fifth 
Ward/Kashmere Gardens area
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DISSOLVED 
GROUNDWATER 
PLUMES NORTH OF 
SITE (FIGURE 3)
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Source: Response Action Plan, Revision 5. RCRA Part B Renewal Application Compliance Plan. Attachment XI.D. August 31, 2020. PDF p. 42.



DISSOLVED GROUNDWATER 
PLUMES WEST OF SITE 
(FIGURE 4)
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Source: Response Action Plan, Revision 5. RCRA Part B Renewal Application Compliance Plan. Attachment XI.D. August 31, 2020. PDF p. 43.



WHAT ENVIRONMENTAL TESTING HAS UPRR 
DONE? WHERE WAS THE TESTING DONE?
Sampling Completed:

Groundwater and DNAPL

▪ Widespread sampling of 100 wells by 
UPRR 
▪ Within their property
▪ Outside their property beneath the Greater 

Fifth Ward/Kashmere Gardens area

▪ Identified some wells with DNAPL

Surface Soil and Soil Vapor

▪ Samples in part of the Greater Fifth 
Ward/Kashmere Gardens area
▪ Adjacent to Liberty Road
▪ Adjacent to Kashmere Street

Chemicals Tested and Identified:

▪ Wood-preserving contaminants (volatile 
organic and semi-volatile organic 
compounds, and arsenic)

▪ Total petroleum hydrocarbons 
(TPH), which are a combination of 
different petroleum compounds.
▪ TPH results are used to locate the highest 

concentrations of wood-treating waste 
where more chemical-specific sampling 
should occur
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HOW MUCH OF THE GREATER FIFTH WARD/KASHMERE 
GARDENS AREA HAS BEEN TESTED?
Groundwater and DNAPL Sampling

▪ UPRR sampled monitoring wells north 
and west of the site in the Greater Fifth 
Ward (Figure 5)

Ambient Air and Soil Vapor Sampling

▪ Houston Health Department completed 
studies between October 2020 and 
December 2020
▪ Air samples at intersection of 

Lavender Street and Liberty Road and 
Dogan Elementary 

▪ Soil vapor at private properties and city 
rights of way

▪ Results of the studies confirm the 
presence of site-related contaminants in 
ambient air and soil vapor

Soil and Soil Vapor Sampling

▪ UPRR completed off-site soil sampling 
(23 locations) limited to the Liberty Road 
right of way and outside the west fence 
boundary along Kashmere Street in 2020 
(Figure 6)
▪ All soil sample results were below 

residential health-based standards

▪ UPRR collected 22 more soil and soil 
vapor samples north of the site in 2020, 
about one block from Liberty Road or 
immediately adjacent to Kashmere
Street (Figure 7)
▪ All soil gas and soil samples were below 

TCEQ residential health-based standards
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GROUNDWATER 
SAMPLE LOCATIONS 
(FIGURE 5)
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Source: Response Action Plan Revision 5. RCRA Part B Renewal Application Compliance Plan. Attachment XI.D. Appendices. August 31, 2020. PDF p. 1,815.



PENTACHLOROPHENOL 
OFF-SITE SOIL 
SAMPLING (FIGURE 6)

Source: Updated Pentachlorophenol Soil Assessment Interim Report. July 2020. PDF p. 12.
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UPRR SOIL AND SOIL GAS SAMPLING LOCATIONS (FIGURE 7)

Source: Response Action Plan, Revision 5. RCRA Part B Renewal Application Compliance Plan. Attachment XI.D. Appendices. August 31, 2020. PDF p. 692.
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HOW MUCH OF THE GREATER FIFTH WARD/KASHMERE 
GARDENS AREA HAS BEEN TESTED?
City of Houston Storm Sewer Manhole Sampling

▪ Water from five storm sewer manholes along Liberty Road to determine if site contamination is leaking into the 
storm sewers:
▪ Benzene detected in three manholes (3, 4 and 5) above the Texas Surface Water Quality Standard
▪ Naphthalene detected in manhole 3 above the Texas Risk Reduction Program Aquatic Life Surface Water criteria
▪ Other organic contaminants were detected but did not above criteria
▪ DNAPL observed in storm sewer

City of Houston Drinking Water Sampling

▪ Drinking water tested at three locations near the site in July 2019 for pesticide contamination (including two site 
contaminants of concern [COCs], benzo(a)pyrene and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate)

▪ All samples were below detection

Houston Health Department Surface Water Sampling

▪ Surface water was tested at two locations in November 2019, west of the site

▪ No volatile and semi-volatile organic contaminants were detected
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HOW IS UPRR ADDRESSING THE CONTAMINATION?
▪ UPRR prepared a cleanup plan (referred to as the RAP) in August 2020

▪ The RAP summarizes:
▪ Soil cleanup already completed and planned cleanup activities
▪ Groundwater and DNAPL cleanup plan (at the site and surrounding areas)

▪ Soil cleanup has not occurred in the Greater Fifth Ward except for some 
limited cleanup in the Liberty Road right of way
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HOW IS UPRR ADDRESSING THE CONTAMINATION?
▪ Soil Cleanup Activities completed (Figure 8):

▪ SWMU 1 (Surface Impoundment): excavated soils and disposed of 
them off site in a permitted facility

▪ Former Wood Processing Areas: covered contaminated soils with fabric 
and soil

▪ Englewood Intermodal Yard: capped with concrete and asphalt
▪ Railroad Ballast Area (area between the former wood treating works area 

and the Englewood Intermodal Yard ): railroad ballast used to prevent 
exposure to contaminated soil

▪ Southern Drainage Ditch: capped with asphalt
▪ Liberty Road right of way: soils excavated and placed under a concrete 

sidewalk

▪ UPRR plans to disturb the caps for a railroad improvement project in 
the near future (unclear on cleanup activities for this soil)



AREAS WHERE SOIL 
CONTAMINATION HAS 
BEEN ADDRESSED 
(FIGURE 8)
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Source: Response Action Plan, Revision 5. RCRA Part B Renewal Application Compliance Plan. Attachment XI.D. August 31, 2020. PDF p. 118. Note: TASC added the orange 
rectangular box to improve visibility of the Asphalt Cap Area since other map feature layers obscure this area in the original figure. 
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HOW IS UPRR ADDRESSING THE CONTAMINATION?
▪ UPRR’s RAP lists the planned groundwater cleanup activities:

▪ Restrict use of groundwater from the plume
▪ Install an underground vertical wall (also known as a slurry wall) 

below ground to contain the highest groundwater contamination at
the facility (Figure 9)

▪ Extraction of DNAPL on site and off site from extraction wells



PROPOSED 
UNDERGROUND 
SLURRY WALL 
(FIGURE 9)
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Source: Response Action Plan, Revision 5. RCRA Part B Renewal Application Compliance Plan. Attachment XI.D. August 31, 2020. PDF p. 176.



QUESTIONS ABOUT HEALTH EFFECTS AND AREA 
CANCER CLUSTER STUDIES



WHO IS AFFECTED BY THE SITE PLUME 
AND RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINANTS?
▪ Exposure to site COCs can happen if a person comes in contact with them:

▪ Touching or accidentally ingesting contaminated soil (e.g., during play activities)
▪ Drinking or skin contact with contaminated groundwater
▪ Indirect exposure through breathing contaminated dust or vapor

▪ 2020 RAP concludes that there are no completed exposure pathways to site 
contaminants by off-site residents:
▪ Residents are connected to the city water supply
▪ Contaminated soils have been covered at the facility and, in 2016, UPRR covered the city of 

Houston right of way that was addressed with the concrete cap
▪ Exposure to site COCs was likely greater in the past when UPRR was operating
▪ DSHS plans to investigate possible exposure pathways to residents through a public 

health assessment in collaboration with the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry (ATSDR) and TCEQ 

▪ There are efforts planned to collect more data as part of a public health assessment
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WHAT DOES IT MEAN TO BE LIVING ABOVE A 
PLUME? WHAT ARE THE HEALTH EFFECTS?

▪ The types of human health effects that can 
occur from exposure to a contaminated 
groundwater plume are dependent on the 
type of contaminant(s) present, the 
concentrations of the contaminants and the 
type and frequency of exposure

▪ Potential exposure pathways for site 
groundwater:
▪ If used as a drinking water supply (incomplete)
▪ Using groundwater for gardens (incomplete)
▪ Vapor intrusion (inconclusive)

Certain site COCs have been assessed 
by EPA and found to be associated with an 
increased risk of various health outcomes, 
including specific cancers and noncancerous 
health effects (depending on the length and 
route of exposure)

A summary of possible health effects 
attributable to site COCs are:

▪ Breathing contaminated air may result in different 
types of cancers in the liver, lung, blood and 
gastrointestinal tract

▪ Breathing contaminated air can cause immune 
disorders, developmental and neurological 
effects

▪ Ingestion may result in different types of cancers 
such as in the liver, skin and gastrointestinal tract

▪ Ingestion can have noncancer effects on the liver, 
kidney, lungs, heart, nerves, skin and blood
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ARE PEOPLE MORE LIKELY TO HAVE HEALTH 
EFFECTS IF THEY LIVE ABOVE A PLUME?
▪ Health effects will vary depending on the characteristics of each groundwater plume 

and how close the plume is to a human population

▪ To date, site-related documents prepared by UPRR conclude that there are no off-site 
human exposures to UPRR contamination (homes north of Liberty Road)

▪ DSHS indicates there are not enough environmental data to determine if the vapor 
intrusion pathway is a concern for residents north of the site and recommends 
more sampling

▪ DSHS is also planning a public health assessment to investigate possible exposure 
pathways in the community from:
▪ Current potential site contamination immediately surrounding the site
▪ Possible health effects from former site activities

▪ DSHS will write a post-assessment report and recommend actions to protect 
public health
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HOW MIGHT THE SITE/PLUME CONTRIBUTE TO CANCER 
CASES IN NEIGHBORHOODS NEAR THE SITE?
▪ Cancer clusters have been identified in the Greater Fifth Ward/Kashmere Gardens 

residential area

▪ Site-related contaminants may contribute to the cancer clusters identified in the 
area

▪ Whether any contaminant can contribute to a health effect is dependent on many 
factors (exposure frequency and duration, contaminant concentration and the 
contaminant’s toxicity)

▪ DSHS is in the process of planning a public health assessment to evaluate if there 
are completed exposure pathways and risks to site-related contaminants
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WHAT IS A CANCER CLUSTER?
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) defines a cancer cluster as

“a greater-than-expected number of cancer cases that occurs within a group of 
people in a geographic area over a period of time”

To be a cancer cluster:

▪ There must be a greater than expected number of cancer cases

▪ All cases must involve the same type of cancer, or types of cancer scientifically 
proven to have the same cause

▪ Cases must occur within a group of people (classified for example, by race/ethnicity, 
age, or gender) within a geographic area and the cases must occur over a specified 
period (for the purposes of calculating cancer rates)
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WHAT DOES IT MEAN TO LIVE IN A CANCER 
CLUSTER?
▪ Living in an area with a suspected cancer cluster can cause considerable community 

concern

▪ Fear and uncertainty in a community brought on by the perception of a suspected 
cancer cluster can have negative social and economic impacts

▪ It is important for community members to stay informed and participate in  
ongoing efforts by public health officials to study and understand cluster conditions

▪ It is also very important for people to maintain good health practices to maintain 
their own positive mental and physical wellbeing 
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RESULTS FROM RECENT AREA CANCER-CLUSTER 
INVESTIGATIONS
▪ DSHS followed CDC and Council of State and Territorial Epidemiologists guidelines to 

investigate adult and childhood cancers

▪ Four cancer cluster assessments were finalized in August 2019, January and March 2020, 
and January 2021

▪ Results identified observed numbers of five cancer types in adults that were higher than 
expected based on Texas rates when looking at the whole area (21 census tracts 
together)

▪ Cancer types in adults included acute myeloid leukemia, esophagus, larynx, liver and  
lung/bronchus cancers 

▪ When looking at individual census tracts, the numbers of certain cancers were higher 
than expected in some census tracts but not in others

▪ Results also identified observed numbers of acute lymphoblastic leukemia (ALL) in 
children that were higher than expected based on Texas rates when looking at the whole 
area (21 census tracts together)
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CENSUS TRACTS IN 
DSHS CANCER 
CLUSTER STUDIES 
(FIGURE 10)
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Source: Houston Health Department. Updated May 18, 2020. Available at: https://www.houstontx.gov/health/Environmental/bcceh/documents/fwkgcc/cancer-cluster-map-20200518-v2.pdf.
Note: TASC added “ALL” to the figure reflecting findings from the January 4, 2021 DSHS analysis.

ALL

https://www.houstontx.gov/health/Environmental/bcceh/documents/fwkgcc/cancer-cluster-map-20200518-v2.pdf


WHAT CONDITIONS ARE NEEDED TO CONDUCT AN 
EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDY?
▪ Epidemiological studies measure the risk of illness (such as cancer) in an exposed 

population compared to that risk in an identical, unexposed population (for example, 
a population with the same age, sex, race and social status as the exposed 
population)

▪ An epidemiological study that examines the link between a cancer cluster and a 
particular environmental contaminant may not be feasible if the necessary 
information is lacking, or uncertain

▪ The CDC (and others) identified the necessary information required for completion of 
an epidemiological study and it involves four steps
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INVESTIGATION STEPS TO DETERMINE IF AN 
EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDY IS FEASIBLE
▪ Step 1: Initial information is gathered to 

determine whether a potential cancer 
cluster fits the definition of a cluster and 
if there is a biologic plausibility that the 
cancers could share a common cause

▪ Step 2: This step determines if an excess 
of cancer cases exists; it involves 
determining whether the suspected 
cancer cluster is a statistically 
significant excess (statistically 
greater than similar communities with 
similar characteristics of age, sex, 
race/ethnicity, residential location and 
type of cancer)

▪ Step 3: This step gathers more 
information to assess the feasibility of 
conducting an epidemiological study to 
determine whether the cases are 
associated with a common cause

If the results of Step 3 were able to identify 
the cause of the elevated rate of cancer, 
then Step 4, the epidemiological study, 
is initiated

▪ Step 4: Conducting an epidemiological 
study will attempt to determine if the 
exposure to a specific environmental 
contaminant might be associated with 
the suspected cancer cluster
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WHY IS AN EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDY RELATING TO 
SPECIFIC CANCER(S)/ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINANTS 
NOT FEASIBLE?
▪ Subject matter experts concluded that an epidemiological study was not feasible

due to the lack of sufficient evidence (referred to as a data gap) to pursue this level 
of analysis

▪ Main types of data gaps needed to link site contaminants to the cancer clusters 
included:
▪ Limited current environmental data collected within the residential areas near the site
▪ Lack of environmental data to understand long-term community exposure when the 

facility was operating 
▪ Lack of understanding of resident and occupational history to construct a complete 

exposure history
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NEXT STEPS IDENTIFIED FROM THE 
EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDY FEASIBILITY STUDY
Subject matter expert group recommendations resulted in DSHS conducting the 
following activities:

▪ More cancer assessments to include years past 2016 upon request and when the 
data become available

▪ An exposure/health assessment to investigate possible exposure pathways in the 
community immediately surrounding the site and possibly affected by former site 
activities

▪ An assessment of childhood cancers (acute lymphoblastic leukemia and acute 
myeloid leukemia) and cases of adult cancers (including kidney, renal pelvis, ureter 
and other urinary organs) in the area of the 21 census tracts (completed in January 
2021)

▪ DSHS is currently planning the exposure/public health assessment
42



ISSUES IDENTIFIED FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION



ISSUES IDENTIFIED FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION
During research to answer community questions, four issues were identified for 
consideration; the community may wish to discuss these issues with TCEQ or UPRR

Issue 1: Uncertainty about dioxin

▪ Pentachlorophenol (PCP) has been detected in site soil and TCEQ has identified it as a 
site COC 

▪ PCP contains the potent carcinogens commonly referred to as dioxins, furans and 
hexachlorobenzene (HCB); site documents reviewed for this project did not show if any 
samples were analyzed for these chemicals

Issue 2: Uncertainty about dispersion of dust from past wood-treating activities

▪ Wood-treating activities often generate airborne dust from use of heavy vehicles moving 
treated timbers; soils contaminated in the past could have spread into the Greater Fifth 
Ward/Kashmere Gardens area and been tracked into residences via soil and dust

▪ Soil sampling has been limited to the Liberty Road right-of-way area, while air deposition 
could have mobilized contaminated dust beyond this setting
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ISSUES IDENTIFIED FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION
Issue 3: Uncertainty over location of DNAPL

▪ Site reports show there is DNAPL in groundwater and soil, but there are no maps that show 
the DNAPL has spread (as was done for the dissolved groundwater plumes)
▪ DNAPL maps help to show the locations of the sources of groundwater contamination
▪ UPRR is designing a slurry wall on the north and east boundary of the site to contain the DNAPL; 

however, some DNAPL is present outside the facility boundary and in the Greater Fifth Ward 
▪ It is uncertain how the DNAPL will be addressed to ensure that the dissolved plume does not get 

larger and spread further in the Greater Fifth Ward and Kashmere Gardens area
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ISSUES IDENTIFIED FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION
Issue 4: Uncertainty about whether upcoming UPRR rail improvement project will adequately 
protect nearby residences

▪ UPRR asked to revise its RCRA permit in January 2021 to address its plan to disturb some of the capped 
contaminated areas for a railroad improvement project (the North By-Pass Project); this 
project will disturb the caps at the site, including the soil cap, asphalt cap and railroad ballast cap

▪ UPRR stated it will implement the following activities to address potential impacts:
▪ Dust monitoring and suppression during construction and excavation
▪ Preparation of a Soil Management Plan detailing how the excavated soils will be handled when 

COC concentrations exceed TCEQ’s health-based limits

▪ Preparation of a Stormwater Control Plan detailing how stormwater will be managed during construction

▪ It is uncertain if the health-based limits will be protective of residents downwind of the project, as the 
limits are not specified in UPRR’s request to revise its permit

▪ Also, if contaminated soils are disturbed, it is unclear what stormwater controls will be put in 
place to prevent transport of contaminated soils into the Greater Fifth Ward/Kashmere Gardens area
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DISCUSSION, CLOSING AND NEXT STEPS



TCEQ PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR PERMIT 
RENEWAL
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▪ Public comment period for UPRR’s permit renewal application extends through June 
21, 2021

▪ TCEQ is hosting an online public meeting to discuss UPRR’s Proposed Renewal and 
Major Amendment of Hazardous Waste Permit/Compliance Plan for the site on 
Monday, June 21, 2021
▪ The meeting starts at 6 p.m.
▪ Access the meeting by going to TCEQ’s event’s page

(https://www.tceq.texas.gov/events)

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/events
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/events


SUPPLEMENTAL SLIDES



SHALLOW 
ARSENIC AND 
CREOSOTE 
DISSOLVED
GROUNDWATER 
PLUMES (A-TZ)

Source: Response Action Plan, Revision 5. RCRA Part B Renewal Application Compliance Plan. Attachment XI.D. August 31, 2020. PDF p. 156.
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INTERMEDIATE 
ARSENIC AND 
CREOSOTE
DISSOLVED 
GROUNDWATER 
PLUMES (B-TZ)

Source: Response Action Plan, Revision 5. RCRA Part B Renewal Application Compliance Plan. Attachment XI.D. August 31, 2020. PDF p. 157.
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DEEP CREOSOTE 
DISSOLVED 
GROUNDWATER 
PLUME (C-TZ)

Source: Response Action Plan, Revision 5. RCRA Part B Renewal Application Compliance Plan. Attachment XI.D. August 31, 2020. PDF p. 158.
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