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Seattle, WA 98108-0286

Re: Capital Industries Site# 11598755
Remedial Investigation Agreed Order #DE 5348
Revised Remedial Investigation Report

Dear Mr. Taylor:

On October 11, 2012, the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) received Capital
Industries’ (Capital’s) revised Remedial Investigation Report. Thank you for submitting the document
and your efforts to address Ecology’s September 2011 comments on the draft Report. The revised
Report, however, is a required deliverable of Capital’s Agreed Order and was received by Ecology after
the approved, enforceable due date. This constitutes a violation of the Order.

Ecology focused our review of the revised Report on three main areas:

(1) Determining whether site contamination is presently understood well enough to assess the
potential effects on current and future receptors, and initiate an evaluation of cleanup alternatives
(a feasibility study);

(2) Determining whether assertions, hypotheses, and conclusions presented in the document are
approvable. That is, determining whether Ecology agreed with the Report’s more important
interpretations of RI data, and assertions and conclusions regarding the nature and extent of
contamination; and; '

(3) Determining whether Ecology’s September 2011 comments on Capital’s draft Rl Report were
satisfactorily addressed.

Ecology hereby conditionally approves Capital’s revised RI Report. No revisions to the October 2012
Report are therefore required. In Enclosure A, Ecology has noted those parts of the revised Report which
are not approved (in some cases modifying or adding language to the document). We have also included
a number of comments and points of clarification. For ease in distinguishing approval “conditions” from
remarks that are only comments, the conditions have been bolded.

The final approved RI Report, then, is a combination of Capital’s October 2012 revised RI Report and

today’s letter. If Capital disagrees with the approval conditions (our deletions or modifications of Report
language, or the language added by Ecology to create an approvable document) provided in Enclosure A,
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please notify me within fourteen (14) days of receipt of today’s letter.! We can then schedule a meeting
to discuss the particular conditions at issue.

Capital’s revised RI Report was not only reviewed by Ecology. It was also reviewed by the Georgetown
Community Council’s environmental consultant, Environment International (EI). EI's.comments are
included in Enclosure B. EI noted that a number of their 2011 comments were not addressed in the
revised Report. Presumably, this means that there was no effective communication between Capital and
EI (or the Community Council) over the twelve months following issuance of Ecology’s comments on the
draft Report (which contained EI’s comments on that document). This is unfortunate. Capital need not
have agreed with EI’s 2011 comments, of course, but it would have been a simple matter to have
addressed a number of them during document revision. For those comments Capital disagreed with, the
company could have easily contacted the Council or EI, explained its position, and offered to either meet
with EI and/or provide additional supporting information. There was ample time for such activity in
advance of preparing the revised Report. During the FS it is in Capital’s best interests to respect
comments received from the public, and meanmgful]y engage those who have taken the time to review
the company’s documents and proposals.

Comments on Capital’s Report were also submitted to Ecology by Art Brass Plating (Art Brass), PSC
Environmental Services (PSC), and CalPortland. Art Brass, PSC, and CalPortland comments are
contained in Enclosures C, D, and E, respectively.

If you have any‘ questions about the comments, and/or would like to schedule a meeting with Ecology to
discuss the comments prior to revising the Report, please contact me at (425) 649-4449 or
ejond61(@ecy.wa.gov.

Sincerely,

%M%

Ed Jones
Environmental Engineer
Hazardous Waste and Toxics Reduction Program

EJ/SA
Enclosures
By certified mail: 7011 2970 0000 0455 2658

ces P. Jewett/A. Fekete, Farallon D. Verfurth, G&R
Tong Li, GWS N. Johnson, AAG
D. Johnson, Ecology L. Bardy, Ecology
J. Knox, PGG D. Hillman, Aspect
W. Carroll, PCE W. Beck, PSC
P. Bridgen, EI G. Degginger, LPA&C
S. Jones, Marten Law Group T. Davis, CTG

M. Hinck, CalPortland
Inna Guryevsky (JSI Pacific), 5815 4™ Ave S
Central Files ‘

! Capital then has an additional seven days to provide Ecology specific reasons for its objections to the approval
conditions. These are the applicable timeframes set out in Section VIILJ of the Agreed Order.
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ENCLOSURE A

Capital Industries
October 2012 Revised RI Report
Ecology comments and approval conditions

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. In several comments below Ecology has clarified how pathway “completeness” should be
judged. An exposure pathway is potentially complete when there is a receptor and a
route/pathway that links the receptor to site contamination (exposure). However, the RI
Report’s use of “completeness™ seems to also incorporate some element of risk
assessment. That is, some pathways appear to be deemed incomplete because the risk to
the receptor is considered acceptably low. Complete exposure pathways, however, can
be associated with either acceptable or unacceptable health risk.

Therefore, in a number of Specific Comments we note that a current or future pathway
should be considered complete that Capital has characterized as incomplete. In many
cases this does not reflect any disagreement on the percewed degree of health risk
associated with that pathway and receptor.

Ecology uses the following terms when déscribing exposure pathways:

e currently complete pathway: there is currently a receptor and the route/pathway
being evaluated currently exists, potentially exposing that receptor to site
contamination.

e currently incomplete pathway: there is currently no receptor, or the
route/pathway being evaluated does not currently exist. _

e potentially complete current pathway: there may curréntly be a receptor and the
route/pathway being evaluated may currently exist. Receptor may therefore be
potentially exposed to site contamination. However, insufficient information is
presently available to determine if the pathway is indeed currently complete.

¢ potentially complete pathway in the future: there is the possibility of a future
receptor, and the route/pathway being evaluated may exist in the future. So the
receptor may be exposed to site contamination in the future.

e incomplete future pathway: there is no possibility of a future receptor. Or, the
route/pathway being evaluated will not exist in the future.

To minimize misunderstandings, Ecology asks that Capital also use these terms, with
these definitions, during the upcoming FS.

2. For several receptors and pathways there are no standard cleanup levels identified in
WAC 173-340. For instance,
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a) “trenching” (below ground) receptors and the pathways through which these
receptors could be exposed to site contamination;

b) outdoor receptors inhaling air contaminated with site VOCs, and

c¢) outdoor receptors who may inhale contaminated dust.

For trenching receptors the current receptor risk can be considered to be mitigated®
except in those cases where the belowground work is conducted off the property by
someone other than a utility company representative. For these trenchers we believe it is
reasonable for the RI Report to consider the pathway complete, but assume the potential
risk is currently acceptable.

Similarly, those outdoor receptors who could currently inhale VOCs emitted from the
ground surface are primarily those located off the property in areas where the ground
surface is not covered. While Ecology believes this pathway should be considered
complete, we also think it is reasonable for the RI Report to assume the potential risk is
currently acceptable.

In the FS, however, Capital and the other west-of-41 parties will need to consider, these
receptors (trenchers and other outdoor receptors), as well as those who may inhale
contaminated dust (should the present cover on soils be removed in the future), when
establishing cleanup levels. How this assessment is conducted may depend on the
cleanup alternatives being evaluated. For example, if a particular cleanup action will
reduce soil COC concentrations to their Method B direct-contact cleanup levels, this
action will also clearly protect trenchers via the direct contact pathway (to soils). No
separate evaluation would be necessary.

But for actions that leave residual levels of contamination in place, either permanently or
for a prolonged period before full remediation, questions regarding outdoor receptor risk
may remain. While in some cases the receptors could be protected by implementing
controls, we should not choose such an option unless we firmly believe these receptors
would otherwise be potentially exposed to unacceptable risks. For most of Capital’s
COCs and areas/media of contamination, the health threat posed to current and future
outdoor receptors via these pathways is likely to be low.

During the FS the west-of-4™ PLPs should plan to develop SLs for the outdoor receptors

discussed above. Ecology does not anticipate that this will result in a significant

workload and is willing to help the PLPs if this will facilitate completion of the task. SL

equations for the receptors and pathways described above can be obtained from the

following sources:

e The 1996 EPA Soil Screening Guidance User’s Guide (9355.4-23). Equations 3,

4, and 5 are appropriate for calculating dust inhalation SLs. Equations 6, 7, and 8
can be used to calculate outdoor VOC-inhalation SLs. The companion 1996 Soi/

* If Capital has implemented a protocol to inform subsurface workers of the nature of the contamination on the
property and the types of protective equipment that must be utilized to perform the work safely.
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Screening Guidance Technical Background Document (EPA/540/R-95/128)
provides supporting information and generic SL tables.

o The 2002 EPA Supplemental Guidance for Developing Soil Screening Levels
(9355.4-23). Section 4 discusses non-residential receptors and provides equations
- for calculating dust (4-3 through 4-5) and outdoor air VOC (4-6 through 4-8) SLs.
Section 5 discusses “construction” receptors — who may be exposed similarly to
“trenchers” — and provides equations for calculating dust and outdoor air VOC
SLs (5-1 through 5-5, and 5-12 through 5-14).

A relatively large number of Specific Comments and conditions follow. The number of
comments is directly related to the number of times the Report includes an assertion
Ecology does not agree with or cannot otherwise approve. Capital’s Report repeated
several of the same problematic assertions multiple times.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

INTRODUCTION (1)

1

Page 1-1, section 1.1. Point of clarification: The second sentence of the section
summarizes the objectives of Capital’s RI. Ecology agrees that characterizing the nature
and extent of VOCs was an RI objective, and even the RI’s primary objective. But the
purpose of the RI was to characterize the nature and extent of all site contaminants of
concern (COCs), not just volatile COCs.

SITE BACKGROUND (2)

2

(8]

Page 2-1, section 2.0. The second paragraph refers to the 2008 Data Summary Report
and states that the CalPortland facility is one of the “known sources of VOCs to
groundwater.” The Data Summary Report, however, does not appear to identify this
facility as a known source of VOCs to groundwater. Nor, in Ecology’s opinion, does the
revised Report include a demonstration that the facility is a known source of groundwater
VOCs. Although Capital appears to be believe that a release of VOCs occurred at the
CalPortland property, the company must remember that the RI Report is a deliverable
required by Capital’s Order with Ecology. Statements in the Report must therefore
either be approvable (by Ecology) or qualified in such a manner that it is clear that the
company is voicing an opinion Ecology is not being asked to approve. The second
sentence in the second paragraph of section 2.0 is only approved as part of the final
RI Report with the deletion of “and the CalPortland Facility.” Please see Comment
#55 below. '

Page 2-9, section 2.3.4. Note: The Report should have contained the reference for the
area meteorology discussion.
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4. Pages 2-9 and 2-10, section 2.3.5. Point of clarification: This section of the Report
discusses the beneficial use of site groundwater. Capital states that site groundwater
should not be considered potable; that is, it should not be considered a future source for
drinking water. The Report refers to earlier work done at the PSC-Georgetown site and
the Cleanup Action Plan (CAP) for that site.

The west-of-4" FS may propose that site groundwater be considered non- potable for the
reasons groundwater was declared non-potable in the PSC-Georgetown east-of- 4™ CAP.
However, Capital should not lose sight of the reasons Ecology made this decision in the
PSC CAP. Groundwater at that site contained natural background concentrations of
organic or inorganic constituents that made use of the water as a drinking water source
not practicable in the foreseeable future (please see WAC 173-340-720(2)(b)(ii)). There
are requirements contained in PSC’s CAP for ensuring, over the long-term, that: a)
receptors remain protected in the future and, b) the non-potability decision remains valid
in the future. If groundwater in Capital’s site area is also deemed non-potable, Ecology
assumes that similar requirements will be needed as part of a cleanup action plan for that
area.

5. Page 2-13, section 2.4.2.1. Point of clarification: Capital states here that the intermediate
zone extends from a depth of approximately 40 to 70 feet bgs. Since the Silt Aquitard
may not be present beneath the intermediate zone within the Capital Area of Investigation
(as the Report correctly notes), 70 feet bgs should not be considered the lower boundary
of the intermediate zone — though it may have been the deepest depth investigated.

TECHNICAL ELEMENTS (3)

6. Page 3-1, sectlon 3.1. The Report begins its discussion of potential exposure pathways
“in the West of 4™ Groundwater Investigation Area” by describing potential “direct
pathways in soil...” Capital states that “[d]irect human exposure via ingestion,
inhalation, or dermal contact by temporary construction workers performing intrusive
subsurface work...” is one such pathway. The “pathway” to aboveground workers is
incomplete, according to the Report, because contaminated soils are covered.

First, while Capital may have meant to refer in this section to contamlnated areas in its
own RI study area, as well as other contaminated areas west of 4" Avenue, Ecology
focused our review on Capital’s site area (or R/ study area). Our comments below, then,
refer to this particular area.

Second, Ecology is unsure how to interpret Capital’s use of the term “direct” here.
Typically, direct contact is understood to mean ingestion and/or exposure via dermal
contact. It is not assumed to also include inhalation pathways.

Third, while it is true that the exposure pathway to aboveground workers can be
considered currently incomplete, or “mitigated,” when contaminated soils are adequately
covered, this covering cannot be assumed to remain in the future.
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Section 3.1 should have clearly identified the following soil-related receptors and
pathways (besides “soil leaching to groundwater”):

a) temporary construction workers performing intrusive subsurface work (or,
frenchers). These receptors can potentially be exposed to soil contamination via
several pathways, including direct contact (DC). For the purposes of Section 3.1,
this pathway is potentially complete,’ now and in the future;

b) future aboveground workers exposed to soil contamination via DC. Thisis a
potentially complete pathway in the future should cover be removed; and,

¢) future residents exposed to soil contamination via DC. This pathway is
potentially complete should residents be present and cover removed.

Therefore, the second paragraph of 3.1 is only approved as part of the final RI
Report with the following modifications:

“Potential pathways in soil include:
e “Human exposure via ingestion, inhalation,...on the Capital Site. Direct
' contact pathways are currently incomplete for office and...by buildings
and paving. No residents are currently present in areas where soils are
contaminated.
e Soil leaching to groundwater.”

7. Page 3-1, section 3.1. Point of clarification: Following the soil discussion, the Report
identifies groundwater-related pathways and receptors. These include trenchers breathing
COCs or ingesting contaminated groundwater when working below the water table.
Identified pathways also include “discharge to surface water.”

The first bullet should have clearly stated that:

e temporary construction workers performing intrusive subsurface work (trenchers)
can potentially be exposed to groundwater contamination via DC (ingestion
and/or dermal exposure) if they work below the water table;

e on Capital’s property this pathway is currently mitigated via controls/notification;
in the future it must be assumed to be complete; and,

o for off-property trenchers the DC pathway is potentially complete, now and in the
future.

8. Page 3-1, section 3.1. At the bottom of page 3-1, the Report notes that “inhalation of
vapors in indoor air” is a potential air exposure pathway. Ecology agrees, but section 3.1
should have additionally noted that these “vapors™ can be due to soil (vadose zone)
sources and/or groundwater sources, and that different types of indoor human receptors

* A complete, or potentially complete, pathway does not imply that health risks are unacceptable. Risks can be
either acceptable or unacceptable.
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can be exposed. It should have also clearly identified all significant air-related receptors
and pathways. These include:

a) trenchers inhaling air-phase VOCs due to the volatilization of soil contamination,
or breathing contaminated soil particles (“dust™). For the purposes of Section 3.1,
these pathways are potentially complete, now and in the future;

b) trenchers inhaling air-phase VOCs due to the volatilization of shallow
groundwater contamination. This pathway is potentially complete, now and in the
future;

¢) aboveground workers inhaling air-phase VOCs outdoors due to the volatilization
of soil contamination, or breathing contaminated soil particles (“dust”). These
pathways are potentially complete in the future;

d) residents inhaling air-phase VOCs outdoors due to the volatilization of soil
contamination, or breathing contaminated soil particles (“dust”). Since there are
currently no residents living above contaminated soils, these pathways are only
potentially complete in the future;

¢) aboveground workers inhaling air-phase VOCs outdoors due to the volatilization
of shallow groundwater contamination. If all outdoor working areas above
groundwater contamination are currently covered, this pathway is only potentially
complete in the future; and,

f) aboveground residents inhaling air-phase VOCs due to the volatilization of
shallow groundwater contamination. Since there are currently no residents living
above contaminated groundwater, this outdoor pathway is only potentially
complete in the future.

As noted in General Comment #2, SL concentrations can be developed that are associated
with acceptable outdoor risk and hazard levels (as Capital has developed for indoor
receptors and the VI pathway). The outdoor SLs per COC will be different depending on
the particular receptor of concern, and the type, frequency, and duration of the expected
exposure. That is why it is important for the Rl to identify specific receptors per
individual exposure/migration pathway. A soil SL protective of a worker’s inhalation of
dust may not be protective of a resident inhaling dust. A SL intended to protect an above
ground worker inhaling outdoor air contaminated by soil gas may not necessarily be
protective of a trencher.

Therefore, the last paragraph on page 3-1 is only approved as part of the final RI
Report with the following modifications:

“Potential exposure pathways for air include:

o Temporary construction workers performing intrusive subsurface work who
inhale air-phase VOCs due to the volatilization of soil contamination, or
breathe contaminated soil particles (“dust”). These pathways are potentially
complete, now and in the future.
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10.

11.

12.

e Temporary construction workers performing intrusive subsurface work who
inhale air-phase VOCs due to the volatilization of shallow groundwater
contamination. This pathway is potentially complete, now and in the future.

e Aboveground outdoor workers who inhale air-phase VOCs due to the
volatilization of soil contamination, or breathe contaminated soil particles
(“dust”). These pathways are potentially complete in the future.

o Aboveground outdoor workers who inhale air-phase VOCs due to the
volatilization of shallow groundwater contamination. Where outdoor working
areas are currently covered, this pathway is only potentially complete in the
Juture.

o Currently no residents live above contaminated soils or shallow groundwater.
The potential for residents to inhale air-phase VOCs outdoors due to the
volatilization of soil contamination, or to breathe contaminated soil particles
(“dust”), is only a future concern. Likewise, the potential for outdoor
residents to inhale air-phase VOCs due to the volatilization of groundwater
contamination is only a future concern.

e Inhalation of vapors in indoor air. These vapors may be due to the
volatilization of soil or shallow groundwater contamination.”

Page 3-2, section 3.1. Ecological receptors can be exposed directly to contaminated
media (SW and/or sediments) and they can ingest organisms that have become
contaminated. Both are potential pathways. The last paragraph of Section 3.1 is
therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report by adding the following third
bullet:

e “Direct contact by aquatic organisms.”

Pages 3-2 and 3-3, section 3.2. This section of the Report describes the various
protective concentrations Capital considered when developing soil, groundwater, and
indoor air R screening levels. For soils, Capital identifies Method B and C DC cleanup
levels, and Method B groundwater-protection cleanup levels. However, no soil SLs are
indentified for the soil-to-soil gas-to indoor air pathway. Nor have SLs been developed
for trenchers or for other future outdoor receptors inhaling contaminated “dust” or VOCs.
Please see General Comment #2 above and Specific Comment #36 below.

Page 3-3, section 3.2. Point of clarification: The Report correctly identifies the AWQC
as an ARAR and source for obtaining SW SLs. However, the AWQC are not the only
source of SLs and the federal CWA is not the only SW ARAR.

Page 3-3, section 3.2. Point of clarification: The second sentence of the “Indoor Air
Screening Levels” sub-section states that “inhalation risk is then assessed following the
IPIM process.” During the RI Capital performed VI assessments to determine which
buildings in its study area required interim action (mitigation). The assessment protocol
utilized PSC’s “IPIM” process. The RI Report may certainly use the information
obtained during these assessments, but should have distinguished between the short-term
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13.

14.

goal of determining if interim action is needed and the longer-term “cleanup” goal of
establishing VI-protective media cleanup levels that can be used in the FS to evaluate
remedial alternatives.

Page 3-4, section 3.3. This section of the Report identifies COPCs. In the past, 1,1-
dichloroethene (DCE) has been detected in study area groundwater at low levels (for
example, at points B2, B3, B8, B9, B23, B27, and MW5). However, the surface water
SL concentration (based on the National Toxics Rule ARAR) is also low, 3.2 pg/l. 1,1-
DCE should therefore have been included in this listing. The bulleted list on page 3-4 is
only approved as part of the final RI Report with the addition of 1,1-dichlorethene.

Pages 3-4 and 3-5, section 3.4. This section of the Report discusses media of concern.
The Report states that SW downgradient of the Capital property “has not been sampled
and may be a medium of concern from releases within the Capital Area of Investigation
from sources other than the Capital Property...” For this reason, apparently, the Report
does not include SW as a medium of concern.

Ecology agrees that releases other than those which occurred on Capital’s property may
be leading to groundwater contamination that is currently discharging to the Waterway.
These releases may also lead to groundwater contamination that will discharge to the
Waterway in the future. However, SW should remain one of the “media of concern”
identified for Capital’s site area; it is the primary “receptor” for groundwater
contamination (at least at depths below the water table). Therefore, the first two
sentences of section 3.4 are only approved as part of the final RT Report with the
following modifications:

“Soil, groundwater, soil gas, surface water, and air are the media of concern for
the Capital Site. During the RI Capital did not sample surface water in areas
where groundwater downgradient of the property discharges to the Waterway.
Surface water in this area may also be a medium of concern due to contamination
from sources besides the Capital Property (See Section... Property).”

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION RESULTS (5)

L

Page 5-1, section 5.0. There is no mention of 1,1-DCE here, though trans-1,2-DCE is
briefly discussed as a COPC whose SLs have not been exceeded. As noted in Comment
#13 above, 1,1-DCE should not have been omitted and the FS should clarify where
(locations and depths) 1,1-DCE SLs are — and are not — likely to be exceeded.

16. Pages 5-2 through 5-4, section 5.1. Point of clarification: Work related to soils beneath

Plant 2 is discussed in this section. The Report states that:

e After the fire, but before the Plant 2 slab was removed, 12 soil gas samples were
analyzed by an on-site laboratory (six samples were also collected in canisters and
analyzed via TO-14 off-site). TCE and PCE were detected, as were toluene,
ethylbenzene, and xylenes.
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e After the fire, and after the removal of the Plant 2 slab, soils “within the building
footprint” were excavated to a depth of about 4’ bgs. This resulted in removal of
about 330 cubic yards (yds3) of soils for disposal.

e PID monitoring occurred during “excavation for footings, vaults, and utility
trenches...” This monitoring did not “identify any contaminated soil within the
building footprint.”

o “Most of the...Plant 2 building footprmt was excavated to a depth of 4 feet bgs
for foundations and utility trenches..

e  When the PID reading exceeded “3,” soﬂs were removed and stockpiled. This
resulted in the stockpiling of: two yds3 of soils from the northwest stormwater
vault area; 10 yds3 of soils from the southern Plant 2 wall area; and, seven yds3
of soils from the southwest Plant 2 corner area. The total soil volume stockpiled
due to PID readings, therefore, appears to be 19 yds3.

e Stockpiled soils were sampled for VOCs, but PCE, TCE, and their breakdown
products were not detected. The soils were then “either used as backfill or
disposed of off the site...” If the soils were reused on the property, the locations

. are unknown. '

e “Nearly all” of the more than 500 PID readings obtained during soil excavation
activities “resulted in a background reading...”

e Two soil samples were collected from one foot bgs and analyzed to “confirm the
PID readings.” These samples were located in a “northwestern area” and “from
the southern portion of...Plant 2.” PCE, TCE, and their breakdown products were
not detected.

Ecology has summarized this part of the Report because it is important to keep in mind
what the information does and does not tell us. First, soil gas beneath the old Plant 2 slab
contained chlorinated VOCs. We do not know if the source of these compounds was
contaminated soil, contaminated shallow groundwater, or both. Second, 330 yds3 of soils
were reportedly excavated from the Plant 2 building footprint for disposal off Capital
Plant 2. But sub-section 5.1.1 does not say that these soils were in fact disposed of off-
property, or where off-property.® Third, although 5.1.1 says that “most” of the soils
below Plant 2 were excavated to 4” bgs, this amount of soil would be far more than 330
yds3.” Fourth, while it is clear that 19 yds3 of soils were removed and stockpiled due to
elevated PID hits, it is not clear how these 19 yds3 relate to the 330 yds3 (are they part of
the 330 yds37?), or why 311 yds3 of (the 330 yds3 of) Plant 2 soil were excavated. Fifth,
it is unclear why sub-section 5.1.1 states that PID monitoring “did not identify
contaminated soil within the building footprint,” when later it is apparent that PID
detections were elevated in certain areas and those soils were subsequently removed and
stockpiled. Sixth, the 19 yds3 of stockpiled soils were sampled and analyzed (via non-

* In comments received from Blaser Die Casting on Capital’s draft RI Report, Blaser referred to the 2004 FSM
Report and noted that 328 yds3 of excavated soil went to construction companies for reuse.

* In comments received from Blaser Die Casting on Capital’s draft RI Report, Blaser referred to the 2004 FSM
Report and stated that field notes in that Report suggest that Plant 2 soil excavation occurred primarily along narrow
trenches {to run utilities), rather than site wide.
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PID methods), and found to be relatively clean. Perhaps they were not collected, then,
from the area where solvents were released. And seventh, 5.1.1 does not discuss
subsurface conditions beneath Plant 2 after construction was completed. That is, the
Report does not identify areas and depths beneath Plant 2 that currently consist of: (1)
undisturbed, pre-fire soil/fill (above 4° bgs); (2) fill imported and placed following the
fire: and, (3) excavated site soils that were subsequently placed back into the subsurface.

Pages 5-5 through 5-7, section 5.1. Point of clarification: Work related to soils beneath
Plant 2 is further discussed in sub-sections 5.1.2 and 5.1.3. The Report states that:

o Soil gas was sampled at a number of locations by ECS after Plant 2 was re-
constructed. PCE and trichloroethane were detected, but not TCE.

e Soil was sampled at a number of locations “in and around” Plant 2 by ECS after
the Plant was re-constructed. TCE was not detected “above the water table...”
PCE was detected at the southwest corner of the Plant 2 canopy area (two
locations). Later the Report states that VOCs were not detected above the
groundwater-protection SL (in soils in or around Plant 2 and its canopy area)
during the ECS investigation.

e Soils were sampled at a number of locations (B1-B5 and MW1-MW38) by
Farallon. B2 and MW?2 were located in the Plant 2 canopy area. No other
sampling locations were inside the Plant 2 or canopy area footprints (though B3
was located just northeast of the canopy area and MW4 was only a few feet south
of Plant 2).

Again, Ecology has summarized this part of the Report because it is important to keep in
mind what the information does and does not tell us. First, soil gas beneath the Plant 2
slab where samples were collected contained chlorinated VOCs (though not TCE, despite
the fact that TCE was present in shallow groundwater below many of the soil gas
sampling locations). The detected compounds could have been due to contaminated soil,
contaminated shallow groundwater, or both. The quality of the soil gas data has not been
rigorously assessed. :

Second, only a single ECS soil sample (two depths) was located in Plant 2 (ECS33). No
c¢VOCs were detected at this location.

Third, four ECS soil samples (two depths each) were located in the Plant 2 canopy area
(ECS34-37). No cVOCs were detected at two of the locations (ECS36 and ECS37).
Low levels of PCE were detected at the other two locations (ECS34 and ECS35).

Fourth, Farallon did not sample soils inside the Plant 2 footprint. The canopy area
subsurface was sampled, however, and TCE was detected at 8.5” bgs at MW2. TCE was
not detected at shallower depths at MW2; nor was it (or other cVOCs) detected at 2.5-3
bgs at B2.

Since re-construction of Plant 2, then, only one soil sample within the building footprint
has apparently been analyzed for cVOCs. At this location cVOCs were not detected.
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19,

20,

Soil gas beneath Plant 2 has been sampled in a number of locations, but the soil gas data
are of questionable quality. More soil sampling was conducted in the Plant 2 canopy
area. COCs (PCE primarily) were detected at about half the locations sampled, but TCE
was only detected at one location, and at a depth no shallower than 8.5° bgs.

Page 5-7, section 5.1.3. 2006 soil sampling results are discussed in this part of the Report
and Capital concludes by stating that a “residual source of VOCs in soil to groundwater
was not identified at the Capital Property.” Ecology understands this statement to mean
that the 2006 sampling results did not identify vadose zone soil contamination above
groundwater-protection SLs. To arrive at this conclusion one must first define the vadose
zone as shallower than 5” bgs, since according to Figure 5, PCE and TCE soil
concentrations at 5°-6.5° at both MW7 and MW6 exceeded SLs.

The second bullet on page 5-7 notes these exceedances, but says that since they were
found “just above groundwater,” they likely “represent groundwater conditions.”
Ecology disagrees. Table 4 appears to indicate that groundwater elevations at MW6 and
MW7 vary from about 7.3’ (MW-7 on Jan. 28, 2011) to 9.0° (MW-6 on Oct. 25, 2010)

bgs.

We should assume, therefore, that samples collected from 5° to 6.5° represent unsaturated
conditions. In fact, even if the 7.5°-8.5" interval at MW6 may be saturated during winter
months, soil concentrations at this interval should not be assumed to “represent
groundwater conditions.” The second sentence of the second bullet and the last
sentence of section 5.1.3 are therefore not part of the approved RI Report.

Page 5-8, section 5.1.4. The Report summarizes “pre-RI” investigation results and
concludes that these investigations did not identify a “residual source of VOCs in shallow
soil to groundwater at the Capital Property.” Again, Ecology understands this statement
to mean that the pre-2008 sampling results did not identify vadose zone soil
contamination above groundwater-protection SLs. As noted in the comment above, we
disagree with this conclusion. Nevertheless, Capital is correct that where soils were
sampled above the water table, most VOC concentrations were below SLs. There are
only a few exceptions (e.g., ECS30, MW6, MW7, and possibly MW?2).

The first bullet is therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with the
following modification:

“Few soil samples collected at depths above the water table during pre-R1.
investigations on the Capital Property contained VOC concentrations exceeding
groundwater protection screening levels;”

Page 5-8, section 5.1.4. The Report concludes that VOC concentrations greater than SLs
were not detected in soils sampled by ECS, when those soils were “native soil at or near
the vadose zone.” However, section 5.1.2 seems to make clear that TCE was detected at
location ECS30 at a shallow depth. The concentration (0.14 mg/kg) exceeded the SL.
Ecology does not understand, then, why bullet #2 fails to mention this exceedance.



Mr. Ron Taylor
December 18, 2012
Page 14 of 64

21.

22,

Perhaps Capital believes soils at ECS30 are non-“native.” In any case, the second bullet
is only approved as part of the final RI Repeort with the following modification:

“With one exception, VOCs above the current...in soil samples collected from the
vadose zone by ECS (2005);”

Page 5-8, section 5.1.4. Point of clarification: the third bullet is generally fine as long as
Capital understands that Ecology believes these sampling results are reasonably
representative of “current conditions...” at those particular sampling locations.

Page 5-8, section 5.1.4. The fourth bullet states that most of the Plant 2 building footprint
was excavated to 4-5° bgs and then backfilled with imported fill or clean soil. Perhaps
this was the case, but as noted in Comment #16 above, the RI Report does not offer
strong corroboration for this assertion.

Capital says that 330 cubic yards of excavated soil were disposed somewhere off-site.
But as Ecology noted in commenting on the draft Report, based on the Plant 2 footprint
dimensions (shown on Figure 5), it appears that the building covers an area of more than
40,000 ft2. This does not include the Plant 2 canopy. area. If soils were excavated to a
depth of 4°-5” across such an area, this would result in more than ten times the amount of
soil reportedly sent off-site for disposal. The Report does not estimate how much total
soil volume was removed from below Plant 2. Nor does it suggest how much of this total
soil volume was then put back below the new Plant.2 building or used somewhere else on
Capital’s property.

Furthermore, “clean” is a relative term. The Report says that many PID readings (> 500
were taken) resulted in a background reading. If the PID was used properly this is
probably a good indication that soil VOC levels at these locations were not extremely
high, and were probably below DC-based cleanup levels. Later work by ECS supports
this. But soil VOC concentrations protective of groundwater quality for TCE and PCE
are very low. PID-screening is a much better tool for identifying where such levels are
very likely to be exceeded, than it is for determining where they are clearly not exceeded.

The fourth bullet is therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with the
following modlﬁcatmn

“Capital beheves that most of the buﬂding footprint...or clean soil; and”

. Page 5-8, section 5.1.4. Point of clarification: The fifth bullet states that Plant 2, the

Plant 2 canopy, and Plant 4 were “former” sources of VOCs to groundwater. Ecology
agrees, assuming the Report is referring here to historic operations within those Plant
areas that led to releases. But if the Report is also referring to the subsurface beneath the
three areas, we do not agree that Capital has shown that there are no longer “sources” in
these areas (i.e., we do not agree that the subsurface sources are necessarily gone). Many
of the pre-2008 sampling results indicate that soil contaminant concentrations are less
than groundwater-protective SLs. This is clearly apparent. But many locations were not
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29,

sampled, and among those that were, a few had soil COC concentrations exceeding these
SLs. Plus, VOC concentrations were detected in a number of soil samples, though below
SLs. Are these not, to any extent, suggestive of “sources?” Moreover, “sources” can
exist in saturated or partially/occasionally saturated soils at and below the water table.
While it can be the case that COC concentrations measured in soils at these depths reflect
groundwater contamination moving into the sampled area from upgradient, this is not
always or necessarily the case.

Page 3-8, section 5.2. The Report notes that pre-RI data quality was not assessed and that
“in some cases...” this was because of “the age of the investigations and/or lack of
availability of laboratory reports.” Ecology understands that the documentation for older
data is not always complete and we agree that this enhances the uncertainty associated
with data quality. This uncertainty, however, should then be forthrightly acknowledged
when using critical pre-RI data/information to form conclusions about the nature and
extent of site.

The RI’s focus under the Order has been primarily on the current (and to a lesser extent,
future) nature and extent of groundwater contamination. Monitoring wells provide the
most up-to-date COC concentration information, but there are significant spatial gaps
between wells. In these areas where there are no wells, older DP data can be used to help
estimate current concentrations. If Capital chooses to use these data, however, the
company should then acknowledge the uncertainty associated with the data’s ability to
represent current conditions.

More importantly, only limited soil sampling occurred during the 2008-2012 RI. Much
of the description of the nature and extent of soil contamination — and especially soil
contamination associated with Plant 2 — is based on pre-2008 data that was not collected
by the authors of the RI Report. In some cases these data were soil concentrations; in
other cases they were soil gas concentrations. Capital relies heavily on these data when
making repeated conclusions in the Report about the absence of contamination at and
near Plant 2. Yet, despite this reliance, no effort has apparently been made to even bound
the quality of these older data. This adds to the already considerable uncertainty
associated with the characterization of Plant 2 soil contamination. The consequences of
this uncertainty are likely to be felt during later stages of site cleanup (the FS, remedy
selection, etc.), when it will add to the difficulty in accurately determining the
effectiveness and costs of cleanup technologies and alternatives.

Page 5-12, section 5.3.2.1. At the top of the page the Report states that the limited
amount of pre-RI soil sampling at and near Plant 2 “adequately characterized the nature
and extent of VOCs in so0il.” This may be Capital’s position, but from Ecology’s
perspective the adequacy of these sampling results to characterize VOCs in the vadose
zone beneath all of Plant 2 must be qualified. As Ecology has noted on a number of
occasions, the primary concerns the Capital RI was designed to investigate were
groundwater and (via vapor intrusion) indoor air contamination. The latter concern was
addressed by assuming the Plant 2 subsurface was contaminated, and then investigating
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26.

areas within the Plant 2 building where indoor air VOC levels could possibly be elevated
(and/or where receptors could be relatively more exposed to vapor intrusion impacts).
The pathway was not addressed by sampling vadose zone soils in Plant 2 locations which
had not been sampled pre-2008; no post-2008 effort was made to determine what effect
contamination in these soils might be having on soil gas concentrations.

The former concern — groundwater contamination at and downgradient of Plant 2 —
was investigated by focusing on groundwater itself. Again, the possibility that vadose
zone soils in Plant 2 locations which had not been sampled pre-2008 were a significant
source of continuing groundwater contamination was not addressed by sampling those
soils. Instead, since A '
a) Plant 2 was an operating facility and access would be difficult for such sampling,
b) Capital did not want to sample Plant 2 soils during the RI, and
¢) historical soil gas sampling results were favorable,’
a decision was made to track trends in shallow groundwater contamination at and
immediately downgradient of the plant. By tracking these trends it was hoped that we
could indirectly form an idea of whether residual soil contamination at Plant 2 was acting
as a significant source of continuing groundwater contamination.

It is possible that no significant source of COCs is currently present in soils beneath Plant
2. But this critical assumption carries with it a considerable degree of uncertainty.

Rather than confront and transparently acknowledge this uncertainty, Ecology believes
the Report strives to unreasonably downplay the many unknowns associated with such a
critical assumption.

The first full sentence is therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with
the following modification:

“The location and number. ..from and near Capital Plant 2 provide an indication
of the nature and extent of VOCs in soil.” :

Pages 5-12 and 5-13, section 5.2.3.1. According to Table 6, PCE was detected in soils at
MW6, MW7, and B14 at concentrations exceeding Capital’s groundwater-protective SLs.
TCE was detected at MW2, MW6, and MW7 at concentrations exceeding SLs.

However, the fourth through sixth paragraphs of 5.2.3.1 do not appear to mention MW2,

6,or7. :

The fifth paragraph opens by stating that PCE was the only VOC detected in soils above
SLs. Boring B14 is identified as the location for this exceedance, but later (in the sixth
paragraph) the Report acknowledges that TCE was also detected in soils above the SL at
ECS30. As noted above, the statement about PCE at B14 appears to ignore both the PCE
soil SL exceedances at MW6 and MW7 (and the TCE SL exceedances at MW2, MW6,
and MW7).

5 i.e., soil gas resuits did not suggest high levels of soil VOCs in the locations that were sampled. According to
Figure 5, however, only one soil sample has ever been collected beneath the interior of Plant 2.
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28.

The fifth paragraph also states that since PCE was only detected above the SL at B14 at 2
feet (and not deeper), this PCE “is not an ongoing source of PCE to groundwater.”
Presumably, this is based on an assumption that if PCE concentrations immediately
above the water table do not exceed SLs, shallower elevated concentrations do not pose a
leaching threat. Ecology does not agree.

At the top of page 5-13 it is stated that the lateral extent of soil VOC concentrations
exceeding SLs has been defined. Ecology was not sure if Capital was referring only to
the eastern extent of contamination or the lateral extent in all directions. We agree that
sampling has been performed east of MW6, ECS30, and MW7, and that resulting
concentrations Jwere below SLs. There do not appear to be sampling locations east of
B14, however.” In other (than easterly) directions from MW6, ECS30, B14, and MW7,
there are clearly areas where no sampling locations meaningfully bound the
contamination detected at the four points.

The fifth and sixth paragraphs of 5.2.3.1 are therefore only approved as part of the
final RI Report with the following modifications:

“PCE was detected above the screening Jeve/ for soil in boring B14 at 2 feet bgs.
Concentrations of PCE...at 5 to 7 feet bgs.

“The northern extent...(ECS 2005). The southern extent...B26 (Figure 6).
Although the lateral extent...has not been defined, the extent of VOC

concentrations exceeding screening levels in the eastern portion of Capital’s
property is bounded by ECS41, ECS40, ECS39, ECS38, and ECS28.”

Page 5-15, section 5.2.3.2. No groundwater SLs are presented for 1,1-DCE in Table 2.
Ecology 1s therefore unsure how Capital determined that recon water table results are less
than SLs (as stated in the second full bullet). The second full bullet on the page 5-16 is
therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with the following
modification:

“Concentrations of 1,1-dichloroethene...lahoratory PQL and trans-1,2-DCE was
below the screening level.”

It is also unclear why 1,1-DCE is not mentioned in the shallow and intermediate zone
discussions on this, and the following, page.

Pages 5-16 and 5-17, section 5.2.3.3. The Report states that shallow zone vinyl chloride
concentrations exceeding the SL were bounded “east and southeast of the Capital
Property...by...results...from borings B19 and B24.” B19 was indeed located south of
Capital, and a bit to the east of Plant 4. Perhaps this is the “southeast” boring the Report
refers to. But B24 was located south and immediately east of the 1% Ave./East Marginal
Way confluence, west of all Capital Plants other than Plant 5. The last sentence on page

7 Nor does there seem to be a soil sampling location east of the Plant 2 canopy MW?2 location.
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5-16 is therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with the following
truncation/modification:

“Concentrations of vinyl chloride...in the Shallow Zone approximately 300 feet
south-southeast of the Capital Property were bounded by...groundwater sample
collected from boring B19.”

29. Page 5-17, section 5.2.3.3. Point of clarification: The Report states that intermediate

30.

il

32,

zone vinyl chloride concentrations exceeding the SL were bounded both laterally and
vertically by five direct push locations: B19, -21, -22, -24, and -27. Ecology agrees that
the B22 and B27 locations likely served as boundaries, both laterally and vertically, for
contamination immediately upgradient. We also agree that the B19, B21, and B24
locations likely served as boundaries, both laterally and vertically, for higher levels of
contamination cross-gradient. However, this leaves some areas unbounded. For
example,

o vinyl chloride at B20 and B23 was not bounded laterally by the five points; and,

e there was no lateral bounding location between B22 and B27 on the west side of

East Marginal Way S.

Pages 5-19 and 5-20, sections 5.2.5, 5.2.6, and 5.2.7. These sections do not mention
results for 1,1-DCE. As noted in Comments above, the F'S swill need to clarify where
(locations and depths) 1,1-DCE SLs are — and are not — likely to be exceeded.

Page 22, section 5.2.8. Point of clarification: Ecology agrees that reducing conditions
are present in certain site groundwater areas, especially at depth. However, Capital’s
dissolved oxygen (DO) measurements were often high (> 1 mg/l). In fact, monitoring
results indicate that DO levels at most wells exceeded 2 mg/1 for at least one quarter.
Measured ORP values rarely exceeded (were less than) -100 mV. Sulfate was frequently
elevated (> 20 mg/1) in samples from water table zone wells, and exceeded 30 mg/1 in
samples from shallow wells CI-13-30 and 9-40. Capital may therefore characterize such
an environment as “moderately reducing” and supportive of reductive dechlorination, but
Ecology believes that a number of indicator measurements suggest groundwater

conditions are far from ideal for effective reductive dechlorination.

Page 22, section 5.2.8. The Report notes that dissolved manganese concentrations at the
water table ranged from 101 to 24,000 ug/l. Perhaps this is true, but Table 13 does not
provide a higher dissolved Mn concentration than 980 pg/l. ¥ If the 24,000 value was
measured at a well not included on Table 13, the Report should have referenced the table
or appendix where the data could be found. It should have also explained why dissolved
concentrations should exceed measurements of total Mn by an order of magnitude.

Similarly, the text states that the maximum dissolved Mn levels in the shallow and
intermediate zones were 40,000 and 7460 ug/l, respectively. No shallow zone values in
Table 13 exceed 1300 pg/l; no intermediate zone values exceed 760.

¥ Table 13 also lists a dissolved Mn level less than detection limits (11 ug/1). This is obviously lower than 101 ug/l.
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In addition;

a) unless the data shown on Table 13 are not comprehensive (i.e., only constitute a
subset of Capital’s Mn+2 and Fe+2 data), it is not apparent that Mn+2 and Fe+2
“correlate” in all three groundwater zones — if this means that higher
concentrations of one element coincide with higher levels of the other element
too. As PSC noted in their comments on the Report: “since the data for iron and
manganese are not plotted on any figures, it’s not clear how CI reached
conclusions about the areal distribution of iron and manganese or the correlation
between dissolved species and HVOCs in groundwater;” and,

b) the Report should have compared Fe and Mn data measured in contaminated
groundwater at and downgradient of Capital to measurements taken upgradient
and in downgradient or cross-gradient areas either outside the “plume(s)” or
where organic COC levels are low. One objective of the RI has been to determine
if Capital releases have led to groundwater conditions favorable for Fe and Mn
solubility and/or mobility.

In the FS Capital will need to resolve the apparent discrepéncies between what is said in
this section of the Report and the data provided in Table 13. In addition, Ecology expects

‘the FS to: a) include a comparison of Fe and Mn data measured in contaminated

groundwater at and downgradient of Capital to measurements taken upgradient and in
relatively non-impacted groundwater samples; and, b) provide corresponding figures,
identifying Fe and Mn sampling locations and measured concentration values.

. Pages 5-25, section 5.2.10. The text states that the head differences for nested wells were

negligible, indicating that vertical hydraulic gradient is not a factor in the vertical
transport of contaminants. This statement should be substantiated and supported with a
hydraulic head data summary when preparing the future FS Report. Ecology believes
that a slight downward gradient may exist in most of the Capital RI study area during the

- winter months due to recharge from precipitation; a negligible vertical gradient is

34.

expected during the dry season. An upward gradient may exist near the Duwamish
Waterway and Slip 2, however, due to the groundwater discharge pattern controlled by
the Waterway’s salt-water wedge. This upward gradient near the Waterway likely plays
an important role for contaminant transport and discharge from deeper groundwater to the
Waterway. Please also see Comment #58 (associated with Section 6.2.1.1) and PSC’s
enclosed comments.

Pages 5-25 through 5-27, section 5.2.11. In the discussions of groundwater flow
direction on these pages it was not always clear to Ecology how “to the southwest” might
differ from “towards Slip 2,” if at all. A better description of flow direction per zone
would have clearly explained which contaminated sub-areas in the RI study area are
likely to be: (1) predominantly upgradient of the Waterway, but not Slip 2; (2)
predominantly upgradient of Slip 2, but not the main Waterway channel; and, (3)
upgradient of both receiving bodies.
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As PSC’s comments noted: “On Page 5-26, the 2012 Draft RI Report states,
“Groundwater flow direction is to the southwest toward the LDW. Little or no deflection
of the groundwater flow direction toward Slip 2 is noted.” However, on the following
page (Page 5-27), the report states, “Although minor variations in flow direction occur as
a result of tidal influence, the flow direction within the Capital Area of Investigation
remains predominantly southwest toward Slip 2 of the LDW during a tidal cycle. The
report appears to present a contradictory analysis of groundwater flow direction in the
vicinity of Slip 2.”

When preparing future FS documents Capital should improve upon the RI’s description
of the flow directions that form the basis of the company’s groundwater conceptual
model. This will require focusing not only on zones (depths), but also on particular areas
south and west of the Capital property.

. Page 5-28, section 5.2.11. Point of clarification: The text states that the hydraulic
conductivity estimates using both tidal data and slug test data indicate high hydraulic
conductivity (K) of 100 to 200 ft/day for the Water Table and Shallow Zones. Ecology
agrees. However, lower K values (32 ft/day for WT zone and 28.3 ft/day) were used for
the Water Table and Shallow Zones in the fate and transport modeling. During the FS
higher hydraulic conductivity values should be used to model the base case. Please see
Comment #70 below (on Section 6.2.5) and PSC’s enclosed comments.

. Pages 5-28 through 5-40, section 5.3. Point of clarification: Section 5.3 is a good section
of the Report and Ecology has only a few comments.

Since 2008 the “IPIMALSs” have changed for several VOCs. Ecology reviewed Capital’s
VI assessments as they were prepared and submitted, and understands the values have
changed since that time. But a reader of the RI Report, referring to Table 3, could easily
be confused by section 5.3 conclusions that were reached ar the time a Tier 3 assessment
was completed. If the Report’s authors thought it was important to include Tier 3
assessment conclusions that were made shortly after Tier 3 sampling was completed, it
would have been wise to also — perhaps in section 7.1.7 — revisit these conclusions (since
the IPIMALSs for PCE, TCE, and cis-1,2-DCE have all changed over time). For the FS,
the focus should consistently be on the best (most up-to-date) estimates of current and
future risk via the respective pathway.

In addition, as Capital correctly notes, the “IPIM” process was founded on the
assumption that shallow groundwater is the potential VI source. Contaminated soils can
also be a source, though, and that is why we have evaluated buildings in Capital’s study
area located above or near soils contaminated with volatile COCs. Capital’s Table 1 soil
SLs, protective of indoor air, are those concentrations that are protective of groundwater
quality, which could then act as a V1 source. Ecology agrees that when soils are
contaminated with VOCs, one concern is that these VOCs will leach to shallow
groundwater. This groundwater can then become a potential VI source. But
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contaminated soils can also be a direct VI source (i.e., directly contaminate soil gas);
Capital has not proposed soil SLs for this migration and exposure pathway.

There are at least two approaches for ensuring soil levels are protective of future indoor

air quality:’

a) comparing soil cleanup levels established to be protective of groundwater
as a drinking water source to site soil data (as discussed in regulations;
please see WAC 173-340-740(3)(b)(iii)(C)); or,

b) identifying soil gas screening levels which would be protective of indoor
air quality. "When using this approach, protective soil concentration values
do not need to be identified. Instead, measurements of soil gas are used to
indicate that soil contamination is below levels that may pose a threat to
indoor air. In other words, once protective soil gas levels are measured,
soil concentrations protective of indoor air quality are presumed to be
achieved.

While Table 1 soil SLs protective of groundwater quality are low concentrations, it
cannot be assumed these levels will also protect indoor air from soil gas VOC levels
directly caused by soil volatilization. In the FS Capital should therefore select an
approach for developing soil SLs, fully protective of indoor air quality, that can then be
used during the analysis of site remedial alternatives.

. Page 5-30, section 5.3.1. Point of clarification: The first paragraph after the bullets

states that Plant 2 was not assessed via Tier 3. However, as the first bullet on the page
correctly notes, a Tier 3 evaluation was performed for the Plant 2 QC and Laser office.

. Page 5-35, section 5.3.2. The Report refers to IPIMAL values for cis-1,2-DCE in the first

and last paragraphs. As noted in comments on Table 3, cis-1,2-DCE currently has no
MTCA air cleanup levels and, hence, no IPIMALs. The two sentences are therefore
not part of the final approved RI Report.

. Page 5-38, section 5.3.2. The third paragraph of the Report states that the “NCCEF

values were 0 for all three samples.” However, the carcinogens PCE and TCE also act as
non-carcinogens, and since they were detected indoors, the NCCEF cannot be zero. The
second sentence of the third paragraph is therefore not part of the final approved RI
Report.

Pages 5-38 and 5-39, section 5.3.2. Point of clarification: PCE and TCE were detected
in indoor air samples collected at the Gull building. Ecology assumes these detections
are due, at least in part, to VI. The first full sentence on page 39 would be better stated

® Contaminated soils can lead to contaminated soil gas via two routes: (1) soil contamination can directly volatilize
into vadose zone soil gas, and (2) soil contamination can leach, contaminating shallow groundwater. Contaminated
groundwater can then volatilize into vadose zone soil gas. The discussion in this comment is referring to the first

route.
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then as: “The results of the Tier 3...s0il gas samples collected beneath the building slab
are not adversely affecting indoor air ...index of 1.” '

Page 5-39, section 5.3.3. Point of clarification: Ecology agrees that utility corridors, side
sewers, and drainage laterals may act as preferential soil gas pathways. However,
e depending on their depth below ground surface, they may also — or instead — act
as preferential shallow groundwater pathways; and,
e these preferential pathways may also exist in areas where buildings have not been
“targeted for Tier 3 VI Assessments.” |

Page 5-40, section 5.3.3. In the first full paragraph the Report notes that the sewer main
is a 27° diameter line located 10-15 feet below ground surface, “below the top of the
water table.” At this depth Capital believes it would not act as a preferential soil gas
pathway. This may be Capital’s assumption, but 10 feet bgs is very close to the top of the
water table. Buried piping or other manufactured conduits may serve as preferential soil
gas pathways themselves. But often it is the bedding material that acts as the pathway.
The Report does not note if non-native bedding extends above the sewer main, or what
type of bedding or other materials should be expected directly above the main. The last
sentence of this paragraph is therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report
with the following modification:

“Because the combined...the water table, it is unlikely to act as a significant
preferential pathway for soil gas.”

In addition, Appendix G — the “side sewer cards” — provides only three 82 X 117 sheets,
which supposedly show lines running along Fidalgo, their connection points, and branch
lines leading a few feet north and south of Fidalgo. Appendix G contains no explanatory
notes, no discussion of why Capital focused (and only focused) on the areas shown on
these sheets, or even an explanation of how the sheets are geographically oriented to one
another. During the FS Ecology expects Capital to develop a better depiction of the
known subsurface utilities that are present across the entire site area.

. Page 5-40, section 5.3.3. In the last paragraph of this section the Report properly

acknowledges the uncertainty associated with side sewers and preferential soil gas VOC
movement. However, as noted in comments above and Ecology’s comments on the draft
RI Report, preferential pathways are also possible in areas where buildings have not been
“targeted for Tier 3 VI Assessments.” The last paragraph of section 5.3.3. is therefore
only approved as part of the final RI Report with the following addition (following
the last sentence):

“It is also uncertain what levels of COPCs in soil gas are present beneath
buildings not targeted for Tier 3, such as the multi-tenant warehouse building due
south from the Beckwith and Kuffel building. Capital Industries has not yet
determined if the indoor air in these more southerly buildings may be impacted by
vapor intrusion due to the presence of subsurface or foundaz‘zon related
preferential pathways.”
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44. Pages 5-40 through 5-42, section 5.4 (and Appendix E). As noted in sub-section 5.4.1,
Appendix E contains copies of validation reports associated with Farallon’s data
collection efforts. Ecology appreciates this information and agrees that the validator
found few problems with these datasets. The discussion of data quality in the revised
Report improves upon the draft Report’s discussion. Validating data and assessing
project data gquality, however, are not synonymous. During the FS Capital will be
developing remedial action objectives (RAOs) and then cleanup action alternatives,
consistent with those RAOs. The alternatives will be compared to each other to
determine which cleanup action should be selected. In each of these FS phases —
establishing RAOs, developing remedial alternatives, and evaluating remedial
alternatives — it will be important to have a firm grasp on how usable the site data are
(and for what purposes). For certain media and media measurements Capital will likely
need to go beyond the RI Report’s brief assessment of quality, especially with respect to
Jjudging the current representativeness of those critical non-groundwater monitoring data
serving as the basis for the company’s conceptual model of site soil and groundwater
contamination. ‘

Ecology’s only other comment on section 5.4 relates to sub-section 5.4.3. Here, Capital
states that direct push groundwater sampling data (recon data) are not “directly
comparable” to monitoring well data and the former’s primary purpose is to “identify
data gaps..., define source areas, and guide the location of monitoring wells.” Ecology
agrees with much of this, and we realize that many direct push sampling locations have
only been sampled once, but Capital should not have omitted mention of the plume-
characterization role for direct push data. Both Capital and Ecology have relied on direct
push data to supplement well data as we have formed our three-dimensional conceptual
picture of groundwater contamination in the study area. This is especially the case in
locations — and at depths — where no monitoring wells have been installed in the
immediate vicinity. Where we are relying on these data, their quality — including the
representativeness — must be estimated or at least bounded. And the quality and utility of
recon data points being used to help estimate the current nature and extent of
groundwater contamination, because those points only represent a moment in time, must
be re-assessed as we proceed and the data ages.

CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL (6)

45. Page 6-2, section 6.1.1.1. As noted in comments above, PCE was detected in soils at
MW6, MW7, and B14 at concentrations exceeding Capital’s groundwater-protective SLs.
TCE was detected at ECS30, MW6, and MW7 at concentrations exceeding SLs. The
last sentence of the first paragraph and the first sentence of the second paragraph of
this section are therefore not approved as part of the final RI Report.

46. Page 6-2, section 6.1.1.1. The extent of contamination in soils west of ECS30, MW7,
and B14 has not been “bounded” by measurements. Nor have these points been bounded
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in some other directions. The last sentence of the second paragraph of this section is
therefore not approved as part of the final RI Report.

Page 6-3, section 6.1.1.2. TCE was detected above the soil SL at MW2. The first
sentence on the page is therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with
the following addition:

“conducted during the excavation...Plant 2 canopy, with the exception of the
detection of TCE at one depth interval at MW-2.”

Page 6-3, section 6.1.1.2. The second, third, and fourth full paragraphs on this page
discuss the Plant 2 source area. The Report states that VOCs were not detected in 2004
via PID. However, later (the next paragraph) Capital says that soils “with elevated PID
readings” were stockpiled. There is no explanation provided for this apparent
inconsistency.

The second paragraph states that detections of VOCs in soils at MW?2 and three other
points were found at depths no shallower than 8.5” bgs. Capital believes these detections
are “representative of groundwater conditions...”. As noted in Comment #18, the 8.5°-9°
depth interval at MW?2 is very close to the depth of the water table. Capital may be
correct that TCE concentrations detected in soil at 8.5°-9"are solely due to the migration
of groundwater contamination into the MW2 area, but this has not been demonstrated.
TCE was not detected (with a reporting limit of 5.9E-4 mg/kg) at MW?2 in a sample
collected 2.5 feet deeper (at 11°-11.5”); if groundwater were solely the source of the
higher detection at a slightly shallower depth, why would the difference in soil
concentrations be so great (a more than 200 times difference)?

The third paragraph states that most of the soil beneath Plant 2 “was excavated.” Perhaps
this is true, but “most of the soil beneath Plant 2” was clearly not excavated and disposed
of off-site if only 330 yds was the total amount removed from the property. Please see
our related comments above.

The fourth paragraph reports that no analytical results indicate that VOC concentrations
in soils exceeding SLs remain beneath Plant 2 or the canopy area. For those soil
locations actually sampled beneath Plant 2 and the canopy, which were very few,
Ecology agrees that the lone exception is MW?2. 1t is also the case, though, as we have
noted above, that TCE and PCE soil SLs have not been developed to protect indoor air
quality from direct soil-to-soil gas volatilization.

The second, third, and fourth full paragraphs on page 6-3 are therefore only
approved as part of the final RI Report with the following modifications:

“Subsurface soil conditions..., and below. Concentrations of VOCs...ECS 2005).
Concentrations of VOCs...ranging from 29.5 to 34 feet bgs in boring locations
B1, B2, and BS5. These depths are within the saturated Shallow Zone and the
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elevated detections are considered to be representative of groundwater conditions
(Farallon et al. 2008).

“Capital believes that most of the soil beneath...Capital Plant 2. Soil
with...HVOCs. Approximately 330...construction sites... Approximately 19...for
HVOCs. Stockpiled soil...(FSM 2004).

“No results from soil samples collected beneath Capital Plant 2 or the Capital
Plant 2 Canopy indicated that VOCs were present at concentrations exceeding
screening levels, except for the 8.5-9 feet bgs sample at MW-2."

49. Page 6-4, section 6.1.2.1. Point of clarification: Ecology agrees that the Art Brass

50.

JLs

facility appears to be located generally upgradient of Capital Plants 1 and 5. However,
the Report should have included more specific discussions of hydraulic and chemical data
(e.g., groundwater elevation contours and iso-concentration maps specific and detailed
enough for the area) to support assertions that the Art Brass facility is a contributing
source of vinyl chloride in the shallow and intermediate zones at the two Capital Plants.
The context for discussions of the conceptual site model for any particular area/source
should be related to the specific hydrogeologic setting and chemical distribution.

In comments received from Art Brass (please see Enclosure C) the company noted that
vinyl chloride “in groundwater is an area-wide issue...”, but “well cluster MW-17 and
borings SPO-17, SPO-18, and SPO-19 are located cross-gradient of Plant 5,” not
upgradient. Art Brass also pointed out that “data collected from probe PSC-K23, located
about 500 feet east in the CI Plant 2 canopy area, indicates a significant amount of vinyl
chloride in groundwater upgradient/cross-gradient of the PSC-CG-141 well cluster. In
the Shallow Interval at PSCK23, vinyl chloride concentrations range up to 597 ug/L,
more than twice the concentrations observed at the PSC-CG-141 well cluster, with total
chlorinated ethene concentrations of up to 10 pmol/L.” The PSC K23 data were collected
10 years ago, but as Art Brass notes: “concentrations of vinyl chloride at PSC-CG-141 at
that time [2002] were similar to what was detected in recent samples.”

Page 6-5, section 6.1.2.1. At the end of this section the Report states that the lack of
detections at CG141-WT is confirmation that there has not been a release at Capital Plant
1 or 5. Ecology agrees that 141 WT is well-situated to intercept groundwater
contamination resulting from a release at Plant 5. It is less suited to fulfill that purpose
for most of Plant 1; moreover, no samples from any individual well can confirm the
absence of a release. The last sentence of 6.1.2.1 is therefore only approved as part of
the final RI Report with the following modification (truncation):

“Concentrations of COPCs...monitoring well cluster CG-141.”

Page 6-5, section 6.1.2.2. The last paragraph here identifies Blaser well BDC11-40 as
one of those wells located “upgradient of Capital Plant 2...” Ecology disagrees; the well
is likely to be upgradient of at least part of the Canopy area, but not Plant 2.



Mr. Ron Taylor
December 18, 2012
Page 26 of 64

52.

54.

In addition, Ecology does not agree that results from the four wells referred to here
(BDC11-40, 6-30, 3-40, and CIMW1-40) “confirm that vinyl chloride released at the
BDC facility has migrated to...” Plant 2 and the canopy area. Samples collected from
these four wells provide information about vinyl chloride contamination but do not, by
themselves, establish the source of that contamination. Capital may be correct that
releases at Blaser have contributed to vinyl chloride levels at the four wells, but the data
from the four wells do not confirm this.

The last paragraph is therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with
the following modification (truncation):

“Concentrations of vinyl chloride...from the Shallow Zone in..., all of which are
located upgradient of Capital Plant 2 and/or the Capital Plant 2 Canopy and
downgradient of the BDC facility (Figures 19 through 25). These results indicate
that upgradient vinyl chloride has migrated to Capital Plant 2 and the Capital
Plant 2 Canopy area in the Shallow Zone.”

Page 6-6, section 6.1.2.2. The first paragraph here identifies Blaser well BDC11-60 as a
well located “upgradient of Capital Plant 2...” Ecology disagrees; the well is likely to be
upgradient of at least part of the Canopy area, but not Plant 2.

As noted in comments above, Ecology also does not agree that results from the four
intermediate zone wells referred to here “confirm that vinyl chloride released at the BDC
facility has migrated to...” Plant 2 and the canopy area. Capital may be correct that
releases at Blaser have contnbuted to vinyl chloride levels at the four wells but the data
from the four wells do not confirm this.

The paragraph is therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with the
following modification:

“Concentrations of vinyl chloride... upgradient of Capital Plant 2 and/or the
Capital Plant 2 Canopy and downgradient of the BDC facility (Figures 26 through
33). These results indicate that upgradient vinyl chloride has migrated to Capital
Plant 2 and the Capital Plant 2 Canopy area in the Intermediate Zone.”

. Page 6-7, section 6.1.3. As the two sentences which follow the section title correctly

state, “potential sources” are discussed in this section. The section title is therefore
only approved as part of the final RI Report with the insertion of “Potential”
between “Other” and “Source.”

Pages 6-7 and 6-8, section 6.1.3.1. The Report states that there is likely a “separate
source of HVOCs in soil” beneath the 5815 4™ Ave. S. “north” buﬂdlng This soil source
is, in Capital’s opinion, “separate and distinct from the Plant 4 source.” The evidence for
this assertion seems to primarily be the elevated soil gas concentrations measured sub-
slab and the relatively low detections of VOCs measured by ECS in soils along the
eastern side of Plant 4.



Mr. Ron Taylor
December 18, 2012
Page 27 of 64

Ecology agrees that soil contamination below the 5815 4™ Ave. S. “north” building is
possible and it is also possible that such contamination is due to a release that is not
associated with Plant 4. However, at this point these possibilities can only be considered
suspicions. Though not mentioned in the Report,

o the building appears to only be about 30 feet northeast of ECS30 and MW,
where TCE and PCE were detected in soils at elevated levels. Contaminated soil
gas associated with Plant 4 soil contamination at MW6/ECS30 could extend this
far east; and ,

¢ TCE and PCE have been present in groundwater samples collected from MW6.
They were also present in groundwater samples collected from ECS38 and -39.
While the sub-slab detections at 5815 4™ Ave. S. may be due, primarily, to a soil
source, shallow groundwater is also likely contributing to these measurements.

The first sentence of the first paragraph and the fourth paragraph of 6.1.3.1 are
therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with the following
modification:

“The results of the Tier 3...indicate i is possible that HVOCs are present in soil
beneath the building.”

[4th paragraph]|

“The nature and extent of...Tier 3 VI Assessment suggest fo Capital that there is
a...North Building. Soil samples have not...building slab. However, the
evidence suggests the possibility of a source of PCE and TCE that may be
separate and distinct from the Plant 4 source. The nature...has not been
determined.”

55. Pages 6-8 and 6-9, section 6.1.3.2. The Report states that Capital’s groundwater
monitoring has “identified a source of HVOCs to groundwater on the CalPortland
Property...” PCE Was detected in samples from well 17WT at a concentration of 5.2
ng/l in May 2012, and Capital believes this measurement “indicates a release of PCE
and TCE on the CalPortland Property.” Neither compound has been detected in samples
collected from well 17-30. :

The Report notes that PCE, TCE, and c¢is-1,2-DCE have not been detected above PQLs at
wells 13WT, 16WT, or 18WT. Though TCE was detected at point B23, generally
‘upgradient of both 17WT and 13WT, PCE was not.'' Capital may therefore be correct
that a more local source is responsible for the PCE, and perhaps even the TCE, detected
at 17WT. Sources other than a release at CalPortland, however, are also certainly
possible. The Report does not appear to include any documentation showing that either
PCE or TCE was used/managed in the immediate area of well 17; nor does it contain
documentation indicating there has been a solvent release in this area.

'° In June the well was re- sampled and the PCE level was less than 1 pg/l.
"' The water table concentration of TCE at B23 was 2.9 ug/l. At 17WT it has been approximately 2 pg/l
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Wells 16WT, 17WT, and 18WT are new; they have only been sampled in May/June of
2012. Ttis hard to predict what levels of TCE and PCE will be detected at these wells in
the future. The first, third, and fourth paragraphs of 6.1.3.2 are therefore only
approved as part of the final RT Report with the following modifications:

“The results of the...RI have identified the possibility of a source of...(Figure 2). The
CalPortland...Slip 2.”

[third and fourth paragraphs]|

“Water Table Zone

“Concentrations of PCE...(Figure 16). Concentrations of...CI-17-WT. The detection of
PCE in groundwater in the Water table Zone...CI-17-WT, which was not detected
in...indicates the possibility of a release on the CalPortland property.

“Concentrations of PCE and TCE...CI-17-WT upgradient wells. The detection of
concentrations of PCE in groundwater in the...CI-17-30 indicates the possibility of a
release on the CalPortland property.

Page 6-10, section 6.2.1. The second paragraph of this section does not mention 1,1-
DCE. Please see Comment #13 above.

In addition, though it seems unlikely that 1,4-dioxane was released to soils and/or
groundwater at the Capital property, Ecology does not believe the evidence collected to
date in the study area verifies this. Dioxane was sometimes added to TCE in the past as a
solvent stabilizer (though more frequently it was added to 1,1,1-TCA). In any case, its
presence in groundwater from an upgradient source should not be used to define the
compound as a “secondary COPC.” Secondary COPCs are better identified as those
substances, like iron and manganese, which were not released (by any PLP), but may be
elevated due to groundwater geochemical conditions caused by the release of other
substances.

The last two sentences of the second paragraph are therefore only approved as part
of the final RI Report with the following modifications:

“Iron and manganese are contaminants. ..not considered primary COPCs.
Concentrations of iron and manganese are considered secondary COPCs. Capital
also believes that 1,4-dioxane was not released on the Property.”

The first sentence of the third paragraph is only approved as part of the final RI
Report with the following modification:

“The Agreed Order...Capital Site; however, Capital believes that operations at
the Capital Property have not...source of 1,4-dioxane.”

Page 6-11, section 6.2.1. Point of clarification: The last sentence before sub-section

© 6.2.1.1 states that the nature and extent of the primary COPCs “would be indicative of the
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nature and extent of the secondary COPCs.” Assuming the secondary COPCs are iron
and manganese, Ecology is unsure what Capital means here. We would not necessarily
expect iron and manganese groundwater concentrations to track with ¢cVOC levels in
each zone and the Report does not seem to provide figures supporting Capital’s claim.

Page 6-12, section 6.2.1.1. The text states that vertical gradients are interpreted to be
moderate and variable between aquifer zones, and likely have little impact on
contaminant migration. This statement is too general, in our opinion, and the second
part of the first sentence of the first full paragraph is not approved as part of the
final RI Report. Ecology believes that moderate vertical gradients, either downward or
upward, will have a significant impact on contaminant migration. The ¢VOC source
releases at Capital most likely occurred in the vadose zone. Nevertheless, contaminants
have apparently migrated vertically to depths in the Intermediate Zone of 70 feet bgs. In
addition, an upward hydraulic gradient near the Waterway and Slip 2 may play an
important role in contaminant transport and discharge from deeper parts of the aquifer to
the shallow and WT zones (and, ultimately, to the Waterway).

Pages 6-12 and 6-13, section 6.2.1.2. Point of clarification: On both of these pages the
Report mentions soil gas contamination due to groundwater volatilization. It should have
also mentioned soil gas contamination resulting from the direct volatilization of
contaminated soil. Please see Comment #36.

In addition, the last sentence of 6.2.1.2 includes a somewhat confusing statement
regarding diffusion. Ecology’s view is that shallow groundwater contamination — in
areas where vadose zone soils are not also contaminated — can act as a VI source. The
strength of this source is dependent on several variables, but Ecology agrees that once
VOCs have volatilized from the groundwater into soil gas, VOC-molecule transport is
primarily governed by diffusion until VOCs approach the ground surface or a building’s
subsurface “pressure envelope.”

Pages 6-12 and 6-13, section 6.2.1.2. The last paragraph on page 6-12 states first that no
“residual source of COPCs in soil” was detected out of 75 samples located on the Capital
property. It goes on to say that COPC concentrations exceeding SLs were detected in 1
of the 75 samples. This seems inconsistent. Plus, Ecology disagrees that the RI has only
identified one location where groundwater-protection soil SLs have been exceeded
(please see our comments above). The two sentences in the paragraph are therefore
not included as part of the final, approved RI Report.

Page 6-18, section 6.2.2. Point of clarification: Ecology dgrees that compounds
indicative of reductive dechlorination have been detected in Capital’s RI study area.
However, levels of vinyl chloride in the Water Table zone have been very low.
According to Table 10 the highest 2012 vinyl chloride measurement was found at well
12WT, a concentration of 3.6 ug/l. This well is located far from the Capital property, on
the west side of East Marginal Way. The Report should have either noted that
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dechlorination to vinyl chloride, within the study area, may be very slow, or provided'
evidence supporting an alternative hypothesis. '

Pages 6-18 through 6-21, section 6.2.2.1. Point of clarification: Capital’s groundwater
DO measurements were often high (> 1 mg/1). DO levels at many wells exceeded 2 mg/l
for at least one quarter. The exceptions to this observation in water table wells were
MW3; 16WT and 19WT (each only sampled twice, and not during the winter); and,
CIMW1-WT (which has not been sampled during December). Negative ORP values
rarely exceeded (were less than) -100 mV. The exceptions were wells 141WT and 11WT

" (where readings were < -100 only 1 quarter out of 5), and 19WT, which was only

sampled during the spring/summer of 2012. In Ecology’s opinion, these measurements
do not reflect site groundwater conditions reductive enough to effectively sustain
significant dechlorination past the degradation of PCE and, perhaps, TCE.

In the shallow zone elevated DO measurements (> 0.5 mg/l) were common. The primary
exceptions to this were at wells CI-16-30, 17-30, 18-30, and 19-30, none of which has
been sampled during July through April. It is hard to understand, then, why Capital
believes dissolved oxygen in this — and the WT — zone is “essentially depleted.” In
addition, negative ORP values rarely exceeded (were less than) -100 mV at any well.
While Ecology does not disagree that reductive declorination may nevertheless be
occurring, the Report should have noted those observations which do not favor, and may
perhaps even suggest suppression of, effective reductive dechlorination.

Ecology agrees that the intermediate zone appears to be more reducing than shallower
depths; this is typical within the Duwamish Valley. It is possible, then, that sulfate is
being reduced, though sulfide was never detected. It is also possible that ethene/ethane
are being generated, though again, despite what the text states on page 21, Table 13
indicates that neither have been detected. Chloride levels at the intermediate depth are a
bit higher than those found in the shallow zone, but Ecology does not concur that this
suggests that “complete reductive dechlorination of PCE and/or TCE is occurring,”
unless by this Capital only means that the two compounds could have been degraded to
less highly-substituted ethenes.

. Pages 6-24 and 6-25, section 6.2.4.1. In this sub-section Capital discusses COC

detections in water table zone wells. The Report notes multiple times that contaminants
have not reached the Duwamish Waterway. Ecology agrees that COCs have not been
detected at wells 13WT, 16WT, 18WT, and 19WT. Three of these four wells, however,
were only sampled in May and June of 2012; it is therefore premature to draw a confident
conclusion about how high current concentrations may be during other times of the year.

COCs have been detected at Well 17WT, just east of Slip 2. Concentrations are
relatively low, but suggest that PCE, TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, and vinyl chloride are reaching
surface water. Capital may be correct that a release on the CalPortland property has led
to the contamination, or part of the contamination, detected at 17WT. At this point,
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however, as Ecology has noted in Comment #3535, identifying CalPortland as the source is
premature and speculative.

The second and third paragraphs of 6.2.4.1 are only approved as part of the final RI
Report with the following modifications:

“The COPC data indicate...in the Water Table Zone. The TCE plume...towards
wells CI-14-WT and CI-13-WT. Wells C/-17-WT, CI-16-WT, CI-18-WT...in the
Water Table Zone. The concentrations of...in up-gradient wells, suggesting a
possible separate source on the CalPortland property. The distribution
of...Capital Property. Low concentrations...well 11-WT. The PCE plume...of
the Capital Property. No COPCs were detected in sentry wells CI-16-WT, CI-18-
WT, or CI-19-WT in May and June of 201 2.

“The COPC maps indicate. . .monitoﬁng period. COPCs at concentrations... have
not been detected in downgradient monitoring wells CI-13-WT, CI-16-WT, CI-18-
WT, or CI-19-WT.”

Pages 6-24 and 6-25, section 6.2.4.2. This sub-section of the Report is devoted to a
discussion of COC detections in shallow zone wells. In the second paragraph of 6.2.4.2
Capital states that contaminants in this zone have not reached the Duwamish Waterway.
Ecology disagrees; Figure 8 clearly shows COC detections in wells at the river bank.

Ecology agrees that COCs have not been detected at wells 13-30, 16-30, or 18-30. Wells
16 and 18 are new, however, and were only sampled in May and June of 2012. It is
premature to draw a confident conclusion about how high current concentrations may be
during other times of the year. Furthermore, 16-30, 18-30, and 19-30 (where vinyl
chloride was detected) are not the only wells “nearest...to the LDW...” Well 17-30
(where TCE or vinyl chloride was detected'?) is also near the Waterway (Slip 2).

The second paragraph of 6.2.4.2 is only approved as part of the final RI Report with
the following truncation and modifications:

“A TCE plume...and CI-14-35. The plume is... to an area fowards well CI-13-
30. Wells CI-17-30, CI-16-30, CI-18-30, and CI-19-30 are...Shallow Zone. No
TCE was detected in wells CI-16-30 or CI-18-30 in May and June of 2012.”

Page 6-26, section 6.2.4.2. The identified sources for detections of vinyl chloride at CI
wells 19-30 and 17-30 reflect Capital’s opinion, based on the company’s interpretation of
site data. Ecology has not formed the same conclusions.

Please note: in Art Brass’s comments on Capital’s Report they stated that they did not
agree that well CI-19-30 represents “the southern edge of the vinyl chloride plume from
the ABP Facility.” Art Brass believes the low vinyl chloride concentrations detected

? Figure 8 indicates TCE; Table 10 indicates vinyl chloride.
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recently in samples from this well are cons1stent with the dlffuse area-wide vinyl
chloride plume attributable to multiple sources.’

The first full sentence on the page and the following sentence are therefore only
approved as part of the final RI Report with these modifications:

“Capital Industries believes the vinyl chloride detected...the ABP facility. Vinyl
chloride...property and Capital Industries believes this likely represents... Water
" Table Zone.”

Page 6-26, section 6.2.4.3. The first paragraph of this section states that TCE was not
detected in intermediate zone monitoring wells at concentrations exceeding SLs. As
noted in comments received from Environment International, “TCE was detected above
screening levels in June 2010, according to [the] isoconcentration map for [the]
intermediate zone (now Figure 27)...” A TCE concentration of 98 g/l was measured in
groundwater collected from well 137-50.

Environment International also noted that “the figure references in the first paragraph of
section 6.2.4.3 are wrong...” Instead of referring to Figures 26 through 33 in the first
sentence, the Report refers to Figures 17 through 21.

In addition, the second paragraph of the section refers to increasing viny! chloride
concentrations “to the northwest (monitoring well CI-141-50).” Ecology agrees that
higher intermediate zone vinyl chloride levels have been detected in the western part of
the RI study area. But the better parenthetical reference here would have been Figure 9.
Although vinyl chloride levels at well 141-50 have been elevated (the figure says the max
concentration has been 110 pg/1), higher levels have been detected at B10, B11, and at
well 15-60. The latter two locations are south of well 141-50 and Fidalgo St.

The first paragraph of 6.2.4.3 is therefore only approved as part of the final RI
Report with these modifications:

“The interpreted distribution...plan view on Figures 26 through 33. These maps
illustrate. .. Intermediate Zone. PCE was not detected in monitoring wells
exceeding...Intermediate Zone. The COPC...35 through 37.”

Page 6-26, section 6.2.4.3. This sub-section discusses COC detections in intermediate
zone wells. In the second paragraph of 6.2.4.3 Capital states detections at well 141-50
are likely due to a source at the “ABP Facility.” Capital may be correct, but Ecology has
not reached the same conclusion.

Later in the paragraph it is stated that contaminants in the intermediate zone have not
reached the Duwamish Waterway. Again, Capital may be right, but there are few
intermediate zone wells located close to the Waterway to confirm this assertion. Low
levels of vinyl chloride have been detected upgradient of the Waterway at wells 13-60,
17-70, and 12-60. The compound was detected at higher levels at direct push points B20
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and B23, and at well 15-60. A better conclusion, from Ecology’s perspective, is that
based on the RI data, vinyl chloride at this depth is unlikely to be currently discharging
to the Waterway at concentrations exceeding the SL. -

In addition, the statement locating the vinyl chloride plume “between monitoring wells
CI-15-60 and CI-12-60,” even if referring only to concentrations exceeding the SL,
appears to ignore DP data from points B20 and B23.

The first three sentences of the second paragraph of 6.2.4.3 are only approved as
part of the final RI Report with the following truncation and modifications:

“The vinyl chloride data..., indicating a likely source up-gradient and to the
northeast. Vinyl chloride...Intermediate Zone, but concentrations at CI-12-60,
13-60, 14-70, and 16-60 are currently below the screening level. The vinyl
chloride plume appears to extend generally southwest to areas just west of East
Marginal Way South.”

Page 6-27, section 6.2.4.3. Point of clarification: Perhaps it is a minor point, but Capital
does not know if “COPCs exceeding screening levels have...reached beyond sentry wells
CI-13-60 or CI-16-60.” The company may assume this, but intermediate zone
groundwater downgradient of these two points has not been sampled.

Page 6-30, section 6.2.5.1. Point of clarification: A well “CI-14-40" is identified for
Shallow Zone Source 2 in the second bullet, which may be a typographical error (this is
what Ecology has assumed). Based on the specified distance (1,050 feet) to the
Waterway and Table 15, the source well should be CG-141-40.

Page 6-30, section 6.2.5.1. Point of clarification: The text states that the hydraulic
conductivity (K) value used for the modeling is the average (geometric mean) of the
selected available K estimates. The K values calculated for the Water Table and Shallow
Zones, however, appear to be below the range of K values derived from the slug tests and
tidal study, specified on page 5-28. As PSC has noted (see their enclosed comments):
“The report’s analysis of the sensitivity of the BIOCHLOR model indicates that the
model results are sensitive to changes in the hydraulic conductivity. The use of hydraulic
conductivity values that are lower than values stated in the report as representative of the
ClI Investigation Area is likely to result in model predictions that are not conservative and
that underestimate the potential concentrations of contaminants that could reach the
Duwamish Waterway.”

Ecology agrees with PSC’s comment. Although we have not requested that Capital re-
run the BIOCHLOR model during the RI with higher and more representative K values,
more representative K values should be used in future FS modeling.

Page 6-31, section 6.2.5.1. Point of clarification: Ecology agrees with the methodology
used to calculate longitudinal dispersivity using the Xu and Eckstein Equation. However,
the plume length of 1,730 feet is larger than the distances between the Waterway and all
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three modeled sources. Larger dispersivity values will underestimate the potential
discharge concentrations that could reach the Waterway from the three source areas. In
future FS modeling, the distances from each source area should be used to calculate
dispersivity values.

Page 6-34, section 6.2.5.2. The last sentence of the second paragraph states that
BIOCHLOR modeling simulations are conservative (since Capital has ehosen to use a
continuous source term and long half-lives) and do not account for tidal mixing that will
dilute COPC concentrations before they enter the Waterway. While Ecology agrees that
some conservatism is associated with Capital’s source term selection, we consider this
both necessary and reasonable when using analytical/screening models such as
BIOCHLOR.

The selected half-lives, in our opinion, are not necessarily conservative. Given the
persistence of cVOCs in groundwater after many years following the primary source
release(s) and secondary source removal, actual degradation rates for certain
dechlorination steps may be slower than Capital expects.

In addition, tidal mixing near the Waterway was not characterized during the RI. The
statement concerning dilution of COPC concentrations by tidal mixing is therefore, in our
view, a general hypothesis, not demonstrated by RI measurements obtained at this site.
One could also state — as a general hypothesis — that the modeling does not account for
preferential pathways, which will have the effect of increasing COPC groundwater levels
discharging to the Waterway. Again, RI characterization to date has not confirmed or
refuted such a hypothesis for this site.

For these reasons the last sentence of the second paragraph is not part of the
approved RI Report.

Page 6-34, section 6.2.5.2. Ecology is not opposed to the additional modeling Capital
performed, using alternative source terms. As a form of model sensitivity analysis this
may have been appropriate. However, we do not agree that a decaying source is
necessarily more “realistic”. Even though dissolved-phase ¢VOCs may eventually
attenuate after all secondary sources are depleted, Capital’s RI data are not adequate to
identify a decaying or decreasing trend for the site area’s dissolved plumes. The second
sentence of the third paragraph: “Although...dispersion,” is therefore not approved
as part of the final RI Report.

The last paragraph of section 6.2.5.2 (continued onto page 6-35) appears to be discussing
modeling results for the Water Table Zone. Ecology’s view is that the data-trend
information presented in Appendix H (for Shallow Zone wells CI-12-30 and CI-14-35)
cannot be used to support the choice and use of a decaying source for the Water Table
Zone. The first (partial) sentence on page 6-35 is theréfore only approved as part of
the final RI Report with the following modification (truncation):

“concentrations in the Water Table...concentrations over time (Appendix H).”
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Note: Appendix H presents modeling runs that applied input source concentrations
which appear to be inconsistent with Table 15. Almost all of the input concentrations are
less than the maximum — and some are even less than the average — source concentrations
listed in Table 15. Please see Ecology’s comments on Appendix H below.

74. Page 6-35, section 6.2.5.2. Point of clarification: Ecology believes the discussion on this
page contains several speculative assertions that are poorly supported by Capital’s site
data and modeling results. In our opinion:

e it is premature to discuss the conservativeness of applying a decaying source
before a decreasing trend can be positively identified throughout the cVOC
plumes. Two shallow wells, CI-12-30 and CI-14-35, may indeed show a
decreasing trend; but data from only 6 to 7 points have been collected during the
RI. While we agree that testing a decaying source for the Shallow Zone in Source
1 modeling as part of a sensitivity analysis was appropriate, the decaying source
discussion for the two wells should then have been presented in the sensitivity
analysis section; i

e recent data from CI-17, CI-18, and CI-19 do not, as the Report contends, indicate
that COPCs originating from the Capital Property are not currently reaching the
Waterway. Nor have we concluded that sources on the CalPortland Property have
released HVOCs near the Waterway. In addition, it is not clear to us what
modeling results the company was attempting to confirm; and,

e characterization of tidally-influenced dispersion and mixing has not been an RI
task." Ecology assumes, however, that tidal mixing or tidally-influenced
dispersion is likely to be limited to a narrow zone along the bank of the
Waterway. In our view none of the current monitoring wells (including CI-17,
CI-18, and CI-19) are subject to tidal mixing or tidally-influenced dispersion.

The first full paragraph is therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report
with the following modifications/truncation:

“When a decaying...average COPC source concentrations. Shallow Zone
simulations...is overly conservative. A relatively low...in these simulations.
Although the effects of tidal mixing cannot be incorporated into the BIOCHLOR
model, idally influenced dispersion and mixing have been recognized in
groundwater...Kohout 1960). Dilution and dispersion associated...in many
coastal areas. Therefore, tidal influences may decrease COPC groundwater
concentrations discharging to the LDW.”

' To be valuable, such an effort would likely need to be rigorous (both in terms of the characterization activity itself
and Ecology review) and costly.
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75. Page 6-36, section 6.2.5.2. Ecology generally agrees with Capital’s sensitivity analysis
‘approach and results. However, the sensitivity analysis should have also included the
maximum concentrations base case. This should be included during future FS modeling.

In addition, although Ecology agrees that source concentration, Aquifer K values, and
cVOC degradation half-lives are the key and most sensitive modeling-input parameters,
we disagree with the following statements in the last paragraph of 6.2:

“However, both source concentration and hydraulic conductivity are reasonably
well-established by site-specific data. For solute half-life, relatively conservative
baseline literature values were selected for the modeling. Overall, the sensitivity
analysis results support the conclusion that current source concentrations will not
results in COPCs above screening levels reaching the LDW within a reasonable
range of Input parameters.”

PSC has noted (please see their enclosed comments), and Ecology agrees, that Capital’s
BIOCHLOR base case model did not apply representative hydraulic conductivity values
for the Water Table and Shallow Zones. Various site characterizations show that aquifer
K values within the Lower Duwamish valley can vary two to three orders of magnitude.
Significant increases in aquifer K values are observed from the eastern edge to the central
portion of the valley near the Waterway. For Capital’s Source 1 area (550 feet from the
Waterway) we should expect aquifer K values significantly higher than the value used as
the base case input. :

Furthermore, neither Capital nor Ecology knows if the literature biodegradation rates are
necessarily conservative for the Capital RI study area or the larger west-of-4" impacted
area. Persistent TCE and vinyl chloride plumes have been observed in various areas,
which may indicate that degradation is actually slower than model predictions suggest.

If Capital’s modeling utilized K and biodegradation values which (albeit unintentionally)
do not — or cannot — conservatively represent site-specific conditions and complexity
within the study area, some groundwater COPCs may discharge to the Waterway at
concentrations above screening levels. Since the last paragraph of section 6.2 does
not, in our view, properly acknowledge this scenario, it is only approved as part of
the final RI Report with the following modifications:

“Results of the...Table 17. The most-sensitive...over baseline conditions. The
sensitivity analysis...half-life are increased. However, source concentration is
reasonably well-established by site-specific data. For solute half-life, relatively slow
biodegradation rates were selected from the literature for the modeling. Overall,
Capital Industries believes the sensitivity analysis results support our conclusion
that current source concentrations will not result in COPCs above screening levels
reaching the LDW.”

76. Page 6-37, section 6.3. Point of clarification: As Ecology has noted above, the Report
does not demonstrate that study area concentrations of 1,1-DCE are below applicable
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screening levels. The first sentence on the page should therefore be re-visited during the
FS after Capital has compared site data to 1,1-DCE SLs.

Pages 6-37 and 6-38, section 6.3.1. The Report identifies two potential receptor groups
for inhalation of COCs: future construction workers and indoor receptors (via VI).
Ecology agrees that the receptors of concern for this exposure route include indoor
workers, future indoor residents, and belowground workers (trenchers). Outdoor
aboveground workers and (future outdoor) residents should also have been identified as
potential receptors (please see Comment #8 above). Current covering in those parts of
the site area where shallow groundwater is contaminated minimizes outdoor inhalation
risks, but it is not sufficient to limit the assessment to only these areas and the current,
covered scenario. For the RI Capital should have focused on:

e  VOC (due to shallow groundwater and/or soil volatilization) inhalation for current
aboveground outdoor workers

o  VOC (due to shallow groundwater and/or soil volatilization) inhalation for future
aboveground outdoor workers and residents

e VOC (due to shallow groundwater and/or soil volatilization) inhalation for current
and future trenchers

e  VOC (via vapor intrusion and due to shallow groundwater and/or soil
volatilization) inhalation for current indoor workers

e VOC (via vapor intrusion and due to shallow groundwater and/or soil
volatilization) inhalation for future indoor workers and residents

e Dust (soil particulate) inhalation

The 6.3.1 discussion of the vapor pathway at the bottom of page 6-37 is therefore

only approvéd as part of the final RI Report with the following modifications:

“The potential human...Area of Investigation are:
e [Exposure to vapors volatilizing...construction workers;
e Vapor intrusion from...indoor ambient air; and,
e [nhalation of contaminants volatilizing from soils and/or shallow
groundwater by aboveground workers and — potentially, in the future —
residents, in areas where the ground surface is not effectively covered.”

In addition, on page 6-38 Capital notes that construction worker risk can be mitigated via
“institutional and engineering controls.” This is true. However, the Report should then
have distinguished between those construction workers working on the Capital property
from those working elsewhere. While Capital can fairly easily “control” the exposures to
individuals working on its own property, the same cannot be said for off-property
workers. In addition, the Report should have noted that a possible future scenario
includes the absence of Capital Industries from the 5801 3" Ave. property. While a
restrictive covenant could be established for the property (not, presumably, for nearby
properties), requiring controls on future subsurface work, why should we presume during
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78.

9.

the RI that this is the most cost-effective and MTCA-compliant “action” to address the
concern?

Page 6-38, section 6.3.1. As noted in General Comment #1, complete exposure pathways
can be associated with either acceptable or unacceptable health risk. For vapor intrusion,
the migration and exposure pathway are typically perceived as complete when there is a
subsurface source, an occupied building, and a means for soil gas VOCs to enter that
building. Consequently, Ecology disagrees that Tier 3 assessments have concluded that
the VI pathway is “incomplete” at any of the investigated buildings. The second and
third sentences of the second paragraph are therefore only approved as part of the
final RI Report with the following modifications:

“The results of the Tier 3 VI Assessments conducted indicated that VI was not
resulting in unacceptable impacts to indoor air quality at five of the nine...Area
of Investigation. Additional Tier 3 sampling...to better confirm the absence of
unacceptable V1 impacts.”

In addition, Ecology agrees that pursuant to its VI program under the RI, Capital has
evaluated current VI risk and responded, as needed, when it has appeared that current
risks may be unacceptable. In this section of the Report, however, the pathway should
also have been discussed within the “cleanup” context. Mitigation is typically viewed as
an interim action, not a final cleanup action. Plus, the future unrestricted land use
scenario that the MTCA soil and groundwater cleanup standards address anticipates the
possibility of different building use, different buildings, and residential development.
The Report should have noted this and then proceeded to describe the site areas and
media, where - based on a comparison of site soil, soil gas, and/or shallow groundwater
VOC data to SLs — vapor intrusion could be a concern in the unrestricted future. These
areas/media must be identified in the FS.

Page 6-38, section 6.3.2. Receptors can be exposed to contaminated soils via several
pathways and routes. For the RI Capital should have focused on:

e Direct contact (ingestion and dermal contact), for current aboveground workers

e Direct contact (ingestion and dermal contact), for future aboveground workers

and residents
e Direct contact (ingestion and dermal contact), for current and future belowground
workers (trenchers)
 Dust (soil particulate) inhalation for current aboveground outdoor workers
e Dust (soil particulate) inhalation for future aboveground outdoor workers and
residents
e Dust (soil particulate) inhalation for current and future trenchers
e VOC (due to soil volatilization) inhalation for current aboveground outdoor
~workers
e VOC inhalation for future aboveground outdoor workers and residents
e VOC inhalation for current and future trenchers
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e VOC (due to soil volatilization into soil gas, and then vapor intrusion) inhalation
for current indoor workers

e VOC (due to soil volatilization into soil gas, and then vapor intrusion) inhalation
for future indoor workers and residents

e VOC (due to soil leaching to groundwater, followed by volatilization into soil gas
and then vapor intrusion) inhalation for current indoor workers

e VOC (due to soil leaching to groundwater, followed by volatilization into soil gas
and then vapor intrusion) inhalation for future indoor workers and residents

o Future Waterway receptors exposed to soil contamination that has leached to
groundwater and then discharged to surface water

Section 6.3.2 appears to mention only the third through sixth bullets above, and then only
for non-residential receptors.

The Report states that soil COC concentrations are below SLs protective of “direct
contact or inhalation for construction workers during excavations.” However, it is hard
to see how Capital reached this conclusion. If site soil concentrations are below Method
B or C direct contact cleanup levels, Ecology agrees that trenchers exposed to soil via
direct contact are protected. But it does not appear that Capital has calculated any SLs
‘protective of a trencher who inhales VOCs or dust; nor does it appear that the Report
contains SLs protective of aboveground (outdoor) workers exposed to contaminated dusts
or VOCs. Although Ecology agrees that current covering in the site area “minimizes the
risk of direct contact” as well as exposures to inhalation risks, it is not sufficient to limit
the assessment to only the current scenario.

The 6.3.2 discussion of the soil pathway on page 6-38 is therefore only approved as
part of the final RI Report with the following modifications (addition of two
bullets): '

“The potential human... Area of Investigation are:
e Incidental ingestion and...construction workers during excavations;
e Inhalation of soil...generated during excavation;
® Direct contact with COPCs in soil by future aboveground workers (should
cover be removed), and
e Direct contact with COPCs in soil by future residents (should cover be
removed and areas where soil is contaminated be developed for residential
use).
Concentrations of COPCs have not...protective of direct contact for construction
workers during excavations. The limited area...the risk of direct contact.”

80. Page 6-39, section 6.3.3. Receptors can be exposed to groundwater contaminants via
several pathways and routes. For the RI Capital should have focused on:
o Direct contact (ingestion and dermal contact), for current and future belowground
workers (trenchers)
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e  VOC (due to shallow groundwater volatilization) inhalation for current
aboveground outdoor workers

e VOC inhalation for future aboveground outdoor workers and residents

e VOC inhalation for current and future trenchers

e VOC (via vapor intrusion) inhalation for current indoor workers

e VOC inhalation for future indoor workers and residents .

e Waterway receptors exposed to groundwater contamination that has discharged to
surface water

Section 6.3.3 appears to mention only the first bullet above. Therefore, the 6.3.3
discussion of the groundwater pathway is only approved as part of the final RI
Report with the following modifications:

“The potential human...Area of Investigation are:
e Incidental ingestion and... during excavations that extend into groundwater;
e Ingestion of groundwater as a drinking water source; and
o Those surface water pathways described below for groundwater
contamination that discharges to surface water.

“The ground surface in many areas overlying groundwater contamination is capped
with...structures. In these areas, therefore, excavation activities would...to human
health. So potential exposure pathways include.. .during excavations. Future
development activities...contaminated groundwater to belowground workers and,
potentially, residents.

“No groundwater supply...Are of Investigation. In addition,...city limits. As
discussed in Section 2.3.5, Groundwater Use, Capital Industries believes groundwater
in the RI study area is a non-potable resource, cannot be used...Area of
Investigation.”

81. Page 6-40, section 6.3.4. The second-to-last paragraph of 6.3.4 states that sampling and
modeling results “confirm” that COPC concentrations greater than SLs do not and will
not discharge to the Waterway. As Ecology has noted in other comments, we disagree
that this is the case. We also disagree that surface water-related exposure pathways are
incomplete.

The last 6.3.4 paragraph asserts that screening-level modeling results “confirm” that
elevated levels of vinyl chloride may reach the Waterway in 15 years. It goes on to argue
that the company’s modeling was “extremely conservative” and the “potential for
contaminated groundwater to reach the LDW is low.” Ecology disagrees. We do not
believe that Capital’s modeling confirms anything about the future fate and transport of
groundwater contamination. And, while certain modeling inputs were conservatively
chosen, we also believe it is incorrect to characterize the modeling results as “extremely
conservative.” Certain COPCs in the RI study area may not reach the Waterway at
detectable levels, but Ecology believes others will (and probably already have).
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The last two paragraphs of 6.3.4 are therefore only approved as part of the final RI
Report with the following modifications:

“Capital Industries believes the results from the RI...to the LDW. Therefore, Capital
Industries concludes there is no complete exposure pathway for surface water.

“BIOCHLOR modeling results indicate that concentrations of...in 15 years.
Although there may be...in the future, Capital Industries believes the model
parameters are...LDW is low. Sensitivity analysis results...levels reaching the LDW,
based on a range of input parameters Capital Industries believes is reasonable.”

Page 6-40, section 6.4.1. As noted in Comment #5356 above, 1,4-dioxane should not be
considered a “secondary” COPC. In addition, as we have discussed in other comments,
Ecology does not agree that Capital has shown that CalPortland and “a former tenant at
the tenant at the Pacific Food Systems North Building” are sources of COPCs. The last
sentence of 6.4.1 is therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with the
following modification:

“The sources of the COPCs include the Capital Property, and the BDC, PSC, and
ABP facilities.”

Page 6-41, section 6.4.1.1. Ecology disagrees with the last sentence of the sub-section:
“...COPCs have not reached and will not reach the LDW from sources within the Capital
Area of Investigation.” In our opinion the Report has not demonstrated this conclusion.
There is a significant difference between concluding that COPCs do not, and will not,
reach the Waterway, and concluding that COPCs do not, and will not, reach the
Waterway above surface water-based SLs. The Report, at least here, concludes the

- former, and there is little support provided for confidently concluding that no

84.

85.

groundwater COPC will ever reach the Waterway/Slip 2. The sentence is therefore
excluded from the final, approved RI Report.

Pages 6-41 and 6-42, sections 6.4.1.2 and 6.4.1.3. Point of clarification: In the
discussions regarding vinyl chloride in the shallow and intermediate zones the Report
states that a source is the PSC-Georgetown facility. Ecology agrees that vinyl chloride is
elevated in shallow and intermediate zone groundwater approaching 4™ Ave. S. This
suggests that releases from the PSC-Georgetown facility are contributing to west-of-4%
vinyl chloride detections. However, Ecology views this source as only one of the
contributors to the significantly higher levels of vinyl chloride observed in Capital’s more
westerly study area.

Page 6-42, section 6.4.1.3. Point of clarification: The last paragraph before section 6.4.2
states that COPC concentrations decrease with depth in Capital’s RI study area. Ecology
assumed the statement was meant to refer to groundwater generally, and not exclusively
the intermediate zone. For all groundwater zones, this statement may often be true, but
vinyl chloride is a COPC and it clearly does not demonstrate such behavior at a number
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90.

of locations. The Report should have qualified the statement in the first sentence so that
it was clear which specific COPCs the authors were referring to.

Page 6-42, section 6.4.2. The second, third, and fourth sentences of 6.4.2 are not, in
Ecology’s opinion, well-supported by data in the RI Report. Please see several of our
related comments above. These three sentences are excluded from the final,
approved RI Report.

Page 6-43, section 6.4.2. The second sentence of the first paragraph on this page states
that TCE and vinyl chloride in the water table and shallow zones is migrating into
Capital’s study area from Blaser, Art Brass, and PSC. This may be true, but in Ecology’s
opinion, “the data” do not necessarily indicate this. TCE levels at wells 7-40 and 8-40
have been below detection limits. It is not obvious to Ecology, then, why Capital
believes PSC is contributing TCE to the shallow zone in the company’s study area. TCE
levels along Mead, west of 2™ Ave., have been low in both the water table and shallow
zones. So again, it is not obvious to Ecology, why Capital believes Art Brass is
contributing TCE to the water table and shallow zones in its RI study area. The sentence
is therefore excluded from the final, approved RI Report.

Page 6-43, section 6.4.2. The third sentence of the first paragraph states that a source for
groundwater contamination “has been identified” on the CalPortland property. Capital’s
suspicion about the cause for cVOC detections at well 17WT and 17-30 cannot be stated
this strongly in a Report Ecology is being asked to approve. Please see Comment #3535
above. In addition, we also disagree that the Report has demonstrated that a non-Capital
release has led to soil contamination below the Pacific Food Systems North Building.
This is certainly possible, but in our view the Report has not shown it to be “likely.” The
third and last sentences are therefore excluded from the final, approved RI Report.

Page 6-43, section 6.4.3.1. Point of clarification: The second paragraph of this sub-
section seems to forget that in other parts of the Report Capital has stated that much of
the vinyl chloride detected in study area wells has come from an upgradient non-Capital
source. While Ecology agrees that reductive dechlorination is very likely occurring, and
that natural attenuation is limiting PCE and TCE transport, we believe the best evidence
for the latter is the low or non-detect levels of the two chemicals found in samples
collected downgradient.

Pages 6-43 and 6-44, section 6.4.3.1. Ecology disagrees with the first sentence of
6.4.3.1’s third paragraph. Monitoring and modeling results do not, in our view,
“confirm” that PCE, TCE, and cis-1,2-DCE will not reach the Waterway/Slip 2 in any
water-bearing zone. Please see our related comments above. The third and fourth
paragraphs of 6.4.3.1 are therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report
with the following modifications: ‘ :

“Modeling results suggest that vinyl chloride...over time. Peak concentrations
at...of 1.28 pg/l. Similarly, simulated...of 1.69 pg/l. However, Capital
Industries believes these simulations were run under very conservative
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assumptions, including...of the source. The simulations also... for tidal mixing.
As noted in Section 6.2.5,... decaying source term, which Capital Industries
believes is more realistic...at the LDW.

“Concentrations of the COPC 1,4-dioxane have...Capital property. These
results...to groundwater. Concentrations of iron...Capital Area of Investigation.
Capital Industries believes these metals were not released at the Property, but are
present due to groundwater geochemical conditions in the Area of Investigation.”

RI SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS (7)

01,

92.

93

94.

Pages 7-1 and 7-2, section 7.1.1. 1,1-DCE should have also been listed as a COPC on
page 1. Please see Comment #13 above.

Ecology agrees with the list of six contaminants provided at the top of page 2 if:
a) cis-1,2-DCE and trans-1,2-DCE have not been detected in soils, groundwater, or
soil gas at levels exceeding SLs, and
b) 1,1-DCE has not been detected in soils, groundwater, or soil gas at levels
exceeding SLs.
This should be verified during the FS.

Page 7-2, section 7.1.1. Ecology is not confident that solvents used at Capital in the past
never included 1,4-dioxane. We do agree, however, that with the possible exception of
the 2010 water table detections of 1,4-dioxane at 137WT, MW7, and 11WT, groundwater
dioxane contamination in Capital’s study area appears to be primarily due to
contamination migrating into the area from east of 4™ Ave. S. The second sentence of
the second-to-last paragraph of 7.1.1 is included in the final, approved RI Report,
but only by modification to:

“Capital Industries believes that operation at the Capital Property...source of 1,4-
dioxane.”

Page 7-2, section 7.1.2. The first paragraph of the section identifies some sources of
releases that are, at this time, essentially speculative. Please see our related comments
above. The second sentence of the paragraph is therefore only approved as part of
the final RI Report with the following truncation:

“Other sources include releases from the BDC, ABP, and PSC facilities.”

Page 7-3, section 7.1.3. This section of the Report repeats previous Capital assertions
about COPCs that have and have not been detected at elevated levels in soils, and the
adequacy of site soil characterization. As noted in comments above, Ecology believes

- the Report omits several soil sampling locations when identifying locations where COPC

SLs have been exceeded. We have also been clear in our comments on the draft RI
Report, as well as in follow-up discussions regarding those comments, that we do not feel
soil contamination in the study area is well-characterized. This is especially true for soils
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currently located within the Plant 2 building footprint. We agree with Capital that later,
when cleanup options are considered, soil data gaps can be revisited to determine which
should be filled and when. But this is different than crediting the RI with sufficiently
delineating the nature and extent of soil contamination, irrespective of the cleanup action
ultimately chosen. '

In addition, Ecology does not concur that the Report has demonstrated that the Pacific
Food System North Building is a “source area” — if by this the Report means a subsurface
source of PCE and TCE not due to Capital releases.

Therefore, the only portion of section 7.1.3 included in the final, approved RI
Report is a modification of the last sentence:

“The characterization of the nature and extent of VOCs in soil at the Capital Area
of Investigation, with the exception of soils beneath the Pacific Food System
North Building, is adequate for beginning an evaluation of technically feasible
cleanup alternatives.”

Pages 7-3 and 7-4, section 7.1.4. In the discussion of the water table zone the Report
states that PCE, TCE, and vinyl chloride do not reach the Waterway based on sampling
results from wells 18WT and 16WT. Ecology agrees that the compounds were not
detected in groundwater samples collected from these wells in May/June 2012. However,
neither well is located as close to the Waterway as wells 19WT and 17WT, and neither
has been sampled more than twice or during months outside of May and June. All three
compounds have been detected in samples from 17WT.

Capital goes on here to assert that a “source of PCE, TCE, and vinyl chloride” is present
at the CalPortland facility. As noted in comments above, the Report has not
demonstrated that such a source exists; at this time it is merely a Capital suspicion, based
on well 17 detections (of primarily PCE) that were not expected.

The fourth and fifth sentences of 7.1.4’s “Water Table Zone” paragraph are
therefore only approved as part of the final RI Report with the following
modifications: :

“Monitoring well data from sentinel wells CI-18-WT and CI-16-WT suggest that
PCE, TCE, and vinyl chloride in the Water Table Zone may not be currently
reaching the LDW downgradient of these wells. Capital believes there is a source
of...cluster location CI-17.”

Page 7-4, section 7.1.4. In the second paragraph of the discussion of shallow zone
contamination the Report states that vinyl chloride levels increase in the vicinity of well
“17-40.” This well location is described as “west and down-gradient of a source area
identified up-gradient and north of Capital Plant 5, and northeast of monitoring well CG-
141-40.”
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Ecology assumed (the Report does not say) that the “source area” referred to here is
groundwater contamination in the vicinity of DP point B28, and Capital used the term
“source area” to simply connote an area with higher vinyl chloride concentrations.
However, there is no well “17-40.” If the Report meant well 17-30 and was indeed
referring to an area near B28, Figure 24 does not suggest that well 17-30 is downgradient
of B28. It is also possible that Capital was referring to well 15-40, not 17-30. In any
case, this sentence should be clarified during the FS. The second sentence of the
second “Shallow Zone” paragraph is not included in the approved, final RI Report.

Page 7-5, section 7.1.4. In the first paragrdph of the discussion of intermediate zone
contamination the Report states that vinyl chloride levels increase in the vicinity of well

*17-60.” This appears to be a typographical error similar to the one noted in the

comment above, and perhaps Capital was referring to well 15-60. This sentence should
be clarified during the FS. The third sentence of the paragraph is not included in the
approved, final RI Report.

Pages 7-5 and 7-6, section 7.1.5. The second sentence of this section, claiming that PCE
and TCE will be completely reduced to COz in the WT-zone, is — in Ecology’s opinion —
an overstatement of what Capital’s RI geochemical data indicate. Please see our related
comments above. The sentence is not included in the approved, final RI Report.

Ecology agrees that the geochemistry of deeper groundwater is more likely to effectively
reduce chlorinated ethenes, but the Report has not made a convincing case that these
conditions will lead to the effective degradation of the less highly substituted ethenes
such as vinyl chloride (ultimately produced by the degradation of PCE and TCE). The
first sentences of the first two full paragraphs on page 6 are therefore only approved
as part of the final RI Report with the following modifications:

“Measurements of geochemical conditions...indicate that groundwater conditions
may be amenable to the complete ...and/or TCE.” ‘

In addition, as noted in comments above, ethene was not detected in Capital’s study area,
according to Table 13. It is unclear, then, why the first sentence of the last 7.1.5
paragraph states that ethene is “present.”

Pages 7-7, section 7.1.6. Ecology generally agrees that head differences between the
aquifer zones are relatively small in Capital’s RI study area. However, as noted above,
we disagree that the vertical hydraulic gradient is not a factor in vertical transport of
contaminants. A downward hydraulic gradient may exist in unpaved areas due to
infiltration, while an upward gradient likely occurs near the Waterway, resulting from the
saltwater wedge. These gradients play an important role in contaminant transport. The
third paragraph on page 7-7 is therefore not included in the approved RI Report.

Furthermore, the RI Report would have been improved by a thoughtful discussion of the
possibility of enhanced groundwater transport via preferential pathways within the study
area. Such pathways could confound our expectations regarding: a) what is
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“downgradient” (i.€., could result in higher than anticipated COC levels in areas that
would not be expected to be in the primary path of contaminated groundwater flow), and
b) COC levels in locations approaching the Waterway (i.e., could result in higher than
anticipated COC levels in downgradient locations where we would have expected more
attenuation in concentrations). Though the Report repeats a number of times Capital’s
belief that its modeling is overly-conservative, there is little acknowledgement of the
transport uncertainty associated with unknown preferential pathways. During the F'S
Capital should improve upon its understanding of possible saturated zone preferential
pathways, and how these pathways may be affecting COC transport.

100. Pages 7-9 through 7-14, section 7.1.7. As noted in Comment #36 above, Ecology
understands that the Report’s discussion of vapor intrusion assessments conducted
during the RI has chosen to refer to contemporary action levels. Some of these levels
have changed since the time of the assessments; for PCE and TCE the levels have
increased.

Also, as noted above, Ecology does not agree that the Tier 3 assessments at Plant 1,
Plant 2, and Mobile Crane concluded the VI pathways at those locations were
“incomplete.” Concluding that the risk is acceptably low does not necessarily mean the
pathway is incomplete. The three sentences on pages 7-9 and 7-10, referring to an
incomplete VI pathway at the shipping office, QC/laser office, and Mobile Crane
“(respectively), are therefore not included as part of the final approved RI Report.

101. Page 7-13, section 7.1.7. The second paragraph under “Gull Industries Building...”
states that the “NCCEF values were 0 for all three samples.” As noted in comments
above, PCE and TCE were detected and are also non-carcinogens; therefore, the NCCEF
cannot be zero. The third sentence of this paragraph is not part of the final
approved RI Report.

102. Page 7-14, section 7.1.7. Point of clarification: Since PCE and TCE were detected in
the indoor air at the Gull building, the Report should not have said the Tier 3 concluded
that contaminated soil gas is “not migrating to the interior of the building...” Please see
Comment #40 above. '

103. Page 7-14, section 7.1.8. As noted in comments above, Ecology does not agree that the
RI modeling indicates that PCE, TCE, and cis-1,2-DCE in groundwater are “unlikely to
reach the LDW...” The first sentence of 7.1.8 is therefore not part of the final
approved RI Report. ‘

104. Page 7-16, section 7.1.9. The “Soil Pathways™ discussion here appears to be identical to
what was presented on page 6-38. Consistent with Comment #79, the 7.1.9 discussion
of the soil pathway is only approved as part of the final RI Report with the
following modifications: .

“The potential human...Area of Investigation are:
o Incidental ingestion and...construction workers during excavations;
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o Inhalation of soil...generated during excavation;
e Direct contact with COPCs in soil by future aboveground workers (should
cover be removed); and
o Direct contact with COPCs in soil by future residents (should cover be
removed and areas where s0il is contaminated be developed for residential
use).
Concentrations of COPCs have not...protective of direct contact for construction
workers during excavations. The limited area...the risk of direct contact.”

105. Page 7-16, section 7.1.9. The “Groundwater Pathways” discussion here is similar to
what was presented on page 6-39, but more abbreviated. Consistent with Comment
#80, the 7.1.9 discussion of the groundwater pathway is only approved as part of
the final RI Report with the following modifications:

“The potential human... Area of Investigation are:
e Incidental ingestion and... during excavations that extend into groundwater;
e Ingestion of groundwater as a drinking water source; and
e Those surface water pathways described below for groundwater
contamination that discharges to surface water.

“The ground surface in many areas overlying groundwater contamination is capped
with.. .structures. In these areas, therefore, excavation activities would...to human
health. Capital Industries believes groundwater in the RI study area is a non-potable
resource and cannot be used... Investigation or adjacent properties. The groundwater
pathway for...currently incomplete.”

106. Page 7-17, section 7.1.9. The “Vapor Pathway” discussion here is almost identical to
what was presented on pages 6-37 and -38. Consistent with Comment #77, the 7.1.9
discussion of the vapor pathway is only approved as part of the final RI Report
with the following modifications:

“The potential human...Area of Investigation are:
- e [Exposure to vapors volatilizing. ..construction workers;
e Vapor intrusion from...indoor ambient air,; and,
o Inhalation of contaminants volatilizing from soils and/or shallow
groundwater by aboveground workers and — potentially, in the future —
residents, in areas where the ground surface is not effectively covered.

“The exposure risk...and engineering controls. These controls may include a
restrictive covenant on the respective property that may...during excavation.

“The exposure risk...(Farallon 2011a). The results from the Tier 3 VI Assessments
conducted indicated that VI was not resulting in unacceptable impacts to indoor air
quality at five of the nine...Area of Investigation. Additional Tier 3 sampling...to
better confirm the absence of unacceptable V1 impacts. Tier 4 VI...results. Tier 4
VI...prior to the RL.”
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107. Pages 7-17 and 7-18, section 7.1.9. The “Surface Water Pathway” discussion here is
almost identical to what was presented on pages 6-39 and -40, section 6.3.4. The first
paragraph after the bullets states that modeling results “confirm” that COPC
concentrations greater than SLs do not and will not discharge to the Waterway. The
Report then states there are no complete exposure pathways for surface water. This
paragraph is only approved as part of the final RI Report with the following
modification:

“Capital Industries believes the results from the RI...to the LDW. Therefore, Capital
Industries concludes there is no complete exposure pathway for surface water.”

'Also, consistent with Comment #81, the last 7.1.9 paragraph is only approved as part
of the final RI Report with the following modification:

“BIOCHLOR modeling results indicate that concentrations of...in 15 years.
Although there may be...in the future, Capital Industries believes the model
parameters are...LDW is low. Sensitivity analysis results...levels reaching the LDW,
based on a range of input parameters Capital Industries believes is reasonable.”

108. Page 7-18, section 7.2. Other than the last sentence on the page, Ecology generally
concurs with the concluding remarks of section 7.2. For clarification purposes,
however, we note that while the “vertical and horizontal extent of COPCs in
groundwater” has been investigated, and is well-characterized in certain areas, Ecology
would not say “fully delineated” applies to the entire study area. And while we agree
that groundwater (and soils) has been “sufficiently characterized” for the RI’s purposes,
in our mind these purposes are, and have been, limited.

The last sentence is premature. Sufficient information is now available to begin an FS;
but Ecology does not know whether additional information will be needed to complete
an FS and select a cleanup action. That will depend to a large degree on the alternatives
chosen to be evaluated. The last sentence is therefore only approved as part of the
final RI Report with the following modifications:

“There is sufficient information to begin an evaluation of technically feasible
cleanup alternatives.”

TABLES

Tables 1, 2. and 3

109. Tables 1, 2, and 3 propose screening levels (SLs) for soils, groundwater, and air.
Ecology agrees with many of these concentrations. Below, however, we have noted
different SL values for certain COCs/media/pathways that should be applied during the
FS. Because a number of Capital’s proposed SLs are, in Ecology’s opinion,
incorrect, and should not be used during the forthcoming FS, these three tables are
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not approved as part of the final RI Report. Before initiating future FS tasks Capital
should revise the three tables to address comments below and then re-submit them for
review. Revised tables should be accompanied by a discussion of the methodology used
when calculating the levels; for those SLs not based on ARARs, the equations and
equation inputs should be identified.

NOTE: Method B cleanup standards must be set low enough so that — by the
completion of cleanup — the total human health risk/hazard for all site COCs does not
exceed a risk of 1E-5 or an HI of 1.0. This is generally applied to a particular exposure
pathway and receptor group. The SL concentration values Ecology identifies below do
not take total risk/hazard into account. That is, these concentrations are only —
necessarily — protective if there is a single COC. In the FS, particular COC preliminary
cleanup levels may need to be adjusted downwards to ensure a total risk less than or
equal to 1E-5, and total HI less than or equal to 1.0, at cleanup completion.

Table 1

110. As discussed in Comment #36 above, VOCs in soils can potentially threaten indoor air

111,

quality via two migration routes. It appears that Table 1 only establishes soil SLs for
one of these routes, soil-to-groundwater-to-soil gas-to-indoor air. The resulting SLs
may therefore not be conservative (adequately protective).

Ecology believes the trans-1,2-dichloroethene (DCE) groundwater-protection soil SL
should be ~3.8 mg/kg. Ecology’s recommended concentration assumes the SL is: a)
intended to protect shallow groundwater that may serve as a VI source, and b) based on
an HQ of 1.0.1

When Table 1 is revised during the FS, Capital should identify the groundwater SL that
the “groundwater protection” soil SL is meant to protect. This applies to all COPCs, not
just trans-1,2-DCE.

1121t 1s unclear why 1,1-DCE SLs were not identified in Table 1.

Table 2

113. Some of the titles in the first column of Table 2 are incorrect. The first four rows, for

example, are all the same. Ecology assumed the second through fourth groundwater SLs
(1% column) were intended to be: ‘

e Groundwater, Method B, non-carcinogenic, residential, groundwater to indoor
air '

e Groundwater, carcinogenic, commercial, groundwater to indoor air

e (roundwater, non-carcinogenic, commercial, groundwater to indoor air

“'NOTE: if Capital used a target HQ of 0.1 in calculating this SL, the proposed concentration (0.35 ug/l) is similar
to Ecology’s recommendation.
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114.

LL3:

In addition, the “Surface Water ARAR” value is qualified as the “Aquatic Life”
concentration. The values entered in the table, however, are protective of human health.

Table 2 lists groundwater and SW SLs. For the groundwater-to-indoor air (VI) pathway,
Capital may choose to derive and utilize non-carcinogenic SLs that are based on an HQ
of 0.1. However, Method B does not require that CULs be necessarily set to such
stringent levels. Individual COC SLs can initially be set to concentrations associated
with an HQ of 1 (and then adjusted downwards, if necessary, to ensure a Hazard Index
no greater than 1). When Table 2 is revised, footnotes should clarify the target HQ per
non-carcinogenic SL.

In addition, RI commercial “Groundwater to Indoor Air Screening Levels” can certainly
be identified and/or referenced in the Report — as Capital has done here. These
concentrations are primarily used during the RI to determine if: a) subsurface
contamination appears to pose a VI threat significant enough to investigate further (by
sampling indoor air, for example), and/or b) a particular site building needs to be
mitigated. “Commercial” [PIMALs are concentrations established to protect indoor
workers, but they are not MTCA cleanup levels. No commercial air — or groundwater —
cleanup levels are defined in WAC 173-340. MTCA air cleanup levels can only be
distinguished between those concentrations that are applicable to unrestricted land use,
and those that apply to industrial land use scenarios. These are the levels Capital should
use in the FS. '

Tetrachloroethene (PCE): The standard Method B SW CULs using Equations 730-1
(non-carcinogenic) and 730-2 (carcinogenic) are ~500 and ~100 pg/l, respectively. The
corresponding PCE “API Fisher” SW CULSs should then be about 214 (non-carc) and 42
(carc) pg/l. It is unclear how Capital derived a 535 pg/l non-carcinogenic SL for PCE.

Capital’s PCE groundwater SLs protective of residential and non-residential
(“commercial™) air quality (referred to as “IPIMALS”) appear approximately correct,
except for the “commercial” non-carcinogenic SL. Ecology believes the four PCE
values should be approximately: :

a) 115 pg/l (unrestricted, carcinogenic);

b) 220 pg/l (unrestricted, non-carcinogenic, based on an HQ of 1);

¢) 270 ug/1 (“commercial,” carcinogenic); and,

d) 90 ng/l (“commercial,” non-carcinogenic, based on an HQ of 0.1).
It is unclear how Capital derived the table’s commercial non-carcinogenic value of 50

ug/l.

As noted in Comment #114 above, groundwater SLs protective of a commercial
building’s indoor air quality are not MTCA CULs."

13 Groundwater cleanup levels protective of an industrial building’s indoor air quality can be established via Method
C. However, Method C groundwater CULs must be justified and established via requirements set out in WAC 173-
340-706 and -720, which include the imposition of land/resource use controls. These concentrations will differ from
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116.

114y

118.

Trichloroethene (TCE): Ecology believes the standard (equation-based) Method B SW
CULSs for TCE should be: ~13 pg/l (as a carcinogen) and ~120 pg/l (as a non-
carcinogen). These concentrations correspond to “API Fisher” SW CULs of
approximately 5 (carc) and 50 (non-carc) pg/l. It is unclear how Capital derived a 130

ug/l non-carcinogenic SW TCE SL. The Method B groundwater CUL protective of SW
quality should be 30 ug/l.'® This concentration is the human health SW ARAR value
issued pursuant to the Clean Water Act (CWA)."

“Commercial” VI-protective groundwater SLs should be approximately 27 ng/1 for TCE
as a carcinogen and 7 png/! for TCE as a non-carcinogen. Ecology is unclear how
Capital derived the table’s proposed values (16 and 4 pg/1). Groundwater TCE SLs
protective of a commercial building’s indoor air quality are not MTCA CULs, though
they may be used for assessment purposes.

Cis-1,2-DCE: Presently there are no cis-1,2-DCE Method B or C human health SW
CULs in the CLARC database. It is unclear, then, how Capital derived the “API Fisher”
non-carcinogenic SW CUL in the table (i.e., Ecology does not know what toxicity
information the company used to calculate the 3,000 pg/1 value).

Trans-1,2-DCE: The table correctly identifies the trans-1,2-DCE CWA SW ARAR as
10,000 pg/l. The standard Method B SW CUL, however, based on use of the 173-340-
730 Equations, is 33,000 pg/l. The API Fisher SL should therefore be approximately
14,000 pg/l (HQ of 1), not 3,500 ug/l. It is unclear how Capital derived the 3500 pg/l
value.

The trans-1,2-DCE groundwater SLs based on the protectibn of indoor air quality appear
to be correct if linked to an HQ of 0.1. As with other VOCs listed in the table, trans-1,2-
DCE groundwater SLs protective of commercial air quality are not MTCA CULs.

119. Vinyl chloride: Table 2 identifies the vinyl chloride Method B SW CUL values as 1.7

and 710 pg/l, for vinyl chloride acting as a carcinogen and non-carcinogen, respectively
(based on protection of API receptors). Ecology believes the standard (equation-based)
Method B SW CULs for vinyl chloride should be: 3.7 ug/l (as a carcinogen) and 6,600
ug/l (as a non-carcinogen). The corresponding vinyl chloride “API Fisher” SW CULs

west-of-4™ “commercial IPIMALS” since Method C CULS are set to a risk of lE Soran HQ of 1 (whlchever results
in a lower concentration).

' The table lists an ecological SW SL of 47 ug/l. This may be the most conservative ecological concentration for
receptors at the Waterway. However, EPA Region 3 has recommended a lower value (21 pg/l), based on Canadian
Envuonmental Quality Guidelines for freshwater. Before developing and evaluating cleanup alternatives in the FS,
the west-of-4™ parties should determine if the Region 3 concentration is a more appropriate TCE surface water
screening level than 30 pg/l (the CWA ARAR).

UNOTE:

the CWA ARAR is not protective of human health at the Duwamish Waterway to the 1E-6 risk level.

However, it is protective of “API” human health to the 1E-5 threshold risk level if receptors are only exposed to
TCE. The TCE ARAR concentration may not be adequately protective if receptors are exposed to COCs in addition

to TCE.
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would then be about 1.5 (carc) and 2834 (non-carc) pg/l. It is unclear how Capital
derived the table’s proposed non-carcinogenic SL value.

The ecological vinyl chloride SW SL presented in the table is 12,000 pg/l. However,
the 2009 SQRT tables and the 2003 EPA Region ecological screening level tables
recommend a value of 930 pg/l. Before developing and evaluating cleanup alternatives
in the FS, the west-of-4" parties should determine the most appropriate ecologically-
based surface water screening level for vinyl chloride.

The vinyl chloride Method B SW CUL value, based on the ARAR, is correctly noted in
the table as 2.4 ug/l. However, it is not then identified as the “most stringent” shallow
and intermediate zone SL. While it is true that 1.69 is the lower of the two numbers, the
ARAR concentration is adequately protective (risk < 1E-5) and should be considered the
preliminary Method B SW CUL.

As noted for other VOCs, viny! chloride groundwater SLs protectlve of commercial air
quality are not MTCA CULs.

120. 1,4-dioxane: It is unclear to Ecology how Capital derived the SW CUL of 20,700 pg/1
(non-carcinogenic, API-fisher protection). Currently there are no Method B human
health SW CULs for dioxane identified in CLARC. Perhaps the value was obtained
from previous PSC documents.

121.1,1-DCE: no groundwater SLs were presented for this compound in Table 2. Ecology
is unsure why. The SW ARAR value of 3.2 pug/l appears to be the most stringent SL
concentration.

122. Groundwater SLs intended to protect surface water quality are essentially the same as
MTCA Method B SW CULs (for the protection of human health and ecological
receptors). SW CULs derived by Equations 730-1 and 730-2 assume that human
receptors will consume site-contaminated fish at a specified rate. In the RI Report
Capital has assumed this rate to be 57 g/day (with a FDF of 1), selected to correspond to
an expected “API” Duwamish Waterway consumption rate. However, during the FS it
is possible that Ecology will request that preliminary site SW CULs be based on a
different rate (and/or “fish diet fraction”). This is due to two developments that may
eventually unpact cleanup levels for the west-of-4™ site:

(1) establishment of protective SW CULs for the Lower Duwamish Waterway
Superfund site, which consider Tribal consumption of locally harvested fish
and shellfish, and could therefore be based on assumptions about fish
consumption more conservative than the 57 g/day “API” consumption rate,’
and

8 Ecology’s LDW Toxics Cleanup Program group provided preliminary information on this issue prior to Ecology’s
completion of today’s letter. According to this information, Waterway surface water SLs/CULs are likely to be
based on the following Equation 730 input values (for the protection of adult tribal fish consumers):
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Table 3

123,

124.

125.

126.

(2) changes to the default Fish Consumption Rate and/or Fish Diet Fraction values
presently in the WAC 173-340-730 regulations. As Ecology has announced in
its August 27, 2012, “Fish Consumption Rates™ technical support document,
the default Fish Consumption Rate values presently in our regulations do not
adequately protect certain fish-consuming receptors. Ecology therefore
expects to make revisions to WAC 173-340-730 to better ensure that these
higher-consuming receptors are adequately protected by the concentrations
chosen for site SW CULs.

1,1-DCE: The IPIMALs listed here are correct, if intentionally set to an HQ of 0.1.
Please see Comment # 114 above.

As noted in comments on Table 2°s groundwater SLs, indoor air SLs (IPIMALSs)
protective of a commercial building’s indoor air quality are not MTCA CULs.

Cis-1,2-DCE: At the present time there are no Method B or C air CULs for this
compound. SLs need not be identified for inhalation pathways.

It is unclear why trans-1,2-DCE was not one of the COPCs with SLs in Table 3.

PCE: The non-carcinogenic residential IPIMALSs listed here are correct, if intentionally
set to an HQ of 0.1. The Method B air CUL should be 9.6 pg/m3 for PCE acting as a
carcinogen. The associated GW IPIMAL would then be approximately 115 ug/l.

The “commercial” indoor air IPIMALSs should be approximately 22 and 8 ug/m3 for
PCE as a carcinogen and non-carcinogen, respectively. Associated groundwater
IPIMALSs would then be approximately 270 and 90 pg/l. As noted above, indoor air SLs
protective of a commercial building’s indoor air quality are not MTCA CULs.

127. TCE: The residential SL concentrations in the table appear to be correct if Capital

intends the SLs to correspond to an HQ of 0.1, However, the “commercial” TCE
IPIMAL concentrations should be about 1.5 pug/m3 for TCE as a carcinogen and 0.39
pg/m3 for TCE as a non-carcinogen (if Capital chooses to set the non-carcinogenic
“commercial SL” to an HQ of 0.1). Corresponding groundwater IPIMALSs would then
be approximately 27 pg/l for TCE as a carcmogen and 7 pg/l for TCE as a non-
carcmogen

ABW =818kg

AT = 64 years (for non-carcinogenic effects) and 70 years (for carcinogens)
FCR=97 g/d

FDF=1.0

ED = 64 years
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As noted above, commercial indoor air SLs are not MTCA CULs.

128. Vinyl chloride: The TPIMALs listed here are correct, if intentionally set to an HQ of
0.1. As noted above, commercial indoor air SLs are not MTCA CULs.

Table 5

129. The notes to Table 5 state that bolded concentrations are those above Table 1 SLs.
However, ;
e Table 1 does not include soil SLs for 1,1,1-TCA, 1,2-DCA, 1,1-DCA, or 1,1-
DCE. It is unclear, then, which SLs Capital used for these compounds;19 and,
e as Ecology has noted above, we believe the trans-1,2-DCE SL in Table 1 is
about an order of magnitude too high.* - |
During the FS Capital should determine if the Reporting Limits for 1,1,1-TCA, 1,2-
DCA, 1,1-DCA, and 1,1-DCE were below the most conservative soil SLs.

Table 6

130. SLs are identified at the bottom of each page of Table 6. Footnote 4, attached to all SL
values presented on pages 1 and 2, refers to CLARC and says that these values are
standard Method B soil cleanups protective of groundwater. The table’s notes also state
that bolded concentration measurements are those above Table 1 SLs. However,

o the table’s title for the SLs on pages 1 and 2 says “MTCA Method C”, not B,
SLs; and,
e while the SLs on pages 1 and 2 are the same as those identified in Table 1, page
3’s SLs are different (i.e., different than those on the first two pages and those
identified in Table 1). Ecology cannot determine what the SLs on page 3 are
based on.
Table 6 is therefore not included as part of the approved final RI Report. During
the FS Capital should revise and re-submit the table.

Table 8

131. Table 8 presents historical (pre-2006, ECS) direct push groundwater data. Bolded
concentration values are those which exceed Table 2 SLs. However,

e 1o 1,1-DCE data are presented. If 1,1-DCE was not an analyte for this pre-2006
work, it was rightly omitted. But if it was an analyte it should have been
included; and

o the table includes footnotes 3 and 4. It is unclear what parts, if any, of the table
these notes correspond to.

' None of these substances was detected. However, without identified SLs we cannot determine if reporting limits
were low enough to provide information about the usability of the ND measurements.

% This will make no difference to the bolding in Table 5, however, since no concentrations exceeded reporting
limits.
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Tables 9 and 10

132. Tables 9 and 10 include multiple pages of DP and monitoring well groundwater data.
Ecology’s review focused on data collected within Capital’s RI study area. The tables:

a) do notinclude 1,1-DCE data. It is unclear why this COC was omitted:

b) include a SL row at the bottom of each page that is titled “MTCA Method C
Modified Screening Levels.” Ecology is unsure why. The SLs provided appear
to be those from Table 2; these are not Method C CUL values, modified or
standard; and,

¢) provide shallow and intermediate zone SL values for trans-1,2-DCE and vinyl
chloride that are lower than those Ecology believes should be used (please see
our comments on Table 2 above). This will affect the “bolding” for vinyl
chloride.

Tables 9 and 10 are therefore not included as part of the approved final RI Report.
During the FS Capital should: a) provide the corresponding 1,1-DCE DP and
monitoring well groundwater data, and b) determine which vinyl chloride data points
exceed approved SLs. This need only be done for those data generated during
investigation of Capital’s study area.

Table 12

133. Table 12 includes five pages of groundwater monitoring data. Ecology’s review focused
on data collected within Capital’s RI study area. The table includes a SL row at the
bottom of each page that is titled “MTCA Method C Modified Screening Level...” The
SLs provided, however, appear to be taken from Table 2 and are not Method C values.
Ecology’s approval of Table 12 does not, therefore, include the words “MTCA
Method C Modified” preceding “Screening Level for...Zones.”

Table 15

134. The table’s plume length value of 1730 feet is greater than any individual source-to-
 terminus distance. During FS modeling, plume lengths for estimating dispersivity should
be varied based on the different distances from the various sources to the Waterway.

Since higher dispersivity values — due to the use of excessive plume length distances —
will result in lower discharge concentrations, the cVOC impact to the Waterway in the
- future may be underestimated.

In addition, source concentrations presented in the table are inconsistent with the model
input sheets presented in Appendix H; the discrepancy should be resolved during future
modeling efforts. ‘ .
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Table 16

135. The output concentrations for various sources are inconsistent with Appendix H output
sheets. The discrepancies should be resolved during future modeling efforts.

FIGURES

136. Ecology has three general comments about the figures included in the revised RI Report:

a)

b)

A number of figures are stamped “DRAFT.” Ecology is unsure why Capital
felt it needed to qualify the figures in this manner, especially in a Report it
was asking Ecology to approve. During our review we ignored the
qualification and assumed Capital did not intend to later send us final
replacement figures (i.e., we assumed these were the “final” figures). If
Ecology’s assumption is incorrect, please notify us as soon as possible.

In future reports (such as the draft FS Report) Capital should also include
figures that depict 1,1-DCE and cis-1,2-DCE groundwater concentrations (per
zone). Concentrations of the latter compound should be shown even if
measured levels are below groundwater SLs.

PSC has noted in their comments that:

e the iso-concentration contours on Figures 10 through 33 “reflect only
the concentrations detected in groundwater samples collected during
the individual monitoring event depicted on each figure.” Since
analytical data only exist for wells that are sampled, “[w]ells that are
not sampled are therefore treated as if the wells themselves do not
exist. As a result, the dimensions of the plumes fluctuate on the basis
of what wells were sampled and isolated hot-spots appear and
disappear depending on whether a well was sampled or not”; and,

e groundwater analytical data “from reconnaissance borings are
excluded from the contouring data set.” In “areas where elevated
concentrations of HVOCs have been detected in groundwater do not
generally disappear simply because a monitoring well is not co-located
at that exact location and repeatedly sampled.”

In future reports (such as the draft FS Report, or FS deliverables prepared
prior to the Report) Capital should therefore prepare contoured figures that
comprehensively illustrate the best approximation of current COC levels in
each groundwater zone. Contoured figures in future FS documents should
also include data collected from Capital’s newest wells (no iso-concentration
contours are drawn on the Report’s Figures 17, 25, and 33).%!

?! Figure 25 is apparently mis-titled. June 2012 data are shown.
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Appendix B

137.

New tidal study data from July/August 2011 and April 2012 are presented in the
appendix. Several pressure transducers used during these periods showed data drift
(gradually increasing or decreasing pressure readings) or shift (abrupt change/shift in
pressure readings). Ecology recommends that Capital check with the transducer
manufacturer to determine the nature of these problems. The affected transducers and
datasets appear to include: '

e CI-12-WT July 30- August 2, 2011 data (up-drifting at the end)

e CI-14-WT July 30- August 2, 2011 data (down-drifting at the end)
o CI-10-WT April 21-23, 2012 data (up-shifting at the end)

o CI-10-35 April 21-23, 2012 data (down-shifting at the end)

e CI-10-65 April 21-23, 2012 data (down-shifting at the end)

o CI-14-WT April 21-23, 2012 data (apparent continuous up-drifting)

Data interpretations should always, and consistently, consider recording errors.

. The contents of Appendix B are poorly organized. The last six groundwater elevation

contour maps in the appendix are all labeled Figure 2.

In addition, the intermediate zone tidally-averaged groundwater elevation contour
map (Figure 2) shows a steep gradient between wells CI-14 and CI-13. This is
because of the low groundwater elevation calculated from CI-13-60 measurements
(4.65 feet). The steep gradient and low groundwater elevation at CI-13-60 were not
observed during the August 2010 tidal study (Figure 8) or in April 2012. Nor does
the hydrograph associated with monitoring well CI-13-60 during the August 2011
tidal study show any abnormality. Further characterization of the hydraulic gradient
(i.e., observations and tracking of variations/trends) should be carefully conducted in
this area (from well CI-14 to Slip 2) during the FS.

Appendix C

139.

The data gap analysis provided in Appendix C was prepared by Capital following
issuance of Ecology’s September 2011 letter, responding to the draft RI Report.
Capital’s analysis was helpful in facilitating decisions regarding which data gaps
needed to be filled prior to preparation of the revised Report and Ecology has no
objection to its inclusion in the Report. However, Ecology’s approval of the RI
Report should not be understood to imply full concurrence with Capital’s analysis.
The analysis represents Capital’s views on data gaps and not necessarily Ecology’s.

During our review of the revised RI Report Ecology re-reviewed only the material in
Appendix C associated with work and soil sampling at Plant 2. This more recent
review was focused on identifying any information that did not appear to be presented
(or was perhaps presented differently) in chapter 5 of the Report. The comments
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below, then, supplement those contained in Comments #16 and 17, where we
attempted to summarize chapter 5’s Plant 2 soil contamination discussion.

Appendix F

Following the discussion of work that was completed at Plant 2 prior to any
ECS sampling, Capital’s data gap analysis states that this work “indicates with
reasonable certainty that there is no ongoing source of TCE in soil above the
groundwater table at Plant 2.” This may be Capital’s position, but Ecology
does not share it (as we have noted in a number of comments above). That is,
it is possible that no “ongoing source” of TCE is currently present in soils
beneath Plant 2, but Ecology believes there is a great deal of uncertainty
associated with this question. In fact, our understanding is that the later ECS
work was, at least in part, an attempt to reduce this high degree of uncertainty.

Capital’s data gap analysis states that sampling “in and surrounding” the Plant
2 canopy area included seven sampling locations. The analysis says that PCE
and TCE were not detected at six of these locations; only PCE was detected
and only at one location (ECS35, at 3.8’ bgs). However, according to Figure
5, ECS37, -36, -35, and -34 were located within the canopy area. B2 and
MW?2 were also located within that area. Besides the detection noted at
ECS35, a PCE measurement of “0.5J” is shown for ECS34 (at 6.9”). TCE and
cis-1,2-DCE were both detected at MW?2 (at 8.5-9").

140.  Appendix F includes several tables associated with Capital’s Tier 3 VI work. Please

note:

Ecology understands that the IPIMALSs identified in these tables were
concentration values used at the time of the individual Tier 3 assessments.
But a number of the IPIMALSs have subsequently changed and Ecology’s
approval of the RI Report does not imply that the values presented in
Appendix F are currently correct. Comments on IPIMAL values are provided
above in Ecology’s response to Table 3 of the Report.

It does not appear that any tables contain data associated with the Tier 3
investigation of the Gull-owned building.

Tables are presented out of order and appear to possibly be copies of tables
contained in previous reports. So, for example, there are multiple Table 1s
and Table 3s; Table 3 follows Table 5, which is then followed by Table 2.
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Appendix H

141.

BIOCHLOR data sheets are presented in this appendix. Ecology found several
problems (see a through ¢ below) with the data sheets, and for this reason Appendix
H is not included in the approved final RI Report. If modeling is performed
during the FS to support the evaluation of remedial alternatives, Capital should
resolve the problems noted below:

a) There is only one set of data sheets presented for all modeling runs (three for
the WT Zone, two for the Shallow Zone, and one for the Intermediate Zone).
Input source concentrations are inconsistent with either the maximum or the
average input concentrations listed in Table 15. These Appendix H input
concentrations are less than the maximum concentrations in most cases and
less than the average concentration for some contaminants

b) The peak concentration runs specified in Table 16 (identified as 15, 20, and 25
years) are not included in Appendix H.

¢) The sensitivity runs presented in Table 17 and decaying source runs listed in
Table 16 are not included in Appendix H.

Appendix I

142.

A minor point of clarification, but the TEEE form in Appendix I has the second
exclusion criterion circled (as well as the third). Capital should be aware that if the
exclusion is based on this second criterion (ground cover), an institutional control is
required.
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ENCLOSURE B

Capital Industries
October 2012 Revised RI Report

Environment Internationa

I comments [received October 29, 2012]

We have finished reviewing the Capital Industries RI report on behalf of the Georgetown
Community Council, and we have a few more comments on this report than we did for the Art
Brass RI report. These all relate to comments that we made previously that were not addressed
at all or were only partially addressed.

1.

2

The report still lacks an executive summary.

The process by which the originally identified COPCs were reduced to a smaller list of
COCs is still not fully described (section 3.3). See Art Brass Rl report’s Section 7.1 for a

- better approach (which is not longer, just provides clearer information).

The determination of the area of investigation still does not explain why the area doesn’t
extend to the Duwamish.

We requested inclusion of a list of “sentinel wells” located at or near the Duwamish
Waterway that are positioned to intersect any contamination in each zone originating at
Capital Industries. Art Brass was able to provide this list for the wells relevant to their
area of investigation but CI’s report remains silent on this topic.

We previously made a pair of comments regarding the first two paragraphs of section
6.2.4.3, neither of which was addressed:

a. Section 6.2.4.3, first paragraph: TCE was detected above screening levels in June
2010, according to isoconcentration map for intermediate zone (now Figure 27);
the sentence that says “PCE and TCE were not detected in monitoring wells
exceeding screening levels in the Intermediate Zone™ should be corrected.

b. Section 6.2.4.3, second paragraph: Our original comment said that the report
should provide the basis for the statement about concentrations increasing to
northwest. This comment was not addressed, and it is still unclear that
concentrations are increasing to NW. The basis for the statement that a likely
source is located upgradient (p.6-26) is also not clear and should be explicitly
spelled out.

c. In addition to the preceding comments (which are duplicated from our comments
on the original draft), we would like to point out that the figure references in the
first paragraph of section 6.2.4.3 are wrong and should be corrected.

** submitted on behalf of the Georgetown Community Council
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6. Section 6.4.3.1 was slightly edited, perhaps in response to our previous comment:

“The report should provide more monitoring data to support the statement that
natural attenuation is responsible for lower levels of PCE and TCE and higher
levels of VC (there may be more VC migrating onto site as opposed io
degradation of existing contamination).”

However, the edits do not actually provide any more monitoring data or explanation as to
how a source of VC was ruled out. Additionally, if natural attenuation is resulting in a
process of anaerobic degradation that is “stalling” at VC, that is not a desirable outcome,
especially given that modeling results show that VC may (under conservative
assumptions) discharge to the LDW at concentrations exceeding the screening level.

Thank you for your attention to these comments.
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Capital Industries
October 2012 Revised RI Report
Art Brass Plating comments [received November 15, 2012]






NAspect

CONSULTING
November 12, 2012

Ed Jones

Washington State Department of Ecology
3190 160th Avenue SE

Bellevue, Washington 98008-5452

Re: Comments on Capital Industries Revised Draft RI Report
Project No. 050067

Dear Mr. Jones:

On behalf of Art Brass Plating (ABP), we submit this letter with technical comments on the Revised
Draft Remedial Investigation (RI) Report submitted by Capital Industries (CI), dated October 2012.
These comments are provided for Ecology’s consideration when reviewing the west-of-Fourth Avenue
South conditions as addressed separately by each PLP, with reference to specific report sections/pages
where appropriate. '

Art Brass Plating as an Upgradient Source

In several places in their RI report, CI refers to ABP as an upgradient source of contamination of
groundwater in the CI study area. ABP does not agree with these generalizations of the data and would
like to make the following clarifying points:

.o In sections 6.1.2.1 and 6.2.4.3, CI hypothesizes that ABP is a contributing source of vinyl
chloride in the Shallow and Intermediate Intervals in the areas of Plant 1 and 5. Vinyl chloride
in groundwater is an area-wide issue, and ABP does not agree with CI’s interpretation based on
the following:

¢  When the vinyl chloride data is interpreted with all W4 water level data, the data indicate
that CI, Blaser Die Casting (BDC), and Philip Services Corporation (PSC) are more likely
to act as upgradient sources of elevated vinyl chloride at PSC-CG-141-40.

¢ Asa line of evidence, CI states that well cluster MW-17 and borings SPO-17, SPO-18, and
SPO-19 are located upgradient of Capital Plant 5. A review of both Shallow and
Intermediate Interval groundwater contour maps clearly indicates that these explorations
are located cross-gradient of Plant 5.

¢ Along 1st Avenue South, data indicate that the ABP plume centerline is located near ABP
explorations SPO-18 and MW-17-40 and that concentrations decrease south of the
centerline before increasing again in the CI study area. This pattern is clearly illustrated
with the distribution of TCE and total chlorinated ethene concentrations in groundwater
(refer to ABP RI Figures 15 and 19). We attached a modified version of Figure 19 showing
total chlorinated ethene concentrations in groundwater (i.e., sum of chlorinated ethenes,
expressed as molar concentrations) to illustrate this point. Groundwater data from ECS
presented in the CI R report have been added to the figure and it is annotated with select
‘exploration IDs referred to in this letter. The transect defined by SPO-17, SPO-18, and
SPO-19 confirms the ABP plume centerline, defined by the highest total chlorinated ethene
concentrations, is close to the centerline delineated by TCE data. At the Shallow Interval,
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the highest concentrations of total chlorinated ethenes at SPO-17, SPO-18, and SPO- 19 are
3.7, 34, and 2 pmol/L, respectively. Monitoring well data from MW-17-40 and MW-20-40,
near probes SPO-18 and SPO-19, respectively, are consistent with the reconnaissance
probe data.

Extending this transect south along 1st Avenue, tofal chlorinated ethene concentrations
remain similar to values at SPO-19, with a concentration of 2 pumol/L at CI-B28, and then
increase relative to values at SPO-19 with concentrations of 12.5, 3.4, and 4.4 umol/L at
ECS14, PSC-CG-141 and CI-B10, respectively.

¢ Groundwater probe data not presented in the CI RI report demonstrate high concentrations
of vinyl chloride emanating from the CI property that are even less plausibly connected to
an ABP release. The data collected from probe PSC-K23, located about 500 feet east in the
CI Plant 2 canopy area, indicates a significant amount of vinyl chloride in groundwater
upgradient/cross-gradient of the PSC-CG-141 well cluster. In the Shallow Interval at PSC-
K23, vinyl chloride concentrations range up to 597 pg/L, more than twice the
concentrations observed at the PSC-CG-141 well cluster, with total chlorinated ethene
concentrations of up to 10 pmol/L. While the data from PSC-K23 was collected in 2002, it
is still relevant because concentrations of vinyl chloride at PSC-CG-141 at that time were
similar to what was detected in recent samples. Further, based on the groundwater velocity
(66.2 feet per year) and retardation factor (2.25) used by CI in the RI fate and transport
modeling, chlorinated VOCs at PSC-K23 would be expected to travel the 450 feet to PSC-
CG-141 in approximately 15 years, such that concentrations measured at PSC-K23 in 2002
would still be arriving at PSC-CG-141.

e In Section 6.2.4.2, CI states that vinyl chloride detected in well CI-19-30 (adjacent to the
Duwamish Waterway) represents the southern edge of the vinyl chloride plume from the ABP
Facility. ABP does not agree. A review of the groundwater contour data for the Shallow
Interval indicates that CI, BDC, and PSC are just as likely to contribute to the vinyl chloride
detected at this well. The concentration at this well (1.7 pug/L in May 2012) is consistent with
the diffuse area-wide vinyl chloride plume attributable to multiple sources. The vinyl chloride
data contoured on Figure 24 of the CI RI report supports this assertion, showing a broad area
with relatively low concentration (1.69 to 10 pg/L) of vinyl chloride extending well south of
areas that could be conceivably impacted by releases at ABP, but clearly located downgradient
of the CI and BDC facilities.

Clarification Regarding Pacific Food Systems Buildings

There has been confusion in the past about ABP’s relationship with the Pacific Food Systems North
Building and South Building, with a current single street address of at 5815 Fourth Avenue South.
Based on a vapor intrusion assessment, the CI RI report identifies the North Building as requiring
mitigation to address migration of PCE, TCE, and DCE vapors to indoor air and further identifies the
soil beneath this building as a potential source of chlorinated VOCs to groundwater. We make this point
of clarification because ABP operated at a nearby location, but we do not believe has contributed to the
impacts at the North Building. This conclusion is based on the occupancy histories of the North
Building and South Building (described below), as well as the fact that ABP never used PCE, one of the
constituents detected at concentrations exceeding indoor air Inhalation Pathway Interim Measures
Action Levels at the North Building.

Although ABP operated at 5815 Fourth Avenue South through the 1970s and early 1980s, at that
time the address only applied to the South Building where ABP was located; the North Building

Page 2
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location was listed as 5811 Fourth Avenue South and was never occupied or otherwise used by
ABP. The RI report correctly indicates that prior to Pacific Food Systems occupancy, the North
Building was occupied by Wear-Cote NW, a nickel plating company, and by Advance Forklift, a
forklift repair shop, but not ABP.

Implications for Feasibility Study
After reviewing the CI and BDC reports, we continue to believe that ABP should prepare a separate
feasibility study for the following key reasons:

o For the ABP release, the groundwater to surface water exposure pathway to the Duwamish
Waterway is complete. Data presented in the CI and BDC RI reports indicates that this
exposure risk is not currently complete in their respective study areas;

e ABP TCE plume is discrete and separable from the other PLPs, and the total chlorinated ethene
data provide a clear and technically defensible basis for separating areas of responsibility within
the broader vinyl chloride plume;

e Fate and transport of TCE and the daughter products are different in the ABP study area, as
TCE has undergone more degradation in the downgradient area south of ABP;

e ABP has implemented effective source controls and has consistently submitted on-time
deliverables that integrate the sampling data produced by other PLPs. ABP has demonstrated
effectiveness working within the multi-party setting; and

e ABP has demonstrated efficiency, with no issues to date, in taking lead responsibility in
administering downgradient vapor intrusion requirements for relevant properties.

Considering these factors, a feasibility study for ABP would likely have different remedial action
objectives and thus require different analyses to meet those objectives. Forcing a multi-PLP feasibility
study process will result in substantial delays. The potential for delay in an imposed joint feasibility
study effort is increased further when taking into account the reality of past communication and
-coordination challenges with Jomt work products for the west-of-Fourth Avenue South area. In addition,
the environmental harm associated with ABP is readily divisible.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and welcome further discussion, as
appropriate.

Sincerely,

Aspect consulting, LLC

Ot~

Doug Hillman, LHG
Principal Hydrogeologist
dhillman@aspectconsulting.com

Attachment:  Figure 1 — Total Chlorinated Ethenes Concentration in Groundwater

cc: Mike Merryﬁeld, Art Brass Plating
William Joyce, Joyce Ziker Parkinson, PLLC
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ENCLOSURE D

Capital Industries
October 2012 Revised RI Report
PSC Environmental Services comments [received November 13, 2012]






PAClElE EREST ENVIREENMENTAL
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T AZ25.88B,4590 |F 425:688B:4954

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. William Beck, PSC
FROM: Mr. William Carroll, LH.G.  4/ZL
co: Ms. Marlys Palumbo
DATE: November 13, 2012 7
' RE: COMMENTS ON AGENCY REVIEW REVISED DRAFT REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION REPORT '

CAPITAL INDUSTRIES
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON
PACIFIC CREST NO. 115-001

This Technical Memorandum (Memorandum) presents PSC Environmental Services
LLC (PSC) with Pacific Crest Environmental, LLC's (Pacific Crest's) technical comments
on the Revised Draft Remedial Investigation (RI) Report dated October 2012 (2012 Draft
Rl Report). The 2012 Draft RI Report was prepared by Farallon Consulting, L.L.C.
(Farallon) on behalf of Capital Industries, Inc. (CI) to comply with the Washington State
‘Department of Ecology (Ecology) Agreed Order No. DE 5348 (Agreed Order). The
Memorandum also incorporates PSC’s technical comments on the 2012 Draft Rl Report.
The Agreed Order requires Cl to conduct Rl and other activities in response to the
releases of halogenated volatile organic compounds (HVOCs) that occurred at the ClI
Facility located at 5801 3" Avenue South in Seattle, Washington (CI Property).

Comments on the 2012 Draft Rl Report

' The 2012 Draft Rl Report for the Cl Investigation Area' is intended to present the results
of investigations conducted to complete the RI for the CI Investigation Area and to
present the results of interim measures conducted to reduce the concentrations of
contaminants of concern {(COCs) in media of concern. The information obtained during
the Rl was intended to be used to develop and evaluate interim measures and to
conduct a feasibility study (FS) to assess remedial alternatives. Pacific Crest's general
comments on the 2012 Draft Rl Report are summarized below:

' The Cl Investigation Area is generally defined as the area between Mead Street to the north, 4"
Avenue South to the east; the Duwamish Water way to the west; and a diagonal extending from
Slip 2 to approximately the intersection of Front Street and 4th Avenue to the south. '

WPacific-Be185afipubliciProject Files\1 15 PSCI115-002 - West of 4th Group\CINCI Decs'\RI Repart 10-2012Tech Mema -CI RI Report 11-2012 Ecology Review -
Ecclogy Review.docx
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Hydrogeologic Setting

The 2012 Draft Rl Report states that Cl adopted PSC’s nomenclature for the chemical
characterization of aquifer zones; this statement is accurate for the Water Table and
Shallow Zones, but inaccurate for the Intermediate Zone. PSC defines the Intermediate
Zone as between 40 feet below ground surface (bgs) and the top of the silt aguitard at
approximately 110 feet bgs, while Cl defines the Intermediate Zone as between 40 feet
bgs and 70 feet bgs. Ecology, in Comment #13 of the correspondence to Cl dated May
28, 2008, expressed a preference that the West of 4th (W4) parties redefine the lower
boundary of the Intermediate Zone on the basis of depth (between 60 feet bgs and 75
feet bgs), rather than on the basis of “hydraulic” features (i.e. the top of the silt aquitard).
The 2012 Draft Rl Report prepared by Aspect Consulting, LLC (Aspect) on behalf of Art
Brass Plating, Inc. (ABP) defines the Intermediate Zone as samples collected from
greater than 40 feet bgs. Cl's selection of 70 feet bgs as the lower boundary of the
Intermediate Zone appears to be an arbitrary decision that is not consistently applied
throughout the W4 Investigation Area.

Off-Site Sources

Cl identified the following two suspected HVOC source areas that are unrelated to Cl's
operations within the Cl Investigation Area: CalPortland Facility at 5975 E. Marginal Way
South and the Pacific Food Systems North Building at 5815 46" Avenue South. The
2012 Draft Rl Report did not establish or make a claim that contamination associated
with releases that occurred at these two facilities is distinct from, and not comingled with,
contamination associated with the releases that occurred at the Cl Facility. It is not clear
from the 2012 Draft RI Report how this issue will be resolved. The presence of
additional sources of contamination in the W4 Investigation Area will complicate the
completion of a FS and needs to be resolved before the FS can begin.

Data Analysis Inconsistencies

Pacific Crest identified the following internal inconsistencies in the data analysis
presented in the 2012 Draft Rl Report:

e Vertical Groundwater Gradients —The 2012 Draft Rl Report states that vertical
gradients in groundwater are “negligible” on Page 5-25 and “relatively small and
variable between zones” on Page 6-42. However, data presented in Appendix B
of the 2012 Draft RI Report indicates that during the tidal study vertical gradients
ranged from -0.0179 feetffoot to +0.0105 feetffoot. The magnitudes of the
measured vertical gradients appear to increase with proximity to the Duwamish
Waterway. Data presented in ABP’s 2012 Draft Rl Report concluded that vertical
gradients are present near the Duwamish Waterway and have an influence on
the migration of contaminants in groundwater. The text of the CI's 2012 Draft Rl
Report appears to be internally inconsistent and does not reflect independent
and well supported data analysis presented by ABP regarding vertical gradients.

e Groundwater Flow Direction — On Page 5-26, the 2012 Draft Rl Report states,
“Groundwater flow direction is to the southwest toward the LDW. Little or no

Tech Memo -Cl RI Report 11-2012 Ecolegy Review - Ecology Review\\Pacific-8e185af\public\Project Files\115 PSC\115-002 - West of 4th Group\CI\CI Docs\RI
Report 10-2012\Tech Memo -Ci RI Report 11-2012 Ecology Review - Ecology Review.docx



Mr. William Beck
November 13, 2012
Page 3

deflection of the groundwater flow direction toward Slip 2 is noted.” However, on
the following page (Page 5-27), the report states, “Although minor variations in
flow direction occur as a result of tidal influence, the flow direction within the
Capital Area of Investigation remains predominantly southwest toward Slip 2 of
the LDW during a tidal cycle.” The report appears to present a contradictory
~ analysis of groundwater flow direction in the vicinity of Slip 2.
o Vapor Intrusion Cancer Cumulative Exceedance Factor — The Cancer
. Cumulative Exceedance Factors (CCEFs) that are calculated for indoor air
samples are based on indoor air screening levels. The indoor air screening
levels are presented in Table 3 of the 2012 Draft Rl Report. However, the
CCEFs reported in Section 5.3.2 of the 2012 Draft Rl Report for samples
collected during Tier 3 Assessments conducted by Cl appear to be based on
outdated screening levels and should be revised.

e Results for Iron and Manganese in Groundwater — Section 5.2.8 of the 2012
Draft Rl Report summarizes the analytical results for iron and manganese in
groundwater. However, the data for dissolved manganese that are presented on
Page 5-22 do not appear to match the data that are presented in Table 13. In
addition, since the data for iron and manganese are not plotted on any figures,
it's not clear how Cl reached conclusions about the areal distribution of iron and
manganese or the correlation between dissolved species and HVOCs in
groundwater. ; '

o Hydraulic Conductivity Values — Page 5-28 of the 2012 Draft Rl Report states
that the hydraulic conductivity values for the Water Table and Shallow Zones are
between 100 to 200 feet per day (ft/day) and the hydraulic conductivity values for
the Intermediate Zone are between 5 and 10 ft/day. However, Cl used hydraulic
conductivity values of 37 ft/day and 28 ft/day for the Water Table and Shallow
Zones, respectively as representative values for modeling contaminant fate and
transport with BIOCHLOR. The report’s analysis of the sensitivity of the

~ BIOCHLOR model indicates that the model results are sensitive to changes in
the hydraulic conductivity. The use of hydraulic conductivity values that are
lower than values stated in the report as representative of the Cl Investigation
Area is likely to result in model predictions that are not conservative and that
underestimate the potential concentrations of contaminants that could reach the
Duwamish Waterway. :

Fate and Transport of Vinyl Chloride

Laboratory analyses of groundwater samples collected from within the Shallow and
. Intermediate zones and generally centered near well cluster CG-141 and CI Plant No. 1
and Plant No. 5 on 1% Avenue South between the intersections of 1% Avenue South and
Mead Street and 1% Avenue South and Fidalgo Street have detected vinyl chloride (VC)
at elevated concentrations. This feature of the W4 Investigation Area is unusual
because of its areal extent and the lack of conventional “plume” definition that can be
directly associated with a single source. Historically, there has been little consensus
between the W4 potentially liable persons (PLPs) on the source(s) of VC in this area,
and explanations have ranged from a “slug” associated solely with the releases of
HVOCs that occurred at the PSC Facility, to releases of HVOCs that occurred from

Tech Memo -Cl Rl Report 11-2012 Ecology Review - Ecology Review\\Pacific-8e185af\public\Project Files\115 PSC\115-002 - West of 4th Group\CI\CI Docs\RI
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multiple facilities that have become comingled. CI's 2012 Draft RI Report includes the
following two contradictory explanations for this feature:

e Explanation No. 1. — Section 6.1.2 presents a discussion of the up-gradient
source areas within the context of the conceptual site model. Section 6.1.2.1
states, “The ABP facility appears to be a contributing source of vinyl chioride
detected in the Shallow and Intermediate Zones at Capital Plant 1 and Capital
Plant 5." Section 6.1.2.3 further states, “A release(s) of COPCs from the PSC
facility have migrated to and co-mingled with a release(s) at Capital Plant 2 and
the Capital Plant 2 Canopy in the Shallow and Intermediate Zones.” Cl Plant No.

. 1 and Cl Plant No. 5 are not referenced in Section 6.1.2.3.

o Explanation No. 2 — Section 6.4 is titled Conceptual Site Model Summary.
Section 6.4.1.2 states, "Concentrations of vinyl chloride are widespread across
the Capital Area of Investigation in groundwater in the Shallow Zone, with
concentrations increasing to the west suggesting a primary parent product (TCE)
source area up-gradient to the northeast at the PSC facility.” There is no
discussion in Section 6.4.1.2 of the ABP facility as a source of VC concentrations
in groundwater despite the fact that Section 6.4.1.2 is presented as a summary of
the conceptual site model.

In comments on ABP's 2012 Draft RI Report, Pacific Crest presented an analysis of the
potential for tidal influence to result in the formation of the observed asymmetric VC
plume configuration which is consistent with ABP as a source of VC. The 2012 Draft Rl
Report provides no evidence to support the claim presented in Explanation No. 2 that
PSC'’s facility is the sole source of VC.

Miscellaneous Comments

Comment No. 1 — The first four rows of Table 2 are identified as “Groundwater, Method
B, Carcinogenic, Residential, Groundwater to Indoor Air.” The values presented in the
columns under the headings for tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, trans-dichloroethene,
and vinyl chloride are all different and appear to reflect alternate exposure parameters
for residential and non-residential receptors. The row headings should be revised to
reflect the actual receptor and the methodology for calculating the screening levels
should be discussed in the text of the report.

Comment No. 2 — On the basis of Ecology’s correspondence to Blaser Die Casting, Inc.
(Blaser) dated October 2, 2012, the applicable screening level for VC in the Shallow and
Intermediate Zones is 2.4 micrograms per liter (ug/L), not 1.69 pg/L.

Comment No. 3 — Iso-concentration contours of the laboratory analytical results for
groundwater samples collected from monitoring wells during periodic groundwater
monitoring events are illustrated on Figure 10 through Figure 33. The figures form the
basis for the interpretation of the areal extent of HVOC concentrations in groundwater.
The iso-concentration contours on each figure reflect only the concentrations detected in
groundwater samples collected during the individual monitoring event depicted on each
figure. This approach suffers from the following problems:
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e Analytical data only exists for wells that are sampled. Wells not sampled during
an event do not have any data associated with them and are not included in the
contouring data set. Wells that are not sampled are therefore treated as if the
wells themselves do not exist. As a result, the dimensions of the plumes fluctuate
on the basis of what wells were sampled and isolated hot-spots appear and
disappear depending on whether a well was sampled or not. This approach
renders comparison of the plume extent possible only during monitoring events in
which an identical set of wells have been sampled and creates the artificial
impression that the plume extent is highly variable.

e Similarly, analytical data from reconnaissance borings are excluded from the
contouring data set. Data from reconnaissance borings may represent only a
snap-shot of groundwater conditions at the time of the sample, but areas where
elevated concentrations of HVOCs have been detected in groundwater do not-
generally disappear simply because a monitoring well is not co-located at that
exact location and repeatedly sampled. '

As a result of the problems described above, Figure 10 through Figure 33 each illustrate
a limited subset of the available data. The 2012 Draft Rl Report does not include a
figure that synthesizes the larger data set into a comprehensive illustration of the extent
of concentrations of HYOCs in groundwater.

Conclusions

Cl's 2012 Draft Rl Report presents a comprehensive summary of the data collected to
date within the Cl Investigation Area. However, discussions of the conceptual site model
relating to the hydrogeologic setting (e.g. vertical gradients, flow direction, hydraulic
conductivity) and attribution of sources of contamination are internally inconsistent and in
some cases contradictory. It also appears that figures with iso-concentration contours
based on a limited subset of the available data form the basis of many of the report's
conclusions. The 2012 Draft Rl Report should be revised to include a synthesis of the
RI data that presents an internally consistent conceptual site model and any statements
regarding source attribution should be rigorously supported with data or presented as
Cl's opinions.
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CALPORTLAND
November 15, 2012

Department of Ecology
Northwest Regional Office
3190 - 160th Avenue SE
Bellevue, WA 98008

Attn: Ed Jones, Environmental Engineer

Subject: CalPortland Comments on Capital Industries Inc. Revised Draft
Remedial Investigation Report

Dear Mr. Jones:

CalPortland has received the Revised Draft Remedial Investigation Report
(“Report”) dated October 2012 from Capital Industries. We carefully reviewed
this report and also engaged an independent third party consultant to evaluate
the contents of the report.

CalPortland strongly disagrees with the Report’s assertion that a source of

- HVOC'’s exists on CalPortland’s property. The wells installed by Capital
Industries on CalPortland’s property, CI-18 and CI-17, were sampled in May
and June 2012: An isolated sampling event in May at CI-17 WT showed PCE
above the screening level while the subsequent sampling done in June showed
a greater than 6 fold decrease in PCE to a level substantially below the
screening level. The analytical results for this single sample are insufficient to
identify CalPortland as an HVOC source in the Capital Industries investigation
and CalPortland refutes this assertion made by Capital.

An independent review conducted by G-Logics of the Revised RI Report is
enclosed. This analysis by G-Logics arrived at the same conclusion as
CalPortland’s internal review and determined that CalPortland is not a
plausible source of HVOC’s. The G-Logics paper also indicates another
possible offsite HVOC pathway following the historic meander of the Duwamish
River. The former Duwamish riverbed is a likely preferential pathway for the
movement of groundwater and contaminants. Significantly large areas within
the historic river bed down gradient of Capital have not been assessed for
ground water contamination. Please refer to the G-Logics paper for further
details and schematic.
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It also is important to note that CalPortland produces ready mixed concrete
from sand, gravel and cement and does not utilize products containing PCE or
TCE. Vehicle maintenance is done within an enclosed shop well to the north
of the CI-17. Well CI-13, which is located in close vicinity to the shop, has
been sampled six times w1th0ut detection of PCE and TCE. The shop is not a
source of HVOC’s nor is the larger CalPortland site.

Please contact me at (206) 764-3021 if you have any questions concerning this
response.

Sincerely,

Mat hck
Environmental Manager, Washington Division

Enclosure: G-Logics Report 01-0272-E

Cc: Akos Fekete — Farallon Consulting
- Ron Taylor — Capital Industries Inc.
Scott Isaacson — CalPortland
Doug Anderson - CalPortland
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Logical Solutions for Complex Problems

November 12, 2012 ;
G-Logics Project Number 01-0272-E

CalPortland

Mr. Matthew Hinck

PO Box 1730

Seattle, WA 98111-1730

Subject: Preliminary Review of Revised Draft Remedial Investigation Report
Capital Industries Incorporated
Prepared by Farallon Consulting
October 2012

Dear Mr. Hinck:

G-Logics has reviewed the subject report per your request. This report concludes that
CalPortland is a “source” of chlorinated solvents. However, based on our review of the
information in this report, we cannot come to the same conclusion. This memorandum
summarizes background information, the conclusions reached in the report, and the data

gaps that we have identified.

Background

Farallon Consulting has prepared this report to summarize the discovered nature and extent
of environmental contamination caused by a release of halogenated volatile organic
compounds (HVOCs) at the Capital Industries facility (located at 5801 3™ Ave. South).
Upgradient sources of chlorinated solvents also are understood to be present in this area of
Georgetown, notably caused by releases at the former Philip Services Corporation facility.

As part of the work conducted by Farallon, numerous groundwater-monitoring wells were
installed and sampled in locations downgradient of Capital Industries. As information was

G-Logics, Inc.

40 2™ Avenue SE
Issaquah, WA 98027
T: 425-391-6874

F: 425-313-3074
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developed, additional monitoring wells were installed and sampled to better assess the

lateral and vertical extent of groundwater contamination originating from Capital Industries.

As part of this investigative work, several monitoring wells were installed on CalPortland’s
properties. Specifically, a well cluster (three wells screened at different depths) was
installed southeast of the office building (CI-13), two wells south of the maintenance
building (CI-17), and two wells east of the plant operations (CI-1 8).-These wells were
installed with intent to assess contaminant concentrations at the distal end of the plumes,

prior to groundwater discharging into the Lower Duwamish Waterway (LDW).

The wells located at CI-13 have been sampled six separate times (four times for the deepest
well) beginning in June 2010. The wells located at CI-17 and CI-18 only have been sampled
twice; in May of 2012 and in June of 2012.

Source Statements

Based on the analytical results for samples collected from these well clusters, Farallon has
drawn a conclusion that CalPortland is a source of HVOCs. Copied from the draft report,

these statements are listed below.

Report | Statement Regarding
Section CalPortland

5.25 PCE was detected at concentrations exceeding the screening level the
May 2012 monitoring event in monitoring well MW-17-WT, located on
the CalPortland property near the LDW.

6.1.3.2 The results of the groundwater monitoring conducted for the Rl have
identified a source of HVOCs to groundwater on the CalPortland property
located at the southern end of the Capital Area of Investigation near Slip
2 of the LDW at 5975 E. Marginal Way S. in Seattle, Washington (Figure
2).
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6.1.3.2

The detection of PCE and TCE and groundwater in the Water Table Zone

in monitoring well CI-17-WT, which were not deteéted in groundwater in
the Water Table Zone in up-gradient wells, indicates a release of PCE and
TCE on the CalPortland property.

6.1.3.2

The detection of concentrations of PCE and TCE in groundwater in The
Water Table Zone and not in the deeper Shallow Zone in monitoring wells
Cl-17-30 indicates a release of PCE and TCE on the CalPortland property.

6.2.4.1

The concentrations of PCE, TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, and vinyl chloride increase in
well CI-17-WT compared to concentrations in up-gradient wells, indicating
a separate source on the CalPortland property.

6.2.5.2

However, sources on the CalPortland property have released HVOCs near
the LDW, and therefore the modeling results cannot be confirmed.

6.4.1

The sources of the COPCs include the Capital Property; the BDC, PSC, and
ABP facilities; the CalPortland property; and a former tenant at the Pacific
Food Systems North Building.

6.4.2

A down-gradient source of HVOCs to groundwater has been identified at
the CalPortland property, adjacent to Slip 2 of the LDW.

712

Other sources include releases from the BDC, ABP, and PSC facilities, the
Pacific Food Systems North Building; and the CalPortland facility.

7.1.4

There is a source of PCE, TCE, and vinyl chloride in the Water Table Zone
at the CalPortland facility adjacent to Slip 2, which prevents conclusive
monitoring of the down-gradient edge of the contaminant plumes at well

cluster location CI-17.
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Data Gaps

Based on G-Logics review of the analytical results, for samples collected from these well
clusters and those collected from up-gradient wells, G-Logics cannot draw the same
conclusions. Specifically, it is our professional opinion that Farallon is premature in their

conclusions regarding CalPortland, for the following reasons.

o Farallon frequently reports that PCE was found above the screening level in well
MW-17-WT (CI-17-WT) in the May 2012 sample. However, it is never mentioned
that PCE was found not to be above the screening level (found at a low
concentration of 0.85 ug/L) during the subsequent groundwater sampling of the
same well (conducted in June 2012). A common practice in the environmental-
consulting industry is to sample a well multiple times in order to verify initial
results. Given these order-of-magnitude different results and only two sampling
events, this makes the initial data suSpecf and unreliable.

o The issue is further confused by Farallon using two names for this well, more
frequently tabulated and mapped as CI-17-WT. We could not find where the report
noted a name change, making it difficult to search and track this information
throughout the report. |

e Section 3.4 of this report indicates that “results of the investigation at the
CalPortland property” can be found in Section 3.1.3 .25. However, this referenced
section does not apparently exist within this report.

e The report also fails to assess the potential contaminant pathways due to the original
location of the Duwamish River. Specifically, the Duwamish River was straightened
and dredged in 1906 to accommodate ship travel up and down the river. Historical
maps of the Capital Area of Investigation show an oxbow of the Duwamish south of
Fidalgo Street. Slip 2 is a remnant of this oxbow. The former riverbed, which-was
filled with the straightening of Duwamish River, very likely is a preferential
pathway for the movement of groundwater and the migration of contaminants.
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o To assist in this review, G-Logics has overlaid the location of the former riverbed
onto Figure 7 from the draft Remedial Investigation Report (attached diagI'aln). To
simplify this review, we also placed markers at locations where PCE was foﬁnd in
the Water Table Zone at concentrations above screening levels. We further plotted

maximum concentrations measured, regardless of the number of samples.

e After review of the sampling locations, minimal wells are located within areas of the
former river bed. Additionally, the northern portion of the former riverbed has not
been sampled in areas downgradient of Capital Industries, except for the location of
the CI-17 wells on the CalPortland property.

o As can be seen on this diagram, significantly large areas downgradient of Capital
Industries has not been assessed for PCE or other HVOCs in the groundwater.
Looking at this diagram and given the understood groundwater-flow directions to
the southwest, elevated contaminant concentrations originating at the Capital
Industry properties could migrate within northern portions of the former riverbed.
Furthermore, following this preferential pathway, contaminants would flow through
the southern portions of the CalPortland property and exit into the LDW (Slip 2

area).
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Summary

It is G-Logics professional opinion that the singular detection of elevated PCE
concentrations in well CI-17-WT is not sufficient evidence to conclude that a separate
“source” of HVOCs originated at the CalPortland properties. A more likely source of this
PCE is the known release of solvent contaminants at Capital Industries; with groundwater
contaminants migrating in the former meander channel. Groundwater within this channel
would discharge to the Lower Demolish Waterway while passing through the CalPortland
properties. Additional groundwater characterization of the former meander channel,
particularly in areas upgradient of well CI-17-WT, would confirm this understanding.

Closing

G-Logics appreciates the opportunity to provide our services to the CalPortland. Should you
have any questions regarding this information, please contact us at your convenience.

Sincerely,
G-Logics, Inc.

E, 44@7

Rory L. Galloway, LG, LHG
Principal
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