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December 23, 2014

Oregon Public Utility Commission
P.O. Box 1088
Salem, OR 97308-1088

Re:  Supplemental Cover letter — UM 1636 (3)
Attention: Filing Center

Cascade Natural Gas (Cascade or Company) is providing the following information, per discussions
with staff, supplementing its request for an accounting order for reauthorization to record and defer
environmental remediation work at the Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) in Eugene, Oregon.

In regards to the status of the project, the parties identified as responsible for the remediation efforts
(of which Cascade is the major party) have not received a final report (Record of Decision (ROD))
from the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) which would include actual
remediation requirements. DEQ Staff has produced its report and was seeking public comments,
Comments on the DEQ Staff report were due September 30, 2014. No comments were filed.
Cascade expects the DEQ to issue its ROD sometime in 2015 based on the Staff report. Until the
ROD is received Cascade cannot determine the extent or cost of required cleanup efforts. Attached
are copies of the DEQ Staff report with recommendations as well as a copy of the notification of the
public comment period.

To date the Company has been working to identify potential insurance providers and policy coverage
during relevant time periods. Costs deferred to date have been associated with this effort. Including
costs identified in the application for deferral, Cascade will also defer all insurance proceeds
associated with costs deferred since the inception of the initial deferral order. To date the Company
has received no insurance proceeds associated with deferred costs.

Also, included in this supplemental filing is a revised application. The total costs deferred to date
was incorrect in the initial application. The initial application contained an amount booked as a
reserve. The reserve should not be included in the deferred balance the revised total deferred costs as
of November 30, 2014, are $186,696.07.

Please contact me at (509) 734-4593 if you have any further questions.
Sincerely,

A

Michael Parvinen
Director, Regulatory Affairs

In the Community to Serve®
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
OF OREGON

DOCKET NO. UM 1636(3)

In the Matter of the Application by
CASCADE NATURAL GAS CORPORATION | APPLICATION FOR REAUTORIZATION

for an Order Reauthorizing Deferral of Certain OF DEFERRAL ACCOUNTING
Costs (OAR 860-027-0300)

In accordance with ORS 757.259 and OAR 860-027-0300, Cascade Natural Gas
Corporation (“Cascade” or the “Company”) applies to the Public Utility Commission of Oregon
(“Commission™) for an accounting order re-authorizing the Company to record and defer, on an
ongoing basis, the cost of expenses for environmental remediation work at the Manufactured Gas
Plant (MGP) in Eugene, Oregon. The Company respect{ully requests that the deferral
commence December 1, 2014, for a 12-month period. The Company’s last authorization was

approved in the Commission’s Order No. 13-484.

In support of this Application, Casacade states:
1. CASCADE NATURAL GAS CORPORATION

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation is a public utility engaged in the distribution of
natural gas in the states of Oregon and Washington and is subject to the jurisdiction of the

Commission with regard to its rates, service, and accounting practices.

2. STATUTORY AUTHORITY
This Application is filed pursuant to ORS 757.259, authorization to defer
environmental costs and amounts from insurance recoveries because they are

“identifiable utility expenses or revenues, the recovery or refund of which the
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1 commission finds should be deferred in order to minimize the frequency of rate

2 changes... or to match appropriately the costs borne by and benefits received by

3 ratepayers.” ORS 757.259(2)(e)

4

5 3. COMMUNICATIONS

6 Communications regarding this Application should be addressed to:

7 Michael Parvinen

g Director, Regulatory Affairs

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation
9 8113 West Grandridge Boulevard
Kennewick, WA 99336-7166

10 Telephone: (509) 734-4593
1 E-mail: michael.parvinen@cngc.com
12
13 4, BASIS FOR APPLICATION
14 Due to the variable and unpredictable nature of environmental remediation costs,
5 Cascade seeks authorization to record all environmental costs, which shall include, but
16 are not necessarily limited to, all costs related to investigation, monitoring, legal, study,
17 oversight, and remediation costs, and all costs associated with pursuing insurance
13 recoveries (hereafter “Environmental Costs™) that are associated with MGP projects.
19 Cascade will pay its share (to be determined at a later date) of the remediation
20 costs in the future and the other parties will pay the remainder of the costs. Through
51 September 30, Cascade has deferred $186,696.07.
22
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5. AMOUNTS SUBJECT TO DEFERRAL

2 Sufficient information is currently not available to determine the total cost of
3 remediation of the MGP site or the liability involved. Management cannot predict the
4 ultimate outcome of this matier.
5 For the 12-month period, Cascade proposes to transfer expenses incurred from
6 operation and maintenance/administrative and general accounts to a deferred asset
7 account. The proposed deferred asset account to be used is FERC Account 186.
8
9 6. ACCOUNTING
10 Cascade’s proposed deferrals would be recorded in a sub-account of FERC
11 Account 186 (Miscellaneous Deferred Debits). In the absence of deferral approval,
12 Cascade would record the Envirenimental Costs of labor to FERC Account 920,
13 Administrative and General Salaries, and the costs of outside services (e.g. consulting) to
14 FERC Account 923, Outside Services Employed.
15
16 WHEREFORE, Cascade respectfully requests that in accordance with ORS 757.259 and
17  OAR 860-027-0300, the Commission issue an order authorizing the Company to record and
18  defer, commencing as of December 1, 2014 date of this filing, expenses for environmental
19  remediation work at the Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) in Eugene, as described in this
20 Application.
21
22
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3 DATED: December 23, 2014.

4

5

6 Respectfully submitted,

7 CASCADE NATURAL GAS CORPORATION

Michael Parvinen

10 Director, Regulatory Affairs
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

11 8113 West Grandridge Boulevard

12 Kennewick, WA 99336-7166
Telephone: (509) 734-4593

13 E-mail: michael.parvinen@cnge.com
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September 1, 2014
OTHER NOTICES

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON
PROPOSED CONSENT JUDGMENT FOR A PROSPECTIVE PURCHASER AGREEMENT
AT 700 NW CORNELL AVENUE PROPERTY, CORVALLIS, OREGON

COMMENTS DUE: Oct. 1, 2014
PROJECT LOCATION: 700 NW Cornell Ave., Corvallis, Oregon.

PROPOSAL: Oregon DEQ proposes to enter into a consent judgment for a prospective
purchaser agreement with Charles Grato for the property located at 700 NW Cornell Ave.,
Corvallis, Ore.

HIGHLIGHTS: Grato is acquiring the property to allow him to continue to operate Waucomah
Auto Repair when the existing owner retires. The business will operate under new management
and continue to provide automotive repair services to the community, as well as increase the
property’s productive use. The property was used historically from 1926 through the early
1980s as a bulk fuel distributor and contained a building and four 20,000 gallon aboveground
storage tanks. The tanks stored gasoline, diesel and stove oil. In the early 1980s, the building
was expanded and converted to an automotive and radiator repair business.

In May 2013, soil and groundwater samples were collected to determine if the historic bulk fuel
operations had adversely impacted the property. Soil and groundwater contamination was
detected. In July 2014, Grato’s consultant collected additional soil samples. The recent
sampling established that the historic bulk fuel operations are the source of total petroleum
hydrocarbon contamination remaining in the soil and shallow groundwater at the property.

The consent judgment will require Grato to place institutional controls on the property
precluding usage for residential purposes, the installation of water well(s) or use of the shallow
groundwater. Grato has agreed to fund up to $50,000 of active bioremediation work to help
reduce the residual petroleum hydrocarbon contamination levels to below DEQ risk-based
cleanup concentrations. The bioremediation work will include injecting the contaminated soil
with bacteria that will ingest and break down the residual contamination, as well as injecting
nutrients that will enhance the ability of the microbes to degrade the contamination. The
consent judgment will contain the institutional controls deemed necessary to help prevent the
public from being exposed to potentially harmful residual chemicals.

DEQ’s Prospective Purchaser Program was created in 1995 through amendments to the state’s
environmental cleanup law. The prospective purchaser agreement is a tool that facilitates the
cleanup of contaminated property and encourages property transactions that would otherwise
not likely occur because of the liabilities associated with purchasing a property with existing
contamination. DEQ has approved more than 100 prospective purchaser agreements
throughout the state since the program began.

The proposed consent judgment will provide Grato with a release from liability for claims by the
State of Oregon under ORS §465.255 relating to any historical releases of hazardous
substances or petroleum hydrocarbons at or from the property. The judgment will also provide
Grato with protection from potential contribution actions by third parties for recovery of remedial
action costs associated with any historical releases at or from the property. DEQ retains all
existing rights it may have as to all other parties potentially liable for any releases.

HOW TO COMMENT: Written comments concerning the proposed consent judgment should be
sent to Bill Mason at DEQ’s Western Region Office, 165 East 7th Ave., Ste 100, Eugene, OR
97401-3049. Comments must be received by DEQ by 5p.m. on Oct. 1, 2014. If you have
questions or would like to review the consent judgment and DEQ’s files on the property call Bill
Mason at 541-687-7427 or email at: mason.bill@deq.state.or.us.

Upon written request by ten or more persons, or by a group having ten or more members, a
public meeting will be held to receive verbal comments on the proposed Consent Judgment.

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/bulletin/0914 bulletin/0914 othnotices bulletin.... 10/21/2014
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THE NEXT STEP: DEQ will consider all public comments. A final decision concerning the
proposed consent judgment will be made after consideration of public comments.

Request for Comments
Proposed cleanup for NW Cast

Comments due: 5 p.m., Tuesday, Sept 30, 2014
Project location: 9209 N Calvert Ave., Portland, Oregon

Proposal: The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality seeks comments on the proposed
cleanup for NW Cast. The proposed remedial action includes excavation and off-site disposal of
contaminated soil and backfill of the excavation area with gravel.

Highlights: Northwest Cast Metal Products and Universal Silver operated on site from
approximately 1935 to the late 1970s. Activities included metals recovery and smelting
operations and decommissioning of transformers containing polychlorinated biphenyl commonly
known as PCBs. Currently, the site is used for truck and trailer parking.

Several site investigations between 1998 and 2014 found elevated concentrations of metals
and PCBs in surface soils. Surface soil in some areas contain PCBs and metals at
concentrations that exceed levels protective of on-site workers. Soil across the site could
potentially be carried by stormwater discharges to the Columbia Slough. Site soil contains
contaminants at concentrations that exceed protective levels established for Columbia Slough.
Shallow groundwater samples collected in the vicinity of a former underground storage tank had
detections of metals and petroleum. However, shallow groundwater is not used and
contaminants are not expected to reach the Columbia Slough at concentrations of concern.

The proposed cleanup action is to remove one to three feet of soil such that residual
concentrations are below levels protective of occupational workers and, to the extent practical,
below Columbia Slough sediment screening levels. The excavation area would then be
backfilled with clean gravel reducing the potential for remaining site soils to be carried in
stormwater to the Columbia Slough.

How to comment: Send comments to DEQ Project Manager Sarah Miller at 2020 SW 4th Ave,
Portland, Oregon 97201 or miller.sarah@deq.state.or.us by 5 p.m. Tuesday, Sept. 30. For more
information contact Sarah Miller at 503-229-5040.

Find information  about requesting a review of DEQ project files at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/recordsRequestFAQ.htm

Find the File Review Application form at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/RecordsRequestForm.pdf

To access site summary information and other documents in the DEQ Environmental Cleanup
Site Information database, go to http://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ECSI/ecsi.htm, select “Search
complete ECSI database”, then enter ECSI#999 in the Site ID box and click “Submit” at the
bottom of the page. Next, click the link labeled ECSI #999 in the Site ID/Info column.
Alternatively, you may go directly to the database website for this page at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/Webdocs/Forms/Output/FPController.ashx?
SourceldType=11&Sourceld=4157&Screen=Load

If you do not have web access and want to review the project file contact the DEQ project
manager.

The next step: DEQ will issue a Record of Decision (ROD). A work plan will be developed to
implement the remedial action.

Accessibility information: DEQ is committed to accommodating people with disabilities.
Please notify DEQ of any special physical or language accommodations or if you need
information in large print, Braille or another format. To make these arrangements, call DEQ at
503-229-5696 or toll free in Oregon at 800-452-4011; fax to 503-229-6762; or email to
deginfo@deq.state.or.us. People with hearing impairments may call 711.

Request for Comments
Proposed Shoreline Source Control for Evraz Oregon Steel

Comments due: 5 p.m., Tuesday, Sept. 30, 2014
Project location: 14400 Rivergate Ave., Portland, OR

Proposal: The Department of Environmental Quality proposes that Evraz Oregon Steel Mills
implement shoreline source control measures to significantly reduce potential sources of
contamination to the Willamette River. These measures include removing beach soils and
removing, capping, and stabilizing bank soils contaminated with metals and PCBs. DEQ has
concluded that this combination of actions will remove, or prevent contact with, and erosion of,
contaminant sources along the site’s shoreline on the Willamette River.

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/bulletin/0914 bulletin/0914 othnotices bulletin.... 10/21/2014
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Highlights: The Evraz facility is located on approximately145 acres at River Mile 2 on the east
shore of the Willamette River. The property is part of the Portland Harbor Superfund Site study
area. Oregon Steel Mills (formerly Gilmore Steel Mills) purchased the property in 1967 and built
a steel mill on the site. Evraz purchased the facility from Oregon Steel Mills in 2006. Portions of
the original steel mill continue to operate today, however the steelmaking operations have been
idle since 2003.

Environmental investigations of the site conducted since 2001 revealed metals and PCBs
present in fill material exposed along the facility’s bank on the Willamette River. Concentrations
exceed screening levels based on toxicity to aquatic organisms and bioaccumulation in fish
tissue. Contaminated soil is currently subject to erosion into the river.

DEQ is proposing that contaminated soil along the beach be removed to depths of one to five
feet below the surface with residual contamination capped with river rock, and that steeper
portions of the bank, susceptible to erosion, be remediated via soil removal, followed by
capping and stabilization of the bank and residual contamination.

How to comment: Send comments to DEQ Project Manager Jennifer Sutter DEQ Northwest
Region, 2020 SW 4th Ave., Portland, OR 97201 or sutter.jennifer@deq.state.or.usby 5 p.m.
Tuesday, Sept. 30, 2014. Contact Sutter at 503-229-6148.

Find information about requesting a review of DEQ project files at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/recordsRequestFAQ.htm

Find the File Review Application form at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/RecordsRequestForm.pdf

To access site summary information and other documents in the DEQ Environmental Cleanup
Site Information database, go to http://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ECSI/ecsi.htm, select “Search
complete ECSI database”, then enter [ECSI#] in the Site ID box and click “Submit” at the
bottom of the page. Next, click the link labeled [ECSI #] in the Site ID/Info column. Alternatively,
you may go directy to the database website for this page at
http://www.deq.state.or.us/Webdocs/Forms/Output/FPController.ashx?
Sourceld=141&SourceldType=11.

If you do not have web access and want to review the project file contact the DEQ project
manager.

The next step: DEQ will consider all public comments, and the regional administrator will make
and publish the final decision after consideration of these comments

Accessibility information: DEQ is committed to accommodating people with disabilities.
Please notify DEQ of any special physical or language accommodations or if you need
information in large print, Braille or another format. To make these arrangements, call DEQ at
503-229-5696 or toll free in Oregon at 800-452-4011; fax to 503-229-6762; or email to
deginfo@deq.state.or.us. People with hearing impairments may call 711.

Request for Comments
Proposed Source Control Decision for RB Recycling

Comments due: 5 p.m., Tuesday Sept.30, 2014
Project location: 8501 N Borthwick Ave., Portland, Oregon

Proposal: DEQ proposes to issue a determination that the stormwater pathway for
contaminants to discharge to the Columbia Slough from the former RB Recycling facility site
has been controlled.

Highlights: RB Recycling, a tire recycling facility, operated on the site from 1975 until 2013
when operations shut down and began vacating the property. Currently the site is vacant.
Stormwater samples collected while the facility was operating repeatedly exceeded
benchmarks for total suspended solids, copper, and zinc. Columbia Slough sediments adjacent
to the RB Recycling stormwater discharge outfall contain elevated concentrations of metals,
PCBs and PAHs. RB Recycling signed a voluntary agreement with DEQ in 2012 to investigate
the stormwater pathway at the site.

As part of vacating the property, RB Recycling removed one to three feet of surface soils across
the site and in adjacent roadways until samples of remaining soil were found to meet levels
protective of the stormwater pathway. Following soil removal RB Recycling placed a minimum
of six inches of clean gravel on the site and adjacent N. Hunt Ave. and N. Kirby St. A private
outfall draining a portion of the site, known as the N. Hunt St. drain, was sealed by the northern
property owner, Wastech (ECSI#1271) preventing storm?water discharge via this pathway.

How to comment: Send comments to DEQ Project Manager Sarah Miller at 2020 SW 4th Ave,
Portland, Oregon 97201 or miller.sarah@deq.state.or.us by 5 p.m., Tuesday, Sept. 30. Contact
Sarah Miller at 503-229-5040.

Find information  about requestng a review of DEQ project files at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/recordsRequestFAQ.htm

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/bulletin/0914 bulletin/0914 othnotices bulletin.... 10/21/2014
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Find the File Review Application form at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/RecordsRequestForm.pdf

To access site summary information and other documents in the DEQ Environmental Cleanup
Site Information database, go to http://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ECSl/ecsi.htm, select “Search
complete ECSI database”, then enter ECSI#4157 in the Site ID box and click “Submit” at the
bottom of the page. Next, click the link labeled ECSI #4157 in the Site ID/Info column.
Alternatively, you may go directly to the database website for this page at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/Webdocs/Forms/Output/FPController.ashx?
SourceldType=11&Sourceld=4157&Screen=Load

If you do not have web access and want to review the project file contact the DEQ project
manager.

The next step: DEQ will issue a stormwater source control decision.

Accessibility information: DEQ is committed to accommodating people with disabilities.
Please notify DEQ of any special physical or language accommodations or if you need
information in large print, Braille or another format. To make these arrangements, call DEQ at
503-229-5696 or toll free in Oregon at 800-452-4011; fax to 503-229-6762; or email to
deqginfo@deq.state.or.us. People with hearing impairments may call 711.

Request for Comments
Proposed remedy approval and closure for Block 15, former Portland Gas
Manufacturing. site

Comments due: 5 p.m., Tuesday, Sept. 30, 2014
Project location: 121 NW Everett St., Portland, OR

Proposal: The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing to approve a remedy to
address soil and groundwater contamination at the Block 15 property, part of the former
Portland Gas Manufacturing property undergoing investigation. DEQ has determined that an
office building and other development eliminate potential contaminated media, and that no
further action is necessary provided these capping elements are maintained.

Highlights: Block 15 is located on the eastern perimeter of the former Portland Gas
Manufacturing site in downtown Portland. Portland Gas Manufacturing is undergoing
investigation and cleanup under DEQ. A separate closure decision was requested for Block 15,
which had limited impacts from gas manufacturing. Data indicate that soil and groundwater are
contaminated at Block 15. However redevelopment of the property in 1999, including
construction of an office building and paved parking, has effectively capped contamination.
DEQ is proposing site closure given an absence of risk; ongoing inspection and maintenance of
the site cap will be necessary, and a deed restriction will be recorded prohibiting groundwater
use.

How to comment: Send comments to DEQ Project Manager Daniel Hafley at 2020 SW Fourth
Ave., Suite 400, Portland, OR or hafley.dan@deq.state.or.us. For more information contact the
project manager at 503-229-5417.

Find information  about requestng a review of DEQ project files at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/recordsRequestFAQ.htm

Find the File Review Application form at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/RecordsRequestForm.pdf

To access site summary information and other documents in the DEQ Environmental Cleanup
Site Information database, go to http://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ECSI/ecsi.htm, select “Search
complete ECSI database”, then enter 5755 in the Site ID box and click “Submit” at the bottom of
the page. Next, click the link labeled 5755 in the Site ID/Info column. Alternatively, you may go
directly to the database website for this page at http://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ecsi/ecsilist.asp?
SitelD=5755.

If you do not have web access and want to review the project file contact the DEQ project
manager.

The next step: After all comments have been considered, DEQ will proceed with site closure.
Accessibility information: DEQ is committed to accommodating people with disabilities. If you
need information in another format, please contact DEQ toll free in Oregon at 800-452-4011,
email at deqginfo@deq.state.or.us, or 711 for people with hearing impairments.

Request for Comments
Proposed approval of cleanup at Oregon Fir Supply Company site

Comments due: 5 p.m., Tuesday, Sept. 30

Project location: 6225 NE 112th Avenue, Portland, Oregon

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/bulletin/0914 bulletin/0914 othnotices bulletin.... 10/21/2014
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Proposal: DEQ seeks comments on its proposal to issue a conditional no further action
determination for an environmental cleanup at the former Oregon Fir Supply Company site
located in Northeast Portland. DEQ is also proposing to issue LeJar Enterprises, LLC, a
Certificate of Completion for remedial action obligations described in their Unilateral Order with
DEQ.

Highlights: The property was subject to releases of hazardous wastes by Drum Recovery
Incorporated in 1980 to 1981, which resulted in soil and groundwater contamination from
pentachlorophenol and volatile organic compounds, commonly known as VOCs. The site is
located within the City of Portland back up municipal supply well field and is designated General
Industrial 2 land use.

Several phases of investigation and cleanup have been completed since 1994. DEQ issued a
Record of Decision for cleanup in 2009 which directed treatment to address elevated VOCs
concentrations in groundwater at source areas, environmental monitoring to assess soil-gas
and groundwater, and institutional controls. In-situ bioremediation of groundwater was
implemented in 2007 and 2011. Remedial action monitoring has been performed and post-
treatment monitoring has not detected contaminants above applicable risk-based
concentrations. DEQ has concluded remaining contamination does not pose unacceptable risk,
including the beneficial use of Troutdale Gravel Aquifer groundwater as a drinking water source
to nearby properties and the City of Portland municipal supply. Cleanup has restored the site to
conditions protective for human health and the environment for current and reasonably likely
future land use.

How to comment: Send written comments to the DEQ Project Manager Erin McDonnell at
DEQ Northwest Region, 2020 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 400, Portland, Oregon 97201, or
mcdonnell.erin@deq.state.or.us. For more information contact the project manager at 503-229-
6900.

Find information  about requestng a review of DEQ project files at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/recordsRequestFAQ.htm

Find the File Review Application form at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/RecordsRequestForm.pdf

To access site summary information and other documents in the DEQ Environmental Cleanup
Site Information database, go to http://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ECSI/ecsi.htm, select “Search
complete ECSI database”, then enter 167 in the Site ID box and click “Submit” at the bottom of
the page. Next, click the link labeled 167 in the Site ID/Info column. Alternatively, you may go
directly to the database website for this page at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/Webdocs/Forms/Output/FPController.ashx?
Sourceld=167&SourceldType=11.

If you do not have web access and want to review the project file contact the DEQ project
manager.

The next step: DEQ will consider all public comments received within the public comment
period and prior issuance of a conditional no further action determination.

Accessibility information: DEQ is committed to accommodating people with disabilities. If you
need information in another format, please contact DEQ toll free in Oregon at 800-452-4011,
email at deqinfo@deq.state.or.us, or 711 for people with hearing impairments.

Request for Comments
Revised cleanup plan for Block 8L in Portland’s Old Town District

Comments due: 5 p.m., Tuesday, Sept. 30, 2014
Project location: 60 NW Davis St., Portland, OR

Proposal: The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing a fundamental revision to the
2013 cleanup plan to address soil and groundwater contamination at the Block 8L property
located in Portland’s Old Town district. Under the revised plan, site contamination will be
capped with a combination of clean fill and hardscape. A soil vapor treatment system also will
be installed.

Highlights: Investigation at the Block 8L property has identified elevated concentrations of
petroleum hydrocarbons and metals in soil. Petroleum has also been detected in shallow
groundwater in the northeast site corner exceeding DEQ risk-based concentrations. Soll
contamination is principally from contaminated fill from past operations at the site. Groundwater
contamination has migrated onto the site from a separate property to the northeast.

DEQ’s 2013 selected remedy consisted of excavation and landfill disposal of approximately
3,400 tons of contaminated soil, and installing of a soil vapor collection system, with excavation
being performed during construction of subgrade parking. Revised developments plans call for
minimal subgrade work. DEQ has determined site risk can be addressed through installation of
a site cap consisting of clean fill and hardscape, as requested by the Portland Development
Commission. Capping will require ongoing inspection and maintenance and a deed restriction

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/bulletin/0914 bulletin/0914 othnotices bulletin.... 10/21/2014
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to be filed with the property deed. Specific information on the new cleanup remedy is presented
in a DEQ Record of Decision Amendment dated August 2014.

How to comment: Send comments to DEQ Project Manager Daniel Hafley at 2020 SW Fourth
Ave., Suite 400, Portland, OR or hafley.dan@deq.state.or.us. For more information contact the
project manager at 503-229-5417.

Find information  about requestng a review of DEQ project files at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/recordsRequestFAQ.htm

Find the File Review Application form at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/RecordsRequestForm.pdf

To access site summary information and other documents in the DEQ Environmental Cleanup
Site Information database, go to http://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ECSI/ecsi.htm, select “Search
complete ECSI database”, then enter 5768 in the Site ID box and click “Submit” at the bottom of
the page. Next, click the link labeled 5768 in the Site ID/Info column. Alternatively, you may go
directly to the database website for this page at http://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ecsi/ecsilist.asp?
SitelD=5768.

If you do not have web access and want to review the project file contact the DEQ project
manager.

The next step: After all comments have been considered, DEQ will proceed with site closure.

Accessibility information: DEQ is committed to accommodating people with disabilities. If you
need information in another format, please contact DEQ toll free in Oregon at 800-452-4011,
email at deginfo@deq.state.or.us, or 711 for people with hearing impairments.

Request for Comments
Proposed conditional approval of cleanup at Powell LLC Property

Comments due: 5 p.m., Tuesday, Sept. 30, 2014
Project Location: 3610 SE 29th Ave., Portland

Proposal: The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing to issue a No Further Action
determination with conditions based on the results of a Phase Il Environmental Site
Assessment completed on May 28, 2013 for the Powell LLC Property in Portland. DEQ is
proposing that no further investigation or cleanup be required unless new buildings are planned
for the property or the existing warehouses are enclosed.

Highlights: The property extends over a former ravine that was filled with construction debris,
including brick, concrete, glass, metal and vegetation, in the 1950s and 1960s. An office and
vehicle maintenance shop was constructed at the north end of the property in 1951, and two
three-sided aluminum storage warehouses were constructed in 1987. The property was
occupied by construction companies through the mid-1980s and since then has been used for
warehouse storage. Petroleum-contaminated soils are present in portions of the property at
concentrations exceeding DEQ’s risk-based standards for direct contact by construction
workers. Methane generated from decomposing vegetation in the ravine fill soils also is a
concern. The property does not pose an unacceptable risk to public health or the environment
in its current state, but further investigations will be needed if new buildings are planned or if the
current warehouses are enclosed.

How to comment: Send comments to DEQ Project Manager Kevin Dana at 2020 SW 4th
Avenue, Suite 400, Portland, Oregon, 97201 or dana.kevin@deq.state.or.us. For more
information contact the project manager at 503-229-5369.

Find information about requesting a review of DEQ project files
at:http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/RecordsRequestFAQ.htm

Find the File Review Application form at:
http://www.deq.state.or.us/records/RecordsRequestForm.pdf

To access site summary information and other documents in the DEQ Environmental Cleanup
Site Information database, go to http://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ECSl/ecsi.htm, select “Search
complete ECSI database”, then enter 5829 in the Site ID box and click “Submit” at the bottom of
the page. Next, click the link labeled 5829 in the Site ID/Info column. Alternatively, you may go
directly to the database website for this page
athttp://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ECSl/ecsidetail.asp?seqnbr=5829.

If you do not have web access and want to review the project file contact the DEQ project
manager.

The next step: DEQ will consider all public comments received by the close of the comment

period before making a final decision regarding the No Further Action determination. A public
notice announcing the final decision will be published in this publication.

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/bulletin/0914 bulletin/0914 othnotices bulletin.... 10/21/2014
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Accessibility information: DEQ is committed to accommodating people with disabilities. If you
need information in another format, please contact DEQ toll free in Oregon at 800-452-4011,
email at deqinfo@deq.state.or.us, or 711 for people with hearing impairments.

Request for Comments
Proposed Cleanup Plan for the former Eugene Manufactured Gas Plant

Comments due: 5 p.m., Tuesday, Sept. 30
Project location: 700 Block of E. 8th Ave., Eugene, Ore.

Proposal: DEQ is recommending a cleanup plan for a portion of the former Eugene
Manufactured Gas Plant located on property owned by the Eugene Water & Electric Board
(EWEB) at the 700 block of E. 8th Ave. along the Willamette River, in Eugene, and the adjacent
cul-de-sac located at the intersection of Hilyard Street and E. 8th Ave. owned by the City of
Eugene. DEQ proposes that Engineering and Institutional Controls with Targeted Soil/Waste
Removal be adopted as the remedy to address unacceptable risks to human health and the
environment at the site. This remedy includes removal of the highest concentration wastes from
in and around some buried structures at the site, maintaining an asphalt or equivalent cap over
the site, and shoreline and riverbank stabilization measures to prevent erosion. In addition, the
proposal requires a deed restriction requiring regular cap maintenance and inspection as well
as maintenance of shoreline stabilization measures and restricting residential use of the site.
Information regarding DEQ’s recommendations is in the Staff Report, Recommended Remedial
Action for Eugene Manufactured Gas Plant (Former) EWEB-Owned Portion, and the Staff
Report, Recommended Remedial Action for Eugene Manufactured Gas Plant (Former) Cul-de-
Sac Portion, ESCI 1723.

Highlights: The gas plant operated from 1907 to 1950. Operations at the facility produced a
thick tar-like residue containing several contaminants which contaminated soil and
groundwater. A DEQ initiated site investigation and risk assessment demonstrated the need for
a remedy to prevent direct exposure to contaminated soils, prevent indoor exposure to
contaminated vapors and ensure continued shoreline stability.

How to comment: Send comments to DEQ Project Manager Seth Sadofsky at 165 E. 7th Ave.,
Suite 100, Eugene, OR 97401 or email to: sadofsky.seth@deq.state.or.us. For more
information contact the project manager at 541-687-7329.

Find information about requesting a review of DEQ project files at:
www.deq.state.or.us/records/recordsRequestFAQ.htm

Find the File Review Application form at:
www.deq.state.or.us/records/RecordsRequestForm.pdf

To access site summary information and other documents in the DEQ Environmental Cleanup
Site Information database, go to www.deq.state.or.us/lg/ECSl/ecsi.htm, select “Search
complete ECSI database”, then enter 1723 in the Site ID box and click “Submit” at the bottom of
the page. Next, click the link labeled 1723 in the Site ID/Info column. Alternatively, you may go
directly to the database website for this page at
http://www.deq.state.or.us/Webdocs/Forms/Output/FPController.ashx?
Sourceld=1723&SourceldType=11

If you do not have web access and want to review the project file contact DEQ Project Manager
Seth Sadofsky.

The next step: At the conclusion of the public comment period a Record of Decision will be
issued for the site and EWEB will begin working on the cleanup under the supervision of DEQ.

Accessibility information: DEQ is committed to accommodating people with disabilities.
Please notify DEQ of any special physical or language accommodations or if you need
information in large print, Braille or another format. To make these arrangements, call DEQ at
503-229-5696 or toll free in Oregon at 800-452-4011; fax to 503-229-6762; or email to
deqginfo@deq.state.or.us. People with hearing impairments may call 711.

Request for Comments
DEQ Proposes No Further Action for Jimmy Creek Ranch

Comments due: 5 p.m., September 30, 2014
Project location: 53365 Jimmy Creek Road, North Powder

Proposal: The Department of Environmental Quality proposes to issue a no further action
determination for the Jimmy Creek Ranch site located near North Powder. DEQ issues a no
further action determination when a cleanup has met regulatory standards. DEQ also proposes
to delist the site from the Confirmed Release List and Inventory of Hazardous Substances.

Highlights: A fence post treating area, two underground storage tanks (USTs), two above
ground tanks, and associated dispensers were located approximately 200 feet south of the
ranch residence. Between November 2011 and March 2012, approximately 400 tons of
primarily pentachlorophenol contaminated soil was excavated and transported off-site for

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/bulletin/0914 bulletin/0914 othnotices bulletin.... 10/21/2014
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disposal. Soil was also excavated from two burn pile areas. The two USTs were
decommissioned by excavation and removal.

How to comment: Send comments by 5 p.m., September 30, 2014, to DEQ Project Manager
Katie Robertson by phone at 541-278-4620, by mail at 800 SE Emigrant Ave., Suite 330,
Pendleton, OR 97801, by e-mail at Robertson.Katie@deq.state.or.us or by fax at 541-278-
0168.

To access site summary information, the consent order, and other documents visit DEQ’s
Environmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) database at
http://www.deq.state.or.us/Ig/ecsi/ecsi.htm under Site ID 4849. To review the project file,
contact the project manager above for a file review appointment.

The next step: DEQ will consider all public comments received before making a final decision
on the proposed no further action determination and proposed delisting. DEQ will provide
written responses to all public comments received.

Accessibility information: DEQ is committed to accommodating people with disabilities. If you
need information in another format, please contact DEQ toll free in Oregon at 800-452-4011,
email at deqinfo@deq.state.or.us, or 711 for people with hearing impairments.

DEQ RECOMMENDS NO FURTHER ACTION FOR ASSESSMENT OR CLEANUP
OF FORMER TRUCK MAINTENANCE FACILITY, GOLDFISH FARM ROAD ALBANY,
OREGON

PROJECT LOCATION: 1248 Goldfish Farm Road, SE
Albany, Linn County, Oregon

SUMMARY: The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality is recommending No Further
Action (NFA) for assessment or cleanup of historical contaminants at the former Truck
Maintenace Facility (Goldfish Farm Road) in Albany. DEQ is soliciting public comment on the
recommendation. The following provides a short project summary and information on how to
comment.

Historical operations at the property included several generations of truck and equipment repair
and storage facilities. The former truck repair facility, which operated from the 1950s to 1970s,
included a truck shop building containing a grease pit and a truck fueling area with two above-
ground fuel storage tanks (ASTs) located in a separate shed structure. A truck wash company
operated at the property from approximately 1989 until 1995.

Historic releases of petroleum (diesel, gasoline, and waste oil) resulted in shallow soil and
groundwater contamination. The contamination was assessed during several subsurface
investigations between 2006 and 2012. The current property owner’'s consultant completed a
summary of the assessment work and prepared a Remedial Investigation Summary Report
which recommended site closure under Oregon Cleanup Rules. DEQ agreed with the
conclusions and prepared a staff memo recommending No Further Action for assessment and
cleanup. The report also supports DEQ’s conclusions as to why residual contaminants are
below acceptable risk levels and that the site is protective of human health and the
environment.

DEQ’s recommendation is conditional based on the presumed future use of the property
remaining commercial. DEQ’s recommendation includes a deed restriction on the property that
presents where residual contamination might be found and how to manage contaminated soil
and groundwater, if encountered. As long as the deed restriction is adhered to, the site will be
protective of human health and the environment.

HOW TO COMMENT: The Remedial Investigation Report and the Staff Memo are available on
line at http://www.deq.state.or.us/lg/cu/index.htm by entering the Site ID number 5043 in the
Environmental Cleanup Site Inventory (ECSI) database. A file containing detailed information
for the site is available for review in DEQ’s office located in Suite 100 at 165 East 7th Avenue in
Eugene. Comments need to be received by September 30th at 5 pm by email or letter.
Comments or questions should be directed to Bryn Thoms at DEQ’s Eugene office at 541-687-
7424 or toll-free in Oregon at 1-800-844-8467, extension 7424, or by email at
thoms.bryn@deq.state.or.us.

The official copy of an Oregon Administrative Rule is contained in the Administrative Order filed at the Archives Division, 800
Summer St. NE, Salem, Oregon 97310. Any discrepancies with the published version are satisfied in favor of the Administrative
Order. The Oregon Administrative Rules and the Oregon Bulletin are copyrighted by the Oregon Secretary of State. Terms and
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Introduction

DEQ has recommended a remedial plan for a part of the former Eugene Manufactured Gas Plant
(MGP) located on property owned by the Eugene Water & Electric Board (EWEB) at the 700 block
of East 8th Avenue along the Willamette River and the adjacent cul-de-sac property at 8" avenue
and Hilyard Street, in Eugene, Oregon (Figures 1 and 2). At the time the MGP was in operation, the
Cul-de-Sac Property and the EWEB Property were part of the same parcel of land and the MGP
operations were conducted on both properties. Separate staff reports were prepared for the main site
of MGP operations and for the Cul-de-Sac area. However, after comparing possible remedies, both
properties will best be addressed by a similar combination of remedies as described below.

In the 19" and early 20" centuries, MGPs produced gasses (similar to natural gas) by heating coal,
oil, or other fuels in the absence of oxygen, producing flammable gasses that were used for lighting,
cooking, heating, fueling industrial processes, etc. These MGP processes and operations often
resulted in environmental contamination sometimes referred to as MGP residue, a thick tar-like
substance. The Eugene Former MGP operated from 1907 to 1950. During operation of the facility,
MGP residue contaminated the soil and groundwater. In 1976 EWEB purchased the property where
the main portion of the MGP operated and later investigated the contamination under an
Intergovernmental Agreement with the DEQ.

Soil

Contaminated soil is common beneath the core area of the site, and occurs to the south beneath
the City of Eugene cul-de-sac and to the north beneath the bike path and to the edge of the river
(see Figure 3). In the core area of the site the contamination extends from near ground level to
bedrock, which is at a depth of about 27 feet below ground surface. Soil contamination in the
core area extends beneath the water table where groundwater transported site contaminants
toward the river (Figure 4). Soil contamination also occurs on the University of Oregon
Riverfront Research Park property a short distance to the east and south east of the site. Soil
contamination mostly consists of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH)s, which are semi-
volatile organic compounds, and benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX), which are
volatile organic compounds, some of which can vaporize and migrate to the surface.

Groundwater

Groundwater contamination is present below much of the site and extends to the river.
Groundwater contamination consists of PAHs and BTEX and occurs within a thin (5-9 feet
thick) layer above the bedrock. There is no current or likely future use of groundwater at the site
except for discharge to surface water (Willamette River). While the site investigation indicates
that contaminated groundwater discharges into the Willamette River, it also indicated that the
site-related compounds have no adverse effects on aquatic receptors or future uses of the
Willamette River.

Pure Phase Wastes

MGP residue is present beneath the surface of much of the site (see Figure 5). In places, the
residue is a Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid (NAPL), which means that it is a separate-phase liquid,
which, like oil, does not dissolve in water. NAPL is principally found beneath the core area of
the site in the pore spaces in the soil (as residual NAPL), both above the water table and below it.
The NAPL is a combination of compounds including BTEX, PAHs, and other chemicals.



Overall, the NAPL is slightly heavier than water. However, some of the chemicals separate from
the NAPL in the presence of water and float on the surface of the groundwater table to form a
sheen or film. The NAPL extends from the core area of the site to the Willamette River in
saturated soils beneath the water table.

The NAPL can share soil pore spaces with water in discontinuous blebs. It is viscous and does
not flow easily. Many years ago, when the NAPL was released, the NAPL spread in different
ways including flowing down to the groundwater from its point of release and then flowing with
groundwater to the Willamette River. However over the years, the more soluble compounds in
the NAPL dissolved in groundwater; and in its current form the NAPL is non-mobile. It occurs
as a residue coating pore spaces, but not flowing toward the river, although it does act as a source
for groundwater contamination beneath the site.

Some NAPL is present in limited areas near or in buried foundations or former MGP structures
at the site. EWEB removed about 1,500 gallons of NAPL and water from the former
underground tar tank in 1999.

Surface Water

Water samples from the Willamette River show that some chemicals from the site are present in
the river at low concentrations that do not present a risk concern for fish or other aquatic species.
In addition a worst-case-scenario model for groundwater discharging to the Willamette River
predicted no significant effect on aquatic receptors in the river.

Sediments

The site has slightly less than 300 feet of river frontage. The river bed is dominated by cobble
gravel. Fine-grained sediments in two small areas along the site contained contaminants in
excess of ecological screening levels. An investigation was completed to further evaluate the risk
associated with these contaminants. The analysis showed that the risk from contaminants in the
sediment was not significant.

Risk Assessment
Oregon cleanup rules are based on risk. If contaminants pose unacceptable risk to people or the
environment, a cleanup action is required. The majority of the site is expected to remain under
the control of EWEB for the foreseeable future and to be used for a combination of park space
and access to the adjacent substation. Applicable risk pathways for future use of the site are
summarized in Table 1. DEQ identified the following unacceptable risks at the site, based on
current Site conditions, chemical concentrations in soil and high-concentration MGP residues:

e Vapor intrusion from soil or high-concentration MGP residue into indoor air in an

occupational setting.

e Exposure to contaminated soil by site workers or excavation workers.
The Human Health Risk Assessment is Summarized in Tables 2 and 3. No unacceptable
ecological risk was identified at the site. Nor was any unacceptable risk to site visitors or
recreational users identified.

Remedial Action Objectives



Based on the unacceptable risks identified above Oregon’s cleanup rules require a cleanup or
remedial action to reduce the risk. The objectives of the remedial action include the following:

e Prevent industrial and excavation worker exposure to contaminated soils.

e Prevent exposure to future site users from vapor intrusion of benzene into
indoor spaces.

e Ensure continued shoreline stability to prevent erosion of contaminated
subsurface soil, the unintentional dispersal of soil contaminants to the
Willamette River, and public and worker exposure to soil contaminants.

e Control infiltration of rainwater through contaminated soil in upland Site area
to minimize the potential for mobilization of contaminants to the Willamette
River.

e Treat or remove high-concentration waste to the extent feasible.

Note that several of these remedial action objectives are related to limiting the potential
for migration of contaminants rather than risks identified in the Human Health or
Ecological Risk Assessments.

Remedial Alternatives
The following remedial action alternatives were evaluated to meet the remedial action
objectives:

No Action
No action is not protective and was eliminated from consideration as a remedial
alternative for the site.

Engineering and Institutional controls

Engineering and institutional controls include maintaining an asphalt or equivalent
cap over the site, shoreline and riverbank stabilization measures to prevent erosion,
and applying a deed restriction requiring regular cap maintenance and inspection as
well as maintenance of shoreline stabilization measures, restricting residential use of
the site, and restricting construction of buildings for continuous human occupancy.
Institutional controls would also include preparing a site management plan to ensure
safe work practices in the contaminated zone, proper management of contaminated
soil and groundwater, and documenting shoreline stabilization and inspection
requirements.

Engineering and Institutional Controls with Targeted Soil/Waste Removal

This remedial alternative includes the engineering and institutional controls outlined
above and removal of the highest concentration wastes from in and around some
buried structures at the site (see Figure 6).

Engineering and Institutional Controls with Deep Soil Removal and Shoreline
Bulkhead Construction

This remedy includes the engineering and institutional controls outlined above and
removal of soil in the core area to a depth of about 15 feet below ground surface. In



addition a massive shoreline bulkhead would be constructed to protect against erosion
and potential exposure of contaminated subsurface soil beneath the shoreline area.

After evaluating each alternative for effectiveness, long term reliability,
implementability, implementation risk, and cost, DEQ proposes Engineering and
Institutional Controls with Targeted Soil/Waste Removal as the remedy for the site.

DEQ will announce the proposed remedy in the local Eugene Register Guard, on its
Public Notices website, and in the Oregon Secretary of State’s Bulletin, and will hold a
30-day public comment period. After considering all public comments, DEQ may
finalize the proposed remedy in a record of decision for the site.



Table 1

Human Health Conceptual Site Model for MGP Site Prepared by DEQ

Media

Pathway

Depth (ft)

or

Industrial

Occupational

Rational

Soil

Direct Contact

=
bR
w

X

X| Excavation Worker

O| Recreational User

Occupational contact with shallow soils is unlikely, given the
current Site paving and EWEB plans/commitment to Site
management approach, including upland soil cap/cover and
shoreline area controls. Construction/excavation worker direct
contact with shallow soils is possible. Visitor contact is unlikely
since the site is paved and fenced.

3-15

Construction/excavation worker exposure to deeper soils is
possible. Exposure to soils below 3 ft is unlikely for visitors.

Shore-
line
(0-0.5)

Occupational or excavation worker contact with shoreline surface
soils is unlikely. EWEB maintenance worker and visitor/trespasser
contact with surface soils in the shoreline area is possible.

Vapor Intrusion to Indoor
Air

1.5-3

No structures for human occupation are currently located on the
site. Benzene in one soil sample and in MGP waste material in/at
two former MGP structures exceed DEQ generic RBCs; thus, in
the absence of further analysis or remedial action, Site controls
will be needed preventing future buildings on the site.

3-15

o

As above.

Shore-
line
(0-0.5)

No buildings are present or likely on the bank of the river.

Volatilization to Outdoor
Air

All

Benzene levels in one soil sample exceed generic RBCs for
volatilization to outdoor air. Site-specific calculations presented in
the final FFS demonstrate that volatilization to outdoor air does
not pose an unacceptable risk to occupational users, maintenance
workers or site visitors, even if the soil cap/cover were
permanently removed.

Leaching to Groundwater

All

Groundwater is not used as a drinking water source at or
downgradient of the subject property. Since groundwater ingestion
is not considered to be a complete pathway for the site, neither is
leaching to groundwater.

Groundwater

Groundwater Ingestion

No drinking water use of the perched shallow groundwater.

Direct Exposure to
Groundwater

Since groundwater occurs at depths greater than ten feet (~17
feet), construction/excavation worker contact with contaminated
groundwater is unlikely.

Vapor Intrusion to Indoor
Air

No buildings are currently located on site. While volatile
constituents are present in the groundwater, none is present at
concentrations in excess of volatilization RBCs. Benzene
concentrations in groundwater do not exceed the acceptable risk
level of 1E-06.

Volatilization to Outdoor
Air

While volatile constituents are present in the groundwater, none
are present at concentrations in excess of volatilization RBCs.

X indicates a pathway is complete; O indicates a pathway is incomplete
Recreational user is equivalent to the visitor or trespasser potential exposure scenario.
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Table 2 DEQ Derived Risk Characterization Summary — Cancer Risk Estimates

Scenario CoC Soil Waste Groundwater Cumulative
Cancer Materials Cancer Risk Cancer Risk
Risk'  Cancer Risk?

Industrial Benz(a)anthracene 2.7E-04 1.0E-04 3.7E-04

(Direct Contact)  Benzo(a)pyrene 1.7E-03 8.9E-04 2.6E-03
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.6E-04 1.6E-04
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.3E-05 7.8E-06 2.1E-05
Chrysene 3.7E-06 1.1E-06 4.8E-06
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 3.5E-06 3.5E-06
Benzene 6.4E-07 5.3E-06 5 9E-06
TOTAL CANCER RISK 2.2E-03 1.0E-03 3.2E-03

Industrial Indoor Benzene ° 4.9E-05 1.5E-04 1.3E-06 2.0E-04

Air

Industrial Benzene ’ 6.9E-08 2.1E-07 2.8E-07 5.6E-07

Qutdoor Air

Excavation
Benz(a)anthracene 2.2E-06 4.7E-07 2.7E-06
Benzo(a)pyrene 2.3E-05 4.1E-06 2.7TE-05
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.7E-06 1.7E-06
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.8E-07 3.6E-08 2.2E-07
Chrysene 3.1E-08 5.1E-09 3.6E-08
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 5.2E-07 5.2E-07
Benzene * 3.9E-07 1.9E-08 2.8E-07 6.9E-07
TOTAL CANCER RISK 2.8E-05 4.6E-06 2.8E-07 3.3E-05

Recreational

User *
Benz(a)anthracene 5.7E-08 5.7E-08
Benzo(a)pyrene 3.4E-07 3.4E-07
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 2.9E-08 2.9E-08
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 3.4E-09 3.4E-09
Chrysene 5.7E-10 5.7E-10
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 6.2E-08 6.2E-08
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.8E-08 1.8E-08
Benzene® 9.7E-08 3.0E-07 4.0E-07
TOTAL CANCER RISK 6.1E-07 9.1E-07

Footnotes:

1 Cancer risk for soil was calculated for both shallow soil (1.5-3ft) and deeper subsurface soil (3-15
ft) in the final Focused Feasibility Study (SH+G 2006). The maximum cancer risk for either
shallow soil or deeper subsurface soil is presented for the Excavation scenario.

2 Cancer risks for waste material were calculated using maximum concentrations provided in Table
A-5 of the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002) and comparing them to RBCs in
DEQ’s 2003 RBDM Guidance.
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3 Cancer risk for the excavation worker exposed to benzene in groundwater via outdoor air
volatilization was conservatively assumed to be equal to the industrial worker because no default
scenario is available for this pathway for excavation workers.

4 As described in the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002), the Recreational user (i.e.,
river bank trespasser or visitor) was evaluated by comparing against a risk-based concentration for
an industrial worker as a conservative measure. This comparison is over-protective because the
assumed duration of contact is much less for a Recreational user. Therefore, the risk values
presented overestimate actual risk to Recreational users. All detected chemicals are presented for
the Recreational user since this scenario was not presented in the residual risk assessment of the
Focused Feasibility Study (SH+G 2006) because all concentrations in surface soil at the shoreline
area were below conservative risk-based screening levels. Screening tables for the Recreational
user can be found in Tables A-1 to A-3 of the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002).

5 Benzene in soil was evaluated for volatilization to outdoor air for the recreational user by applying
the site-specific screening levels in the final FFS. Site soil maximum concentration of benzene
was 59,000 ug/kg and the waste material maximum was 180,000 ug/kg. The site-specific
screening level for a visitor to the site was 607,639 ug/kg. This evaluation confirms acceptable
risk level for the visitor exposure scenario.

6 Volatilization to indoor air was evaluated for benzene (the only highly volatile chemical detected).
Maximum soil, waste, and groundwater concentrations were used to calculate risk estimates.
Benzene site soil maximum concentration was 59,000 ug/kg, the waste material maximum
concentration was 180,000 ug/kg, and the groundwater maximum concentration was 3,590 ug/L.
The RBCs for soil/waste and groundwater were 1,200 ug/kg and 2,800 ug/L, respectively (RBCs
from DEQ’s 2003 RBDM Guidance, as updated 2009).

7 Benzene in soil was evaluated for volatilization to outdoor air for the industrial user by applying the
site-specific screening levels in the final FFS. Site soil maximum concentration of benzene was
59,000 ug/kg and the waste material maximum was 180,000 ug/kg. The site-specific screening
level for EWEB industrial workers to the site was 857,143 ug/kg which exceeds the soil saturation
level of (701,000 ug/kg). This evaluation confirms acceptable risk level for the visitor exposure
scenario. Benzene in groundwater was evaluated for volatilization to outdoor air for the industrial
worker by applying the 2003 RBDM (as updated 2009) outdoor RBC of 14,000 ug/L and
comparing it to the maximum concentration of benzene detected in groundwater (3,590 ug/L).



Table 3 PEQ Derived Risk Characterization Summary — Noncancer Hazards
Scenario cocC Soil Waste Groundwater  Cumulative
Noncancer Materials Noncancer Noncancer HI
HQ! Noncancer HQ
HQ?

Industrial
2-methylnaphthalene 5.8 6.3 12.1
Acenaphthylene NA NA NA
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.43 ND 0.43
Naphthalene 2.8 18 20.8
Phenanthrene 14 7 21
TOTAL HAZARD INDEX 23.0 31.3 54.3

Excavation
2-methylnaphthalene 3.0 NC 3.0
Acenaphthylene 0.80 <0.001 0.80
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.48 NC 0.48
Naphthalene 5.0 0.18 5.18
Phenanthrene 3.0 NC 3.0
TOTAL HAZARD INDEX 12.3 0.2 125

Recreation

al User ®
2-methylnaphthalene NC NC
Acenaphthylene <0.001 <0.001
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.003 0.003
Naphthalene ND ND
Phenanthrene 0.02 0.02
TOTAL HAZARD INDEX 0.2 0.2

Footnotes:

NA - not applicable because Acenaphylene not identified as a COPC for shallow soil in HHRE

NC - not calculated because EPA-verified toxicity data not available

ND - not detected

1. Noncancer hazards for soil were calculated for both shallow soil (1.5-3 ft) and deeper subsurface
soil (3-15 ft) in the final Focused Feasibility Study (SH+G 2006). The maximum noncancer
hazard quotient for either shallow soil or deeper subsurface soil is presented for the Excavation
scenario.

2. Noncancer hazards for waste material were calculated using maximum concentrations provided in
Table A-5 of the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002) and comparing them to RBCs in
DEQ’s 2003 RBDM Guidance.

3. As described in the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002), the Recreational user (i.e.,
river bank trespasser or visitor) was evaluated by comparing against a risk-based concentration for
an industrial worker as a conservative measure. This comparison is over-protective because the
assumed duration of contact is much less for a Recreational user. Therefore, the risk values
presented overestimate actual risk to Recreational users. All detected chemicals are presented for
the Recreational user since this scenario was not presented in the residual risk assessment of the
Focused Feasibility Study (SH+G 2006) because all concentrations in surface soil at the shoreline
area were below conservative risk-based screening levels. Screening tables for the Recreational
user can be found in Tables A-1 to A-3 of the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002).
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1. INTRODUCTION

This document presents the recommended remedial action for the portion of the Eugene Former
Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) Site located on the cul-de-sac property (the “Cul-de-Sac Property™)
at the intersection of Hilyard Street and East 8th Avenue, Eugene, Oregon, which is part of ECSI
Site No. 1723. It was developed in accordance with Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 465.200 et.
seq. and Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) Chapter 340, Division 122, Sections 010 through
115. The Cul-de-Sac Property is adjacent to the property owned by the Eugene Water & Electric
Board (EWEB) at the 700 block of East 8th Avenue (the “EWEB Property™). At the time the MGP
was in operation, the Cul-de-Sac Property and the EWEB Property were part of the same parcel of
land and the MGP operations were conducted on both properties.

The recommended remedial action for the Cul-de-Sac Property is based on the administrative record
for ECSI Site No. 1723, and the letter from PERCo (October 2011)'. A copy of the Administrative
Record Index is attached as Appendix A. This report accompanies the staff report for the EWEB
Property (EWEB Property Staff Report), which is based on Remedial Investigation, Risk
Assessment, Ecological Risk Assessment and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) reports completed under
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) intergovernmental —agreement
WMCVC-WR-98-13, dated November 25, 1998. This staff report summarizes the more detailed
information contained in the RI/FS reports and is supplemented by the technical memorandum
(September 30, 2011) prepared by AECOM describing subsurface conditions at the Cul-de-Sac
Property. The AECOM technical memorandum was prepared on behalf of PacifiCorp and Cascade
Natural Gas Corporation. EWEB did not participate in preparation of the memorandum.

The RI/FS reports were prepared primarily for the EWEB Property and the remedy proposed in the
EWEB Property Staff Report applies to the EWEB Property, although it also covers remedial action
for the small relief holder that extends from the EWEB Property into the Cul-de-Sac Property.
DEQ has determined the property history, land use, physical setting, hydrogeology and nature and

1 See Letter to Geoffrey Brown from PERCo regarding Cul-de-Sac Property dated
October 27,2011, and AECOM memorandum on subsurface conditions at Cul-de-Sac Property
dated September 30, 2011.



extent of the contamination on the Cul-de-Sac Property is so similar to the EWEB Property that the
risk assessment and feasibility study for the EWEB Property can also be applied generally to the
Cul-de-Sac Property. This staff report, therefore, relies heavily on the EWEB Property Staff Report
and recommends extension of the proposed remedy for the EWEB Property to the Cul-de-Sac
Property.

The Cul-de-Sac property is part of the former Eugene MGP and is contiguous with the portion
currently owned by EWEB. The evaluation and remedy selection for the Cul-de-Sac Property is
occurring concurrently with the administrative process for the EWEB Property. However, EWEB is
not participating in the evaluation or remedy selection for the Cul-de-Sac Property.

This report was based on a draft prepared, in large part, by PacifiCorp and Cascade Natural Gas
Corporation. However, DEQ has carefully reviewed and revised the document the conclusions of
which represent the opinion of DEQ.

1.1 SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RECOMMENDED REMEDIAL
ACTION

The recommended remedial action addresses the presence of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs), benzene, cyanide, and total mercury in contaminated soil and groundwater at the
Cul-de-Sac Property. The recommended remedial action consists of the following elements:

e Excavation and off-site disposal of high-concentration residuals/waste at that portion of the
small relief holder located within the Cul-de-Sac Property.

e Engineering controls consisting of a surface cap.

¢ Institutional controls consisting of an Easement & Equitable Servitude restricting property use,
and development of a site management plan.

¢ Monitoring and maintenance of the surface cap according to the site management plan for the
Cul-de-Sac Property.



2. SITE HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION

2.1 SITE LOCATION AND LAND USE

The Cul-de-Sac Property is a right-of-way that consists of approximately 0.2 acres located at the
intersection of East Hilyard Street and 8th Avenue in Eugene, Oregon, T17S, R3W, Section 32,
Lane County (Figure [). Because it is public right-of-way, the Cul-de-Sac Property does not have a
separate tax lot number. The legal description of the Cul-de-Sac Property, which defines its
boundaries, is included in Attachment A. The Cul-de-Sac Property is shown in green on Figure 2.
The City of Eugene owns and controls the right of way to the Cul-de-Sac. The Cul-de-Sac Property
location is latitude 44°3' 4.5"N and longitude 123 4' 55.94"W. The Cul-de-Sac Property is located
in a mixed use area neighborhood encompassing commercial, industrial, office, residential, and park
land uses. Land immediately west of the Cul-de-Sac Property is used for EWEB operations and
offices. Land to the south consists of mixed commercial, residential, and industrial uses, as well as
the federal courthouse. The University of Oregon owns the adjacent land to the east of the Cul-de-
Sac property known as Riverfront Research Park. This property is zoned for Special Development
as part of Riverfront Research Park. Although the immediately adjacent portion of Riverfront
Research Park is undeveloped, future development as office space is possible. The nearest
residential development is approximately ¥ mile west of the Cul-de-Sac Property. The Cul-de-Sac
Property is bounded on the north and west by the EWEB Property. The Cul-de-Sac Property and
the EWEB Property are zoned as Public Land.

The approximate ground elevation of the Cul-de-Sac Property is 430 feet above mean sea level.
The Cul-de-Sac Property is paved with asphalt and concrete sidewalks, except for a small triangle in
the eastern corner that is covered by gravel. There are no permanent structures on the Cul-de-Sac
Property. Currently, the Cul-de-Sac Property is used as a public road. Future uses of the
Cul-de-Sac Property are expected to remain the same.

2.2 PHYSICAL SETTING

For details on the physical setting, geology and hydrogeology, see the EWEB Property Staff Report.



2.2.1 Surface Water and Stormwater Features

There are no surface water features on the Cul-de-Sac Property. The Cul-de-Sac Property is
largely paved. Stormwater from the Cul-de-Sac Property drains to two catch basins in the Cul-
de-Sac Property, which flow to a manhole to the north of the Cul-de-Sac Property on the EWEB
Property and then discharge to the Willamette River through a storm drain pipe passing through
the EWEB Property.

2.2.2 Groundwater and Surface Water Beneficial Use Determination

Beneficial uses were evaluated for the water-bearing zone beneath the Cul-de-Sac Property and the
nearby Willamette River considering current use and the following factors listed in
OAR 340-122-080(3)(H)(F):

Historical land and water uses

Anticipated future land and water uses

Concerns of community and nearby property owners
Regional and local development patterns

e Regional and local population projections

e Availability of alternate water sources

e o o

Based on information in the beneficial use determination, DEQ concludes that:

e No drinking water wells are located at the Cul-de-Sac Property or within % mile of the
Cul-de-Sac Property, nor are any future nearby wells reasonably likely. All domestic use
water within that distance is provided by EWEB. No future domestic use of the underlying
aquifer is reasonably likely.

e The Cul-de-Sac Property is located approximately 225 feet upgradient of the Willamette
River. Groundwater discharging to surface water (Willamette River) is the only known
beneficial use of the shallow groundwater at the Cul-de-Sac Property, although potential
human exposure to site-related contaminants could occur if dewatering were to be required in
connection with possible future construction of subsurface road features (such as an
underpass) or building features.

e One historical water intake was located on the Willamette River about % mile downstream
of the Cul-de-Sac Property. The water intake was used to provide non-contact cooling water
to the EWEB steam plant. EWEB no longer uses the steam plant to generate electricity, has
no plans to reuse the steam plant, and has let the NPDES discharge permit associated with
discharge of the cooling water expire and this water right is inactive. Two irrigation water



intakes are located approximately one mile downstream of the Cul-de-Sac Property. There
is no known nearby domestic use of water from the Willamette River.

o Beneficial uses of the Willamette River in the arca of the Cul-de-Sac Property include
habitat, recreation, irrigation, and aesthetic value.

o The current and reasonably likely future use of the Cul-de-Sac Property is as a public road.
Other properties in the area are expected to remain public lands, multi-family residential,
industrial, or commercial use. Conditions at the Cul-de-Sac Property are unlikely to
preclude any of these uses for nearby properties.

2.2.3 Subgrade Utilities

The Cul-de-Sac Property is crossed by three known utility lines:

e A natural gas line running north-south through the central portion of the Cul-de-Sac
Property (see Figure 2; trenching for the gas line extended up to 3 feet below ground
surface); :

e An electrical transmission line running genera]ly east-west through the central portion
of the Cul-de-Sac Property (see Figure 2; trenching for the transmission line extended
up to 6 feet below ground surface); and

e Stormwater lines which drain from two catch basins on the north side of the Cul-de-Sac
Property to a 12-inch storm drain line which passes beneath the EWEB Property and
discharges to the Willamette River.

Historic maps suggest an additional stormwater drain line was formerly present beneath the
Cul-de-Sac Property, running northeast-southwest and is presumed to be abandoned or
removed. The current stormwater drainage for the Cul-de-Sac Property does not drain to this
historic line and the historic line was not observed in the transmission line or natural gas line
installation.

2.3 HISTORICAL OPERATIONS

A MGP formerly operated in the area, including on the Cul-de-Sac Property. Although the core
of the MGP operations were conducted on the EWEB Property, portions of the operations
extended into the Cul-de-Sac Property. At the time the MGP was in operation, the Cul-de-Sac
Property and the EWEB Property were one parcel of land. For details on the MGP history, see
the EWEB Property Staff Report. Demolition, utility trenching, road construction, and other
activities which occurred over the years following MGP operations may have exacerbated
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contaminant conditions at the Cul-de-Sac Property.

The contaminants encountered at the EWEB Property or the Cul-de-Sac Property as a result of
historical operation of the MGP consist of hydrocarbons containing volatile and semwolatlle
organic compounds, and metals, including:

e Arsenic _ e Benzo[b]fluoranthene
e Cyanide e Benzo[g,h,i|perylene

e Total Mercury e Benzo[k]fluoranthene
o 2-Methylnaphthalene e Chrysene

e Acenaphthylene e Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene
e Benz[a]anthracene e Naphthalene

e Benzo[a]pyrene e Phenanthrene

e Benzene



3. RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION(S)

3.1 NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

Investigations of soil, groundwater, and surface water potentially affected by the MGP began
around 1995. The nature and extent of soil and groundwater impacts are reported in the
following documents:

PTI Environmental Services. Initial Site Investigation Report, Former Manufactured Gas Plant
Site, Eugene, Oregon. February 1996.

Exponent. Results from Focused Groundwater Investigation, Eugene Former MGP Site.
August 12, 1998.

Exponent. Phase I Remedial Investigation Report, Former Manufactured Gas Plant Site.
December 2000.

Axelrod LLC 2011. Technical Memorandum, Field Activity Summary — Focused Soil/Fill
Management Plan, Eugene Former MGP Site. Axelrod, April 3, 2011.

AECOM. Memorandum on Subsurface Conditions at Intersection of Hilyard Street and East gt
Avenue. September 30, 2011.

PERCo. Letter to Geoffrey Brown, Department of Environmental Quality. Cul-de-Sac Property
at Hilyard Street and 8" Avenue. October 27, 2011.

The investigations detailed in these reports reveal that soil and groundwater beneath the
Cul-de-Sac Property are contaminated by MGP residue and MGP-related chemicals. The
estimated area of soil and/or groundwater contamination at both the EWEB Property and Cul-de-
Sac Property is shown by red dashed line on Figure 3 as the DEQ Revised Locality of Facility
for Contamination in accordance with OAR 340-122-0115(35). The entire Cul-de-Sac Property
is within the DEQ Revised Locality of Facility for Contamination.



311 Groundwater

Shallow groundwater occurs within the alluvium and above the bedrock and is 5 to 9 feet thick.
Groundwater is encountered approximately 20 to 25 feet bgs, increasing in depth towards the
Willamette River. Investigations conducted on the EWEB Property indicate that the bedrock
retards vertical groundwater movement. Groundwater flow direction is to the north-northeast
from the Cul-de-Sac Property to the Willamette River. The beneficial use of groundwater is
recharge to the Willamette River. No current or future potable use of the shallow aquifer is
likely.

Groundwater quality adjacent to the Cul-de-Sac Property provides additional information on
conditions in the Cul-de-Sac Property. The Cul-de-Sac Property is located hydraulically
upgradient to cross-gradient of the monitoring wells at the EWEB Property. Monitoring well
MW-1 is immediately downgradient of the southeastern corner of the Cul-de-Sac Property and
immediately upgradient of most former MGP structures. MW-2 is immediately west of, and
cross-gradient to the Cul-de-Sac Property and upgradient of most former MGP structures.
Monitoring wells MW-3, MW-4 and MW-5 are not located in the immediate vicinity of the
Cul-de-Sac Property, but are on the northern portion of the EWEB Property, closer to the
Willamette River and downgradient from the central area of the EWEB Property where the
majority of the former MGP operations were conducted. These monitoring wells were sampled
three times in 1998, twice in 1999 and once in 2000 (Exponent 1998a, b).

Groundwater samples have been analyzed for PAHs (EPA method 8270M with SIM), BTEX
(EPA Method 8020A) and for total and dissolved metals (EPA Methods 6010/6020/7000). In
monitoring wells MW-1 and MW-2, BTEX constituents were not detected during the monitoring
period (1998-2000). Low concentrations of PAHs were intermittently detected in MW-1 and
MW-2. Concentrations of constituents found in upgradient wells MW-1 and MW-2 are
significantly lower than the concentrations found in wells downgradient of the former MGP
operational area (MW-4 and MW-5). The substantially lower concentrations in MW-1 and MW-
2 suggest that any contaminant source upgradient of MW-1 and MW-2 is much less significant
than source material present downgradient of MW-1 and MW-2 and upgradient of MW-4 and
MW-5.

Additional information on groundwater flow and potential impacts is located in the EWEB
Property Staff Report and the investigation documents listed above.

3.1.2 Surface Water

There are no surface water features on the Cul-de-Sac Property. Groundwater at the Cul-de-Sac
Property flows north through the EWEB Property and eventually discharges to the Willamette
River. See the EWEB Property Staff Report for a discussion of potential impacts of

8



contamination in groundwater to the Willamette River.
313 Soil

EWEB has periodically collected information regarding subsurface conditions at and near the
Cul-de-Sac Property since 1994, Direct data and observations are available regarding the
condition of near surface soils in the Cul-de-Sac Property. The condition of shallow and deep
subsurface soil and groundwater on the Cul-de-Sac Property can also be inferred based on
observations and analytical data collected adjacent to the Cul-de-Sac Property, on the EWEB
Property and the railroad property to the south. Additional information regarding soil conditions
at the Cul-de-Sac Property can be found in the letter PERCo sent to DEQ dated
October 27,2011, and the AECOM memorandum dated September 30, 2011.

November 1994 Trenching Event: EWEB observed soil conditions at the Cul-de-Sac Property
in a trench excavated for a natural gas line extending to the EWEB steam plant. The location of
the trench is shown on Figure 4. The field observations were documented in a facsimile
(AECOM 2011). Based on the notes, the trench extended to approximately 5 to 6 feet bgs in the
Cul-de-Sac Property, penetrating the surface asphalt. In the northern portion of the Cul-de-Sac
Property, visibly clean fill was observed in the upper foot of the trench and stained fill was
observed below the clean fill to the total depth of the trench. In the southern portion of the
Cul-de-Sac Property, no staining was observed in any of the fill. The approximate location of
soil without observed staining is shown on Figure 4.

Fall 2010 Trenching Event: Axelrod LLC, on behalf of EWEB, observed soil conditions in a
transmission line trench that extended across the southern portion of the Cul-de-Sac Property to a
depth of 5 to 6 feet bgs (Figure 4). The field observations were documented in a Technical
Memorandum (Axelrod 2011) and through EWEB internal communications. The trench work
exposed soil/fill containing debris (e.g., brick, glass, metal fragments) and exhibiting varying
degrees of discoloration/staining and light to strong odors. Sheen testing of the soil/fill was
observed to range from no sheen to a light or moderate sheen. The following observations were
also reported by Axelrod:

e The field evidence was generally consistent with staining observations gathered during
the natural gas trench work performed in 1994,

e The trench was excavated approximately 15 feet south of the small relief holder
foundation. The soil type around the small relief holder is similar to that encountered
around the large gas holder on the EWEB Property (e.g., loose gravels with minimal to
no fines).

e Strong odors were noted at a pothole location in the southeast corner of the Cul-de-Sac
Property.



e Soil impacts (odor, staining, sheen) were less in the Cul-de-Sac Property than in the
portion of the EWEB Property north of the Cul-de-Sac Property. Soil impacts were also
less significant on the portion of the EWEB property immediately west of the Cul-de-Sac
Property than observed in the Cul-de-Sac Property or the portion of the EWEB property
north of the Cul-de-Sac Property.

All contaminants detected in soil and shallow groundwater during the fall 2010 trenching event
are consistent with former MGP operations, with organic compounds (i.e., PAHSs) being the key
contaminants of interest. Metals concentrations in soil are generally low.

The soil samples collected during the fall 2010 trenching event are presented in Table 1. The
estimated area of soil and/or groundwater contamination at both the EWEB Property and Cul-de-
Sac Property is shown by red dashed line on Figure 3 as the DEQ Revised Locality of Facility
for Contamination in accordance with OAR 340-122-0115(35). The entire Cul-de-Sac Property
is within the DEQ Revised Locality of Facility for Contamination.

Southern Extent of MGP Contamination: The southern extent of MGP contamination at the
Cul-de-Sac Property is estimated based on observations in shallow utility trenches, nearby soil
borings on the EWEB Property, downgradient groundwater quality, and historic MGP
operational locations. The contaminated area likely includes the small relief holder where MGP
residuals are expected to be present (these residuals will be removed as part of the planned
remedial action for the EWEB Property), the projected area of heavy staining depicted on
Figure 4, and a small portion of the Cul-de-Sac Property to the south of the projected area of
heavy staining where a lesser degree of contamination may exist based on the presence of odor
and debris. The southern extent of contamination has not been defined by detailed sampling but
decreases to the south. While some uncertainty exists regarding the extent of contamination, the
existing information is sufficient to allow selection and implementation of a protective remedial
action for the Cul-de-Sac Property as discussed in Sections 5 through 7.

3.1.4 Other Media

A small relief holder associated with former MGP operations was located along the northeast
border of the Cul-de-Sac Property. The foundation of the small relief holder still exists below
the surface on both the EWEB Property and Cul-de-Sac Property as shown on Figure 2.

The remnants of the small relief holder structure consist, for the most part, of contaminated fill
and concrete foundations in the subsurface. The small relief holder has a thin (approximately
0.5- to 1-ft thick) layer of high-concentration MGP residuals in fill deposits present within a
concrete ring-wall foundation. The residuals/wastes contain high levels of benzene (100,000-
180,000 ppb) and several PAHs. While this structure may be currently stable, the failure (as a
result of a future catastrophic event such as an earthquake or general degradation over time) of
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any structures containing mobile residuals/waste or liquid could result in the introduction of
concentrated waste into the subsurface at the Cul-de-Sac Property.

3.2 RISK ASSESSMENT

A risk assessment was performed as part of the RI for the EWEB Property to evaluate the
potential risks to human health and the environment, and the need for remedial action on the
EWEB Property. The portions of that risk assessment associated with soil and groundwater
contamination apply to the Cul-de-Sac Property. The risk assessment included a human health
risk screening, an exposure assessment, a toxicity assessment, a human health risk
characterization, and an ecological assessment. The results of the risk assessment for human
health and potential ecological receptors are discussed in the EWEB Property Staff Report and
are summarized below. More details are available in:

Exponent. Level I (Scoping) Ecological Risk Assessment. November 1999.
Exponent. Human Health Risk Evaluation, Former Manufactured Gas Plant. August 2002.

Exponent. Technical Memorandum — Supplemental Discussion of Cumulative and Inhalation
Risks, Former MGP Site February 10, 2003.

Exponent. Letter to Geoffrey Brown, Department of Environmental Quality. Response to DEQ
Comments on August 2003 Draft Focused Feasibility Study. March 18, 2004.

Swanson and Windward. Focused Feasibility Study, Former Manufactured Gas Plant Site.
April 2006.

Windward and Axelrod. Level II (Screening) Ecological Risk Assessment. October 2009.
3.2.1 Human Health Risk

Figure 5 is the conceptual site model for contaminant transport and exposures at the Cul-de-Sac
Property. The current and planned use for the Cul-de-Sac Property is a transportation and
pedestrian corridor. The primary current uses for the Cul-de-Sac Property include construction
worker access to the EWEB Property and bicyclist/pedestrian (Site Visitor) access to a paved
path along the river. Future use is expected to be consistent with current use. Future excavation
workers could remove the cover of pavement and gravel to perform subsurface work (e.g., utility
installation or repair).

The cover on the Cul-de-Sac Property (mostly asphalt and a small section of gravel) prevents
exposure to contaminated soils. If the cover were removed or sufficiently degraded, contact with
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contaminants in surface and subsurface soil could occur, resulting in incidental ingestion and
dermal absorption.

High-Concentration Residuals/Waste Materials

Contaminants in residuals/waste at the small relief holder foundation exceed DEQ’s acceptable
risk levels for the direct contact and volatilization to indoor air pathway for industrial workers.
They also exceed DEQ’s acceptable risk levels for the direct contact exposure pathway for
excavation and construction workers. The contaminants of concern in the residuals/waste
materials are PAHs and benzene.

Soil

Contaminants in soil exceed DEQ’s acceptable risk levels for the direct contact and volatilization
to indoor air pathway for industrial workers. They also exceed DEQ’s acceptable risk levels for
the direct contact exposure pathway for excavation and construction workers. The contaminants
of concern in soil are PAHs and benzene.

Excess lifetime cancer risks (ELCR)s associated with direct contact with soil containing benzene
and carcinogenic PAHs were estimated for sample SL6, located in the southern portion of the
Cul-de-Sac Property, and BH-14, the closest sample on the EWEB Property northeast of the Cul-
de-Sac Property. The total ELCR for a future excavation worker scenario are estimated to be
2x107 and less than 2x10° for SL6 and BH-14, respectively. The total estimated ELCRs for a
construction worker scenario are 6x107° and less than 5x10’4, respectively. The estimated risks
for BH-14 are reported as “less than” because the results for several PAH analytes are reported
as less than, presumably due to analytical interference. The total ELCRs for SL6 are less than
those on EWEB Property and less than DEQ’s (2010) upper limit of 1x10™, These risk estimates
are based on scenarios using DEQ’s default assumptions for exposure frequency and duration
and assume that excavation and construction workers take no precautions to reduce exposure,
including personal hygiene and safety protocols such as hand washing and protective clothing
typical of such work environments.

Groundwater

Based on evaluations and conclusions of the beneficial use survey, remedial investigation, and
exposure pathway analysis, contaminants dissolved in groundwater do not present an
unacceptable risk for industrial workers, excavation workers, or recreational users.

3.2.2 Ecological Risk Assessment

There is no ecological habitat on the Cul-de-Sac property, and therefore no ecological risk.
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3.2.3 Uncertainty

Although there is limited data for soil and no data for groundwater in the Cul-de-Sac Property,
reasonable inferences can be made regarding the extent of contamination at the Cul-de-Sac
Property based on surface and subsurface conditions in adjacent areas. The Locality of the
Facility is assumed to include the whole Cul-de-Sac Property as shown on Figure 3. Data gaps
for the Cul-de-Sac Property have no impact on the choice of remedy, which will prevent
exposure to workers and site visitors.

3.3 HOT SPOT DETERMINATION

Oregon cleanup rules require the identification of “hot spots” of contamination. The rules also
require that the remedial action treat or remove hot spots to the extent feasible. For soil, hot
spots are defined as areas with contaminants that pose a human health risk greater than 1 x 10 %
or a non-cancer hazard quotient greater than 10. For water, hot spots are defined by having
contaminants that would have a significant adverse effect on the beneficial use of the water (e.g.,
exceed safe drinking water standards in a domestic water well), and for which treatment would
be likely to restore the beneficial use within a reasonable time.

3.3.1 Groundwater

Since contaminants at the Cul-de-Sac Property do not pose a significant adverse effect on
beneficial uses of the groundwater or surface water, the contaminant plume in shallow
groundwater at the Cul-de-Sac Property does not meet the definition of a hot spot.

3.3.2 Contaminated Soil

Selected PAHs in the one soil sample collected from within the Cul-de-Sac Property exceeded
DEQ generic hot spot values (benzo[alanthracene, benzo[a]pyrene, benzo|b]fluoranthene,
benzo|[k]fluoranthene, and dibenzo[a,h]anthracene; DEQ 1998, updated May 31, 2005). Arsenic
also exceeded DEQ generic hot spot values. Concentrations for most compounds were within
the same order of magnitude as the generic hot spot values.

Current exposure to these soils is limited by the existing asphalt cap and gravel base-course
covering the Cul-de-Sac Property. These subsurface soils do not currently meet the definition of
a hot spot as they are not mobile and currently pose no risk to site users or ecological receptors.
The contaminants contained in these soils could be of concern if they were highly disturbed and
exposed in an uncontrolled manner at the surface. Soils with concentrations that have the
potential to be classified as hot spot soil also exist on the adjacent EWEB Property and are also
not considered a hot spot under current conditions.
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3.3.3 Small Relief Holder

The residuals within the small relief holder foundation contain generic hot spot levels of benzene
by the volatilization to indoor air pathway and PAHs by the direct contact pathway.

The residuals in the small relief holder appear stable currently due to the form of the waste, and
the containment provided by the remaining foundation structure. However, if any structures
containing mobile waste were to fail in the future, the resulting subsurface release of high
concentration MGP wastes could change subsurface conditions at the Cul-de-Sac Property. The
material contained in the small relief holder meets Oregon’s definition of a hot spot.
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4. DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ACTION OPTIONS

4.1 REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Acceptable risk levels, as defined in OAR 340-122-115(1) through (6), and remedial action
objectives were developed for the EWEB Property based on the identified land and water uses,
exposure pathways and the risk assessment. These same acceptable risk levels apply to the
similar conditions at the Cul-de-Sac Property.

411 Numerical Remedial Action Objectives

The remedial actions for soil will be guided by generic numerical remedial action objectives
(NRAOs) based on risk-based screening levels rather than site-specific cleanup levels. Remedial
actions based on these NRAOs are protective for the potential exposure pathways listed. Should
alternative or contingent remedial actions be considered in the future, site-specific cleanup levels
may be developed in cooperation with DEQ and applied in lieu of the NRAOs.

The following numerical remedial action objectives were developed to protect industrial site
workers and excavation workers. Remedial action objectives for carcinogenic chemicals are
based on a 1x10™ cancer risk, while non-carcinogenic chemicals are based on a Hazard Index
(HI) of 1. Soils that contain chemicals in excess of remedial action objectives will require action
to prevent unacceptable human exposure.

NUMERICAL SOIL REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES
Eugene Former Manufactured Gas Plant Site
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE INDUSTRIAL DEQ EXCAVATION BASIS AND
CONCENTRATION WORKER PRIMARY
CONCENTRATION EXPOSURE
PATHWAY
Cyanide 610 5,100 Hi=1
Direct contact
Total Mercury 310 2,600 Hi=1
Direct contact
2-Methylnaphthalene 23" 16,000*>Csat HI=1 .
Direct contact
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NUMERICAL SOIL REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Eugene Former Manufactured Gas Plant Site

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE INDUSTRIAL DEQ EXCAVATION BASIS AND
CONCENTRATION WORKER PRIMARY
CONCENTRATION EXPOSURE
PATHWAY
Acenaphthylene 23* 16,000*>Csat HI=1
Direct contact
Benz[a]anthracene 2.4 590>Csat 1x10° Risk, Direct
Contact
Benzo[a]pyrene 0.27 59>Csat 1x10° Risk, Direct
Contact
Benzo[b]fluoranthene 27 590>Csat 1x10° Risk, Direct
Contact
Benzo[g,h,i]perylenc 23* 16,000*>Csat Hi=1
Direct contact
Benzo[k]ﬂuoranthene 27 5,900>Csat 1x10° Risk, Direct
Contact
Chrysene 270 59,000>Csat 1x10° Risk, Direct
Contact
Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene 2.7 590>Csat 1x10° Risk, Direct
Contact
Naphthalene 23 16,000>Csat HI=1
Direct contact
Phenanthrene 23* 16,000*>Csat Hi=1
Direct contact
34 9,500>Csat 1x10° Risk, Direct
Benzene ' Contact
NOTES:

7]

The numerical remedial action objective values for soil are risk-based concentrations
(RBCs) from DEQ’s 2003 RBDM, as updated 2009. Cyanide numerical remedial action
objective is from USEPA’s Region Screening Level (RSL) Summary Table, May 2011.
Direct contact includes soil ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation.
1) Soil units shown are in mg/kg, or ppm.
2) Cumulative excess cancer risk for all carcinogens shall not exceed 1x10®

3) The soil numerical remedial action objective for benzene in indoor air (vapor intrusion
into buildings) is 1.2 mg/kg (DEQ 2003 RBDM, as updated 2009).
* Surrogate value based on toxicity data for naphthalene.
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4.1.2 Remedial Action Objectives

The following site-specific remedial action objectives (RAOs) stated in the EWEB Property Staff
Report apply to. the Cul-de-Sac Property:

e Prevent industrial construction and excavation worker exposure to direct
contact with soils containing contaminants of concern (COCs) above the
numerical soil remedial action objectives (NRAOs).

e Prevent exposure to future site visitors/workers from vapor intrusion of
benzene into indoor spaces above the numerical NRAOs.

e Minimize or control infiltration of rainwater through contaminated soil to
prevent possible mobilization of contaminants to the Willamette River.

e Treat (orexcavate and dispose off-site) residual material hot spots (i.e., small
relief holder) identified in Section 3.3 above, to the extent feasible considering
the criterion in OAR 340-122-0085(7) and the balancing factors in
OAR 340-122-0090(3).

4.2 REMEDIAL ACTION OPTIONS

Remedial action technologies were developed and screened in the FFS for the EWEB Property.
The general response actions included no action, institutional controls, engineering controls, and
soil and high-concentration residuals/waste material excavation with off-site disposal or
recycling. Viable response actions and technologies that can meet the RAOs were assembled
into remedial action options or alternatives. These options are discussed in the EWEB Property
Staff Report and not repeated here. Each of the options apply to the conditions on the
Cul-de-Sac Property, except to the extent they involve remedial action for the shoreline, which is
not present on the Cul-de-Sac Property.
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5. EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION OPTIONS

The criteria used to evaluate the remedial action alternatives are defined in OAR 340-122-090,
and establish a two-step approach to evaluate and select a remedial action. The first step
evaluates whether a remedial action is protective; if not, the alternative is unacceptable and the
second step evaluation is not required. The remedial alternatives considered protective are
evaluated and compared with each other using five balancing factors. The five balancing factors
are 1) effectiveness in achieving protection, 2) long-term reliability, 3) implementability,
4) implementation risk, and 5) reasonableness of cost, as well as treatment (or excavation and
off-site disposal) of hot spots to the extent feasible. '

The EWEB Property Staff Report includes a full discussion evaluating the remedial action
options.

Four of the alternatives considered for the EWEB Property are carried forward in the feasibility
evaluation for the Cul-de-Sac Property. Each alternative is evaluated with respect to the five
balancing factors on Table 2. The alternatives are as follows:

e Alternative 1 - No Action: No action is taken, no monitoring is performed, no engineering
or institutional controls are implemented, no costs are incurred.

e Alternative 2 - Engineering and Institutional Controls: Existing pavement cap (with small
gravel-capped area) is maintained; site management plan addresses maintenance and
protocols to prevent worker exposure during excavation or cap repair.

e Alternative 3 — High-concentration Residuals Removal from small relief holder,”
Engineering and Institutional Controls: Similar to Alternative 2 with removal of high-
concentration residuals,

2 Removal of high concentration residual from the small relief holder is part of the remedy for
the adjacent EWEB property. It is included here because it is relevant to risk reduction at the
Cul-de-Sac Property, but it would be implemented as part of the remedy for the EWEB Property.
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e Alternative 4 — Deep soil removal and Institutional Controls: Contaminated soil is
removed to a depth of 15 feet and institutional controls are implemented to prevent
contamination from the EWEB Property from being drawn onto the Cul-de-Sac Property
(e.g., groundwater extraction).



6. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

The EWEB Property Staff Report includes a comparative analysis of the remedial action
alternatives using the remedy selection criteria identified in Section 5.1 of the EWEB Property
Staff Report.

That analysis applies to the Cul-de-Sac Property and a simplified comparison is provided on
Table 2. Alternative 1 (No Action) does not meet the protectiveness criteria. The remainder of
the alternatives meet the protectiveness criteria through containment and/or removal. Alternative
3 is similar to and slightly more protective than Alternative 2 as it includes removal of high-
concentration residuals present in a limited area of the Cul-de-Sac Property. The costs for the
residuals removal from the small relief holder, which is located partially on the Cul-de-Sac
Property and partially on the EWEB Property is included in the alternatives for the adjacent
EWEB Property. Therefore, Alternative 3 provides additional protectiveness at no additional
cost. Alternatives 2 and 3 have substantially less short-term risk and somewhat higher long-term
risk than Alternative 4 (Removal) as the removal volume and complexity of the removal action
are much greater in Alternative 4. The cost of Alternative 4 is high relative to Alternative 3 with
a very limited incremental benefit.
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7. RECOMMENDED REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE

On the basis of the detailed evaluation of the alternatives in the EWEB Property Staff Report,
Alternative 3 as modified is recommended for implementation at the Cul-de-Sac Property.
Alternative 3 provides a balance of protectiveness, effectiveness, and reasonableness of cost,
while still addressing DEQ’s preference for the treatment of hot spots.

7.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE
7.1.1 Removal of High-Concentration Residuals/Wastes

High-concentration residuals/waste will be removed at the small relief holder foundation by
excavation. This material will be disposed of properly after characterization.

Removal of the material from within the small relief holder foundation may occur at the same
time as implementation of other remedial action on the EWEB Property, unless coordination
with the City on development of the adjoining roadway requires removing the material on a
different schedule.

7.1.2 Engineering Controls

Engineering controls will consist of capping the small area of the Cul-de-Sac Property that is not
already paved with a minimum of three inches of asphalt. Cap inspection and maintenance will
be included in a site management plan. The City may elect to conduct additional analyses in the
future to consider other cap/cover types as long as RAOs are met and any modifications to the
cap/cover design are coordinated with DEQ.

7.1.3 Institutional Controls — Site Management Plan

A DEQ-approved site management plan (SMP) will be prepared for the Cul-de-Sac Property,
which will cover the following general topics:

1.  Excavation and construction worker health and safety. The site management plan
will describe how work will be conducted at the Cul-de-Sac Property, who can
complete the work, what notifications will need to occur prior to work commencing,
measures for personal protective equipment and training required to work on the
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Cul-de-Sac Property, and general protocols for excavating, storing, characterizing,
and disposing of any excavation spoils from the Cul-de-Sac Property.

Cap Maintenance. The SMP will detail how and at what interval the cap will be
inspected and outline any regularly scheduled cap maintenance that may be required.

DEQ Reporting. The SMP will include a simple annual report form to be submitted
to DEQ containing records of excavation work at the Cul-de-Sac Property and cap
inspection and (if necessary) maintenance.

7.1.4 Institutional Controls — Easement and Equitable Servitude

A DEQ-approved Easement and Equitable Servitude (E&ES) will be recorded in the county
property records with the following general requirements:

L.

5.

The City shall notify DEQ of significant developments at the Cul-de-Sac Property
such as zoning changes, intent to convey the Cul-de-Sac Property to a third party, or
land use changes.

The City shall notify DEQ prior to any significant disturbance of the asphalt cap.
This would exclude cap maintenance or minor utility work involving subsurface
exploration where limited worker exposure to contaminated soil is anticipated, and
less than five cubic yards of soil is disturbed.

No wells for beneficial water use shall be installed on the Cul-de-Sac Property,
except that a dewatering well(s) may be installed with prior authorization from DEQ.

No buildings for human occupancy shall be constructed at the Cul-de-Sac Property
(e.g., offices, shops, retail development, or  residential development) unless
additional site-specific analyses are conducted in the future to demonstrate that
RAOs would be met and the analyses are coordinated with DEQ, and aspects of the
building construction to meet RAOs are approved by DEQ.

The City shall implement the site management plan approved by DEQ.

7.2 RESIDUAL RISK ASSESSMENT

OAR 340-122-084(4)(c) requires a residual risk evaluation of the recommended alternative that
demonstrates that the standards specified in OAR 340-122-040 will be met, namely:

e Assure protection of present and future public health, safety, and welfare, and the

2.2

environment.



e Achieve acceptable risk levels.

e Prevent or minimize future releases and migration of hazardous substances in the
environment.

Under the recommended remedial action alternative, site risks as presented in Section 3.2 above
will meet the protectiveness as required by OAR 340-122-0040 for unacceptable site risks by
applying the following measures:
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Excavation and Construction Worker Scenario. Risk from this scenario is
mitigated through a site management plan that will be prepared to direct all
future excavation activities. Implementation of the safe work practices and
use of the personal protective equipment required by the site management
plan will control residual risk posed by remaining contaminated soils.

Industrial Worker Scenario. To address this risk, an asphalt or concrete cap
will cover the entire Cul-de-Sac Property, and cap inspections and
maintenance will be included in the site management plan. As part of the
institutional controls on the Cul-de-Sac Property, the E&ES will contain a
requirement that the City notify DEQ prior to any disturbance of the asphalt
cap where worker exposure to contaminated subsurface soil is anticipated.
The City may elect to conduct additional analyses in the future to consider
other cap/cover types as long as RAOs are met and any modifications to the
cap/cover design are coordinated with DEQ.

Potential Future Exposure to Vapor Intrusion to Buildings. This scenario was
assumed to be above acceptable risk levels assuming the buildings were for year-
round occupancy based on limited exceedance of DEQ RBCs in deep soil. To
address this risk, an institutional control will be included in the E&ES. Specifically,
no buildings for continuous human occupancy will be allowed on the Cul-de-Sac
Property (no offices, shops, retail development, or residential development) unless
additional site-specific analyses are conducted in the future to demonstrate that RAOs
would be met and the analyses are coordinated with DEQ, and aspects of the building
construction to meet RAOs are approved by DEQ. No residual risk by vapor
intrusion remains after implementation of the proposed remedy.



8.
PEER REVIEW SUMMARY

Technical documents produced during the investigation of the Eugene Manufactured Gas
Plant (Former) Site have been reviewed by a technical team at DEQ. The team consists of
the project manager/geologist and a toxicologist. The team unanimously supports the
recommended remedial action.

Geoff Brown, 3/2% /2014

Project Manager

Susan Turnblom

Toxicologist

Don Hanson, R.G.

Western Region Cleanup Lead Worker

24



9. APPENDIX A

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

The Administrative Record consists of the documents on which the recommended remedial
action for the Cul-de-Sac Property is based. The primary documents used in evaluating remedial
action alternatives for the Eugene Manufactured Gas Plant (Former) Site is below. Additional
background and supporting information can be found in the project file located at DEQ Western
Region Offices in Eugene, Oregon.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR RI/FS
Cul-de-Sac Portion of

Eugene Manufactured Gas Plant (Former) Site
November 2011 (Draft)

Administrative Record

AECOM. Memorandum on Subsurface Conditions at Intersection of Hilyard Street and East 8"
Avenue. September 30, 2011.

Axelrod and Windward. 2010a. Focused Soil/Fill Management Plan, Electric Transmission Line
Construction Project — Eugene Former MGP Site, prepared for Eugene Water & Electric Board,
August 31, 2010 (Draft).

Axelrod and Windward. 2010b. Removal Action at Gas Holder Foundation, Eugene Former MGP
Site, Technical Memorandum, DEQ Review Draft, December 8, 2010.

Axelrod and Windward. 2011. Field Activity Summary - Focused Soil/Fill Management Plan,
Eugene Former MGP Site, prepared for Eugene Water & Electric Board, April 2011.

Axelrod, Otak, and Windward. 2011. Focused feasibility study addendum — Eugene Former MGP
Site, prepared for Eugene Water & Electric Board, by Axelrod LLC with support from Otak Inc. and
Windward Environmental LLC, July 2011.

DEQ. 1996a. File Review Summary, Eugene Former Manufactured Gas Plant Site. DEQ, Western
Region Cleanup Program, Eugene, OR.
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DEQ. 1998a. Memorandum dated March 31, 1998, from B. Mason, DEQ, to D. Unfried, EWEB,
approving field sampling plan for focused groundwater investigation with limited comments, Eugene
former manufactured gas plant site. DEQ, Western Region Cleanup Program, Eugene, OR.

DEQ. 1999b. Letter dated January 27, 1999, from M. McCann, DEQ, to D. Unfried, EWEB,
regarding approval of project documents (ISI Work Plan [PTI 1995], ISI Report [PTI 1996], FGI FSP
[Exponent 1998], FGI Results [Exponent 1998]), Eugene manufactured gas plant site. DEQ,
Western Region Cleanup Program, Eugene, OR.

DEQ. 1999c¢. Letter dated January 27, 1999, from M. McCann, DEQ, to D. Unfried, EWEB,
regarding approval of Phase I remedial investigation work plan with direction to address limited
DEQ comments in later report or in future project meeting, Former Eugene manufactured gas plant
site. DEQ, Western Region Cleanup Program, Eugene, OR.

DEQ. 1999f. Letter dated December 3, 1999, from M. McCann, DEQ, to D. Lawder, EWEB,
regarding approval of Level | ecological risk assessment, former Eugene manufactured gas plant site.
DEQ, Western Region Cleanup Program, Eugene, OR.

DEQ. 2001a. Letter dated January 4, 2001, from M. McCann, DEQ, to D. Lawder, EWEB,
regarding approval of final Phase I Remedial Investigation completed at former Eugene
manufactured gas plant site. DEQ, Western Region Cleanup Program, Eugene, OR.

DEQ. 2001b. Letter dated January 4, 2001, from M. McCann, DEQ, to D. Lawder, EWEB,
regarding approval of final Land and Beneficial Water Use Survey completed at former Eugene
manufactured gas plant site. DEQ, Western Region Cleanup Program, Eugene, OR.

DEQ. 2002. Letter dated December 20, 2002 from G. Brown, DEQ, to D. Lawder, EWEB,
regarding approval of Human Health Risk Evaluation and Focused Feasibility Study — Annotated
Outline, Eugene former manufactured gas plant site, Eugene, Oregon. DEQ, Western Region
Cleanup Program, Eugene, OR.

DEQ. 2003. Letter dated November 26, 2003 from G. Brown, DEQ, to D. Lawder, EWEB,
regarding focused feasibility study, Eugene former manufactured gas plant site, Eugene, Oregon.
DEQ, Western Region Cleanup Program, Eugene, OR.

DEQ. 2006. Email dated April 5, 2006, from G. Brown, DEQ, to R. Axelrod, Swanson Hydrology
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& Geomorphology, regarding approval of final revisions to revised draft focused feasibility study,
Eugene manufactured gas plant site. DEQ, Western Region Cleanup Program, Eugene, OR.

DEQ. 2010a. DEQ letter from Geoff Brown/DEQ to Debbie Spresser/EWEB approving the August
9, 2010 (Draft) Focused Soil/Fill Management Plan, Electric Transmission Line Construction
Project, Eugene Former MGP Site, letter dated August 11, 2010.
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Ziller, J. 1999. Personal communication (telephone conversation with R. Mellott, Ecological Field

Services, February 10, 1999, régarding fish species near the EWEB site). Oregon Department of
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Table 1. Soil Sample Analytical Results for Cul-de-Sac Former MIGP Facility Samples

SL6
Sample ID (Location) (EWEB Trans Line 14+00 SL5/SL100
City Cul-de-Sac) (EWERB Trans Line 13+00- Avg?)
Sample Depth (bgs) 1-2 ft 25451t
Sample Media Soil Soil
Location Cul-de-5Sac EWEB Property

Volatile Organic Compounds (mg/kg)
Benzene 0.056 N NA
Ethylbenzene <0.052 NA
Toluene 0.11 NA
Xylenes (total) 0.208 NA
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (mg/kg) — —
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) (mg/kg)
2-Methylnaphthalene 0.87 0.0067
Acenaphthene 0.097 < 0.00285
Acenaphthylene 1.9 0.023 -
Anthracene 1.4 "~ 0.003
Benz(a)anthracene 1.7 0.101
Benzo(a)pyrene 2.4 0.19
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 30 017
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 30 0.1095
Benzo(k)fluoranthene - 8.6 0.07
Chrysene 24 o 01025
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 3.5 0.0195
Dibenzofuran 0.21 < 0.00285
Fluoranthene 37 0.12
Fluorene 0.37 <0.00285
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 25 0.12
Naphthalene 1.6 0.0215
Phenanthrene 8.3 0.012
Pyrene 58 0.27
Metals and Cyanide (mg/kg)
Antimony 0.615 B 0.173
Arsenic 5.65 3.855
Beryllium 0.435 0.5505
Cadmium 0.28 0.082
Chromium 1510 20.1
Copper 110 24
Lead 511J 12.25J
Mercury, Total 0.110 0.0505
Nickel B 29.1 26
Selenium 0.7J 0.7J
Silver 0.093 0.0545
Thallium 0.068 0.0635
Zinc 100 o 50.6
Cyanide, Total 6.35 0.295

Notes
a

avg = average of duplicates; where applicable the average was calculated using the full detection limit.

ft bgs = feet below ground surface; J = estimated; NA= not available; Trans = Transmission

F:\PROJECTW\Cascade Natural Gas\EWEB\Staff Report\Table 1_cul-de-sac Staff Report.xlsx
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LEGEND

@D Monitoring well
EWEB property line
————— Approximate location of revised locality of facility (LOF)
———  Fenceline
I T T T 1T Railroad @ 0 75
1] University of Oregon Property \ e oot

[AREWY Cul-de-Sac Property

NOTE: Property boundary between City of Eugene and University of
Oregon approximately located.

Source: W&H Pacific. Figure base by Exponent, Inc.

| t | Figure 3.
In ? [ d : DEQ Revised Locality of Facility for Contamination
i (Base Drawing is Figure 6 from the FFS)
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION FOR CUL-DE-SAC PROPERTY

Beginning at the iron rod set in concrete monument at the intersection of the centerlines of
Hilyard Street and 9th Avenue East, Eugene, Oregon; thence East 148.53 feet to a point; thence
North 367.33 feet to a point marked by a railroad spike; thence North 0° 02' West, 59.54 feet to a
point marked by an iron pin and the True Point of Beginning; thence North 89° 58' East, 86.03
feet to an iron pin; thence North 44° 58' East, 38.0 feet to a point marked by an iron pin; thence
North 0° 02' West, 135.76 feet to a point marked by an iron pin on the left bank of the
Willamette River; thence along the left bank of the Willamette River North 65° 52' 45" West,
52.09 feet to a point on said left bank marked by an iron pin; thence South 85° 33' West 54.91
feet; thence North 41° 50' West, 115.74 feet; thence South 38° 49' West, 261.02 feet to a point;
thence South 57° 03' East, 95.03 feet to an iron pin; thence South 53° 34' East, 15.20 feet to an
iron pin; thence North 89° 58' East, 61.88 feet to an iron pin; thence South 88° 34' 14" East,
76.47 feet to the True Point of Beginning, in Lane County, Oregon.
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the mobilization of some of the more mobile Site contaminants in vadose zone soil (i.e.,
naphthalene), and possibly some residual NAPL in the soil matrix due to enhanced infiltration of
rainwater.

3.1.3 Surface Water

Initially, no surface water sampling was conducted or required at the Site. Calculations
evaluating the effect on surface water by groundwater discharging from the Site were presented
in the September 2000 Phase I Remedial Investigation Report (Exponent 2000). The maximum
and average potential concentrations of several VOCs and PAHs in the Willamette River were
calculated based on the concentration of contaminants observed in downgradient monitoring
wells. The following conservative assumptions were used in the calculations:

e The maximum documented hydraulic gradient (the slope of the groundwater table) observed
at the Site, which was 0.05 ft/ft, recorded in January of 1999 was used for the calculations.

e No site-specific hydraulic conductivity was available for the Site, therefore a value of 50
ft/day was assumed, based on textbook values for a sandy silty gravel.

e The discharge of water from the Site was calculated across the area defined as the average
distance between the surface of the water table and bedrock (6 feet measured at wells MW-4
and MW-5), multiplied by the river frontage of the Site; because the saturated thickness at
discharge to the river is 3 ft or less, the discharge (volume) estimates using this approach
likely exceed actual discharge by 100 percent or more.

Based on these assumptions, approximately 150,000 liters of water per day discharges from the
Site to the river. The contaminant load to the river was calculated by multiplying the discharge
to the river by a range of contaminants recorded in the worst case well.

By dividing the contaminant load to the river by one tenth of the flow of the Willamette River
(one tenth of the flow was used to produce a conservative in-stream value), theoretical
concentrations of several constituents of concern were calculated. Theoretical in-stream values
for benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes, and naphthalene were orders of magnitude below
NOAA water screening concentrations (Buchman 1999) equwalent to current DEQ Level II
Ecological Screening Level Values (SLVs).

The surface water calculations were based on groundwater discharging from beneath a capped
site. If the existing asphalt cap were removed, it is possible that contaminant concentrations in
shallow groundwater could increase (due to enhanced infiltration of rainwater); however,
maintaining a protective cap or cover is a required element of the remedy.
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into indoor air. Cyanide and mercury were eliminated as COCs because their respective hazard
quotients were less than 1.

Therefore, the COCs for soil and high-concentration residuals/waste at the two structures are 2-
methylnaphthalene, acenaphthylene, benz(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene,
benzo(g,h,i)perylene, chrysene, indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, naphthalene, phenanthrene, and
benzene; these COCs also are consistent with characterization information for the high-
concentration residuals/waste and oily liquid removed from one vault at the large gas holder and,
as a result, are likely COCs to be encountered at the two additional vaults at the large gas holder
foundation. There are no COCs for groundwater.

HUMAN HEALTH RISK SUMMARY

High-Concentration Residuals/Waste Materials

Contaminants in residuals/waste at two former MGP structures (small relief holder foundation
and first gas plant building location) in the upland portion of the Site exceed DEQ’s acceptable
risk levels for the direct contact and volatilization to indoor air pathway for industrial workers.
They also exceed DEQ’s acceptable risk levels for the direct contact exposure pathway for
excavation workers.  The contaminants of concern in the residuals/waste materials are PAHs
and Benzene.

Soil

Contaminants in soil in the upland portion of the Site exceed DEQ’s acceptable risk levels for the
direct contact and volatilization to indoor air pathway for industrial workers. They also exceed
DEQ’s acceptable risk levels for the direct contact exposure pathway for excavation workers.
Contaminants in soil, including shoreline soil, do not exceed DEQ’s acceptable risk levels for
recreational users. The contaminants of concern in soil are PAHs and Benzene.

Groundwater

Based on evaluations and conclusions of the beneficial use survey, remedial investigation, and
exposure pathway analysis, contaminants dissolved in groundwater do not present an
unacceptable risk for industrial workers, excavation workers, or recreational users.

3.2.3 Ecological Risk Assessment

The ecological risk assessment (ERA) included a Level I (Scoping) ERA (Level I ERA)
(Exponent 1999) and a Level II (Screening) ERA (Level IT ERA) (Windward and Axelrod 2009).
Additional information is available in the Level I and II ERA documents in the project file. All
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range from $250,000 to $650,000, based on conceptual-level design information. For FS
comparison purposes, the summed estimate for Alternative 2 is $700,000 to $1,100,000.

4.2.3 Alternative 3: Focused Soil and Residuals/Waste Removal at Former MGP
Structures and Engineering and Institutional Controls

Alternative 3 incorporates all of the engineering and institutional controls in Alternative 2. In
the FFS, Alternative 3 included two future remedial alternatives (3A and 3B). Alternative 3A
reflected actions consistent with EWEB’s plan to relocate the Willamette Substation entirely off
of the Site on adjacent EWEB property. Alternative 3B was similar to 3A, but included
additional removal actions that would be implemented only if the substation were to be relocated
on the Site. Because the Willamette Substation was relocated on adjacent property in 2008-09
(consistent with Alternative 3A), Alternative 3B is no longer being considered and is not
retained. Alternative 3A is described below and the likely removal footprint is shown on Figure
6.

Alternative 3A

Under Alternative 3A, hot spot residuals/waste will be removed from beneath the first gas plant
building location and from within the small relief holder foundation. This removal will occur at
the first gas plant building after the DEQ issues the Record of Decision for the Site, and will
occur at the small relief holder at the same time if an access agreement is reached with the City
of Eugene for that portion of the holder on City property. Should the City or UO plan
redevelopment work in the cul-de-sac or adjacent roadway prior to the issuance of the Record of
Decision or implementation of the removal at the small relief holder foundation, the removal
may be accelerated or modified as necessary with DEQ approval, and coordinated with the City
and/or UQ, and the DEQ to the extent needed. The two additional vaults at the large gas holder
foundation will be assessed, and removals of any high-concentration residuals/waste and oily
liquid will be performed during implementation of the removal actions at the other structures.

The completion of the substation reconstruction allows access to the first gas plant building
location for removal of high-concentration residuals/waste. High-concentration residuals/waste
removal from within the small relief holder foundation and two additional vaults within the large
relief holder foundation would occur at the same time as the first gas plant removal if feasible.
The removal at the relief holder foundation will occur after an access agreement is reached with
the City because approximately half of the MGP structure is located beneath the City of Eugene
cul-de-sac.

the final FFS report. The BSA costs were estimated in the FFS Addendum
in 2010. The relative comparison of costs is not likely to have
changed significantly since they were estimated.
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Reasonableness of Cost:  Over a 30-year project life, Alternative 2 costs were estimated in the
FFS to represent an equivalent present value of approximately $450,000 excluding BSA costs.
Preliminary costs for the BSA were estimated in the FFS Addendum to range from $250,000 to
$650,000, based on conceptual-level design information. Using this information, the combined
cost for Alternative 2 is estimated at $700,000 to 1,100,000.

Hot Spots
Alternative 2 does not treat (excavate or remove) any soil hot spots at the site.

5.4.2 Alternative 3A— Focused Soil and Residuals/Waste Removal at Former MGP
Structures, and Engineering and Institutional Controls

Effectiveness: In addition to the measures of Alternative 2 (Engineering and Institutional
Controls), Alternative 3A includes the removal of high-concentration residuals/waste from
beneath the first gas plant building location and from within the small relief holder foundation.
Removal of high-concentration residuals/waste from beneath the first gas plant building location
and small relief holder foundation addresses Oregon’s preference for excavation and offsite
disposal of hot spots by removing the highest concentration materials. Excavation is an effective
remedial action because it completely eliminates the contaminants in those areas. The continued
stability of the shoreline area would be managed through institutional controls, including
periodic inspections and assessment of activities in the area that might affect future shoreline
stability, and conducting any needed maintenance.

The existing pavement cover provides Site control for potential exposure to underlying soil.
Placement of an additional engineered cap in the upland area following any subsurface removal
action under Alternative 3A would be an effective means of reducing risk of direct contact and
infiltration in the future. An effective cap design could incorporate a design engineered for other
Site uses as part of potential future redevelopment. The designed cap would also serve to further
increase the long-term stability of soil by preventing erosion and infiltration of rainwater to
deeper soil units.

Long-Term Reliability: The long-term reliability of soil and/or high-concentration
residuals/waste removal from the structures is high because some contaminated materials are
physically removed from the Site. The cap in the Core Area would stabilize the soil and restrict
direct contact with underlying soil. Institutional controls in the shoreline area, including
inspection and maintenance of the BSA, are reliable in the long term when performed in
accordance with a site management plan.
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Table 3. Human Health Conceptual Site Model for MGP Site Prepared by DEQ

Media

Pathway

Depth (ft)

or

Industrial

Occupational

Rational

Soil

Direct Contact

=
bR
w

X

X| Excavation Worker

O| Recreational User

Occupational contact with shallow soils is unlikely, given the
current Site paving and EWEB plans/commitment to Site
management approach, including upland soil cap/cover and
shoreline area controls. Construction/excavation worker direct
contact with shallow soils is possible. Visitor contact is unlikely
since the site is paved and fenced.

3-15

Construction/excavation worker exposure to deeper soils is
possible. Exposure to soils below 3 ft is unlikely for visitors.

Shore-
line
(0-0.5)

Occupational or excavation worker contact with shoreline surface
soils is unlikely. EWEB maintenance worker and visitor/trespasser
contact with surface soils in the shoreline area is possible.

Vapor Intrusion to Indoor
Air

1.5-3

No structures for human occupation are currently located on the
site. Benzene in one soil sample and in MGP waste material in/at
two former MGP structures exceed DEQ generic RBCs; thus, in
the absence of further analysis or remedial action, Site controls
will be needed preventing future buildings on the site.

3-15

o

As above.

Shore-
line
(0-0.5)

No buildings are present or likely on the bank of the river.

Volatilization to Outdoor
Air

All

Benzene levels in one soil sample exceed generic RBCs for
volatilization to outdoor air. Site-specific calculations presented in
the final FFS demonstrate that volatilization to outdoor air does
not pose an unacceptable risk to occupational users, maintenance
workers or site visitors, even if the soil cap/cover were
permanently removed.

Leaching to Groundwater

All

Groundwater is not used as a drinking water source at or
downgradient of the subject property. Since groundwater ingestion
is not considered to be a complete pathway for the site, neither is
leaching to groundwater.

Groundwater

Groundwater Ingestion

No drinking water use of the perched shallow groundwater.

Direct Exposure to
Groundwater

Since groundwater occurs at depths greater than ten feet (~17
feet), construction/excavation worker contact with contaminated
groundwater is unlikely.

Vapor Intrusion to Indoor
Air

No buildings are currently located on site. While volatile
constituents are present in the groundwater, none is present at
concentrations in excess of volatilization RBCs. Benzene
concentrations in groundwater do not exceed the acceptable risk
level of 1E-06.

Volatilization to Outdoor
Air

While volatile constituents are present in the groundwater, none
are present at concentrations in excess of volatilization RBCs.

X indicates a pathway is complete; O indicates a pathway is incomplete
Recreational user is equivalent to the visitor or trespasser potential exposure scenario.




Table 4. DEQ Derived Risk Characterization Summary — Cancer Risk Estimates

Scenario CoC Soil Waste Groundwater Cumulative
Cancer Materials Cancer Risk Cancer Risk
Risk'  Cancer Risk?

Industrial Benz(a)anthracene 2.7E-04 1.0E-04 3.7E-04

(Direct Contact)  Benzo(a)pyrene 1.7E-03 8.9E-04 2.6E-03
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.6E-04 1.6E-04
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.3E-05 7.8E-06 2.1E-05
Chrysene 3.7E-06 1.1E-06 4.8E-06
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 3.5E-06 3.5E-06
Benzene 6.4E-07 5.3E-06 5 9E-06
TOTAL CANCER RISK 2.2E-03 1.0E-03 3.2E-03

Industrial Indoor Benzene ° 4.9E-05 1.5E-04 1.3E-06 2.0E-04

Air

Industrial Benzene ’ 6.9E-08 2.1E-07 2.8E-07 5.6E-07

Qutdoor Air

Excavation
Benz(a)anthracene 2.2E-06 4.7E-07 2.7E-06
Benzo(a)pyrene 2.3E-05 4.1E-06 2.7TE-05
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.7E-06 1.7E-06
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.8E-07 3.6E-08 2.2E-07
Chrysene 3.1E-08 5.1E-09 3.6E-08
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 5.2E-07 5.2E-07
Benzene * 3.9E-07 1.9E-08 2.8E-07 6.9E-07
TOTAL CANCER RISK 2.8E-05 4.6E-06 2.8E-07 3.3E-05

Recreational

User *
Benz(a)anthracene 5.7E-08 5.7E-08
Benzo(a)pyrene 3.4E-07 3.4E-07
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 2.9E-08 2.9E-08
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 3.4E-09 3.4E-09
Chrysene 5.7E-10 5.7E-10
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 6.2E-08 6.2E-08
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.8E-08 1.8E-08
Benzene® 9.7E-08 3.0E-07 4.0E-07
TOTAL CANCER RISK 6.1E-07 9.1E-07

Footnotes:

1 Cancer risk for soil was calculated for both shallow soil (1.5-3ft) and deeper subsurface soil (3-15
ft) in the final Focused Feasibility Study (SH+G 2006). The maximum cancer risk for either
shallow soil or deeper subsurface soil is presented for the Excavation scenario.

2 Cancer risks for waste material were calculated using maximum concentrations provided in Table
A-5 of the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002) and comparing them to RBCs in
DEQ’s 2003 RBDM Guidance.




3 Cancer risk for the excavation worker exposed to benzene in groundwater via outdoor air
volatilization was conservatively assumed to be equal to the industrial worker because no default
scenario is available for this pathway for excavation workers.

4 As described in the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002), the Recreational user (i.e.,
river bank trespasser or visitor) was evaluated by comparing against a risk-based concentration for
an industrial worker as a conservative measure. This comparison is over-protective because the
assumed duration of contact is much less for a Recreational user. Therefore, the risk values
presented overestimate actual risk to Recreational users. All detected chemicals are presented for
the Recreational user since this scenario was not presented in the residual risk assessment of the
Focused Feasibility Study (SH+G 2006) because all concentrations in surface soil at the shoreline
area were below conservative risk-based screening levels. Screening tables for the Recreational
user can be found in Tables A-1 to A-3 of the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002).

5 Benzene in soil was evaluated for volatilization to outdoor air for the recreational user by applying
the site-specific screening levels in the final FFS. Site soil maximum concentration of benzene
was 59,000 ug/kg and the waste material maximum was 180,000 ug/kg. The site-specific
screening level for a visitor to the site was 607,639 ug/kg. This evaluation confirms acceptable
risk level for the visitor exposure scenario.

6 Volatilization to indoor air was evaluated for benzene (the only highly volatile chemical detected).
Maximum soil, waste, and groundwater concentrations were used to calculate risk estimates.
Benzene site soil maximum concentration was 59,000 ug/kg, the waste material maximum
concentration was 180,000 ug/kg, and the groundwater maximum concentration was 3,590 ug/L.
The RBCs for soil/waste and groundwater were 1,200 ug/kg and 2,800 ug/L, respectively (RBCs
from DEQ’s 2003 RBDM Guidance, as updated 2009).

7 Benzene in soil was evaluated for volatilization to outdoor air for the industrial user by applying the
site-specific screening levels in the final FFS. Site soil maximum concentration of benzene was
59,000 ug/kg and the waste material maximum was 180,000 ug/kg. The site-specific screening
level for EWEB industrial workers to the site was 857,143 ug/kg which exceeds the soil saturation
level of (701,000 ug/kg). This evaluation confirms acceptable risk level for the visitor exposure
scenario. Benzene in groundwater was evaluated for volatilization to outdoor air for the industrial
worker by applying the 2003 RBDM (as updated 2009) outdoor RBC of 14,000 ug/L and
comparing it to the maximum concentration of benzene detected in groundwater (3,590 ug/L).



Table 5. DEQ Derived Risk Characterization Summary — Noncancer Hazards

Scenario cocC Soil Waste Groundwater  Cumulative
Noncancer Materials Noncancer Noncancer HI
HQ! Noncancer HQ
HQ?

Industrial
2-methylnaphthalene 5.8 6.3 12.1
Acenaphthylene NA NA NA
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.43 ND 0.43
Naphthalene 2.8 18 20.8
Phenanthrene 14 7 21
TOTAL HAZARD INDEX 23.0 31.3 54.3

Excavation
2-methylnaphthalene 3.0 NC 3.0
Acenaphthylene 0.80 <0.001 0.80
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.48 NC 0.48
Naphthalene 5.0 0.18 5.18
Phenanthrene 3.0 NC 3.0
TOTAL HAZARD INDEX 12.3 0.2 125

Recreation

al User ®
2-methylnaphthalene NC NC
Acenaphthylene <0.001 <0.001
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.003 0.003
Naphthalene ND ND
Phenanthrene 0.02 0.02
TOTAL HAZARD INDEX 0.2 0.2

Footnotes:

NA - not applicable because Acenaphylene not identified as a COPC for shallow soil in HHRE

NC - not calculated because EPA-verified toxicity data not available

ND - not detected

1. Noncancer hazards for soil were calculated for both shallow soil (1.5-3 ft) and deeper subsurface
soil (3-15 ft) in the final Focused Feasibility Study (SH+G 2006). The maximum noncancer
hazard quotient for either shallow soil or deeper subsurface soil is presented for the Excavation
scenario.

2. Noncancer hazards for waste material were calculated using maximum concentrations provided in
Table A-5 of the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002) and comparing them to RBCs in
DEQ’s 2003 RBDM Guidance.

3. As described in the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002), the Recreational user (i.e.,
river bank trespasser or visitor) was evaluated by comparing against a risk-based concentration for
an industrial worker as a conservative measure. This comparison is over-protective because the
assumed duration of contact is much less for a Recreational user. Therefore, the risk values
presented overestimate actual risk to Recreational users. All detected chemicals are presented for
the Recreational user since this scenario was not presented in the residual risk assessment of the
Focused Feasibility Study (SH+G 2006) because all concentrations in surface soil at the shoreline
area were below conservative risk-based screening levels. Screening tables for the Recreational
user can be found in Tables A-1 to A-3 of the Human Health Risk Evaluation (Exponent 2002).
















Figure 5 - Diagram outlining
some of the components of
Alternative 3 from the original
feasibility study.
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Figure 5 -  Diagram outlining some of the components of Alternative 3 from the original feasibility study.


Figure 6 - Diagram outlining
some of the components of
Alternative 4 from the
original feasibility study.
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Figure 6 - Diagram outlining some of the components of Alternative 4 from the original feasibility study.





