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Kyle,

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has reviewed five reports submitted by you
for the above-referenced Former Anderson Canopies property. The reports, from most recent to
oldest, include the following:

® Phase |l Site Assessment Report, Alpha Environmental Services, Inc., dated May 1, 2023

® Subsurface Investigation, K&S Environmental, Inc., dated February 20, 2020

® Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment, K&S Environmental, Inc., dated January 22, 2020

® Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, Silva Environmental Consulting & Assessments, Inc.,
dated January 27, 2020.

® Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment, K&S Environmental, Inc., dated October 2, 2019.

Attachment is a letter providing DEQ review comments of the most recent 2023 Phase Il Site
Assessment Report only. The remaining documents were reviewed to the extent they may inform, or
establish the basis for, comments or issues with the 2023 Phase Il Site Assessment Report. DEQ
requests submittal of a revised Phase Il Site Assessment Report that addresses the comments
presented in the letter.

Ideally, a meeting should be scheduled after DEQ reviews the revised report submittal, particularly
because some analytical data have not yet been discussed in the reports and additional evaluation of
existing information is needed. However, | did see your request this morning for a meeting this
week. | am available Thursday or Friday to meet if you want to discuss the contents of the attached
DEQ comment letter.

David Lamadrid
Project Manager

Department of Environmental Quality
Northwest Region Cleanup Program
m 700 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 600
Portland, OR 97232

Cell: (503) 501-0669

David.lamadrid@deg.oregon.gov

Pronouns: He/Him/His

**| am currently working remotely**
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May 28, 2024

via electronic mail only

Kyle Campbell

Veenhuizen Painting Specialties
8981 SE 76th Drive

Portland, OR 97206

RE:  DEQ Comments of 2023 Phase II Site Assessment Report
Former Anderson Canopies
Program File No. 6575

Dear Kyle:

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has reviewed five reports submitted by you for the
above-referenced Former Anderson Canopies property located at 8975 SE 76th Drive, Portland, Oregon
(Site). The reports, from most recent to oldest, include the following:

o  Phase Il Site Assessment Report [Phase Il SAR], Alpha Environmental Services, Inc., dated May 1,
2023

o Subsurface Investigation, K&S Environmental, Inc., dated February 20, 2020

e Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment, K&S Environmental, Inc., dated January 22, 2020

o Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Silva Environmental Consulting & Assessments, Inc., dated
January 27, 2020.

o Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment, K&S Environmental, Inc., dated October 2, 2019.

This letter provides review comments of the most recent 2023 Phase II SAR only because this report
summarizes previous investigation results and findings from the remaining documents. The remaining
documents were reviewed to the extent they may inform, or establish the basis for, comments or issues with
the 2023 Phase II SAR.

DEQ requests submittal of a revised Phase II SAR that addresses the comments presented below.
General Comments

1. The Phase II SAR should synthesize results and findings collected to date at the Site to better evaluate
Site conditions and human health risks. The report should therefore present 2020 soil and groundwater
analytical data in summary tables. For groundwater, the February 2020 Subsurface Investigation report
only discusses environmental impacts from gasoline-range petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH-G),
tetrachloroethene (PCE), and trichloroethene (TCE). However, DEQ notes that several other volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) were detected but were not discussed in the report. As a result, it is unknown
what human health risks, if any, are associated with these other detected VOCs. The 2020 analytical data
should be included in the summary tables and evaluated in a similar manner as for samples collected
during the Phase II SA.

2. Soil samples collected in 2020 were not analyzed for VOCs, representing a key data gap. Please discuss
how this data gap might affect evaluation of human health risks at the Site.
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3.

The Phase Il SAR, prepared in May 2023, predates updated risk-based concentrations (RBCs) for vapor
intrusion published by DEQ in June 2023. Notably, the former RBCs for soil vapor intrusion into
buildings exposure pathway (cited in the Phase II SAR) were eliminated because soil data are generally
an unreliable predictor of vapor intrusion risk, particularly at chlorinated solvent sites. Instead, vapor
intrusion risks are evaluated based on updated vapor intrusion RBCs for soil vapor and groundwater.
Historical groundwater data for the Site should be compared to the updated groundwater vapor intrusion
RBCs.

Specific Comments

4.

Section 1.0, Introduction. The first paragraph states “The purpose of the investigation was an attempt to
define the vertical and lateral extent of contamination from previous underground storage tanks.” It
appears this is a relic from a previous unrelated report because there are no underground storage tanks at
the Site. Please revise the text to reflect the actual purpose of the Phase II SA.

Section 1.6, Groundwater Wells. For documentation purposes, please include in the report the water
well reports for the eight domestic water wells discussed in this section. Also, for the three wells that
have no reported address, state whether the wells can be located (approximately) based other information
in the well reports, including but not limited to township and range section-quarter section, quarter-
quarter section, or tax lot number.

Section 2.2, Previous Phase II ESA Summary. This section states there is a documented groundwater
issue with PCE and TCE contamination from other offsite sources in the area, and DEQ notes that the
February 2020 Subsurface Investigation report states “The PCE and TCE concentrations are likely
contributable to the documented regional groundwater issues, and are not the result of any onsite
release(s).” No additional information is provided beyond these generalized statements. DEQ agrees that
Site groundwater contamination appears to be related, in part, to an upgradient source(s). Please provide
references or the source of information obtained regarding area-wide contamination and any relevant
information that may aid in refining the conceptual site model, including but not limited to specific
known or documented upgradient sources, contaminants of concern (COCs), and magnitude of
upgradient contamination that could impact the Site.

Section 6.0, Sample Analytical Results

a. This section begins with a discussion of potential receptors and exposure pathways. This discussion
is misplaced because a more detailed conceptual site model (CSM) is discussed in Section 7.0, Risk-
Based Evaluations. Section 6.0 should be limited to discussion of soil and groundwater analytical
results.

b. Tables 1 and 2 indicate soil samples were collected for laboratory analyses from borings B1 through
B4 at 15 feet below ground surface (bgs). Boring logs in Appendix B indicate groundwater was
encountered at approximately 10 to 11 feet bgs, and DEQ notes that groundwater was encountered at
approximately 6 to 8 feet bgs during previous subsurface investigations in 2020. The soil samples
collected at 15 feet bgs during the Phase Il SA were likely influenced by groundwater concentrations
of contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) and are not representative of vadose zone soil
conditions or soil at the soil-groundwater interface. Discussion should be provided regarding the
limitations and usability of soil analytical data collected below the water table, particularly with
respect to evaluating vapor intrusion risks.

It should be noted that no vadose zone soil samples have been analyzed for VOCs at the Site,
except a single soil sample collected at 4 feet bgs during the 2023 Phase II SA. This represents a
key data gap for evaluating risk for potentially complete exposure pathways, including
potential ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of contaminants in soil within 3 feet of the
surface.
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c. Tables 1 and 2 should include RBCs for construction worker direct contact (soil ingestion, dermal
contact, and inhalation) exposure pathway, identified as a potential receptor in Section 7.0, Risk-
Based Evaluations.
d. Tables 2 and 4 should be corrected to change the misspelling of Cis-1,2-Dichloroethene, identified in
the tables as “Cis-1,2-Dichloroehtane”.
e. Asnoted in General Comment No. 3, Tables 2 and 4 should include the updated (June 2023)

groundwater vapor intrusion RBCs.

8. Section 7.3, Conceptual Site Model Summary.

a.

This section does not address known or suspected sources of contamination, which is a key element
of a CSM. Please discuss what is known about potential onsite and offsite sources of contamination
(see also Comment No. 1 above). Evaluations of potential onsite sources of contamination were
presented in previous assessment/investigation reports.

This section does not address beneficial uses of groundwater in the area. The depth to the shallow
most water-bearing zone is identified in Section 1.5 (Geology and Groundwater), and a tally of the
number of domestic water wells in the area was presented in Section 1.6 (Groundwater Wells).
Additional information should be provided regarding the depths to deeper water-bearing zones or
aquifers, and which zones or aquifers in the area have been utilized for beneficial groundwater use.
The table in Section 7.3 identifies soil leaching to groundwater as a potentially complete exposure
pathway. This pathway involves both leaching of contaminants to groundwater and then the
subsequent use of groundwater. This exposure pathway can be eliminated if there are no beneficial
uses of groundwater nearby, and based on the fact that the Site is connected to City of Portland
municipal water supply.

Section 7.4, Ecological Receptors, states “Contaminated groundwater concentrations appear to
rapidly attenuate before leaving the property.” This statement is not supported with data. The highest
concentrations of COPCs occur near the north Site boundary, and groundwater is anticipated to flow
towards the north (towards nearby Johnson Creek). Additional assessment north of the Site has not
been conducted to verify this conclusion. Groundwater iso-concentration contour maps for PCE,
TCE, and TPH-G would be helpful to visualize plume configuration and attenuation.

Section 7.4, Ecological Receptors, should present a streamlined ecological risk evaluation in
accordance with DEQ’s Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments (September 2020), including
preparing and including in the revised Phase Il ESR a Basic Site Information Checklist. This
checklist is for very simple sites where ecological exposure is not expected, such as in highly
urbanized areas.

9. Sections 8.4, Recommendations. DEQ agrees that additional investigation is needed to further evaluate
the nature and extent of contamination, and to further evaluate adverse risks to site occupants and future
construction/excavation workers. Vapor intrusion risk will not only need to be evaluated for the onsite
structures, but also for adjacent buildings to the north and northwest of the Site.

After DEQ reviews the revised Phase II SAR submittal, a meeting should be scheduled with DEQ to discuss
a potential scope of work for additional Site investigation. It is recommended that a work plan for additional
investigation be submitted for review and approval by DEQ before implementing the work.
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If you have any questions, please call me at (503) 501-0669 or email at david.lamadrid@deq.oregon.gov.

Respectfully,
: 2
S
L /({J/V\/:/ ,;vav‘(/Z/
David Lamadrid

Project Manager
Northwest Region Cleanup Program

cc: Jim Cooper, Alpha Environmental Services, Inc.
ESCI File No. 6575
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