Hi Jim – I provided comments back to Wes and Todd on January 26 - shortly after Wes asked us to review the document– did you get a copy of those? If not, here they are – 

Subject: RE: ECSI 4081 - Supplemental RI Report (Soil & Groundwater) 
Section 2.2 –This section describes two vapor degreaser locations and TCE product storage in the building – how were the wastes transported from the degreaser areas to the drums and were there any drains in the vicinity of these areas? A discussion of the former paint booth activities should also be included in the work area history because the figure shows there may have been a utility line in that area, which is highlighted on Figure 3 as “an anomaly”.
Section 2.3 - How was the hydraulic conductivity established in the deeper zone? Is that text-book values from field logs or field pump-test or laboratory tested? Values measured during this test the range is different than the recent numbers for the fill.
Figure 3 –There are two degreaser vaults shown on figure 2A and only 1 location shown on Figures 2B and 3 and the location of the one shown appears to be different between these figures. The figures should accurately show both vaults, the former paint booth, the TCE waste storage areas and the TCE AST areas. Figure 3 should also show the location of interior floor drains and sumps along with these additional features.
Figure 8 – Why are the GW concentrations being compared to vapor intrusion RBCs?  Why is there PCE detected if they never used it?

The figures are not accurate…TCE is a DNAPL, which they clearly had in 2005…It doesn’t look like they have investigated deep enough to characterize the plume at this site. The DCE concentrations on a molar basis are 4X as much as the TCE they are reporting. 1:1 for degradation – they have way more DCE – I can send you my spreadsheet if needed. The higher fraction of DCE may indicate a deeper source is still present and degrading at the site. 

I suggest they install a few deeper wells under a few of the source areas (waste storage area and former in-ground vault).



From: ORR Jim * DEQ <Jim.ORR@deq.oregon.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2026 8:22 AM
To: NELSON Heidi * DEQ <Heidi.NELSON@deq.oregon.gov>
Cc: ORR Jim * DEQ <Jim.ORR@deq.oregon.gov>
Subject: FW: Williams Controls reports - Eco WP and Supplemental RI

Sarah Van Glubt’s comments. 

Do you have any additions to her comments?

Thank you kindly                                            
Jim Orr R.G. 
DEQ Northwest Region
700 NE Multnomah St.,  Suite 600
Portland, Oregon 97232
503-961-2647 Cell Phone                                          
jim.orr@deq.oregon.gov                                     

Someday, I hope to be the person that my dogs believe I am
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Helpful Links
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[image: Your DEQ online signature_V4]


Department of Environmental Quality : Vapor Intrusion Guidance : Environmental Cleanup : State of Oregon
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From: VANGLUBT Sarah * DEQ <Sarah.VANGLUBT@deq.oregon.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2026 1:01 PM
To: ORR Jim * DEQ <Jim.ORR@deq.oregon.gov>
Cc: THOMAS Wesley * DEQ <Wesley.THOMAS@deq.oregon.gov>; PETERSON Jenn L * DEQ <Jenn.L.PETERSON@deq.oregon.gov>
Subject: Williams Controls reports - Eco WP and Supplemental RI

Hi Jim,
 
First of all, welcome back! Glad to have you back on board and hope things are going well.
 
I took a look at the Williams Controls Eco Screening Workplan and Supplemental RI report. I don’t have any major comments on these and generally the scope of the Eco Screening Workplan seems fine, but a few thoughts for your consideration are below:
 
Eco Screening Workplan:
1. Do we want to consider whether additional analytes should be added? According to the Supplemental RI report, PCBs and RCRA metals were not detected above RBCs; however, GRO was detected in MW-12 and MW-13 at concentrations exceeding the RBC for commercial vapor intrusion. 
1. Due to the screened intervals of the wells, groundwater samples may not directly correlate to potential impacts to Ball Creek. For example, the wells planned for sampling adjacent to the creek (MW-7, MW-8, MW-9, and MW-17) have screened intervals ranging from 15-20' bgs to 22.5-27.5' bgs.
 
Supplemental RI:
1. Section 6.1 notes that exposure to groundwater during excavations is unlikely given groundwater at the site is approximately 8 feet bgs. Generally, this seems likely to be the case, though in some cases depending on the project an 8-foot excavation is not beyond the realm of possibility.
1. Appendix H shows that MW-13 and MW-10 have or had higher mass fractions of TCE compared to other locations. What might account for this?
 
Happy to chat more about any of this.
 
Thanks,
Sarah
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	Sarah Van Glubt, PhD (she/her)
Project Manager and Data Analyst
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Northwest Region Environmental Cleanup Program
503-709-8253 | Sarah.VanGlubt@deq.oregon.gov
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We are modernizing and upgrading
the way we process information at
DEQ vith Your DEQ Online: a new
centralized hub for communites,
businesses and individuals.

Click here to learn more.
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