



































Figure 15, 16, and 17 — Soil, Sediment, and Groundwater Results Maps

The use of these maps would be facilitated by color-coding (i.e. color dots) differentiating locations with
and without cleanup level exceedances (e.g. ‘hot’ color for locations with exceedances and ‘cool’ color
for locations without exceedances).

Figure 18 — Offsite Facilities

Please adjust the dots showing the Site, Wenatchee Substation, and BNSF Wenatchee Rail Yard. The
Site dot should be near the R99 release point. The Substation dot should be just north of Chehalis and
just west of Worthen. The BNSF site dot should be near MW-2 and MW-3 in the above map.

Figure 19 — Area of Well Search
Please add the location of the Site and label the highlighted area on this figure.
Figure 20 — Site Boundary Definition

Although a Site is defined in MTCA as the area of contamination above cleanup levels, Ecology is
reluctant to label a polygon as “Site Boundary”. This is because contamination extent can change over
time. Rather, Ecology prefers that the figure name and area label be “Current Extent of Contamination
above Cleanup Levels.” Please add additional question marks along the north west part of the area
within the Chelan PUD property and adjacent to the area within the river north of the sediment sample
locations.

Figure 22 — Comparison of Product Recovery Relative Flow Rates, and Top of Chumstick Formation

The combined data in this figure present data that indicates controls on product migration. The symbol
for product recovery is a.difficult to distinguish from the medium flow symbol. We suggest removing
the symbol for product recovery (the product recovery number shown is sufficient). In addition, flow
symbols could potentially be added to the Sumps, based on the amount of product recovered (e.g. #1,
#2, #4, and #6, high; #3, medium). Sump #4 may have had low product recovery due to being
hydraulically upgradient of the release. A footnote could be added to the table: “Flow rates at sumps
estimated based on product recovery”.

Figure 23 — Conceptual Model of Product
See comment on Figure 22 above.

The arrow from the known ‘point of R99 release’ to MW8 currently curves around a mapped ‘top of
Chumstick Formation’ high area. However, Sump # 5 had the highest product recovery of any sump. In
addition, HCO2 has very little indications of contamination in soil samples and in the boring log
(suggesting low flow at HC-02). We suggest straightening the flow arrow so it runs through Sump #5.

The flow arrow from Sump #6 curves to the west of MW17 to MW10. Although MW17 had high flow, it
did not have product, suggesting that MW17 is not interconnected with FB3. Therefore, there appears
to be two potential scenarios for product flow in this area; west of MW17 or east of MW17 (near MW9).
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Testing west of MW17 is recommended to determine whether product is present at that location. If
product is not found west of MW17, then that product transmission scenario would appear to be
eliminated, and product transmission beneath the neighboring parcel would likely be much less
significant.

Periodic monitoring of MW17 may be warranted to confirm that product has not migrated into that
well.

Tables

Table 2 — Groundwater Elevation Data

Table 2 should include depth to product, product thickness, and potentiometric elevation data. The
calculation of potentiometric surface elevation should include the basis for product density value used.
Please make font significantly larger to make this table readable.

Table 3 — Product Recovery Data

I suggest moving the current table to an appendix, and replace Table 3 with a product recovery
summary table including a breakdown of different categories of product recovery from the current Table
3.

Table 4 — Slug Tests

| suggest renaming this table “Simplified Slug Tests” since these were not standard slug tests that are
intended to determine aquifer hydraulic parameters.

Tables 5 & 6 — Analytical Results Data

| suggest increasing the font size a little in these tables, since they are currently hard to read. The
margins applied can be reduced some.

Table 5 — Soil Results

Please remove sediment from this table and make a new table or reformat Table 5 to present sediment
results and sediment cleanup objectives.

Table 6 — Groundwater Results

Samples from wells MW15 and MW18 are reported as “not analyzed” in the footnote. Please elaborate
in the footnotes why these wells were not sampled.

Results on page 1 from April 2017 include flags, of F, O, and N1. Please include definitions of these flags
in the footnotes.

Please confirm that none of the sampled wells contained product when the samples were collected.

Use of different line types or line weights in the table can facilitate the use of this type of table (e.g.
dashed lines between different sampling rounds for the same monitoring well can make it easier to
review the data).
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Table 6 — Gasoline Additives

The data in Table 6 includes total lead (five groundwater samples), MTBE, EDB, and EDC (three
groundwater samples). Please include sampling from MTBE, EDB, and EDC in the sample from MW13
during the next sampling round so that a case can be made from the worst-case location that no
gasoline additives are present in groundwater.

Table 7 - PAHs in Groundwater

Please include the calculated carcinogenic PAH (CPAH) concentrations in the table and compare with the
Method A cleanup level (0.1 pg/L benzo(a)pyrene [BAP] equivalents).

Please note the font issue with Table 7, last row.
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