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STATE OF WASHINCTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOCY
Northwest Regional Office. 3190 l6oth Avenue SE . Bellevue, Washington 98008-5452. (425) 6a9-7000

March 16,2010

Mr. Charles R. Lie
Terra Associates Inc
i2525 Willows Road, Suite 101

Kirkland, WA 98034

Phone conversation follow-up
Ilogan's Corner Prim Laundry, VCP ID# NW1899

Dear Mr. Charles Lie

Thank you for submitting your report(s) for Ecology's advice. Ecology appreciates your
initiative in pursuing a voluntary cleanup under the Model Toxics Control Act.
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The Washington State Departrnent of Ecology's Toxics Cleanup Program has reviewed the

following hformation regardhg Hogan's Comer located at 5 501 25th Ave NE, Seattle:

1. Interim Action Summary Report Hogan's Comer, dated February 1" 2010, prepared

by Terra Associates, Inc.

2. Groundwater Summary Report Hogan's Comer, dated March 1't 2010, prepared by
Terra Associates, Inc.

3. Phone conversation and emails concerning t1le cleanup standard for soil at the Site
and Ecology's requirements for the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
(RVFS)

Based upon the information listed above, Ecology has determined that, at this time:

With the close proximity of Ravenna Park, it is in Ecology's opinion that MTCA
Method A cleanup standard for soil is not appropriate for this Site.

2. For this Site a simplified terrestrial ecological evaluation (Tabl e 749-1) should be

conducted. lnformation collected fiom this evaluation can then be used in developing
and evaluating cleanup action alternatives and in selecting a cleanup action under
WAC 1 73-340-350 through 173 -340-390.
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3. Terra Associates has requested information conceming what Ecology is requiring in
the RI/FS. I have attached an amotated outline that will facilitate your preparation
and my review of an FS.

The opinions presented by Ecology il this letter are made only with respect to the information
provided in the reports, documents, and telephone conversations listed above. This opinion is
only applicable to the specified site (or area of site) and may not be used to justify action al
another site (or area ofthe site.)

Ecology does not assume any liability for any release, threatened release or other conditions at

the site, or for any actions taken or omitted by any person or his\her agents or employees with
regard to the release, threatened release, or other conditions at the site.

Again, thank you for taking the initiative to voluntarily address the contamination at your site.

Your efforts are recognized by Ecology as a positive step in our work to protect human health

and the environment in Washinglon State.

If you have any questions regarding this lefter, please contact me at 425-649-4446.

Silcerely,

Dale Myers
Toxics Cleanup Program

Initials
Enclosures (1) Feasibility Study (FS) outline

cc Mr. Gary Tomlinson
Tomlinson lnc
C/O Morris PIHA
PO Box 53290
Beller.ue, WA 98105

Please note that because your actions were not, or will not be conducted under a consent decree

with Ecology, this letter is not a settlement by the state under RCW 70.105D.040(4) ard is not
biriding on the agency. Further action could be required at your site regardless of how strictly
you follow Ecology's advice.

-4/-.
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Feasibility Study (FS) Outline
June 2009

The following annotated outline is a schematic of elements to be included in a FS report. lt is only one

of many possible outlines, and is not intended to replace MTCA'S specific requirements as presented in

WAC 173-340-350, and associated sections.

Provide a standardized format that will facilitate the preparation and review of FS reports. As

already stated, it is not the only format that will satisfy MTCA.

Clarify the procedure for completing that portion of an FS commonly known as the
disproportionate cost analysis (DCA). This one element engenders more confusion and

controversy than the rest of the FS process combined.

Note that an FS need not be done if a cleanup involving complete removal is already being planned.

Annotations are denoted by ltalicized text in parenthesis

INTRODUCTION
(tf the FS is pdrt of on RI/FS document, then only the purpose of the FS needs to be stoted
Otherwise provide d concise summory of the Rl; use figures if dt dll possible.)

Purpose (develop ond evoluate cleonup oction olternotives as bosis for selecting cleanup

oction)

Site fdentification and Surroundings (site nome, VCP number, site definition, property(s)

identified, neighborhood sefting; physiogrophic setting/topogrdphy)

Property Development and History (post current ond future uses; roods, utilities)

Natural Conditions (geology, surloce woter, ground woter, notardl hobitot)

Contaminant Occurrence and Movement (releose sources/ mechonisms; distribution ond
movement in oll ofJected medio)

o

[. AREAS REQUIRING CLEANUP

(This section reiterotes whot needs to be cleaned up, why it needs to be cleoned up, ond where it
needs to be cleoned up)

The main purposes of this outline are therefore to:

t.
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Soil Cleanup: Chemicals of concern, exposure pathways, exceedances, areas/volumes
requiring cleanup, point of compliance, (limited text, toble with cleanup levels, distribution
best shown with ligures - both plon view ond cross section, describe soil volumes, soil type,

ond ony speciol conditions)

Ground water Cleanup (some os obove)

other Media Cleanup (some as obovel

t.

tv.

IDENTIFICATION AND SCREENIN6 OF REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES

(This section moy or moy not be needed. lt is not required by MTCA, but may be useful os o

meons to eliminote specific technologies from further considerotion. A voriety of criterio cdn be

chosen for screening, but typicol t'octors ore cost, effectiveness, and implementdbility. Atoble

formot is best for the screening)

(Shell moy wish to prepore a stondard remediol technologies oppendix for use in oll feosibility
studies. This could simplify the screening process by hoving o reody-mode description of all
technologies thot reolistically could be used at ser'/ice stotion sites.)

SELECTION AND DESCRIPTION OF CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES

(Here is where distinct olternotives ore estoblished and described only - no comporison. Some

text is useful, but the bulk oJ the description is best put into o toble with accomponying figures.)

(MTCA requires:
- A reosonable number ond type of olternotives
- Alternotives thot protect humon heolth ond the environment by eliminoting, reducing, or

othe rwise control I i n g ris ks

- Alterndtives thot hove the stondord point of complionce for oll offected medio, unless

they ore not technicolly possible or ore disproportionotely costly for the benefit obtained.

- At leost one permanent cleonup odion alternotive, unless it is not technically possible or
is disproportionotely costly for the benefit obtoined.)

(Ecology expectotions for cleonup (WAC 773-340-370) should olso be consideied in formuloting
the olternatives, even though these expectations ore not explicit evoluotion criterion.)

Cleanup Action Objectj.ves (?hese are nat required by MTCA, nar are
they evaTuation criteria under MTCA, but may be hefpfuf in
cfarifying what the remedy lreeds to accofipfish.)

Alternative 7 lDescribe: actions/ costs a.l]d schedule, ot,her
consjderations such as habltat, Tand use)

. Alternatives 2,3,4, etc.,
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DETAILED EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
(best put into tabulor formot with numericol values for weighting criterio, importdnt to hove

figure showing cost versus environment benefit for disproportionate cost onolysis.)

(A cleonup oction must meet these minimum requirements IWAC 173-ia0-360(2)(a)]:
Th resh old re q u i re me nts

- Protect humon health ond the environment

- Comply with cleonup stondords

- Comply with applicoble state ond federal lows

- Provide for complionce monitoring
Other requirements

- Use permonent solutions to the moximum extent procticoble

- Provide for o reosonoble restorotion time frome
- Consider public concerns

Proj ecl-specif ic re qu i re me nts

- Engineering criterio estoblished for the specific project, as dppropriote)

Comparisoa wi-th Threshofd Criteria (Determi.ne 1f aTternatives meet
threshofd requirements. onfy aTternatives that neet these
requjre.ments advance to the next staqe of camparisan)

CoEparj-son wittr \Use Pemanent Solutions to the Ma*iDue Extent
Placticable" (PMEP) Cliteri-or. (Eco),oqy prefers permanenx sofutions,
which are essentially thase 1n whlch cfeanup standards can be fiet
wi thouE turther acLian at the sice. )

DeterEining PMEP - Disproportionate Cost Analysis (DCA) (thrs is
the methad to detennine the most practlcable permanelt sofutian,
or to detionstrate the cleanup actian is a permanent saTutian ta
the maximum extent practicable. In practice the ana-lysis
compares costs and benefits and affows sefectian af an
alternative that provjdes the greatest refative benefit at feast
cost. )

Test
"Costs are di sproport i onate to benefits if the incremental costs
of the aLternative over that of a lower cost alternative exceed
the incremental degree of benefits ach.ieved by the alternative
over that of the other lower cost alternative," WAC 173340-360
(3) (e) (i)

Procedure
A. The olternotives are compared with the evoluotion criterio listed below. The

comporison may be quontitotive or quolitotive ond require the use of best
professional judgment. HoweveL ot this time Ecoldav's northwest reoionol office
fovors o quontitdtive dnolvsis, Quonti fadors should be oDDlied to both
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weidhtina of the evoluotion criteria and to the rankind of dlternotives for each

critefion. The basis for the criteria weis and the olternative rankinas should
be clearlv exolained and suooorted. An example toble showing weighting foctors
dnd ronkings is ottached ot the end of this document.

(folfowing are the requlred camparison criteria for the DCA

Cost as not -ljsted si.nce rt is an obvjous criterion)

Protectiveness
Permanence
Effectiveness over the long term
Management of short-term risks

Technical and administrative implementability

Consideration of public concerns
(for VCP sites, there is no direct oppoftunity for the public to comment on

plonned cleonup octions. However, informdtion is ovoiloble to public on the

Fcology website regording the multi-site pilot project, ond the public could

comment on ony plonned actions)

(A more compfete definition af each of these criteria is in
wAc 173-340-364 (3) (t)

CoEparison l'ith $Reasonable Restoration Tiee Fraee" Cliteriorr (thjs
criterian reguires that a cLeanup actlon be compfeted withln a

reasonabie anount of tine - WAC 773-i4A 360(a).By compfeted, MTCA
means c-lea.nup levefs have been met at the paint of compliance.
Makinq a restoration time frane longer is not aTlawed when there are
practicabfe actions avaifabfe that can reduce the afiount of time.

Evaluation Crit e ra a

Eactors to use determininq whether the tlme frame is reasonable
(the faTlawing basic factors are outTined in MTCA. There are afsa
special, pravisians for speclfic sjtuations in Section -360. EcoTogy
prefers inmediate cTeanups, but sometimes accepts up to 5 years fat
qoad cause. Anything beyand this needs an extremely persuasive
anaTysis)

Potential Flisk
(how risky is the exjsting sitDatian based on twe, extent
and toxicity af contanination, and sensitivity af
surrounding -land uses now and in the future.)

B. The most prodicoble permonent olternotive is the boseline ogoinst whlch other
olterndtives ore compored- The results of the comporison ore best disployed in o
groph which shows relotive environmental benefit on one dxis and cost on onother.

An exomple is ottached ot the end of this document.
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VI

Practica].ity of Achieving Shorter Time Erase
Availabi].j-ty of A-ltelnate Water Supplies

(if inpact an a focal water suppfy is a majar jssue, t.his
factor waufd need to be specificaffy cansidered)

Likely Effectiveness attd Re].iability of Institutiolra1 Contlols
(this factor waufd only .eed to be cansidered where
cantaminants are beinq feft

in pface as part of a final cleanlip)
Ability to Cont-ol and Monitor ContaEinant !4i-g!ation

(how sure can we be sure about cantaminant movement aver
tlne)

Potentia]. for Conlaltrinant Degradation Ove! titoe
(can we be sure the contamina,'rts wi-l1 degrade based on
evidence fram ather sites)

coNcLUsroNs
(focus in this section on the results of the anolysis ond the consequent proposed cleonup oction)

RE EERENCE S

APPENDTCES

- A]"ternative Cost Estimates
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of DCA portion of FS
Table 1. oetailed Evaluation of Alternatives and Applied Technologies
Alternative Number Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Soil Containment, Partial
Exca\ation, Off-Site Disposal, and
lnstitutional Conkols

Exca\ation, Off-Site Transport, and
Disposal Area ol Containmenl (sq fr)

Description, and Ranking Soil Containment, lncidentai
Excalation, Off-Site Disposal, and
lnstitutional Controls

Area of Containment (sq ft) 31 500 29,000 0

Volume of Soil Removal
(cy)

100 400 2,540

Overa ll Alternative Ra nking 7 7.8 8.5

Compliance with MTCA Threshold Criteria
Yes - Altemati\e will protect human
health and the environment.

Protection of Huma n Health
and the Environment

Yes - Altemati\,e will prctect human
heaith and the enVronment.

Yes - Altemati\e will protect hunan
health and the envronment-

Yes - Acti\e remediaL measures
(removal and containment) are used
f)r soils noi complying with cleanup
standards.

Yes - Acti\e remedial measure
(remo\ral) is used for soils not
compiying with cleanup standards

Compliance with cleanup
Standards

Yes -Acti\r remedial measures
(remo\al and containment) are used
for soils noi complying with cleanup
standards,

Compliance with
Applicable State and

Yes - Altemati\e complies with
applicable laws.

Yes - Altemati\€ complies with
appllcable laws-

Yes - Altemati\e complies wilh
applicable laws.

Yes - Altematile includes
provisions for compliance monitoring
(i.e., compliance soil sampling
during removal and long-tem
groundwater monitoring).

Yes - Allernati\e includes
provsions for com pliance monitonng
(i.e., compliance soil sampling
during removal).

Provision for Compliance
Monitoring

Yes - Allernati\e includes
pro\,isions for compliance monitodng
(i.e., cornpliance soi sampling
during remo\al and long-term
groundwaler monitoring).

Restoration Time Frame Restoration time f'ame ls 1 to 2

years for design and construction.
Longlerm monitoring of 5 years or
more may be required to ensure
compliance.

Resioration iime frame is 1 to 2

years br design and conslruction.
Long-term monitodng of5 years or
more may be required to ensure
compliance.

Restoration time i?ame is 1 to 2

years irr design and construction

Evaluation Crileria
This a ternati\e wiL achie\e o\eral
protection (8).

This at t
protecti\a for ihe Site (9)

Protectiveness (30%

Weighted Factor):
This altefiati\e will achie\e o\eEll
protection (7).

Alternati\e reduces the \,olume of
impacted material by completely
remoVng, to greaiest degree
lechnically feasible, impacted
surhce and subsurhce soils
throughoul the Site (9).

Permanence (20%

weighted Factor):
lmpacted soils are contained. Some
incidental remo\ral of impacted soils
required for road construction. This
altemati\e is not as permanent as
Altemati\,es2or3(7).

Altemati\e reduces the \olume of
impacted material by remo\al of
mosl lmpacted soils. Remaining
impacted soils arc contained (8).

Altemati\e makes use of partial

rcmo\al and off-site disposal, with
containment ior the rcmaining area
(8).

Aitemati\e makes greatest use of
renlolal and off-site disposal (9).

Long-Term Effectiveness
(20% Weighted Facto0:

Altemati\€ makes most use of
containment. wiih some remo\al
and of-site disposal (7).

More disturbance oi impacied soils,
less effecti\e short-term (7).

Most disturbance of impacted soils,
least effecti\€ short-tenn (6).

Short-Term Risk
Management (10%

weighted Factor):

Less disturbance of impacted soils,
efecti\€ short-term (8).

lmplementablei it may require
temporary access restrictions
during exca\Etion. Access
restrictions will be required o\er the
entire Site permanently (8)-

lmplementablei it may require
temporary access reslrjctions
during excalation (7).

lm plementability (10%

weighted Factor):
llost lrnpiemeniable; it may require
temporary access restrictions
during exca\ation. Access
restrictions will be required o\€r the
enlire Site permanently (8).

Allemati\e does not remo\e all

impacted soils from Site. lvlay not
be desirable due to pennanent

access restrictions (5).

Altemati\e does not maximize
remolal and disposal of impacted
soils- Anothea publlc concem may
be during the exca\ation activlies
because ofthe lem porary access
restrictions (7).

Altemati\e maximizes remo\al and
disposal of impacted soils. The only

OUblic concem nay be dLrring the
exca\ation actilities because of the
temporary access restrictions (9).

Public Concerns (10%
Weighted Factor):

$571,000Costl $114,000 $181 000
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Figure 7. Disproportional Cost Anrlysis Rankings
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Note: The relatlve Cost,/Benefit value in the above graph is a qualitative
value determined by the client.

Benefit Summary Att l Att 2 Alt 3

Factor Weighting Rank Value Rank Value Rank Value
ProtectiYeness 0.3 7 2.1 8 2.4 o 2.7

Permanence 4.2 7 1.4 to I 1.8
Long-Term
Effectiveness 0.2 7 1.6 o td

Short- Term Risk 0.1 8 0.8 7 07 6 0.6

lmplementability 0.1 8 0.8 0.8 7 0.7

Public Concerns 0.1 5 0.5 7 07 I 0.9

1 7 7.8

AL. 1

7.1

)-5

t,1

7

4

8,5 t57l 8.5
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