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STATE OF WASHINGTON
SKAGIT COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT

STATE OF WASHINGTON,
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY, NO.
Plaintiff,
CONSENT DECREE
V.

PORT OF SKAGIT COUNTY, a
municipal corporation,

Defendant.
TABLE OF CONTENTS

l. INTRODUCTION ...ttt et e e ettt e e e et e e et e e e e e e e e e e aeeees 3
. JURISDICTION .ottt et e e et e e ettt e e e et e e e et e e e e e e e e e eneees 4
I, PARTIES BOUND ..ottt e ettt e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e naeeees 4
IV . DEFINITIONS ..ot e e e et ettt e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e re e eeeeeens 5
V. FINDINGS OF FA CT Sttt e e e e e ettt e e e e e a e e e e eeeeenaaans 5
VI. WORK TO BE PERFORMED ......oootiiiiieeeeeee ettt e et e e e e e eaaan 7
VII. DESIGNATED PROJECT COORDINATORS ...ttt 7
VI, PERFORMANCE ...ttt e e e ettt e e et e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeenaaans 8
I . A C CE S S ... e et e e r e ——————— e ——— 9
X. SAMPLING, DATA SUBMITTAL, AND AVAILABILITY oo 9
XI.  PROGRESS REPORTS ..ottt et ettt e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e neees 10
XIl. RETENTION OF RECORDS ......cooi oottt ettt e e e e 11
XI1l. TRANSFER OF INTEREST IN PROPERTY ..ottt 11
XIV. RESOLUTION OF DISPUTES ... ..ottt eeeeee e 12
XV. AMENDMENT OF DECREE .....coo oottt e e 13
XVI. EXTENSION OF SCHEDULE ...ttt e e 14
XV ENDANGERMEN T ..ottt et e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e eeeees 15
XVIII. COVENANT NOT TO SUE ...t 16
XIX. CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION ..ottt e e e e 18
XX, INDEMNIFICATION ...ttt ettt e e e e e e ettt e e e e e r e e e eeeeas 18
XXI. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS ... 18

CONSENT DECREE 1 ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON

Ecology Division
PO Box 40117
Olympia, WA 98504-0117
(360) 586-6770




© 00 ~N oo o B~ O w NP

NN NN NN R R R R R R R R R, e
o 00 BN W N P O © 0O N O O M W N R, O

XXII. REMEDIAL ACTION COSTS ...ttt sttt ettt sra et 20
XXIII. IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION.......ooiiiiiieeeee e 20
XXIV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION .....ooitiiiiie ettt s 21
XXV. DURATION OF DECREE ......coiiiiieeeccct ettt st 22
XXVI. CLAIMS AGAINST THE STATE.....c ittt 22
XXV EFFECTIVE DATE. ...ttt sttt ta et sra et 23
XXV WITHDRAWAL OF CONSENT ...ttt 23

EXHIBIT A. Site Diagram

EXHIBIT B. Cleanup Action Plan

EXHIBIT C. Permits

EXHIBIT D. State & Local Substantive Requirements

CONSENT DECREE 2 ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON

Ecology Division
PO Box 40117
Olympia, WA 98504-0117
(360) 586-6770




© 00 ~N oo o B~ O w NP

NN NN NN R R R R R R R R R, e
o 00 BN W N P O © 0O N O O M W N R, O

l. INTRODUCTION
A. The mutual objective of the State of Washington, Department of Ecology

(Ecology) and the Port of Skagit County (Port) under this Decree is to provide for remedial
action at a facility where there has been a release or threatened release of hazardous
substances. This Decree requires the Port to implement the cleanup action described in Exhibit
B at the Taxiway F Site at Skagit Regional Airport.

Ecology has determined that these actions are necessary to protect human health and
the environment.

B. The Complaint in this action is being filed simultaneously with this Decree. An
Answer has not been filed, and there has not been a trial on any issue of fact or law in this case.
However, the Parties wish to resolve the issues raised by Ecology's Complaint. In addition, the
Parties agree that settlement of these matters without litigation is reasonable and in the public
interest, and that entry of this Decree is the most appropriate means of resolving these matters.

C. By signing this Decree, the Parties agree to its entry and agree to be bound by
its terms.

D. By entering into this Decree, the Parties do not intend to discharge non-settling
parties from any liability they may have with respect to matters alleged in the Complaint. The
Parties retain the right to seek reimbursement, in whole or in part, from any liable persons for
sums expended under this Decree.

E. This Decree shall not be construed as proof of liability or responsibility for any
releases of hazardous substances or cost for remedial action nor an admission of any facts;
provided, however, that the Port shall not challenge the authority of the Attorney General and
Ecology to enforce this Decree.

F. The Court is fully advised of the reasons for entry of this Decree, and good
cause having been shown:

Now, therefore, it is HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED as follows:
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1. JURISDICTION

A. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter and over the Parties pursuant
to the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA), Chapter 70.105D RCW.

B. Authority is conferred upon the Washington State Attorney General by RCW
70.105D.040(4)(a) to agree to a settlement with any potentially liable person (PLP) if, after
public notice and any required hearing, Ecology finds the proposed settlement would lead to a
more expeditious cleanup of hazardous substances. RCW 70.105D.040(4)(b) requires that
such a settlement be entered as a consent decree issued by a court of competent jurisdiction.

C. Ecology has determined that a release or threatened release of hazardous
substances has occurred at the Site that is the subject of this Decree.

D. Ecology has given notice to the Port of Ecology's determination that the Port is
a PLP for the Site, as required by RCW 70.105D.020(21) and WAC 173-340-500.

E. The actions to be taken pursuant to this Decree are necessary to protect public
health and the environment.

F. This Decree has been subject to public notice and comment.

G. Ecology finds that this Decree will lead to a more expeditious cleanup of
hazardous substances at the Site in compliance with the cleanup standards established under
RCW 70.105D.030(2)(e) and Chapter 173-340 WAC.

H. The Port has agreed to undertake the actions specified in this Decree and
consents to the entry of this Decree under MTCA.

I1l.  PARTIES BOUND

This Decree shall apply to and be binding upon the Parties to this Decree, their
successors and assigns. The undersigned representative of each party hereby certifies that he
or she is fully authorized to enter into this Decree and to execute and legally bind such party to
comply with this Decree. The Port agrees to undertake all actions required by the terms and

conditions of this Decree. No change in ownership or corporate status shall alter the Port's
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responsibility under this Decree. The Port shall provide a copy of this Decree to all agents,
contractors, and subcontractors retained to perform work required by this Decree, and shall
ensure that all work undertaken by such agents, contractors, and subcontractors complies with
this Decree.

V. DEFINITIONS

Unless otherwise specified herein, all definitions in RCW 70.105D.020 and
WAC 173-340-200 shall control the meanings of the terms in this Decree.

A. Site: The Site is referred to formally and in Ecology databases as the Skagit
County Port Site (Ecology FSID#67457634), and is generally located near the western edge of
the Skagit Regional Airport in Burlington, Washington. The Site is informally known as the
Taxiway F Site. The Site is more particularly described in the Site Diagram (Exhibit A). The
Site constitutes a Facility under RCW 70.105D.020(5).

B. Parties: Refers to the State of Washington, Department of Ecology and the Port
of Skagit County.

C. The Port: Refers to the Port of Skagit County.

D. Consent Decree or Decree: Refers to this Consent Decree and each of the

exhibits to this Decree. All exhibits are integral and enforceable parts of this Consent Decree.
The terms "Consent Decree" or "Decree" shall include all exhibits to this Consent Decree.
V. FINDINGS OF FACTS

Ecology makes the following findings of fact without any express or implied
admissions of such facts by the Port.

A The Site is located adjacent to Taxiway F near the western edge of the Skagit
Regional Airport (Airport) in Skagit County, Washington, and consists of a paved taxiway
area, a hangar/storage building, and adjacent undeveloped areas.

B. Taxiway F was constructed in 1933 as the original runway of a one-runway

airfield constructed by Federal New Deal agencies for light airplanes. In 1943 the U.S. Navy
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constructed the existing two-runway system still in use today at the Skagit Regional Airport as
an alternate training field for the Whidbey Island Naval Air Station. After World War 11, the
federal government continued to operate the airport, primarily for the Civil Air Patrol, until
transferring the facility to Skagit County in 1958. The Port assumed full ownership and
operation of the airport in 1975.

C. Starting in 1978, the Port leased the portion of the Site immediately adjacent to
the taxiway to a series of individuals and companies engaged in the business of crop dusting.
As part of the crop dusting operations, the hangar/storage building was constructed on the Site
and used for aircraft parking and materials storage, including storage of chemicals used for
crop dusting.

D. As part of the crop dusting operations at the Site, pesticides, herbicides, and
fungicides were stored in the hangar/storage building and handled including the process of
loading the chemicals onto crop dusting aircraft.

E. The Port discovered stained soils at the Site in 2000 and began the process of
soil and groundwater sampling to characterize the Site contamination. The results were
summarized in a series of soil and groundwater sampling reports generated between 2001 and
2004,

F. In May 2004, the Port of Skagit County entered into the voluntary cleanup
program (VCP) for the Site. Site investigations and remedial actions were conducted under
VCP as discussed in paragraph G below.

G. From 2006 - 2008, the Port conducted what it described for internal
administrative purposes as an independent “Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study”, and
developed what it described for internal administrative purposes as a “Cleanup Action Plan”
and supporting documents. The investigation documented the presence of pesticides and
fungicides at the Site with concentrations exceeding MTCA Method-A and/or Method-B soil

and groundwater cleanup levels.
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H. The Site was removed from the VCP on February 3, 2009, because Ecology and
the Port agreed to remediate the Site under the formal program.

l. On April 10, 2009, the Port and Ecology entered into Agreed Order No. 6158
under which the Port performed a remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) for the
Site. In performing the RI/FS the Port collected, developed and evaluated sufficient
information to enable Ecology to select a cleanup action for the Site. The RI/FS report was
subject to public comment concurrent with this Decree.

VI. WORK TO BE PERFORMED

This Decree contains a program designed to protect human health and the environment
from the known release, or threatened release, of hazardous substances or contaminants at, on,
or from the Site.

A The Port shall implement the Cleanup Action Plan (CAP) attached to this
Decree as Exhibit B. The CAP specifies remedial actions including, but not limited to,
excavation and off-site disposal of all Site soils exceeding cleanup levels.

B. The Port agrees not to perform any remedial actions outside the scope of this
Decree unless the Parties agree to modify the Scope of Work and Schedule contained in the
CAP (Exhibit B) to cover these actions. All work conducted by the Port under this Decree
shall be done in accordance with Chapter 173-340 WAC unless otherwise provided herein.

VIl. DESIGNATED PROJECT COORDINATORS

The project coordinator for Ecology is:

David L. South

3190 160™ Avenue SE

Bellevue, WA 98008-5452
(425) 649-7200

Email: david.south@ecy.wa.gov

The project coordinator for the Port is:

Sara K. Young
Manager of Planning & Environmental Services
Port of Skagit County
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15400 Airport Drive
Burlington, WA 98233

(360) 757-0011

Email: saray@portofskagit.com

Each project coordinator shall be responsible for overseeing the implementation of this
Decree. Ecology’s project coordinator will be Ecology's designated representative for the Site.
To the maximum extent possible, communications between Ecology and the Port and all
documents, including reports, approvals, and other correspondence concerning the activities
performed pursuant to the terms and conditions of this Decree shall be directed through the
project coordinators. The project coordinators may designate, in writing, working level staff
contacts for all or portions of the implementation of the work to be performed required by this
Decree.

Any party may change its respective project coordinator. Written notification shall be
given to the other party at least ten (10) calendar days prior to the change.

VIIl. PERFORMANCE

All geologic and hydrogeologic work performed pursuant to this Decree shall be under
the supervision and direction of a geologist licensed in the State of Washington or under the
direct supervision of an engineer registered in the State of Washington, except as otherwise
provided for by Chapters 18.220 and 18.43 RCW.

All engineering work performed pursuant to this Decree shall be under the direct
supervision of a professional engineer registered in the State of Washington, except as
otherwise provided for by RCW 18.43.130.

All construction work performed pursuant to this Decree shall be under the direct
supervision of a professional engineer or a qualified technician under the direct supervision of
a professional engineer. The professional engineer must be registered in the State of

Washington, except as otherwise provided for by RCW 18.43.130.
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Any documents submitted containing geologic, hydrologic or engineering work shall be
under the seal of an appropriately licensed professional as required by Chapter 18.220 RCW or
RCW 18.43.130.

The Port shall notify Ecology in writing of the identity of any engineer(s) and
geologist(s), contractor(s) and subcontractor(s), and others to be used in carrying out the terms
of this Decree, in advance of their involvement at the Site.

IX. ACCESS

Ecology or any Ecology authorized representative shall have full authority to enter and
freely move about all property at the Site that the Port either owns, controls, or has access
rights to at all reasonable times for the purposes of, inter alia: inspecting records, operation
logs, and contracts related to the work being performed pursuant to this Decree; reviewing the
Port's progress in carrying out the terms of this Decree; conducting such tests or collecting
such samples as Ecology may deem necessary; using a camera, sound recording, or other
documentary type equipment to record work done pursuant to this Decree; and verifying the
data submitted to Ecology by the Port. The Port shall make all reasonable efforts to secure
access rights for those properties within the Site not owned or controlled by the Port where
remedial activities or investigations will be performed pursuant to this Decree. Ecology or any
Ecology authorized representative shall give reasonable notice before entering any Site
property owned or controlled by the Port unless an emergency prevents such notice. All
Parties who access the Site pursuant to this Section shall comply with any applicable Health
and Safety Plan(s). Ecology employees and their representatives shall not be required to sign
any liability release or waiver as a condition of Site property access.

X.  SAMPLING, DATA SUBMITTAL, AND AVAILABILITY

With respect to the implementation of this Decree, the Port shall make the results of all

sampling, laboratory reports, and/or test results generated by it or on its behalf available to

Ecology. Pursuant to WAC 173-340-840(5), all sampling data shall be submitted to Ecology
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in both printed and electronic formats in accordance with Section Xl (Progress Reports),
Ecology’s Toxics Cleanup Program Policy 840 (Data Submittal Requirements), and/or any
subsequent procedures specified by Ecology for data submittal.

If requested by Ecology, the Port shall allow Ecology and/or its authorized
representative to take split or duplicate samples of any samples collected by the Port pursuant
to the implementation of this Decree. The Port shall notify Ecology seven (7) days in advance
of any sample collection or work activity at the Site. Ecology shall, upon request, allow the
Port and/or its authorized representative to take split or duplicate samples of any samples
collected by Ecology pursuant to the implementation of this Decree, provided that doing so
does not interfere with Ecology's sampling. Without limitation on Ecology's rights under
Section 1X (Access), Ecology shall notify the Port prior to any sample collection activity
unless an emergency prevents such notice.

In accordance with WAC 173-340-830(2)(a), all hazardous substance analyses shall be
conducted by a laboratory accredited under Chapter 173-50 WAC for the specific analyses to
be conducted, unless otherwise approved by Ecology.

XI.  PROGRESS REPORTS

The Port shall submit to Ecology written monthly Progress Reports that describe the
actions taken during the previous month to implement the requirements of this Decree. The
Progress Reports shall include the following:

A A list of on-site activities that have taken place during the month.

B. Detailed description of any deviations from required tasks not otherwise
documented in project plans or amendment requests.

C. Description of all deviations from the CAP’s Scope of Work and Schedule
(Exhibit B) during the current month and any planned deviations in the upcoming month.

D. For any deviations in schedule, a plan for recovering lost time and maintaining

compliance with the schedule.

CONSENT DECREE 10 ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON
Ecology Division
PO Box 40117
Olympia, WA 98504-0117
(360) 586-6770




© 00 ~N oo o B~ O w NP

NN NN NN R R R R R R R R R, e
o 00 BN W N P O © 0O N O O M W N R, O

E. All raw data (including laboratory analyses) received by the Port during the past
month and an identification of the source of the sample; and

F. A list of deliverables for the upcoming month if different from the schedule.

G. All Progress Reports shall be submitted by the tenth (10™) day of the month in
which they are due after the effective date of this Decree. Progress reports shall be submitted
by email as attached Adobe Acrobat files.

H. All other documents shall be submitted electronically as Adobe Acrobat files
and as hard copy in the number specified by Ecology. Ecology also may require submittal of
documents and information in other electronic formats such as Word, Excel, Access,
AutoCAD, or ArcGIS format, as specified by Ecology. Hard copy reports shall be sent by
regular mail or parcel service unless Ecology specifies or the Port chooses to send the
document by certified mail, return receipt requested. All documents are to be submitted to
Ecology’s project coordinator.

XIl. RETENTION OF RECORDS

During the pendency of this Decree, and for ten (10) years from the date this Decree is
no longer in effect as provided in Section XXV (Duration of Decree), the Port shall preserve
all records, reports, documents, and underlying data in its possession relevant to the
implementation of this Decree and shall insert a similar record retention requirement into all
contracts with project contractors and subcontractors. Upon request of Ecology, the Port shall
make all records available to Ecology and allow access for review within a reasonable time.

XI1l. TRANSFER OF INTEREST IN PROPERTY

No voluntary conveyance or relinquishment of title, easement, leasehold, or other
interest in any portion of the Site shall be consummated by the Port without provision for
continued operation and maintenance of any containment system, treatment system, and/or

monitoring system installed or implemented pursuant to this Decree.
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Prior to the Port’s transfer of any interest in all or any portion of the Site, and during
the effective period of this Decree, the Port shall provide a copy of this Decree to any
prospective purchaser, lessee, transferee, assignee, or other successor in said interest; and, at
least thirty (30) days prior to any transfer, the Port shall notify Ecology of said transfer. Upon
transfer of any interest, the Port shall restrict uses and activities to those consistent with this
Consent Decree and notify all transferees of the restrictions on the use of the property.

XIV. RESOLUTION OF DISPUTES

A. In the event a dispute arises as to an approval, disapproval, proposed change, or
other decision or action by Ecology's project coordinator, or an itemized billing statement
under Section XXII (Remedial Action Costs), the Parties shall utilize the dispute resolution
procedure set forth below.

1. Upon receipt of Ecology’s project coordinator's written decision, or the
itemized billing statement, the Port has fourteen (14) days within which to notify
Ecology's project coordinator in writing of its objection to the decision or itemized
statement.

2. The Parties' project coordinators shall then confer in an effort to resolve
the dispute. If the project coordinators cannot resolve the dispute within fourteen (14)
days, Ecology's project coordinator shall issue a written decision.

3. The Port may then request regional management review of the decision.
This request shall be submitted in writing to Ecology’s Northwest Region Toxics
Cleanup Program Section Manager within seven (7) days of receipt of Ecology’s
project coordinator’s written decision.

4. Ecology’s Regional Section Manager shall conduct a review of the
dispute and shall endeavor to issue a written decision regarding the dispute within thirty

(30) days of the Port’s request for review.
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5. If the Port finds Ecology’s Regional Section Manager’s decision
unacceptable, the Port may then request final management review of the decision. This
request shall be submitted in writing to the Toxics Cleanup Program Manager within
seven (7) days of receipt of the Regional Section Manager’s decision.

6. Ecology's Toxics Cleanup Program Manager shall conduct a review of
the dispute and shall endeavor to issue a written decision regarding the dispute within
thirty (30) days of the Port's request for review of the Regional Section Manager’s
decision. The Toxics Cleanup Program Manager's decision shall be Ecology's final
decision on the disputed matter.

B. If Ecology's final written decision is unacceptable to the Port, the Port has the
right to submit the dispute to the Court for resolution. The Parties agree that one judge should
retain jurisdiction over this case and shall, as necessary, resolve any dispute arising under this
Decree. In the event the Port presents an issue to the Court for review, the Court shall review
the action or decision of Ecology on the basis of whether such action or decision was arbitrary
and capricious and render a decision based on such standard of review.

C. The Parties agree to only utilize the dispute resolution process in good faith and
agree to expedite, to the extent possible, the dispute resolution process whenever it is used.
Where either party utilizes the dispute resolution process in bad faith or for purposes of delay,
the other party may seek sanctions.

D. Implementation of these dispute resolution procedures shall not provide a basis
for delay of any activities required in this Decree, unless Ecology agrees in writing to a
schedule extension or the Court so orders.

XV. AMENDMENT OF DECREE

The project coordinators may agree to minor changes to the work to be performed

without formally amending this Decree. Minor changes will be documented in writing by

Ecology.
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Substantial changes to the work to be performed shall require formal amendment of this
Decree. This Decree may only be formally amended by a written stipulation among the Parties
that is entered by the Court, or by order of the Court. Such amendment shall become effective
upon entry by the Court. Agreement to amend the Decree shall not be unreasonably withheld
by any party.

The Port shall submit a written request for amendment to Ecology for approval.
Ecology shall indicate its approval or disapproval in writing and in a timely manner after the
written request for amendment is received. If the amendment to the Decree is a substantial
change, Ecology will provide public notice and opportunity for comment. Reasons for the
disapproval of a proposed amendment to the Decree shall be stated in writing. If Ecology does
not agree to a proposed amendment, the disagreement may be addressed through the dispute
resolution procedures described in Section XIV (Resolution of Disputes).

XVI. EXTENSION OF SCHEDULE

A. An extension of schedule shall be granted only when a request for an extension
is submitted in a timely fashion, generally at least thirty (30) days prior to expiration of the
deadline for which the extension is requested, and good cause exists for granting the extension.
All extensions shall be requested in writing. The request shall specify:

1. The deadline that is sought to be extended.

2 The length of the extension sought.

3. The reason(s) for the extension.

4 Any related deadline or schedule that would be affected if the extension
were granted.

B. The burden shall be on the Port to demonstrate to the satisfaction of Ecology
that the request for such extension has been submitted in a timely fashion and that good cause

exists for granting the extension. Good cause may include, but may not be limited to:
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1. Circumstances beyond the reasonable control and despite the due
diligence of the Port including delays caused by unrelated third parties or Ecology, such
as (but not limited to) delays by Ecology in reviewing, approving, or modifying
documents submitted by the Port.

2. Acts of God, including fire, flood, blizzard, extreme temperatures,
storm, or other unavoidable casualty.

3. Endangerment as described in Section XVI1I (Endangerment).

However, neither increased costs of performance of the terms of this Decree nor
changed economic circumstances shall be considered circumstances beyond the reasonable
control of the Port.

C. Ecology shall act upon any written request for extension in a timely fashion.
Ecology shall give the Port written notification of any extensions granted pursuant to this
Decree. A requested extension shall not be effective until approved by Ecology or, if required,
by the Court. Unless the extension is a substantial change, it shall not be necessary to amend
this Decree pursuant to Section XV (Amendment of Decree) when a schedule extension is
granted.

D. An extension shall only be granted for such period of time as Ecology
determines is reasonable under the circumstances. Ecology may grant schedule extensions
exceeding ninety (90) days only as a result of:

1. Delays in the issuance of a necessary permit which was applied for in a

timely manner.

2. Other circumstances deemed exceptional or extraordinary by Ecology.
3. Endangerment as described in Section XVII (Endangerment).
XVII. ENDANGERMENT

In the event Ecology determines that any activity being performed at the Site is creating

or has the potential to create a danger to human health or the environment, Ecology may direct
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the Port to cease such activities for such period of time as it deems necessary to abate the
danger. The Port shall immediately comply with such direction.

In the event the Port determines that any activity being performed at the Site is creating
or has the potential to create a danger to human health or the environment, the Port may cease
such activities. The Port shall notify Ecology’s project coordinator as soon as possible, but no
later than twenty-four (24) hours after making such determination or ceasing such activities.
Upon Ecology’s direction, the Port shall provide Ecology with documentation of the basis for
the determination or cessation of such activities. If Ecology disagrees with the Port’s cessation
of activities, it may direct the Port to resume such activities.

If Ecology concurs with or orders a work stoppage pursuant to this Section, the Port’s
obligations with respect to the ceased activities shall be suspended until Ecology determines
the danger is abated, and the time for performance of such activities, as well as the time for any
other work dependent upon such activities, shall be extended, in accordance with Section XVI
(Extension of Schedule), for such period of time as Ecology determines is reasonable under the
circumstances.

Nothing in this Decree shall limit the authority of Ecology, its employees, agents, or
contractors to take or require appropriate action in the event of an emergency.

XVIIL.COVENANT NOT TO SUE

A Covenant Not to Sue: In consideration of the Port’s compliance with the terms
and conditions of this Decree, Ecology covenants not to institute legal or administrative actions
against the Port regarding the release or threatened release of hazardous substances covered by
this Decree.

This Decree covers only the Site specifically identified in the Site Diagram (Exhibit A)
and those hazardous substances that Ecology knows are located at the Site as of the date of
entry of this Decree. This Decree does not cover any other hazardous substance or area.

Ecology retains all of its authority relative to any substance or area not covered by this Decree.
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This Covenant Not to Sue shall have no applicability whatsoever to:

1. Criminal liability.

2. Liability for damages to natural resources.
3. Any Ecology action, including cost recovery, against PLPs not a party to
this Decree.

If factors not known at the time of entry of the settlement agreement are discovered and
present a previously unknown threat to human health or the environment, the Court shall
amend this Covenant Not to Sue.

B. Reopeners: Ecology specifically reserves the right to institute legal or
administrative action against the Port to require it to perform additional remedial actions at the
Site and to pursue appropriate cost recovery, pursuant to RCW 70.105D.050 under the
following circumstances:

1. Upon the Port’s failure to meet the requirements of this Decree,
including, but not limited to, failure of the remedial action to meet the cleanup
standards identified in the Cleanup Action Plan (CAP) (Exhibit B).

2. Upon Ecology’s determination that remedial action beyond the terms of
this Decree is necessary to abate an imminent and substantial endangerment to human
health or the environment.

3. Upon the availability of new information regarding factors previously
unknown to Ecology, including the nature or quantity of hazardous substances at the
Site, and Ecology’s determination, in light of this information, that further remedial
action is necessary at the Site to protect human health or the environment.

4. Upon Ecology’s determination that additional remedial actions are
necessary to achieve cleanup standards within the reasonable restoration time frame set

forth in the CAP.
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C. Except in the case of an emergency, prior to instituting legal or administrative
action against the Port pursuant to this Section, Ecology shall provide the Port with fifteen (15)
calendar days notice of such action.

XIX. CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION

With regard to claims for contribution against the Port, the Parties agree that the Port is
entitled to protection against claims for contribution for matters addressed in this Decree as
provided by RCW 70.105D.040(4)(d).

XX. INDEMNIFICATION

The Port agrees to indemnify and save and hold the State of Washington, its employees,
and agents harmless from any and all claims or causes of action for death or injuries to persons
or for loss or damage to property to the extent arising from or on account of acts or omissions
of the Port, its officers, employees, agents, or contractors in entering into and implementing
this Decree. However, the Port shall not indemnify the State of Washington nor save nor hold
its employees and agents harmless from any claims or causes of action to the extent arising out
of the negligent acts or omissions of the State of Washington, or the employees or agents of the
State, in entering into or implementing this Decree.

XXI. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS

A All actions carried out by the Port pursuant to this Decree shall be done in
accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local requirements, including requirements to
obtain necessary permits, except as provided in RCW 70.105D.090. The permits or other
federal, state or local requirements that the agency has determined are applicable and that are
known at the time of entry of this Decree have been identified in Exhibit C (“Permits”).

B. Pursuant to RCW 70.105D.090(1), the Port is exempt from the procedural
requirements of Chapters 70.94, 70.95, 70.105, 77.55, 90.48, and 90.58 RCW and of any laws
requiring or authorizing local government permits or approvals. However, the Port shall

comply with the substantive requirements of such permits or approvals. The exempt permits or
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approvals and the applicable substantive requirements of those permits or approvals, as they
are known at the time of entry of this Decree, have been identified in Exhibit D (“State &
Local Substantive Requirements™)

The Port has a continuing obligation to determine whether additional permits or
approvals addressed in RCW 70.105D.090(1) would otherwise be required for the remedial
action under this Decree. In the event either Ecology or the Port determines that additional
permits or approvals addressed in RCW 70.105D.090(1) would otherwise be required for the
remedial action under this Decree, it shall promptly notify the other party of this determination.
Ecology shall determine whether Ecology or the Port shall be responsible to contact the
appropriate state and/or local agencies. If Ecology so requires, the Port shall promptly consult
with the appropriate state and/or local agencies and provide Ecology with written
documentation from those agencies of the substantive requirements those agencies believe are
applicable to the remedial action. Ecology shall make the final determination on the additional
substantive requirements that must be met by the Port and on how the Port must meet those
requirements. Ecology shall inform the Port in writing of these requirements. Once established
by Ecology, the additional requirements shall be enforceable requirements of this Decree. The
Port shall not begin or continue the remedial action potentially subject to the additional
requirements until Ecology makes its final determination.

C. Pursuant to RCW 70.105D.090(2), in the event Ecology determines that the
exemption from complying with the procedural requirements of the laws referenced in
RCW 70.105D.090(1) would result in the loss of approval from a federal agency that is
necessary for the State to administer any federal law, the exemption shall not apply and the
Port shall comply with both the procedural and substantive requirements of the laws referenced

in RCW 70.105D.090(1), including any requirements to obtain permits.
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XXIIl. REMEDIAL ACTION COSTS

The Port shall pay to Ecology costs incurred by Ecology pursuant to this Decree and
consistent with WAC 173-340-550(2). These costs shall include work performed by Ecology
or its contractors for, or on, the Site under Chapter 70.105D RCW, including remedial actions
and Decree preparation, negotiation, oversight and administration. These costs shall include
work performed both prior to and subsequent to the entry of this Decree. Ecology’s costs shall
include costs of direct activities and support costs of direct activities as defined in WAC
173-340-550(2). Ecology has accumulated $2,106.76 in remedial action costs related to this
facility as of January 31, 2011. Payment fees for this amount shall be submitted within thirty
(30) days of the effective date of this Decree. For all costs incurred subsequent to January 31,
2011, the Port shall pay the required amount within thirty (30) days of receiving from Ecology
an itemized statement of costs that includes a summary of costs incurred, an identification of
involved staff, and the amount of time spent by involved staff members on the project. A
general statement of work performed will be provided upon request. Itemized statements shall
be prepared quarterly. Pursuant to WAC 173-340-550(4), failure to pay Ecology's costs within
ninety (90) days of receipt of the itemized statement of costs will result in interest charges at
the rate of 12 percent per annum, compounded monthly.

In addition to other available relief, pursuant to RCW 70.105D.055, Ecology has
authority to recover unreimbursed remedial action costs by filing a lien against real property
subject to the remedial actions.

XXII.IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION

If Ecology determines that the Port has failed without good cause to implement the
remedial action, in whole or in part, Ecology may, after notice to the Port, perform any or all
portions of the remedial action that remain incomplete. If Ecology performs all or portions of
the remedial action because of the Port's failure to comply with its obligations under this

Decree, the Port shall reimburse Ecology for the costs of doing such work in accordance with
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Section XXII (Remedial Action Costs), provided that the Port is not obligated under this
Section to reimburse Ecology for costs incurred for work inconsistent with or beyond the scope
of this Decree.

Except where necessary to abate an emergency situation, the Port shall not perform any
remedial actions at the Site outside those remedial actions required by this Decree, unless
Ecology concurs, in writing, with such additional remedial actions pursuant to Section XV
(Amendment of Decree).

XXIV.PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

A Public Participation Plan is required for this Site. Ecology shall review any existing
Public Participation Plan to determine its continued appropriateness and whether it requires
amendment, or if no plan exists, Ecology shall develop a Public Participation Plan alone or in
conjunction with the Port.

Ecology shall maintain the responsibility for public participation at the Site. However,
the Port shall cooperate with Ecology, and shall:

A. If agreed to by Ecology, develop appropriate mailing list, prepare drafts of
public notices and fact sheets at important stages of the remedial action, such as the submission
of work plans, remedial investigation/feasibility study reports, cleanup action plans, and
engineering design reports. As appropriate, Ecology will edit, finalize, and distribute such fact
sheets and prepare and distribute public notices of Ecology's presentations and meetings.

B. Notify Ecology's project coordinator prior to the preparation of all press releases
and fact sheets, and before major meetings with the interested public and local governments.
Likewise, Ecology shall notify the Port prior to the issuance of all press releases and fact
sheets, and before major meetings with the interested public and local governments. For all
press releases, fact sheets, meetings, and other outreach efforts by the Port that do not receive
prior Ecology approval, the Port shall clearly indicate to its audience that the press release, fact

sheet, meeting, or other outreach effort was not sponsored or endorsed by Ecology.
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C. When requested by Ecology, participate in public presentations on the progress
of the remedial action at the Site. Participation may be through attendance at public meetings
to assist in answering questions, or as a presenter.

D. When requested by Ecology, arrange and/or continue information repositories at

the following locations:

1. Skagit Regional Airport
Administration Building
15400 Airport Drive
Burlington, WA 98233
(360) 757-0011

2. Burlington Public Library
820 E. Washington Avenue
Burlington, WA 98233
(360) 755-0760

3. Ecology's Northwest Regional Office
3190 160" Avenue SE

Bellevue, WA 98008-5452
(425) 649-7000

At a minimum, copies of all public notices, fact sheets, and press releases; all quality assured
monitoring data; remedial actions plans and reports, supplemental remedial planning
documents, and all other similar documents relating to performance of the remedial action
required by this Decree shall be promptly placed in these repositories.
XXV. DURATION OF DECREE
The remedial program required pursuant to this Decree shall be maintained and
continued until the Port has received written notification from Ecology that the requirements of
this Decree have been satisfactorily completed. This Decree shall remain in effect until
dismissed by the Court. When dismissed, Section XVIII (Covenant Not to Sue) and Section
XIX (Contribution Protection) shall survive.
XXVI. CLAIMS AGAINST THE STATE
The Port hereby agrees that it will not seek to recover any costs accrued in

implementing the remedial action required by this Decree from the State of Washington or any

CONSENT DECREE 22 ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON
Ecology Division
PO Box 40117
Olympia, WA 98504-0117
(360) 586-6770




O [+] ~] =2 L T Y

10
1
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

of its agencies; and further, that the Port will make no claim against the State Toxics Control
Account or any local Toxics Centrol Account for any costs incurred 'in implementing this
Decree. Except as provided above, however, the Port expressly reserves its right to seek to
recover any costs incurred in implementing this‘Decree from any other PLP. This Section does
not limit or address funding that may be provided under Chapter 173-322 WAC.

XXVIIL EFFECTIVE DATE

This Decree is effective upon the date it is entered by the Court.
XXVIIL WITHDRAWAL OF CONSENT
If the Court withholds or withdraws its consent to this Decree, it shali be null and void
at the option of any party and the accompanying Complaint shall be dismissed without costs
and without prejudice. In such an event, no party shall be bound by the requirements of this

Decree,

STATE OF WASHINGTON ROBERT M. MCKENNA
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY Attorney General

James Pendowski Ivy Anderson, WSBA #30652
Program Manager Assistant Attorney General
Toxics Cleanup Program (360) 586-4619

(360) 407-7177

Date: : Date:

PORT OF SKAGIT COUNTY

T =

Patricia H. Botsford-Martin
Executive Director
(360) 757-0011

Date: ('(/H/H

ENTERED this day of 2011,

JUDGE
Skagit County Superior Court
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CLEANUP ACTION PLAN, TAXIWAY F SITE - Burlington, WA

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Cleanup Action Plan (CAP) has been prepared by the Port of Skagit County (Port) for the
Taxiway F Site (Site), located at the Skagit Regional Airport in Burlington, Washington (Figure 1).
The CAP was prepared pursuant to the authority of Chapter 70.105D.050(1) of the Revised Code
of Washington (RCW) and the requirements of the Washington State Model Toxics Control Act
Cleanup Regulation (MTCA), as established in Chapter 173-340 of the Washington Administrative
Code (WAC 173-340). The CAP provides an overview of the Site history and environmental
conditions, summarizes the cleanup action alternatives considered, and presents the proposed
cleanup action for soil and groundwater containing concentrations of pesticides and herbicides
(collectively referred to herein as constituents of concern [COCs]) that exceed MTCA cleanup levels.

1.1. Regulatory Framework

The Site is formally referenced in the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) databases
as the “Skagit County Port Site,” Ecology Site ID# 67457634. Prior to preparing this CAP, the Port
completed a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) at the Site under Agreed Order No.
6158 with Ecology. The RI/FS was conducted between September 2009 and September 2010 in
accordance with the Final Work Plan, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Taxiway F Site,
Skagit Regional Airport (RI/FS Work Plan; GeoEngineers, 2009). The scope and results of the
RI/FS are presented in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Taxiway F Site, Skagit
Regional Airport (RI/FS Report; GeoEngineers, 2011). In addition to the remedial investigation (RI)
results, the RI/FS Report also incorporates the results of earlier environmental investigations
conducted at the Site between 2000 and 2008.

1.2. Purpose
The CAP has been prepared in accordance with WAC 173-340 to:

m Describe the Site, including an overview of the Site history and environmental conditions.

m Identify indicator hazardous substances, media of concern, Site-specific cleanup levels, and
points of compliance for the cleanup action.

B Summarize the cleanup action alternatives evaluation presented in the RI/FS Report.
m Describe the proposed cleanup action for the Site.
m Identify applicable State and Federal laws pertaining to the cleanup action.

m Present the schedule for implementing the cleanup action.

2.0 SUMMARY OF SITE CONDITIONS

Several environmental investigations have been conducted at the Site, beginning with an initial soil
investigation in 2000 (EAI, 2000), and culminating in the RI/FS completed in 2010. Investigations
conducted prior to 2009 are summarized in the RI/FS Work Plan (GeoEngineers, 2009). The RI/FS
Report (GeoEngineers, 2011) presents the results of the Rl sampling activities conducted in 2009
and 2010, and uses the results of the Rl and earlier investigations to characterize the nature and
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extent of contamination. The feasibility study (FS) portion of the RI/FS Report describes the
evaluation of cleanup action alternatives for the Site.

This section summarizes pertinent environmental conditions at the Site and provides an overview
of the conceptual site model. More detailed descriptions of Site conditions, including sampling
data and details regarding the nature and extent of contamination, are provided in the RI/FS
Report.

2.1. Site Description and History

Taxiway F of the Skagit Regional Airport was constructed in 1933 as the original runway of a one-
runway airfield for light airplanes. In 1943, the U.S. Navy constructed the airport’s existing two-
runway system as an alternate training field for the Whidbey Island Naval Air Station. After World
War I, the Federal government continued to operate the airport, primarily for the Civil Air Patrol,
until transferring the facility to Skagit County in 1958. The Port has owned the Site property since
the mid-1960s, and assumed full ownership and operation of the airport in 1975. Prior to 1978,
the Site and surrounding property was used for cattle grazing and farm equipment storage by
various individuals.

Between 1978 and 2000, the Port leased the portion of the Site immediately adjacent to Taxiway F
to a series of individuals and companies engaged in the business of crop dusting. In 1978, the
Port leased the property to Swanland-Karr, Inc. In 1982, Swanland-Karr proposed to construct the
hangar building that currently exists at the Site for aircraft parking and materials storage, including
storage of chemicals used for crop dusting. William Swanland and Swanland-Belisle, Inc. leased
the property in 1985; pesticide products used by the lessee were reported in 1988 to include
Dinoseb, Parathion, Thiodan, Chemho-IPC, and Simazon. An environmental review of the leased
property performed by the Port in 1988 identified staining in some of the work areas and an
apparent oil release on the property. The Port provided the results of the environmental review and
suggestions for addressing the identified issues to the lessee. In 1992, the property lease was
assigned to Belisle Bros. Crop-Dusting, Inc. for continued use for crop dusting activities. In 1993
the lease was assigned to Curt Tronsdal and Tronsdal Air Service, Inc., and in 1998 the lease was
assigned to Skagit Ag Services, Inc. Skagit Ag Services was the lessee until the Port discontinued
leasing of the property in 2000.

During the time the leased property was used for crop dusting operations, pesticides and
herbicides were stored in the hangar building and loaded onto aircraft for use. After the fenced
operations area was vacated by the crop dusting operation in 2000, the Port discovered discolored
soil in the vicinity of the hangar building. Environmental investigations of the property were
initiated following this discovery.

For the purposes of the RI/FS and CAP, the Site is divided into three areas: (1) the historical
operations area, which comprises approximately 2.2 acres and includes the hangar building and an
asphalt-paved aircraft apron; (2) the drainage channel, a shallow, narrow swale that connects the
historical operations area to a mixed coniferous-deciduous forest to the east; and (3) the wetland
area, which is southeast of the historical operations area and is classified as a forested wetland.
Figure 2 shows these three areas of the Site. During wet weather conditions, the drainage channel
captures rainwater runoff from the historical operations area and conveys it to the wetland area.
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2.2. Environmental Conditions

Shallow soils at the Site consist of approximately 1 to 3 feet of fine to coarse sand and gravel. Clay
and silt deposits occur beneath the shallow sandy/gravelly soils to depths of about 50 to 85 feet
below ground surface (bgs). During wet weather conditions, perched groundwater has been
observed at depths of 2 to 3 feet bgs, near the interface between the shallow sand and gravel
horizon and the underlying clay/silt unit. Beneath the clay/silt unit, granular soils consisting of fine
to medium sand with varying amounts of silt and gravel are present to the maximum depth
explored (115 feet bgs). Unconfined groundwater occurs at a depth of approximately 100 feet bgs
in the sandy soils beneath the thick clay/silt unit.

A second-growth, mixed deciduous-coniferous forested wetland (the wetland area) is located
southeast of the historical operations area and comprises approximately two-thirds of the Site
(Figure 2). Heavy or prolonged rainfall during wet weather conditions at the Site typically results in
temporary channelized and overland runoff and local surface water ponding in the wetland area.
Channelized flow from the historical operations area to the wetland area occurs via the drainage
channel (Figure 2). During the dry summer months, surface water is generally not present, or is
only temporarily present at the Site.

Chemical analyses of soil and groundwater samples collected during the various investigations at
the Site have detected concentrations of pesticides and herbicides exceeding MTCA cleanup levels
in shallow soil and perched groundwater. There have been no confirmed detections of COCs in the
deep groundwater zone beneath the clay/silt unit. Pesticides, herbicides, and arsenic have also
been detected in surface water samples at concentrations exceeding cleanup levels. However, as
noted above, surface water is a temporary Site feature that is present only during wet weather
conditions. The cleanup action proposed to address contaminated soil and perched groundwater
at the Site (see Section 5.0) is expected to also reduce or eliminate COCs in surface water.

The RI/FS Report (GeoEngineers, 2011) provides a detailed summary of the Rl and previous
investigation results, and should be referenced for additional information regarding the nature and
extent of COCs in Site soil, groundwater, and surface water.

2.3. Conceptual Site Model

A conceptual site model (CSM) for the contamination identified at the Site is presented in the RI/FS
Report (GeoEngineers, 2011). The CSM describes the potential contaminant sources, the nature
and extent of COCs in each medium of concern, exposure pathways, and potential risks to human
health and the environment posed by the COCs. A brief summary of the key elements of the CSM
is provided below.

The concentrations of pesticides and herbicides detected in soil, perched groundwater, and
seasonal surface water at the Site are attributed to releases and spills associated with historical
crop-dusting operations. The suspected primary sources of these contaminants include surface
releases from materials handling and storage activities and wash-down of airplanes and
equipment. The released chemical products mixed with and infiltrated shallow soils, and the
affected soils in the release areas subsequently acted (and likely continue to act) as a secondary
source of contamination to perched groundwater, seasonal surface water, and soils in other areas
of the Site. Potential transport mechanisms that have likely acted, and may continue to act, to
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disperse contaminants at the Site include soil leaching to perched groundwater; soil erosion
caused by rainwater runoff and wind, with subsequent downgradient deposition; and dispersion by
seasonal fluctuations/flow of perched groundwater and historical cattle grazing.

Soil sampling performed during the Rl and previous investigations indicates that concentrations of
COCs in soil exceeding MTCA cleanup levels are generally limited to the upper 1 foot of soil
throughout the Site. The highest concentrations have generally been detected just off the northern
and eastern edges of the asphalt aircraft apron and along the drainage channel southeast of the
historical operations area.

Potential receptors of concern that may be exposed to the pesticides and herbicides in shallow soil
through dermal contact, dust inhalation, or incidental ingestion include Site visitors and workers,
domestic animals (livestock), and terrestrial wildlife. Potential receptors of concern that may be
exposed to COCs in perched groundwater through dermal contact or incidental ingestion (via
daylighting of perched groundwater during wet weather conditions) include Site visitors/workers,
domestic animals (livestock), and terrestrial wildlife.

Shallow groundwater beneath the Site is not currently being used as a drinking water source, nor is
it likely to be used as a drinking water source in the future. Human ingestion of Site groundwater is
not a potential future exposure pathway for the shallow perched groundwater due to the seasonal
nature and insufficient yield of this groundwater zone.

3.0 CLEANUP REQUIREMENTS

Cleanup actions conducted under MTCA must comply with MTCA cleanup standards for the
identified COCs and affected media, as well as applicable regulatory requirements based on
Federal and State laws (WAC 173-340-710). This section identifies indicator hazardous
substances for the Site contamination, the affected media of concern, cleanup standards, and
applicable regulatory requirements for the proposed cleanup action.

3.1. Indicator Hazardous Substances

Under MTCA, the term "indicator hazardous substances" means a subset of hazardous substances
present at a site that can be used for monitoring and analysis during any phase of remedial action
for the purpose of characterizing the site or establishing cleanup compliance. Consistent with WAC
173-340-703, when defining cleanup requirements at a site that is contaminated with a relatively
large number of hazardous substances, Ecology may eliminate from consideration those hazardous
substances that contribute a small percentage of the overall threat to human health and the
environment. The remaining hazardous substances can then serve as indicator hazardous
substances for purposes of defining site cleanup requirements.

The investigations conducted at the Taxiway F Site have detected pesticides and herbicides in
shallow soil, perched groundwater, and seasonal surface water at concentrations exceeding MTCA
cleanup levels (GeoEngineers, 2009, 2011). As noted in the CSM summary (Section 2.3),
contaminated Site soils act as a secondary source of contamination to perched groundwater and
seasonal surface water. Endosulfan, a chlorinated pesticide, is the most commonly detected and
widely distributed COC in Site soils. Endosulfan exceeded Site-specific cleanup levels in 85 percent
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of all soil samples that had at least one COC exceeding cleanup levels. Accordingly, endosulfan will
be used as an indicator hazardous substance for remedial actions addressing Site soils.

The COCs positively or tentatively detected above MTCA cleanup levels in perched groundwater
include dinoseb, bentazon, 2,4-D, MCPA, aldrin, dieldrin, heptachlor, and heptachlor epoxide.
These constituents will be used as indicator hazardous substances for perched groundwater.
Endosulfan also will be used as an indicator substance in perched groundwater because it is the
indicator hazardous substance for soil and was found in surface water as well.

As discussed below, surface water at the Site is generally a temporary, seasonal surface
expression of perched groundwater, and will be addressed through the remediation of perched
groundwater. Consequently, surface water is not considered to be a separate environmental
medium with separate indicator hazardous substances for the cleanup action.

3.2. Media of Concern

Shallow soil and perched groundwater are the media of concern for the proposed cleanup action.
The results of the Rl indicate that elevated concentrations of pesticides and herbicides are present
in shallow soil, perched groundwater, and seasonal surface water at the Site. As previously
discussed, surface water is a temporary, seasonal feature at the Site, and is generally a surface
expression of perched groundwater during the wet season. Accordingly, seasonal surface water is
not considered to be a separate environmental medium for the cleanup action. Surface water will
be addressed through the remediation of perched groundwater. Deep groundwater is isolated
from the perched groundwater by an approximately 50-to 80-foot thick clay/silt unit and does not
contain concentrations of COCs exceeding cleanup levels (GeoEngineers, 2011). Consequently,
deep groundwater also is not a medium of concern for the cleanup action.

3.3. Cleanup Standards

Cleanup standards consist of: (1) cleanup levels that are protective of human health and the
environment, (2) the point of compliance at which the cleanup levels must be met, and (3)
regulatory requirements established in applicable State and Federal laws. The final Site-specific
cleanup levels and points of compliance, presented by media, are summarized in the following
sections. Applicable State and Federal laws are presented in Section 3.4.

3.3.1. Cleanup Levels

Site-specific cleanup levels for soil and groundwater were derived in the RI/FS Report
(GeoEngineers, 2011). Detailed information regarding the derivation of cleanup levels is provided
in the RI/FS Report. The Site-specific cleanup levels were developed in accordance with MTCA to
be protective of human health and terrestrial wildlife. The cleanup levels are discussed below.

3.3.1.1. SOIL
Site-specific soil cleanup levels for the cleanup action were derived from applicable MTCA Method
B cleanup levels, which include the following;:

m  MTCA Method B standard formula values (carcinogen and non-carcinogen) protective of human
health direct-contact under an unrestricted land use scenario.
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m MTCA Method B soil concentrations protective of potable groundwater, calculated using
Ecology’s fixed-parameter, three-phase partitioning model.

m  MTCA Method B soil concentrations protective of terrestrial wildlife, calculated using Ecology’s
wildlife exposure model.

In accordance with WAC 173-340-705(6) and WAC 173-340-709, natural background soil metals
concentrations in Washington state (Ecology, 1994) were considered in the derivation of cleanup
levels. The lowest applicable protective concentrations, adjusted for natural background metals
concentrations, were selected as the soil cleanup levels for the cleanup action. The soil cleanup
levels are presented in Table 1.

3.3.1.2. GROUNDWATER
Site-specific groundwater cleanup levels for the cleanup action were derived from applicable MTCA
Method B cleanup levels and available State and Federal criteria, which include the following;:

m MTCA Method B standard formula values (carcinogen and non-carcinogen) for potable
groundwater.

m Federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), where deemed to be sufficiently protective (that
is, where the risk associated with the MCL is less than 1 in 100,000), in accordance with WAC
173-340-720(4)(b).

In addition to the criteria listed above, analytical practical quantitation limits (PQLs) and natural
background groundwater metals concentrations in Washington state (PTI, 1989) were considered
in accordance with WAC 173-340-705(6), WAC 173-340-707 and WAC 173-340-709. The lowest
applicable protective concentrations, adjusted for PQLs and natural background metals
concentrations, were selected as the groundwater cleanup levels for the cleanup action. The
groundwater cleanup levels are presented in Table 2.

3.3.2. Points of Compliance

Under MTCA, the point of compliance is the point or locations on a site where the cleanup levels
must be attained. This section describes the points of compliance for soil and groundwater.

3.3.2.1. SOIL

In accordance with WAC 173-340-740(6)(b), for soil cleanup levels that are based on protection of
groundwater, the point of compliance is in soil throughout the Site. In accordance with WAC 173-
340-740(6)(e), WAC 173-340-7490(4)(b), and WAC 173-340-740(6)(d), for soil cleanup levels that
are based on ecological considerations (e.g., protection of wildlife) or human exposure via direct
contact, the point of compliance is in soil throughout the Site from the ground surface to 15 feet
bgs.

3.3.2.2. GROUNDWATER

In accordance with WAC 173-340-720(8)(b), the point of compliance for groundwater is throughout
the Site from the uppermost level of the saturated zone extending vertically to the lowermost depth
which could potentially be affected by the Site. Several of the existing groundwater monitoring
wells at the Site may need to be decommissioned to facilitate removal of shallow contaminated
soils during the cleanup action (see Section 5.3.1). Decommissioned monitoring wells completed
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in the perched groundwater zone would be replaced as appropriate after the soil removal is
completed, and would be used along with existing shallow wells not requiring decommissioning to
assess compliance with the groundwater cleanup levels. As noted in Section 2.2, groundwater
monitoring data indicate that the deep groundwater zone beneath the Site has not been affected
by the contamination in shallow soils and perched groundwater. Accordingly, monitoring of the
deep groundwater zone will not be required as part of the cleanup action. The locations of shallow
groundwater monitoring wells will be specified in the Engineering Design Report.

3.4. Applicable Regulatory Requirements

The applicable laws and regulations provide the framework for the cleanup action. In addition to
the cleanup standards developed through MTCA, other regulatory requirements must be
considered in the selection and implementation of the cleanup action. MTCA requires the cleanup
standards to be “at least as stringent as all applicable state and federal laws” (WAC 173-340-
700[6][a]). Besides establishing minimum requirements for cleanup standards, applicable State
and Federal laws may also impose certain technical and procedural requirements for performing
cleanup actions. These requirements are described in WAC 173-340-710. Potentially applicable
State and Federal laws are identified below.

The cleanup action at the Site will be performed pursuant to MTCA under the terms of the Consent
Decree between Ecology and the Port of Skagit County. Accordingly, the cleanup action meets the
permit exemption provisions of MTCA, obviating the need to follow most procedural requirements
of the various local and State regulations that would otherwise apply to the action. Ecology will
determine the substantive provisions of State and local laws and regulations that are applicable to
this project, following consultation with appropriate State and local regulators. The substantive
requirements will be addressed in the Consent Decree.

As the lead agency for the cleanup action, Ecology is responsible for identifying and evaluating the
potential adverse impacts of the cleanup action on the environment. Ecology will perform a review
and provide an environmental determination under the State Environmental Policy Act (RCW
43.21). A copy of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Checklist is included as Appendix A to
the CAP to facilitate the SEPA review process.

The permits or other Federal, State or local requirements that are applicable to the cleanup action
and that are known at this time include the following:

m Federal Clean Water Act, Section 404 Permit and the associated Ecology 401 Certification.

m Solid Waste Handling Standards (RCW 70.95).

m Dangerous Waste Regulations (RCW 70.105).

m  Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act (RCW 49.17).

m Federal Occupational Safety and Health Act (29 CFR 1910, 1926).

m  Washington Construction Stormwater General Permit.
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4.0 EVALUATION OF CLEANUP ACTION ALTERNATIVES

Potential remediation technologies and cleanup action alternatives for the Site were evaluated in
the FS. Details of the evaluation are presented in the RI/FS Report (GeoEngineers, 2011). This
section summarizes the remediation technologies and cleanup action alternatives considered, and
the basis for selection of the proposed cleanup action.

4.1. Development of Alternatives and Evaluation Criteria

A preliminary set of remediation technologies, including no action, institutional controls, soil
containment, soil removal and disposal, soil removal with ex-situ treatment, and in-situ treatment,
was screened against the MTCA threshold criteria for selection of cleanup actions (WAC 173-340-
360) to develop potentially feasible cleanup action alternatives. Four cleanup action alternatives
were developed for more detailed evaluation, each consisting of one or a combination of the two
retained remediation technologies, soil removal/disposal and capping. Each alternative applied
these technologies in different combinations in the three distinct areas of the Site (historical
operations area, drainage channel, and wetland area). The cleanup action alternatives evaluated
in the FS include the following:
m Alternative 1 - Excavate Historical Operations Area, Drainage Channel, and Wetlands Area
m Alternative 2 - Cap Historical Operations Area; Excavate Drainage Channel and Wetland Area
m Alternative 3 - Cap Historical Operations Area and Drainage Channel; Excavate Wetland Area
m Alternative 4 - Cap Historical Operations Area, Drainage Channel, and Wetland Area
The cleanup action alternatives were evaluated against the applicable MTCA minimum
requirements for cleanup actions, which include (WAC 173-340-360[2]):
m Threshold Criteria:

0 Protection of human health and the environment.

0 Compliance with cleanup standards.

o0 Compliance with applicable State and Federal laws.

0 Provision for compliance monitoring.

m Provision for a reasonable restoration time frame.

m Use of permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable, including consideration of the
following:

0 Protectiveness

0 Permanence

o0 Cost

0 Long-term effectiveness

0 Management of short-term risks

0 Technical and administrative implementability
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0 Consideration of public concerns

4.2. Evaluation of Alternatives

Brief descriptions and detailed evaluations of each cleanup action alternative relative to the MTCA
evaluation criteria are presented in Table 3. All four alternatives comply with the MTCA threshold
criteria and all four provide reasonable restoration time frames of approximately one year for
design and construction. Because Alternative 1 achieves complete removal of contaminated soil
exceeding cleanup levels, it is the most protective alternative and provides the greatest short-term
reduction of residual risks associated with perched groundwater. Alternatives 3 and 4 would result
in a net loss of wetlands and modification of natural drainage function at the Site due to the
filling/capping in the drainage channel and/or wetland area under these alternatives. As a result,
wetland mitigation (i.e., wetland restoration or wetland creation at a suitable location in the Site
vicinity) would be required under Alternatives 3 and 4.

The MTCA disproportionate cost analysis (DCA) is used to determine which cleanup action
alternative is permanent to the maximum extent practicable. The DCA compares cleanup costs
and benefits and allows selection of a cleanup action alternative that provides the greatest
benefits relative to cost. The DCA presented in the FS is updated in this CAP based on clarification
by Ecology that the lateral limits of the cleanup actions considered should be defined by the
existing soil sampling data that bound the extent of COCs exceeding cleanup levels (as described in
Section 5.2 below). As a result, the area and volume assumptions for each of the cleanup action
alternatives were adjusted accordingly. The assumptions for design, management, and
compliance monitoring of the cleanup construction also were refined based on the updated
cleanup action lateral limits. The most significant changes resulted from the enlargement of the
overall cleanup area to the clean sample limits, leading to an increase in the total area requiring
excavation and/or capping.

Similar to the FS, the revised DCA evaluated Alternatives 1 through 4 based on the MTCA DCA
criteria (WAC 173-340-360[3][e]). The alternatives were ranked on a scale of 1 (lowest) to 10
(highest) for each of the DCA criteria to compare the relative benefits of the alternatives. Each of
the DCA criteria was assigned a weighting factor that ranged between 10 percent and 30 percent
(the sum of the weighting factors equaled 100 percent). The detailed scoring is shown in Table 3;
the relative benefits ranking summary is presented in Table 4. The benefit rankings and estimated
cleanup costs for each of the alternatives are summarized below and illustrated graphically in
Figure 3.

m Alternative 1: benefit ranking = 8.7 (out of 10); estimated cleanup cost = $2,747,000.
m Alternative 2: benefit ranking = 6.7; estimated cleanup cost = $2,265,000.
m Alternative 3: benefit ranking = 5.8; estimated cleanup cost = $2,122,000.
m Alternative 4: benefit ranking = 4.4; estimated cleanup cost = $1,926,000.

Cost estimates for each alternative are presented in Appendix B.
The revised DCA is summarized in Figure 3. The results of the revised DCA did not modify the

results of the DCA presented in the FS. The preferred cleanup action alternative selected in the FS,
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and confirmed in this CAP, is Alternative 1 - Excavate Historical Operations Area, Drainage
Channel, and Wetland Area. Alternative 1 meets the MTCA threshold requirements for cleanup
actions and uses permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable (WAC 173-340-
360[2][b][i]). Among the four alternatives evaluated, Alternative 1 also best preserves the existing
and possible future uses and wetland functions of the Site.

The selected cleanup action alternative will result in:

m Permanent removal of contaminant mass from the Site through the excavation and off-site
disposal of soil containing COC concentrations above MTCA cleanup levels.

m Elimination of unacceptable risks to potential receptors including humans, domestic animals
(livestock), and terrestrial wildlife posed by COCs in Site soils.

m Elimination of the potential for future erosion and migration of COCs from the historical
operations area and drainage channel to the adjacent wetland area.

m Short-term reduction and eventual elimination of unacceptable risks to potential receptors
including humans, domestic animals (livestock), and terrestrial wildlife posed by COCs in Site
groundwater through the removal of contaminated surface soils in contact with perched
groundwater.

5.0 PROPOSED CLEANUP ACTION

The proposed cleanup action consists of excavation and off-site disposal of soil containing COC
concentrations above MTCA cleanup levels in all three areas of the Site: the historical operations
area, the drainage channel, and the wetland area. Following excavation, each of the three areas
will be restored.

5.1. Cleanup Action Objectives

Cleanup action objectives (CAOs) consist of chemical- and media-specific goals for protecting
human health and the environment. The CAOs specify the COCs and affected media, the exposure
routes and receptors targeted by the cleanup action, and the cleanup goals.

The objective of the proposed cleanup action is to eliminate, reduce, or otherwise control to the
extent feasible and practicable, unacceptable risks to human health and the environment posed by
pesticides and herbicides in soil and groundwater at the Site in accordance with MTCA (WAC 173-
340) and other applicable regulatory requirements. Specifically, the objective of the cleanup
action is to mitigate risks associated with the following potential receptors and exposure routes:

m Direct contact (dermal, incidental ingestion, or inhalation) with contaminated shallow soils by
Site visitors and workers (including construction workers).

m Direct contact (dermal, incidental ingestion, or inhalation) with contaminated shallow soils by
domestic animals (livestock) and terrestrial wildlife.

m Direct contact with contaminated perched groundwater during wet weather conditions (via
daylighting of perched groundwater) by Site visitors and workers (dermal) and domestic
animals/terrestrial wildlife (dermal or ingestion).
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The cleanup goal is to mitigate these risks by meeting the Site-specific soil and groundwater
cleanup standards identified in Section 3.3. The cleanup standards, which were derived from
regulatory criteria protective of human health and ecological receptors, are assumed to also be
protective of domestic animals (livestock).

5.2. Cleanup Action Description

The cleanup action will consist of the following activities:

m Removal or shoring of aboveground structures at the Site as necessary to provide access to
soil with concentrations of COCs exceeding MTCA cleanup levels.

m Implementation of erosion control and Site security measures.
m Clearing and grubbing vegetated areas of the drainage channel and wetland area.

m Excavation of surface soils throughout the Site containing COC concentrations above MTCA
cleanup levels. The lateral limits of the excavation are defined by the existing soil sampling
data that bound the extent of COCs exceeding cleanup levels. Excavation will be completed to
the existing “clean” sampling locations. The planned excavation areas are shown on Figure 4.

m Transport of excavated contaminated soils for disposal at an off-site, permitted facility.

m Management of surface water, stormwater, and groundwater, as necessary, during excavation
activities.

m Collection of data to verify that the lateral limits of excavation have been reached, by methods
defined in the Compliance Monitoring Plan.

m Collection of verification soil samples from the bottom of the excavations for laboratory
analysis, by methods and at the locations and frequency defined in the Compliance Monitoring
Plan.

m Backfilling the excavations with clean, imported fill material, to meet the specifications defined
in the Engineering Design Report.

m Wetland vegetation restoration and revegetation monitoring, in accordance with the Wetland
Restoration Plan, included as an appendix to the Engineering Design Report.

m Confirmational groundwater monitoring to verify the reduction of COC concentrations in shallow
(perched) groundwater as a result of the contaminated soil (source) removal.

The existing groundwater monitoring wells screened in the perched groundwater zone and located
within the cleanup action excavation area will be decommissioned as necessary prior to the
cleanup action construction. If the pre-established clean sampling locations cannot be reached
during the cleanup action, additional sidewall samples will be collected at the limits of the
excavation and Ecology be consulted for direction on a case-by-case basis to confirm the
completeness of the removal. After contaminated soil excavation is completed, confirmational
monitoring wells will be installed as specified in the Compliance Monitoring Plan to monitor
perched groundwater quality. The monitoring wells will be monitored to verify that the cleanup
levels for groundwater are achieved as a result of the contaminated soil removal.
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5.3. Cleanup Action Components

This section provides a summary of the proposed cleanup action. A more detailed description of
the cleanup action construction elements and methods will be provided in the Engineering Design
Report (see Section 6.1).

5.3.1. Soil Excavation

An estimated total of 4,300 cubic yards of soil with concentrations of COCs exceeding the MTCA
cleanup levels will be excavated from the historical operations area, the drainage channel, and the
wetland area. The estimated volume of material to be removed by the cleanup action will be
refined as necessary during the remedial design and development of the Engineering Design
Report for the project. The excavated soil will be transported to an off-site, permitted disposal
facility.

Prior to excavation, underground utilities will be located, and a portion of the existing asphalt will
be removed from the historical operations area to facilitate removal of the contaminated soil. In
addition, it is assumed that some areas/portions of the hangar building (e.g., floor slabs and/or
footings) will need to be protected, moved, or demolished during or prior to excavation in the
historical operations area and restored following the cleanup action. Approximately 1.4 acres of
wetlands would need to be cleared and grubbed prior to soil excavation in the drainage channel
and wetland area. Existing monitoring wells GEI-MW4, GEI-MW6, GEI-MW7, and GEI-MWS8 will be
decommissioned except where they can be protected during the cleanup activities.

The lateral limits of the cleanup action excavation are shown in Figure 4. The lateral limits shown
in this figure are defined based on the existing chemical analytical results for soil samples
collected at the Site. The cleanup action will remove soil with concentrations of COCs exceeding
the MTCA cleanup levels.

5.3.2. Soil Transport and Disposal

The excavated soil will be characterized for disposal as required by MTCA, Washington State
Dangerous Waste Regulations (WAC 173-303) where appropriate, and the waste-profiling
requirements of the selected disposal facility. The excavated soil is expected to fall into two
categories: (1) non-dangerous waste, suitable for disposal at a Subtitle D landfill; and (2)
hazardous/dangerous waste requiring either: (a) disposal at a Subtitle C facility, or (b) treatment
followed by disposal at a Subtitle D landfill. Based on the existing data, it is anticipated that the
majority of excavated soil (90% or greater) will be classified as non-dangerous waste.

5.3.3. Site Restoration

The historical operations area will be backfilled with clean, imported structural fill material. The
drainage channel and wetland area will be backfilled with an appropriate topsoil mix. All areas will
be restored to match the approximate original topography, features, and surfaces. Approximately
1.4 acres of the drainage channel and wetland area will be restored with wetland vegetation. The
revegetated areas will be monitored relative to a set of performance standards for 7 to 10 years to
evaluate the success of the revegetation. The restoration and monitoring actions to be
implemented in the drainage channel and wetland area will be described in greater detail in the
Engineering Design Report.
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5.4. Compliance Monitoring

Compliance monitoring and contingency responses (as needed) will be implemented in accordance
with WAC 173-340-410. The three types of compliance monitoring to be performed include:

m Protection Monitoring to confirm that human health and the environment are adequately
protected during the construction phase of the cleanup action.

m Performance Monitoring to confirm that the cleanup action has attained cleanup standards.

m Confirmational Monitoring to confirm the long-term effectiveness of the cleanup action.

The protection monitoring plan for the cleanup action will be addressed in a Health and Safety Plan
(to be included as an appendix of the Engineering Design Report; see Section 5.5). Performance
and confirmational monitoring will be detailed in a Compliance Monitoring Plan. The objective of
the Compliance Monitoring Plan is to confirm that cleanup standards are achieved and to confirm
the long-term effectiveness of the cleanup action. The Compliance Monitoring Plan (discussed
further in Section 6.3) will describe the duration and frequency of monitoring, the trigger for
contingency response actions, contingency response actions, and the rationale for terminating
monitoring,

6.0 ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS

This section summarizes additional documentation to be prepared in support of the cleanup
action, including an Engineering Design Report, construction plans and specifications, a
Compliance Monitoring Plan, and a Construction Completion (As-Built) Report. Permits and other
regulatory requirements applicable to the cleanup action are also discussed in this section.

6.1. Engineering Design Report

The Engineering Design Report will include sufficient information for the development and review
of construction plans and specifications to document engineering concepts and design criteria
used for the design of the cleanup action. The pertinent information specified under WAC 173-
340-400(4)(a)(i) through 173-340-400(4)(a)(xx) will be included in the Engineering Design Report
as applicable. Appendices to the Engineering Design Report will include a Sampling and Analysis
Plan, a Health and Safety Plan, and a Wetland Restoration Plan. The Compliance Monitoring Plan
(described in Section 6.3 below) may also be included as an appendix to the Engineering Design
Report.

6.2. Construction Plans and Specifications

The construction plans and specifications will provide detailed construction plans needed to carry
out the cleanup action. In accordance with WAC 173-340-400(4)(b), the documents will include
the following information, as applicable:

m A description of the work to be performed, and a summary of the engineering design criteria
from the Engineering Design Report.

m A site location map and a map of existing conditions. Maps will include a grid in Washington
State Plan North coordinates, or other coordinates.
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m Copies of applicable permit applications and approvals.
m Detailed plans, procedures, and specifications necessary for the cleanup action.

m Specific quality control tests to be performed to document the construction, including
specifications for testing or reference to specific testing methods, frequency of testing,
acceptable results, and other documentation methods.

m Provisions to ensure that the health and safety requirements of WAC 173-340-810 are met.

Cleanup action construction will be performed and documented in accordance with applicable
requirements of WAC 173-340-400(6). These requirements include oversight of construction by a
Professional Engineer licensed in the State of Washington, and submittal of as-built drawings
and/or a Construction Completion Report that documents the cleanup and includes an opinion of
the engineer as to whether the cleanup was conducted in substantial compliance with the
construction plans and specifications and related documents.

6.3. Compliance Monitoring Plan

The Compliance Monitoring Plan, prepared in accordance with WAC 173-340-410, will describe the
performance and confirmational monitoring to be performed to verify the effectiveness of the
cleanup action. Protection monitoring will be addressed in the Health and Safety Plan. The
Compliance Monitoring Plan will present the purpose and objectives of data collection and the
rationale for the monitoring approach. It will also describe the type, number, and location of the
samples to be collected, the analyses to be performed, the monitoring schedule, the trigger for
contingency response actions, and contingency response actions. Field sample collection and
handling procedures and laboratory analytical methods will be specified in a Sampling and Analysis
Plan prepared in accordance with WAC 173-340-820.

6.4. Construction Completion (As-Built) Report

At the completion of construction, the engineer responsible for the oversight of construction will
prepare as-built drawings and a report documenting all aspects of facility construction. The report
will include reference to all data collected during the cleanup action that is submitted to Ecology’s
Environmental Information Management System (EIM). In addition, the report will include
electronic files in database format of any data not submitted to EIM. The report will be prepared in
a manner that clearly documents what was done and clearly presents the data used to verify that
compliance has been achieved.

The report will also contain an opinion from the engineer, based on testing results and inspections,
as to whether the cleanup action has been constructed in substantial compliance with the plans
and specifications and related documents.

6.5. Permits/Requirements

The cleanup action will be conducted under a Consent Decree with Ecology. Consequently, the
cleanup action is exempt from the procedural requirements of certain laws and all local permits
(WAC 173-340-710[9][a]) but must comply with the substantive requirements of these laws and
permits. The exemption from procedural requirements applies to the:

m  Washington Clean Air Act (RCW 70.94).
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m  Solid Waste Management Act (RCW 70.95).

m Hazardous Waste Management Act (RCW 70.105).
m Construction Projects in State Waters (RCW 75.20).
m  Water Pollution Control Act (RCW 90.48).

m Shoreline Management Act (RCW 90.58).

m Any laws requiring or authorizing local government permits or approvals.

The exemption is not applicable if Ecology determines that the exemption would result in the loss
of approval from a Federal agency that may be necessary for the State to administer any Federal
law. The required and exempt permit requirements/approvals are provided in the following
sections.

6.5.1. Required Permits/Approvals

The following permits/approvals are applicable to the cleanup action and do not fall under the
procedural exemption of WAC -173-340-710(9)(a).

Clean Water Act, Section 404 Permit, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The Clean Water
Act is the primary Federal law for protecting water quality from pollution. Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for grading or clearing
in a wetland. In July 2008, the Port obtained verification of coverage under Nationwide Permit
(NWP) 38, Cleanup of Hazardous and Toxic Waste, for cleanup actions proposed in a previous CAP
prepared by Hart Crowser in 2008 (USACE Jurisdictional Determination Reference Number NWS-
2008-19-N0O). The current CAP has a smaller wetland impact area and proposes remediation in a
slightly different footprint area than the 2008 Hart Crowser CAP. The Port received re-verification
that the current CAP is covered under NWP 38 in a letter from the USACE dated February 15, 2011.

401 Water Quality Certification, Ecology. Applicants receiving a Section 404 Permit from the
USACE are required to obtain a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from Ecology to
demonstrate compliance with State water quality standards and other aquatic resource protection
requirements under Ecology’s authority. The USACE’s July 2008 verification under NWP 38
indicated that the work proposed in the 2008 Hart Crowser CAP complied with Ecology’s Water
Quality Certification and the Coastal Zone Management Act requirements, and no further
coordination with Ecology was necessary to meet these requirements. The USACE has confirmed
that the current CAP also complies with Ecology’s Water Quality Certification and the Coastal Zone
Management Act requirements (McNair, 2011).

Construction Stormwater General Permit, Ecology. This permit is required for clearing, grading
and/or excavation that results in the disturbance of one or more acres and discharges stormwater
to surface waters of the State. This permit is applicable to the cleanup action because of the
potential for discharge of construction stormwater to surface water. Stormwater management and
erosion and sedimentation control for the protection of surface water during the cleanup action will
be conducted in accordance with the substantive requirements of the Washington State Water
Pollution Control Act (RCW 90.48). The Port has applied for this permit and construction will not
begin until it is issued.
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State Environmental Policy Act, Ecology. The Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
provides a way to identify possible environmental impacts that may result from governmental
decisions. These decisions may be related to issuing permits for private projects, constructing
public facilities, or adopting regulations, policies or plans. Information provided during the SEPA
review process helps agency decision-makers, applicants, and the public understand how a
proposal will affect the environment. Any proposal that requires a State or local agency decision to
license, fund, or undertake a project, or the proposed adoption of a policy, plan, or program can
trigger environmental review under SEPA (see WAC 197-11-704 for a complete definition of agency
action). The SEPA checklist and Ecology’s determination that the cleanup activities will not have
significant environmental impacts are included in Appendix A.

6.5.2. Exempt Permits

The following are exempted permits for which the substantive requirements are applicable to the
cleanup action and must be met, as they are known at this time:

m Critical Areas Ordinance, Skagit County

m Grading Permit, Skagit County

The documents required for each of these permits will be included as an appendix to the
Engineering Design Report or the construction plans and specifications. The applicable
substantive requirements of these permits are included below.

Critical Areas Ordinance, Skagit County. The Skagit County Critical Areas Ordinance was
developed under the directives of the Washington State Growth Management Act to designate and
protect critical areas. Critical areas are defined as wetlands, aquifer recharge areas, frequently
flooded areas, geologically hazardous areas, and fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas. The
provisions of the ordinance pertaining to the protection of wetland functions and values are
applicable to the proposed cleanup action. Because the cleanup action is being implemented
pursuant to a Consent Decree, under WAC 173-340-710(9)(a) (the MTCA Permit Exemption) the
cleanup is exempt from the procedural requirements of the Critical Areas Ordinance. Substantive
requirements include completion of a critical areas checklist and critical areas review by the Skagit
County Department of Planning and Development Services pursuant to Chapter 14.24 of the Skagit
County Code. Substantive requirements will be included in the Engineering Design Report.

Grading Permit, Skagit County. The Grading Permit is required by Skagit County for any
subsurface excavation and/or fill work and is applicable to the cleanup action based on the
excavation for the removal of contaminated soil and subsequent backfilling. Under the MTCA
Permit Exemption the cleanup is exempt from the procedural requirements of the Grading Permit.
Substantive requirements of the Grading Permit include completion of a Grading Permit Application
and a Drainage Plan and Temporary Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan. Substantive
requirements will be included in the Engineering Design Report.
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7.0 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CLEANUP ACTION

The schedule for implementation of the cleanup action will be defined in the Consent Decree. The
preliminary remedial design completed to date has included development of concept-level design
of the selected cleanup action sufficient to estimate cleanup costs and identify applicable
regulations, laws, and permits. The required submittals identified in the Consent Decree, including
the Engineering Design Report, Compliance Monitoring Plan, and other required documents, will be
prepared and submitted for Ecology review and approval according to the schedule in the Consent
Decree. The Port is currently planning to implement the cleanup action in summer or fall of 2011.
The anticipated schedule for implementation of the cleanup action includes the following;:

m Draft Engineering Design Report - submitted to Ecology for review within 60 days of the
effective date of the Consent Decree.

m Final Engineering Design Report - submitted to Ecology 45 days after receipt of comments
from Ecology on the Draft Engineering Design Report.

m Draft Compliance Monitoring Plan - submitted to Ecology for review within 60 days of the
effective date of the Consent Decree.

m Final Compliance Monitoring Plan - submitted to Ecology 45 days after receipt of comments
from Ecology on the Draft Compliance Monitoring Plan.

m Cleanup Action Construction - commence within 30 days of Ecology approval of the Final
Engineering Design Report and estimated to occur over a period of 3 to 6 months beginning in
August 2011.

m Draft Construction Completion (As-Built) Report - submitted to Ecology within 120 days of
completion of cleanup action construction.

m Final Construction Completion (As-Built) Report - submitted to Ecology 45 days after receipt of
comments from Ecology on the Draft Construction Completion (As-Built) Report.

The cleanup action construction is tentatively planned to commence in August 2011 to correspond
to dry weather conditions and facilitate work in the seasonal wetland. The cleanup action
construction may be delayed with approval from Ecology.

Consistent with Chapter 70.105D RCW, as implemented by Chapter 173-340 WAC (MTCA Cleanup
Regulation), Ecology has determined that the selected Site cleanup action described in Section 5.0
of this CAP is protective of human health and the environment, will attain Federal and State
requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate, complies with cleanup standards,
and provides for compliance monitoring. The selected cleanup action satisfies the preference
expressed in WAC 173-340-360 for the use of permanent solutions to the maximum extent
practicable, and provides for a reasonable restoration timeframe.

8.0 REFERENCES

GeoEngineers, Inc. 2011. Draft Final Remedial investigation/Feasibility Study, Taxiway F Site,
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TABLE 1
SOIL CLEANUP LEVELS
TAXIWAY F SITE
BURLINGTON, WASHINGTON

Soil Criteria Analytical Laboratory Criteria®
Method B Standard Formula | Method B Standard Formula
Value, Carcinogen, Direct | Value, Non-Carci Direct P ion of Site-Specific Practical
Washington State Contact, Unrestricted Land Contact, U i Land Site-Specific Calculated Quantitation
Analyte CAS No. Background® Use® use? (Calculated) TEE* TEE® Limit Analytical Method | Soil Cleanup Level®
Chlorinated Pesticides
aldrin 309-00-2 - 0.059 2.4 - 0.1 - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 0.059
alpha chlordane (cis-chlordane) 5103-71-9 - - - - - - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD -
gamma chlordane 5566-34-7 - - - - - - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD -
total chlordane 57-74-9 - 2.9 40 2.05 2.7 - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 2.05
4,4-DDD 72-54-8 - 4.2 - - - - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 4.2
Z7D0E 72559 = 29 . Z — — 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 2.9
4,4-DDT 50-29-3 - 2.9 40 3.54 - - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 2.9
total DDT (sum of 4,4' isomers) EDF-229 - - - - 0.75 - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 0.75
dieldrin 60-57-1 - 0.063 4 - 0.07 - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 0.063
endosulfan | 959-08-8 - - - - - - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD -
endosulfan Il 33213-65-9 - - - - - - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD -
endosulfan sulfate 1031-07-8 - - - - - - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD -
total endosulfan 115-29-7 - - 480 4.22 - 2.4 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 2.4
endrin ketone 53494-70-5 - - - - - - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD -
heptachlor 76-44-8 — 0.22 40 — 0.4 — 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 0.22
heptachlor epoxide 1024-57-3 - 0.11 1 - 0.4 - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 0.11
lindane (gamma-BHC) 58-89-9 - 0.77 24 - 6 - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 0.77
methoxychlor 72-43-5 - - 400 - - - 0.025 8081A-GC/ECD 400
toxaphene 8001-35-2 - 0.91 - - - - 0.5 8081A-GC/ECD 0.91
Organophosphate Pesticides
azinphos-methyl (guthion) 86-50-0 - - - - - - 0.25 8141mod-GC/MS -
chlorpyrifos (chlorpyriphos) 2921-88-2 - - 240 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 240
methyl parathion 298-00-0 - - 20 - - - 0.25 8141mod-GC/MS 20
parathion (parathion ethyl) 56-38-2 - - 480 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 480
Herbicides
3,5-dichlorobenzoic acid 51-36-5 - - - - - - 0.1 8151A-ECD or GC/MS
4-nitrophenol 100-02-7 - - - - - - 0.1 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
2,4,5-TP (silvex) 93-72-1 - - 640 - - - 0.1 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 640
2,4,5-T (2,4,5-trichlorophenoxyacetic acid) 93-76-5 - - 800 - - - 0.1 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 800
2,4-DB 94-82-6 - - 640 - - - 0.8 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 640
2,4-D (2,4-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid) 94-75-7 - - 800 - - - 0.2 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 800
bentazon 25057-89-0 - - 2,400 - - - 0.1 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 2,400
chloramben 133-90-4 - - 1,200 - - - 0.1 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 1,200
USA DCPA (dacthal)(total DCPA diacid)(chlorthal) 1861-32-1 - - 800 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 800
dicamba 1918-00-9 - - 2,400 2.20 - - 0.1 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 2.2
dichlorprop 120-36-5 - - - - - - 0.3 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
dinoseb 88-85-7 - - 80 0.524 - 25.8 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 0.524
MCPA (2-methyl-4-chlorophenoxy-acetic acid) 94-74-6 - - 40 - - - 0.1 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 40
MCPP (2-(2-methyl-4-chlorophenoxy)propianic acid) 7085-19-0 - - - - - - 0.1 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
pentachlorophenol 87-86-5 - 8.3 2,400 - 45 - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 4.5
triclopyr (trichlopyr) 55335-06-3 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.1 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
Miscellaneous Pesticides/Herbicides
alachlor 15972-60-8 - 12 800 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 12
atrazine 1912-24-9 - 4.5 2,800 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 4.5
triadimefon/bayleton 43121-43-3 - - 480 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 480
chiorothalonil (daconil) 1897-45-6 - 91 1,200 ~ - ~ 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 91
chlorpropham 101-21-3 - - 16,000 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 16,000
dicofol 115-32-2 - - - - - - 0.5 8081mod-GC/MS -
diphenamid 957-51-7 - - 2,400 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 2,400
EPTC (S-ethyl dipropylthiocarbamate) (eptam) 759-94-4 - - 2,000 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 2,000
metolachlor 51218-45-2 - - 12,000 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 12,000
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Soil Criteria Analytical Laboratory Criteria®
Method B Standard Formula | Method B Standard Formula
Value, Carcinogen, Direct | Value, Non-Carci Direct P jon of Site-Specific Practical
Washington State Contact, Unrestricted Land Contact, U Land Site-Specific Calculated Quantitation
Analyte CAS No. Background® Use® use? (Calculated) TEE* TEE® Limit Analytical Method | Soil Cleanup Level®
metribuzin 21087-64-9 - - 2,000 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 2,000
napropamide 15299-99-7 - - 8,000 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 8,000
cis-permethrin 54774-45-7 - - - - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS -
trans-permethrin 61949-77-7 - - - - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS -
total permethrin 52645-53-1 - - 4,000 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 4,000
prometon (pramitol 5p) 1610-18-0 - - 1,200 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 1,200
propazine 139-40-2 - - 1,600 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 1,600
simazine 122-34-9 - 8.3 400 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 83
terbacil 5902-51-2 - - 1,000 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 1,000
terbutryn (igran) 886-50-0 - - 80 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 80
trifluralin 1582-09-8 - 130 600 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 130
vernolate/vernam 1929-77-7 - - 10 - - - 0.05 8081mod-GC/MS 10
VOCs
2-chlorotoluene (o-chlorotoluene) 95-49-8 - - 1,600 2.06 - - 0.1 8260B-GC/MS 2.06
benzene 71-43-2 - 18 320 0.0262 - - 0.1 8260B-GC/MS 0.0262
acetone 67-64-1 — — 8,000 - - - 0.5 8260B-GC/MS 8,000
1,2-dichlorobenzene 95-50-1 — — 7,200 - - - 0.1 8260B-GC/MS 7,200
toluene 108-88-3 - - 6,400 - - - 0.1 8260B-GC/MS 6,400
1,1,1-trichloroethane 71-55-6 — — 72,000 1.36 - - 0.1 8260B-GC/MS 1.36
1,2,4-trimethylbenzene 95-63-6 - - 4,000 - - - 0.1 8260B-GC/MS 4,000
1,3,5-trimethylbenzene 108-67-8 — — 4,000 - - - 0.1 8260B-GC/MS 4,000
oxylene 95476 - - 160,000 88.0 - - 0.1 8260B-GC/MS 88
Metals
arsenic 7440-382 20 0.67 24 4.67 [ 7132 ] - 1 | 60108 20
zinc 7440-66-6 85 B 24,000 5970 EE - 2 | 60108 360
Notes:

Units in milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)

1

2

4 Site-specific terrestrial ecological evaluation (TEE) values from Table 749-3, MTCA 173-340-900. Wildlife values used.

5

6

Italic typeface = Constituent previously detected in soil at concentration exceeding proposed cleanup level.

Grey shading indicates value was selected as the cleanup level for the cleanup action.

- = Not established/not calculated

TEE values (soil concentrations protective of wildlife) for endosulfan and dinoseb were calculated by GeoEngineers - see Appendix D of Work Plan (GeoEngineers, 2009).

Proposed soil cleanup level is the lowest soil criterion as indicated by shading; adjusted where appropriate based on Washington State natural background.
* Values for arsenic (lll)/arsenic (V).
Green-highlighted analytes were detected at least once in soil.

Zinc background value based on Natural Background Soil Metals Concentrations in Washington State (Ecology, October 1994). Arsenic background value based on MTCA Method A cleanup level (regulatory background value; WAC 173-340-900, Table 740-1).
MTCA Method B standard formula values; direct contact (ingestion) (WAC 173-340-745[5][b][iii][B]).
3 Values obtained from Edge Analytical, Inc.

File No. 5364-013-02
Table 1

Page 2 of 2

GEOENGINEERS /.y




TABLE 2

GROUNDWATER CLEANUP LEVELS
TAXIWAY F SITE
BURLINGTON, WASHINGTON

Groundwater Criteria Analytical Laboratory Criteria®
Method B Standard Formula Method B Standard Formula Practical
Washington State Value, Carcinogen, Direct Value, Non-Carcinogen, Direct Quantitation Groundwater Cleanup
Analyte CAS No. Background® Contact, Drinking Water Use® | Contact, Drinking Water Use® mcL* Limit Analytical Method Level®
Chlorinated Pesticides
aldrin 309-00-2 - 0.0026 0.24 - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 0.05
alpha chlordane (cis-chlordane) 5103-71-9 - - - - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD -
gamma chlordane (trans-chlordane) 5566-34-7 - - - - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD -
total chlordane 57-74-9 - 0.25 8 2 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 2
4,4'-DDD 72-54-8 - 0.36 - - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 0.36
4,4'-DDE 72-55-9 - 0.26 - - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 0.26
4,4-DDT 50-29-3 - 0.26 8 - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 0.26
total DDT (sum of 4,4' isomers) EDF-229 - - - - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD -
dieldrin 60-57-1 - 0.0055 0.8 - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 0.05
endosulfan | 959-98-8 - - - - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD -
endosulfan Il 33213-65-9 - - - - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD -
endosulfan sulfate 1031-07-8 - - - - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD -
total endosulfan 115-29-7 - - 96 - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 96
endrin ketone 53494-70-5 - - - - 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD -
heptachlor 76-44-8 - 0.019 8 0.4 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 0.05
heptachlor epoxide 1024-57-3 - 0.0048 0.1 0.2 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 0.05
lindane (gamma-BHC) 58-89-9 - 0.067 4.8 0.2 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 0.2
methoxychlor 72-43-5 - - 80 40 0.05 8081A-GC/ECD 80
toxaphene 8001-35-2 - 0.08 - 3 1.00 8081A-GC/ECD 1.00
Organophosphate Pesticides
azinphos-methyl (guthion) 86-50-0 - - - - 0.5 8141mod-GC/MS -
chlorpyrifos (chlorpyriphos) 2921-88-2 - - 48 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 48
methyl parathion 298-00-0 - - 4 - 0.5 8141mod-GC/MS 4
parathion (parathion ethyl) 56-38-2 - - 96 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 96
Herbicides
3,5 - dichlorobenzoic acid 51-36-5 - - - - 0.20 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
4-nitrophenol 100-02-7 - - - - 0.20 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
2,4,5-TP (silvex) 93-72-1 - - - 50 0.20 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 50
2,4,5-T (2,4,5-trichlorophenoxyacetic acid) 93-76-5 - - - - 0.20 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
2,4-DB 94-82-6 - - 130 - 1.60 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 130
2,4-D (2,4-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid) 94-75-7 - - 160 70 0.40 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 160
bentazon 25057-89-0 - - 480 - 0.20 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 480
chloramben 133-90-4 - - - - 0.2 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
USA DCPA (dacthal)(total DCPA diacid)(chlorthal) 1861-32-1 - - 160 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 160
dicamba 1918-00-9 - - 480 - 0.20 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 480
dichlorprop 120-36-5 - - - - 0.60 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
dinoseb 88-85-7 - - - 7 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 7
MCPA (2-methyl-4-chlorophenoxy-acetic acid) 94-74-6 - - 8 - 0.20 8151A-ECD or GC/MS 8
MCPP (2-(2-methyl-4-chlorophenoxy)propianic acid) 7085-19-0 - - - - 0.20 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
pentachlorophenol 87-86-5 - 0.73 480 1 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 1
triclopyr (trichlopyr) 55335-06-3 - - - - 0.20 8151A-ECD or GC/MS -
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Groundwater Criteria

Analytical Laboratory Criteria®

Method B Standard Formula Method B Standard Formula Practical
Washington State Value, Carcinogen, Direct Value, Non-Carcinogen, Direct Quantitation Groundwater Cleanup
Analyte CAS No. Background2 Contact, Drinking Water Use® Contact, Drinking Water Use® mcL* Limit Analytical Method Level®
Miscellaneous Pesticides/Herbicides
alachlor 15972-60-8 - 1.1 160 2 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 2
atrazine 1912-24-9 - 0.4 560 3 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 3
triadimefon/bayleton 43121-43-3 - - 480 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 480
chlorothalonil (daconil) 1897-45-6 - 8 240 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 8
chlorpropham 101-21-3 - - 3,200 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 3,200
dicofol 115-32-2 - - - - 1 8081mod-GC/MS -
diphenamid 957-51-7 - - 480 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 480
EPTC (S-ethyl dipropylthiocarbamate) (eptam) 759-94-4 - - 200 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 200
metolachlor 51218-45-2 - - 2,400 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 2,400
metribuzin 21087-64-9 - - 400 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 400
napropamide 15299-99-7 - - 1,600 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 1,600
cis-permethrin 54774-45-7 - - - - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS -
trans-permethrin 61949-77-7 - - - - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS -
total permethrin 52645-53-1 - - 800 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 800
prometon (pramitol 5p) 1610-18-0 - - 240 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 240
propazine 139-40-2 - - 320 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 320
simazine 122-34-9 - 0.73 80 4 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 4
terbacil 5902-51-2 - - - - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS -
terbutryn (igran) 886-50-0 - - 16 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 16
trifluralin 1582-09-8 -- 11 120 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 11
vernolate/vernam 1929-77-7 - - 8 - 0.1 8081mod-GC/MS 8
Volatile Organic Compounds
2-chlorotoluene (o-chlorotoluene) 95-49-8 - - 160 - 0.4 8260B-GC/MS 160
benzene 71-43-2 - 0.8 32 5 0.4 8260B-GC/MS 5
acetone 67-64-1 - - 800 - 2.0 8260B-GC/MS 800
1,2-dichlorobenzene 95-50-1 - - 720 600 0.4 8260B-GC/MS 720
toluene 108-88-3 - - 640 1,000 0.4 8260B-GC/MS 640
1,1,1-trichloroethane 71-55-6 - - 7,200 200 0.4 8260B-GC/MS 200
1,2,4-trimethylbenzene 95-63-6 - - 400 - 0.4 8260B-GC/MS 400
1,3,5-trimethylbenzene 108-67-8 - - 400 - 0.4 8260B-GC/MS 400
o-xylene 95-47-6 - - 16,000 - 0.4 8260B-GC/MS 16,000
Metals
arsenic 7440-38-2 8.0 0.058 4.8 10 0.6 200.8 - ICP/MS 8.0
zinc 7440-66-6 160 - 4,800 - 20 200.7 - ICP 4,800
Notes:

Units in micrograms per liter (ug/1)
! Values obtained from Edge Analytical, Inc.

2 Source: Background Concentrations of Selected Chemicals in Water, Soil, Sediments, and Air of Washington State (PTI, 1989) - 90th percentile values.

3

4

MTCA Method B standard formula values; direct-contact (ingestion/inhalation) (WAC 173-340-720[4][b]).
MCL = Federal Maximum Contaminant Level

s Proposed groundwater cleanup level is the lowest groundwater criterion as indicated by shading, adjusted where appropriate based on available state/federal ARARs that are adequately protective (HQ < 1, carcinogenic risk < 1E-05), Washington State natural

background, and practical quantitation limits.

Green-highlighted analytes were detected at least once in groundwater.

Italic typeface = Constituent previously detected in groundwater at concentration exceeding proposed cleanup level.

Grey shading indicates value was selected as the cleanup level for the cleanup action.

- = Not established
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TABLE 3

CLEANUP ACTION ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

TAXIWAY F SITE

BURLINGTON, WASHINGTON

Alternative 1 - Excavate Historical Operations Area, Drainage Channel, and
Wetland Area

Alternative 2 - Cap Historical Operations Area; Excavate Drainage Channel
and Wetland Area

Alternative 3 - Cap Historical Operations Area and Drainage Channel;
Excavate Wetland Area

Alternative 4 - Cap Historical Operations Area, Drainage Channel, and
Wetland Area

Alternative Description

Complete soil excavation/removal.

Soil exceeding cleanup levels in all areas of the Site would be excavated and
disposed of at an off-site, permitted landfill. Excavated areas would be backfilled
and restored/revegetated.

Cap the historical operations area, excavate the drainage channel and wetland area.

Soil exceeding cleanup levels in the historical operations area would be capped in
place. Soil exceeding cleanup levels in the drainage channel and wetland area
would be excavated and disposed of at an off-site, permitted landfill. Excavated
areas would be backfilled and restored/revegetated.

Cap the historical operations area drainage channel, excavate the wetland area.

Soil exceeding cleanup levels in the historical operations area and drainage channel
would be capped in place. Soil exceeding cleanup levels in the wetland area would
be excavated and disposed of at an off-site, permitted landfill. Excavated areas
would be backfilled and restored/revegetated. Wetlands mitigation would be
required to address net loss of wetlands in drainage channel.

Cap the historical operations area, drainage channel, and wetland area.

Soil exceeding cleanup levels in all areas of the Site would be capped in place.
Wetlands mitigation would be required to address net loss of wetlands in drainage
channel and wetland area.

Area of
i . 0 sq. ft. 60,331 sq. ft. 81,558 sq. ft. 112,266 sq. ft.
Containment/Capping
Approximate In Situ
Volume of Contaminated 4,300 cubic yards 2,308 cubic yards 1,398 cubic yards 0 cubic yards

Soil Removed

Alternative Ranking Under MTCA

1. Compliance with MTCA

Threshold Criteria

Protection of Human
Health and the
Environment

Yes - Alternative will protect human health and the environment. Residual
contaminated soil left in place, if any, would be managed using institutional controls.

Yes - Alternative will protect human health and the environment. Contaminated soil
left in place would be managed using a combination of isolation/containment and
institutional controls.

Yes - Alternative will protect human health and the environment. Contaminated soil
left in place would be managed using a combination of isolation/containment and
institutional controls. Capping results in net loss of wetlands and modification of
natural drainage function at the Site.

Yes - Alternative will protect human health and the environment. Contaminated soil
left in place would be managed using a combination of isolation/containment and
institutional controls. Capping results in net loss of wetlands and modification of
natural drainage function at the Site.

Compliance with
Cleanup Standards

Yes - Active remedial measure (removal) is used for soils not complying with cleanup
standards.

Yes - Active remedial measures (removal and containment) are used for soils not
complying with cleanup standards.

Yes - Active remedial measures (removal and containment) are used for soils not
complying with cleanup standards.

Yes - Active remedial measure (containment) is used for soils not complying with
cleanup standards.

Compliance with
Applicable State and
Federal Laws

Yes - Alternative complies with applicable state and federal laws.

Yes - Alternative complies with applicable state and federal laws.

Yes - Alternative complies with applicable state and federal laws.

Yes - Alternative complies with applicable state and federal laws.

Provision for
Compliance Monitoring

Yes - Alternative includes provisions for compliance monitoring (i.e., verification
sampling during remedial excavation, confirmational groundwater monitoring).

Yes - Alternative includes provisions for compliance monitoring (i.e., verification
sampling during remedial excavation, confirmational groundwater monitoring).

Yes - Alternative includes provisions for compliance monitoring (i.e., verification
sampling during remedial excavation, confirmational groundwater monitoring).

Yes - Alternative includes provisions for compliance monitoring (i.e., confirmational
groundwater monitoring).

Restoration Time Frame

Restoration time frame is approximately 1 year for design and construction. Post-
construction groundwater monitoring would likely be required for at least four
quarters.

Restoration time frame is approximately 1 year for design and construction. Cap
monitoring would likely be required, and groundwater monitoring would also likely be
required for at least several years. The cap remedy would be subject to periodic
review by Ecology to ensure protectiveness.

Restoration time frame is approximately 1 year for design and construction. Cap
monitoring would likely be required, and groundwater monitoring would also likely be
required for at least several years. The cap remedy would be subject to periodic
review by Ecology to ensure protectiveness.

Restoration time frame is approximately 1 year for design and construction. Cap
monitoring would likely be required, and groundwater monitoring would also likely be
required for at least several years. The cap remedy would be subject to periodic
review by Ecology to ensure protectiveness.

. Disproportionate Cost Analysis - Relative Benefits Ranking (Scored from 1-lowest to 10-highest)

Protectiveness (30%
weighting factor)

Score = 10. Achieves high level of protectiveness. All soil at the Site that poses
unacceptable risk to human health and the environment is removed. Thin zone of
shallow groundwater is perched, with no nearby drinking water wells or receiving
surface water bodies. Groundwater quality expected to improve over time as a result
of source removal. Deep groundwater is isolated from shallow groundwater by a
thick silt-clay confining layer.

Score = 7. Achieves medium-high level of protectiveness. Soil at the Site that poses
unacceptable risk to human health and the environment is removed or contained
beneath caps. The areas of contaminated soil that are most likely to pose exposure
risks to ecological receptors such as small mammals and birds (the drainage
channel and wetland area) will be excavated under this alternative. Low potential for
direct contact with contaminated soil left in place. Thin zone of shallow groundwater
is perched, with no nearby drinking water wells or receiving surface water bodies, but
may continue to be impacted by capped contamination. Deep groundwater is
isolated from capped soil and shallow groundwater by a thick silt-clay confining layer.
Protectiveness depends on cap maintenance and environmental covenants to
prevent erosion and contact with contaminated soil left in place.

Score = 6. Achieves medium level of protectiveness. Soil at the Site that poses
unacceptable risk to human health and the environment is removed or contained
beneath caps. Low potential for direct contact with contaminated soil left in place.
Thin zone of shallow groundwater is perched, with no nearby drinking water wells or
receiving surface water bodies, but may continue to be impacted by capped
contamination. Deep groundwater is isolated from capped soil and shallow
groundwater by a thick silt-clay confining layer. Installation of cap in drainage
channel will impact/modify surface water flow and result in net loss of wetlands and
modification of natural drainage function. Protectiveness depends on cap
maintenance and environmental covenants to prevent erosion and contact with
contaminated soil left in place.

Score = 5. Achieves medium level of protectiveness. Soil at the Site that poses
unacceptable risk to human health and the environment is contained beneath caps.
Low potential for direct contact with contaminated soil left in place. Thin zone of
shallow groundwater is perched, with no nearby drinking water wells or receiving
surface water bodies, but may continue to be impacted by capped contamination.
Deep groundwater is isolated from capped soil and shallow groundwater by a thick
silt-clay confining layer. Installation of cap in drainage channel and wetland area will
impact/modify surface water flow and result in net loss of wetlands and modification
of natural drainage function. Protectiveness depends on cap maintenance and
environmental covenants to prevent erosion and contact with contaminated soil left
in place.

Permanence (20%
weighting factor)

Score = 9. Achieves permanent reduction in toxicity and volume of hazardous
substances at the Site by removal and off-site treatment/disposal of all the
contaminated soil. Contaminant mass is transferred to secure, permitted landfill
rather than destroyed.

Score = 6. Achieves a significant level of permanent reduction in toxicity and volume
of hazardous substances at the Site by removal and off-site treatment/disposal of
about 60% of the contaminated soil. Remaining contaminated soil is
isolated/contained within the historical operations area. Not as permanent as
Alternative 1 due to cap.

Score = 5. Achieves permanent reduction in toxicity and volume of hazardous
substances at the Site by removal and off-site treatment/disposal of about 50% of
the contaminated soil. Remaining contaminated soil is isolated/contained. Scores
lower than Alternative 2 due to larger soil volume left in place under cap.

Score = 3. Achieves no permanent reduction in volume of hazardous substances at
the Site, but reduces the toxicity and mobility through containment of the
contaminated soil under a cap. Not as permanent as the other alternatives.
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Alternative 1 - Excavate Historical Operations Area, Drainage Channel, and
Wetland Area

Alternative 2 - Cap Historical Operations Area; Excavate Drainage Channel
and Wetland Area

Alternative 3 - Cap Historical Operations Area and Drainage Channel;
Excavate Wetland Area

Alternative 4 - Cap Historical Operations Area, Drainage Channel, and
Wetland Area

Long-Term Effectiveness
(20% weighting factor)

Score = 9. Relies on removal and off-site treatment/disposal of contaminated soil.

Score = 7. Relies on a combination of on-site containment and removal and off-site
treatment/disposal of contaminated soil. Contaminated soil left in place is limited to
the historical operations area, allowing easier monitoring and control of conditions
that may affect cap performance. Environmental covenants would be implemented
to minimize potential contact with contaminated soil left in place. Long-term
effectiveness depends on adherance to the environmental covenants and on
maintaining integrity of the cap and groundwater protectiveness.

Score = 6. Relies on a combination of on-site containment and removal and off-site
treatment/disposal of contaminated soil. Environmental covenants would be
implemented to minimize potential contact with contaminated soil left in place. Long:
term effectiveness depends on adherance to the environmental covenants and on
maintaining integrity of the cap and groundwater protectiveness.

Score = 4. Relies entirely on on-site containment. Environmental covenants would
be implemented to minimize potential contact with contaminated soil left in place.
Long-term effectiveness depends on adherance to the environmental covenants and
on maintaining integrity of the cap and groundwater protectiveness.

Management of Short-
Term Risks (10%
weighting factor)

Score = 5. Greatest disturbance and off-site transport of contaminated soil relative
to other alternatives. Excavation in the drainage channel and wetland area would
result in significant vegetation removal, but removal of mature trees would not be
required.

Score = 6. Relatively low short-term risks. Excavation in the drainage channel and
wetland area would result in significant vegetation removal, but removal of mature
trees would not be required.

Score = 6. Similar short-term risks to Alternative 2. Excavation of the drainage
channel under Alternative 2 is replaced with capping, which would have marginally
less impacts in the short term. Capping of the drainage channel and excavation in
the wetland area would result in significant vegetation removal, but removal of
mature trees would not be required. Capping of the drainage channel would require
diversion of surface water and result in a net loss of wetlands.

Score = 5. Least disturbance of contaminated soil relative to other alternatives.
Capping of the drainage channel and wetland area would result in significant
vegetation removal, but removal of mature trees would not be required. The capping
under this alternative would require greater diversion of surface water and result in a
greater net loss of wetlands than Alternative 3.

Technical and
Administrative
Implementability (10%
weighting factor)

Score = 7. Would require permitting. Moderately difficult to access contamination in
drainage channel and wetland area.

Score = 7. Would require permitting and administration of environmental covenant.
Moderately difficult to access contamination in drainage channel and wetland area.

Score = 6. Would require permitting and administration of environmental covenant.
Moderately difficult to access contamination in wetland area. Capping of the
drainage channel would require wetland mitigation.

Score = 5. Would require permitting and administration of environmental covenant.
Capping of the drainage channel and wetland area would require wetland mitigation.

Consideration of Public
Concerns (10% weighting
factor)

Score = 9. Removes all Site soil exceeding cleanup levels. The contaminated soil is
transported off Site and isolated in a secure landfill.

Score = 7. Removes or isolates contaminated soil most likely to impact public (i.e.,
soil in historical operations area), but about 40 % of the contaminated soil would
remain capped on Site after cleanup. Cap monitoring, maintenance, and
environmental covenants would be required to prevent contact with the remaining
contaminated soil.

Score = 6. Removes or isolates contaminated soil most likely to impact public (i.e.,
soil in historical operations area), but about 50 % of the contaminated soil would
remain capped on Site after cleanup. Cap monitoring, maintenance, and
environmental covenants would be required to prevent contact with the remaining
contaminated soil. In addition, capping of the drainage channel would result in a net
loss of wetlands at the Site.

Score = 5. Isolates contaminated soil most likely to impact public (i.e., soil in
historical operations area), but 100% of the contaminated soil would remain capped
on Site after cleanup. Cap monitoring, maintenance, and environmental covenants
would be required to prevent contact with the remaining contaminated soil. In
addition, capping of the drainage channel and wetland area would result in a net
loss of wetlands at the Site.
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TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF MTCA EVALUATION OF CLEANUP ACTION ALTERNATIVES
TAXIWAY F SITE
BURLINGTON, WASHINGTON

Alternative Numberl Alternative 1 | Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 | Alternative 4
Alternative Ranking Under MTCA
1. Compliant with MTCA Threshold Criteria?” | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
2. Restoration Time Frame | ~1 year | ~1 year | ~1year | ~1year
3. DCA Relative Benefits Ranking
Protectiveness (30% weighting) 3.0 (raw score = 10) 2.1 (rawscore =7) 1.8 (raw score = 6) 1.5 (raw score =5)
Permanence (20% weighting) 1.8 (raw score =9) 1.2  (raw score = 6) 1.0 (raw score =5) 0.6 (raw score = 3)
Long-Term Effectiveness (20% weighting) 1.8 (raw score =9) 1.4 (rawscore =7) 1.2  (raw score = 6) 0.8 (raw score = 4)
Management of Short-Term Risks (10% weighting) 0.5 (raw score =5) 0.6 (raw score = 6) 0.6 (raw score = 6) 0.5 (raw score = 5)
Technical and Administrative Implementability (10% weighting) 0.7 (rawscore =7) 0.7  (rawscore =7) 0.6 (raw score = 6) 0.5 (raw score =5)
Consideration of Public Concerns (10% weighting) 0.9 (raw score =9) 0.7 (rawscore =7) 0.6 (raw score = 6) 0.5 (rawscore =5)
Total of Weighted Scores 8.7 6.7 5.8 4.4
4. DCA Summary
Probable Remedy Cost (nearest thousand)® $2,747,000 $2,265,000 $2,122,000 $1,926,000
Costs Disproportionate to Incremental Benefits? No No No NA2
Practicability of Remedy Practicable Practicable Practicable Practicable
Remedy Permanent to Maximum Extent Practicable? Yes No No No
Overall Alternative Ranking 1st 2nd 3rd 4th
Notes:
o Non-compliant alternatives were not considered in the FS evaluation.
2 Not applicable since this is the lowest cost alternative.
3 Itemized cost estimates for Alternatives 1 through 4 are provided in Appendix J of the RI/FS report.
MTCA = Model Toxics Control Act
DCA = Disproportionate Cost Analysis
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Notes:

1. The locations of all features shown are approximate.

2. This drawing is for information purposes. It is intended to assist in
showing features discussed in an attached document. GeoEngineers, Inc.
can not guarantee the accuracy and content of electronic files. The master
file is stored by GeoEngineers, Inc. and will serve as the official record of
this communication.

3. It is unlawful to copy or reproduce all or any part thereof, whether for
personal use or resale, without permission.

Data Sources: ESRI Data & Maps, Street Maps 2005

Transverse Mercator, Zone 10 N North, North American Datum 1983
North arrow oriented to grid north
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Taxiway F Site
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Notes:
1. The locations of all features shown are approximate.
2. This drawing is for information purposes. It is intended to assist in showing features discussed in an attached

document. GeoEngineers, Inc. cannot guarantee the accuracy and content of electronic files. The master file
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