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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Final Cleanup Action Plan (FCAP), developed in accordance with the Model Toxics
Control Act MTCA), Chapter 70.105D RCW and Chapter 173-340 WAC, presents the
selected remedial action for the Heglar Kronquist Site located near Mead, Washington.
Approximately 55,000 cubic yards of aluminum black dross (dross) were disposed into
this almost 4-acre-quarry, and unpermitted landfill, from 1969 to 1974.

This landfill was capped in 1984 to prevent the leaching of dross constituents to
groundwater. This cap reduced infiltration through the dross. However, the MTCA
Remedial Investigation conducted in 2011 showed that limited leaching still occurs,
resulting in exceedances of state standards for chloride and nitrate concentrations in
shallow groundwater and drainage ditch surface water.

The Feasibility Study conducted in 2012 evaluated two remedial alternatives that are
applicable to the cleanup of the Site. Alternative 1 involves the removal of the dross and
off-site disposal in a permitted landfill; Alternative 2 provides for the enhancement of the
current cap, keeping the dross in place, and for critical protection requirements to ensure
continued protection of human health and the environment.

Based on the evaluation of these two alternatives using MTCA criteria, Ecology selected
the following cleanup actions:

e Cap enhancement as described in the final FS.

e Dispersion/dilution of contaminants in groundwater/surface water.

e Compliance Monitoring

e Institutional Controls to include an Environmental Covenant, cap maintenance
requirements, and financial assurance.

e Periodic reviews.

Ecology has determined this selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, and meets the requirement of RCW 70.105D.030 (1)(b) that says:

“ ....In conducting, providing for, or requiring remedial action, the department
shall give preference to permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable and shall
provide for or require adequate monitoring to ensure the effectiveness of the remedial
action.”
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Cleanup Process and the Cleanup Action Plan

The Cleanup Action Plan (CAP) is one of a series of documents used by Ecology in the
cleanup process conducted under the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA), Chapter
70.105D RCW, and implemented under Chapter 173-340 WAC. A CAP is developed
using Remedial Investigation (RI) information that defines the extent and magnitude of
contamination at a site and applicable technologies from the Feasibility Study (FS). The
Draft Cleanup Action Plan (DCAP) is subject to public review and comment before it is
finalized. After review and consideration of the comments received during the public
comment period, the department shall issue a Final Cleanup Action Plan (FCAP).

WAC 173-340-380(1)(a) describes the requirements of a DCAP. The DCAP shall
include: a general description of the proposed cleanup action developed in accordance
with WAC 173-340-350 through 173-340-390; a summary of the rationale for selecting
the proposed alternative; a brief summary of other cleanup action alternatives evaluated
in the feasibility study; cleanup standards; the schedule for implementation including, if
known, restoration time frame; institutional controls; applicable state and federal laws; a
preliminary determination by the department that the proposed cleanup action will
comply with WAC 173-340-360; and, where the cleanup action involves on-site
containment, specification of the types, levels, and amounts of hazardous substances
remaining on site and the measures that will be used to prevent migration and contact
with those substances.

1.2 Purpose and Objectives

Ecology is issuing this FCAP after having completed the public comment period for the
DCAP, and after review and consideration of the comments received. This decision
document presents Ecology’s selected cleanup action for the Heglar Kronquist Site (the
Site). The selected cleanup action is chosen based upon information in the following
documents:

e Exponent, Final Remedial Investigation Report, Heglar Kronquist Site, September
9,2011.

e Exponent, Final Feasibility Study, Heglar Kronquist Site, May 2012.

Portions of the text and the figures of this FCAP and DCAP are taken directly from these
documents.

1.3 Declaration

Ecology’s selected cleanup action will comply with WAC 173-340-360. This selected
remedy is protective of human health and the environment, and is consistent with the
preference for permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable requirement under
RCW 70.105D.030(1)(b).
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1.4 Applicability

This CAP is applicable only to the Heglar Kronquist Site. Cleanup standards and cleanup
actions have been developed as an overall remediation process being conducted under the
MTCA, and should not be considered as setting precedents for other sites.

1.5 Administrative Record

The documents used to make decisions discussed in this DCAP and FCAP are
constituents of the administrative record for the Site. The entire administrative record for
the Site is available for public review by appointment at Ecology’s Eastern Regional
Office, 4601 N. Monroe, Spokane, WA 99205-1295. Documents that were made
available for public comment and review are also available at the North Spokane Public
Library, Hawthorne Branch, 44 E. Hawthorne Rd., Spokane, WA 99218.

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2.1 Site Description

The Heglar Kronquist Site is located near Mead, Washington near the intersection of E.
Heglar and E. Kronquist Roads approximately 10 miles northeast of downtown Spokane,

Washington.
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FIGURE 1. SITE LOCATION MAP

The Site is located in a rural area and is classified “Resource Lands” and zoned as “Small
Tract Agricultural”. It is located in a complex hydrogeologic area, mapped as landslide
material on the Washington State Geologic Map.
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2.2 Site History

The Site was used as a gravel pit until it was closed in 1969. From 1969 until 1974,
Gemini Management, Inc. transported and disposed of aluminum black dross (dross)
from the Kaiser Trentwood Plant in the Spokane Valley in this abandoned pit.
Approximately 55,000 cubic yards of dross were disposed of into the 4-acre-quarry.
Except for one report of a neighbor dumping refuse into this pit, there is no evidence that
anything other than black dross was placed in this abandoned pit.

The landfill property, shown as Parcel 1 in Appendix A and referred to as the Heglar
Kronquist Site, was deeded to Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corporation (Kaiser), now
known as DCO Management in 1984. The legal description of this landfill property is
also attached in Appendix A. In 1991, the rest of the Kaiser property shown in Appendix
A was deeded to Kaiser and all properties were combined into one tax parcel.

Black dross is a by-product of aluminum processing. According to Kaiser’s records, the
black dross in the landfill is composed of: 39% sodium chloride, 35% aluminum oxide,
19% potassium chloride, 4% free aluminum, 2% cryolite, and 1% carbides and nitrides.

Black dross disposal stopped in 1974 when elevated levels of chloride and sodium were
detected in one shallow water supply well and a spring near the Site. The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) conducted water and air sampling in 1979 and documented
impacts to groundwater, surface water (springs), and air from the landfill dross. Impacts
to groundwater included elevated concentrations of chloride and sodium. Elevated
ammonia concentrations were measured in air; ammonia is a result of a reaction between
the dross and water. Kaiser hired a consultant in 1979 to review available data and to
investigate the Site in order to provide recommendations for further action. As a result
the following actions were conducted by Kaiser in 1983/1984:

¢ Construction of a 2-ft thick clay cover with a vegetated topsoil surface to reduce
infiltration '

¢ Construction of drainage ditches

¢ Installation of a passive gas venting system in a new, permeable gravel layer

¢ Construction of a fence to restrict access '

e Start of groundwater and surface water monitoring.

Based on surface water (springs) collected down gradient from the site, a 50% reduction
of concentrations of chloride was observed from 1983 to 1987 after the installation of the
cap. However, surface water data show concentrations of chloride still exceed the
secondary maximum contaminant level (sMCL) for chloride and the primary maximum
contaminant level (MCL) for nitrate. (MCL and sMCL are drinking water standards.)

In 2006, Ecology conducted a Site Hazard Assessment of the Site. The Site’s hazard
ranking was determined to be a 2, where 1 represents the highest risk and 5 the lowest.

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY



Final Cleanup Action Plan Page 5

Heglar Kronquist Site
October 2012

In 2008, Ecology named Kaiser a Potentially Liable Party for the Site under the authority
of MTCA. Kaiser signed an Agreed Order with Ecology in 2009 to complete a Remedial
Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study (FS) under WAC 173-340. The purpose of the
RI is to collect data needed to adequately characterize the contamination at the site so
cleanup action alternatives can be developed and evaluated in the FS. The RI was
completed in 2011 and the FS was completed in 2012. The draft final RI Report and the
draft final FS were all made available for public review and comment before being
considered final. Ecology prepared a Responsiveness Summary in August 2011 and in
April 2012, responding to comments received during the public comment period for the
draft final RI Report and the draft final FS, respectively.

Before Kaiser signed the Agreed Order in 2009, Kaiser and Ecology jointly conducted a
private well and spring sampling in December 2008 and January 2009 to allay concerns
of residents in the vicinity of the Site regarding their drinking water. Additional
sampling of three private wells was also conducted during the RI. No drinking water
well was determined to be impacted with contaminants from the dross.

2.3 Site Physical Characteristics
2.3.1 Site Geology

The landfill is situated on the eastern end of the landslide block with the slide plane
immediately to the east of the landfill. The original pit into which the dross was placed
was created by mining this broken basalt in the landslide block. The mesa east of the
slide plane and the Site is capped with up to 70 ft of loess of the Palouse Formation
described as mostly clay. The Palouse overlies the Columbia River basalt which is
underlain by the Latah Formation.

The landslide block west of the slide plane consists of varying sizes of basalt boulders
and blocks, along with silty sandy basalt gravels. West and north of the landslide block
are thinly covered granites (west) and exposed granites. Farther to the west, along the
major drainages, the granites are covered by glacial deposits and in some places younger
alluvium.

The following figures are two selected cross sections from the Final RI Report showing
the geology of the area. The Final RI presents more cross sections and detailed
discussions.

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY



Final Cleanup Action Plan

Heglar Kronquist Site
October 2012

Page 6

Final
A G A N
West East |
2,440 2,440
2.400 |
2,380
aSa.
9
2,320 !
IR,
2.260
2240 =
i E END
'§, e LEGI
§ 2200 um
- % Landslide Block
§ > (basalt blocks, silly claysy basait
2 K] grave! vith some thin sands)
u 2,160 ll.l Landslida Block
{clayey, sandy silt or sity clay, sand)
Landslide Block
(basaf)
2120 y Palouse Farmation
Intprittant 3 Columbia River Basalt
drainage
2,080 2,080 Latah Formation
T e ' Granite
< Cl=2 Chloride sample result (mg/l)
2,010 Jernasm 2040 T Oclober 2010 waler level elevation
e R Notes: All locations nol survayed in 2010
are approximate.
Chioride concantrations rounded lo
2.000 1-.- af 2,000 the nearest 1 mgiL.
.Cln2 0 " J e i . : =
1,960 v T 7 = : v 3 =5 i == 1,960 Figure 8. Cross Section A (Wes{) - A" - A’ (East)
0 200 400 800 BOO 1,000 1,200 1,400 1,600 1,800 2,000 2,200 2400 Heglar Kronquist Landfill
Distance (feet) Mead, Washinglon
RN O T
FIGURE 2. CROSS SECTION A-A’
Final
c '
South North
2,240 BH-8 224
(South) ’ 2240
2,200
2,160
3 =
$ g
< 5 2
s c
2,120
S 2
s g
- 2
M 2080 L
2,040
2,000 T T = T pe i T T Sy T g PR g T 2,000
] 200 400 600 800 1000 1,200 1400 1600 1800 2000 2200 2400 2600 2800 3000 3200 3400 3800
Distance (feet)
LEGEND
Alluvium
Landsiide Biock
(basalt blocks, ity clayey basalt
gravel with some (hin sands)
Landsiide Block
(ctayay, sandy silt or silty clay, sand)
Landslide Block
{basah)
Palouse Formation
Columbla River Basall
Latah Formation
Granite
Ci=2  Chioride sample result (mglL)

X Qctober 2010 watar level glevation

Noles: All locations not surveyed In 2010 are approximate

Chioride concentralions rounded 1o the nearest 1 mg/L,)

Figure 12. Cross Section C (South) ~ C' (North)

lar Kronguist Landfill
md. Washington

FIGURE 3. CROSS SECTION C-C’

o 206 ) DT A

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY



Final Cleanup Action Plan Page 7

Heglar Kronquist Site
October 2012

As seen from these cross sections in Figures 2 and 3, and in also Figure 4, there is a
narrow, linear fine-grained sediment zone in the landslide block which trends
northwesterly as outlined..

2.3.2 Site Hydrogeology

The groundwater flow at the Site is complex. Groundwater flow at the Site is shown in
the accompanying Figure 4 and is described as follows:

e Flow from the landfill area northwestward toward MW-1.

e Flow around the north end of the fine-grained zone and then southwest through
the MW-3 area toward MW-2. With ultimate discharge through Springs SW-2
and/or SW-3."

e A flow segment between the landfill and the BH-10 and MW-4 area.

The groundwater discharging from spring 3cbd-1 goes to a drainage ditch as surface
water.

8 Approximate
Y Impacted Groun

Figure 8. Water Level Elevations
January 2011
Heglar Kronquist Landfill
Mead, Washington

2!

FIGURE 4. GROUNDWATER FLOW DIRECTIONS
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FIGURE 5. DROSS CROSS SECTION

During the RI, dross was encountered below the cap material to depths ranging from 5 to
43 feet at three locations. Dross encountered in these borings was dry with the exception
of dross at location Boring D-1, where some moisture was encountered at levels below
saturation. Groundwater was not encountered in any dross borehole. RI data indicate
water is contacting black dross via surface infiltration into and gravity flow out of the
landfill under less than saturated moisture conditions.

The following indicator substances were detected in the dross during the RI: chloride,
potassium, sodium, magnesium, calcium, and nitrate. Also detected were: ammonia as
nitrogen, fluoride, nitrite, total nitrogen, orthophosphate, sulfate, aluminum, antimony,
arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, manganese,
nickel, silver, thallium, vanadium, and zinc. Very low concentrations of cyanide and
PCBs were detected in one boring.

RI investigations show there are impacts resulting from dross in the landfill. These
impacts are a result of leaching caused by the infiltration of precipitation through the
dross thus impacting shallow groundwater and the springs in the area.
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3.2 Groundwater and Surface Water

Chloride, nitrate, and total dissolved solids (TDS) are the dross constituents that exceed
standards in groundwater. Sodium exceeds the 2,400 mg/L daily dietary goal for sodium.
Elevated TDS in the groundwater and surface water is a result of the high chloride
concentrations. An ecological survey and data screening on chloride and nitrate
concentrations in groundwater and in surface water indicate that they do not pose an
unacceptable risk to livestock, aquatic species, or crop species.

The Site indicators which will be used for defining site cleanup requirements in
groundwater are those that exceed the standards. Based on the above discussions, these
site indicators are chloride and nitrate. TDS is directly related to chloride.

Chloride is the dross constituent that would best describe landfill impacts to groundwater
and surface water. It is a good tracer because it does not readily adsorb in a groundwater
system. RI data show all other constituents of dross correlate well with the chloride in
groundwater, except for nitrate which is also being contributed by other sources in the
area including cattle and fertilizers.

The approximate extent of groundwater exceeding state standards is the area where
groundwater exceeds the 250 mg/L chloride concentration (see Figure 6). Groundwater
adjoining the upper reaches of the drainage ditch is impacted by the discharge from
spring 3¢bd-1.
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3.3 Air

Air concentrations of contaminants measured during the RI were below cleanup levels.

3.4 Current and Potential Pathways of Exposure

Under current conditions of the capped landfill, the potential exposure pathways for
dross-related contaminants are: human exposure related to the ingestion of contaminated
shallow groundwater; and, human incidental ingestion of the contaminated spring water.
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4.0 CLEANUP STANDARDS

MTCA cleanup standards consist of the following:

(a) Cleanup levels for hazardous substances present at the Site;
(b) The location where these cleanup levels must be met (point of compliance); and,

(¢) Other regulatory requirements that apply to the site because of the type of action
and/or location of the site (“applicable state and federal laws™).

A cleanup level is the concentration of a hazardous substance in soil, water, air, or
sediment that is determined to be protective of human health and the environment under
specified exposure conditions. Cleanup levels, in combination with points of compliance,
typically define the area or volume of soil, water, air, or sediment at a site that must be
addressed by the cleanup action.

The first step in setting cleanup levels is to identify the nature of the contamination and
the potentially contaminated media, the current and potential pathways of exposure and
receptors, and the current and potential land and resource uses.

MTCA provides three options for establishing cleanup levels. These options include:

e Method A is designed for simple cleanups at smaller sites involving only a few
hazardous substances. Method A provides tables of cleanup levels for selected
substances. The Method A cleanup level for a substance must be at least as
stringent as the concentration in the Method A table and the concentrations
established under applicable state or federal laws.

e Method B cleanup levels are established using applicable state and federal laws
and the risk assessment equations, and other requirements specified for each
medium. Method B may be used at any site and is the most common method for
setting cleanup levels when sites are contaminated with substances not listed
under Method A.

e Method C is similar to Method B. Method C cleanup levels are based on less
stringent exposure assumptions and ten times higher individual and total cancer
risks for the substances on a site.

Under MTCA, in cases where cleanup levels are below the natural background or below
levels that can be reliably measured, the cleanup levels shall be established at a
concentration equal to the natural background or the practical quantitation limit.

Based on discussions presented in Section 3, cleanup standards are developed for nitrate
and chloride in groundwater and surface water.
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The Method A tables do not provide cleanup levels for chloride and nitrate. Therefore
Method B is the most appropriate based on a drinking water beneficial use. Method B

cleanup levels shall be at least as stringent as all of the following:

e Applicable state and federal laws (Federal maximum contaminant levels (MCLs),
Maximum contaminant level goals (MCLG) for noncarcinogens, State maximum

contaminant goals.)

e Protection of surface water beneficial uses unless it can be demonstrated the

hazardous substances are not likely to reach surface water.

e Method B equations for hazardous substances for which sufficiently protective
health-based criteria or standards have not been established under applicable state
and federal laws.

If the most stringent level is below the background concentration, the cleanup level will
be set at the background. The table below presents the applicable groundwater criteria
and the final groundwater Method B cleanup level for chloride and nitrate.

Groundwater Cleanup Level Criteria/Method B Cleanup Levels

ARARs Protection of Method B Equation Groundwater
Substance drainage Background Method B
MCL | SMCL surface Carcinogen Non- Cleanup
water” carcinogen Level
chloride NA 250 250 NA - NA 20 250
nitrate 10 NA 10 NA NA 14.4 14.4

NA —Not available
* This seasonal intermittent drainage ditch does not support aquatic life. Surface water standards are set on
protection of groundwater.

4.2 Surface Water Cleanup Levels

Surface water impacted by dross substances (nitrate and chloride) is in a drainage ditch
where groundwater coming out as springs discharges. This drainage ditch does not
support aquatic life. The ecological assessment conducted in the RI showed chloride
concentrations do not result in unacceptable exposure to ecological receptors at and in the
vicinity of the Site. Therefore surface water cleanup levels are being set on the protection
of groundwater surrounding the drainage.

Method B cleanup levels are also appropriate for surface water. Since surface water
cleanup levels are based on the protection of groundwater, the cleanup levels for surface
water will be same as those for groundwater. These levels are indicated in the table
below.
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Surface Water Method B Cleanup Levels

Substance Method B Cleanup
Level, mg/L
chloride 250
nitrate 14.4

4.3 Points of Compliance

Page 13

For groundwater, the standard point of compliance is throughout the Site. For surface
water, the point of compliance is the point or points at which hazardous substances are
released to surface water of the state. For this Site, the spring discharging to the drainage
ditch is the point of compliance for surface water.
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5.0 PROPOSED CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES

5.1 Cleanup Action Objectives

The primary objective is to eliminate the leaching of dross constituents to groundwater
that result in concentrations of nitrate and chloride exceeding state standards in shallow
groundwater. '

The other cleanup action objective for the Heglar Kronquist Site is to prevent the dermal
contact and ingestion of shallow groundwater and surface/drainage water with nitrate and
chloride concentrations exceeding the state standards.

5.2 Summary of FS Cleanup Alternatives

The FS evaluated remedial technologies applicable to the Site. Based on criteria
identified under MTCA, an initial screening was conducted in the FS Report that
eliminated technologies not applicable to the Site. Two remedial alternatives were
determined as applicable to the Site.

e Alternative 1 — Waste Removal, Off-site Disposal, Dispersion/Dilution, and
Compliance Monitoring

e Alternative 2 — Cap Enhancement, Institutional Controls, Dispersion/Dilution, and
Compliance Monitoring

5.2.1 Alternative 1
This alternative includes the following:

e Removal, by excavation, of the existing cap and approximately 55,000 cubic
yards of black dross. The excavation would last for one to two years depending
on the weather conditions.

e Disposal of the excavated dross at an offsite, permitted landfill. Approximately
1,860 dump truck loads of dross and 448 dump trucks loads of over-excavated
soils would be transported for one to two years during removal actions.
Acceptance of black dross in a permitted landfill is not guaranteed since the black
dross becomes reactive when exposed to water. Most of the black dross from this
location is dry and therefore unreacted. A permitted hazardous waste landfill
would most likely require pre-treatment or pre-processing of the dross prior to
landfilling. ‘

e Dispersion/dilution of chloride and nitrate in shallow groundwater.
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Compliance Monitoring — This would consist of protection, performance, and
confirmational monitoring as required under WAC 173-340-410. Protection
monitoring would confirm human health and the environment are adequately
protected during the excavation and trucking of dross and other excavation
materials off-site. Performance monitoring would be conducted to confirm
groundwater has attained cleanup standards. Confirmational monitoring of -
groundwater would confirm the long-term effectiveness of the cleanup action
once cleanup standards have been attained.

5.2.2 Alternative 2

This Alternative includes the following:

Cap Enhancement — In 1984, this landfill was capped with a passive gas venting
system buried in 1 ft of gravel, and covered with 2 ft of compacted clay and 2 ft
of top soil vegetated with native grasses. In July 1994, test pits were excavated to
evaluate this cap and 1.7 ft clay and an average of 1.5 ft of top soil were
encountered. Test pits excavated during the RI did not show this description of
the cap. In May 2011, rodent burrow holes were discovered across the landfill,
primarily in the eastern area. In addition, one RI dross boring was moist and
ammonia was detected in the gas vents. Thus, moisture is still being infiltrated
through the cap over a limited area. In order to eliminate infiltration of surface
water due to precipitation through the dross, the existing cap would be enhanced
and the vent system would be repaired, as necessary.

Cap enhancement would include the placement of a less permeable layer, referred
to as high-density polyethylene (or HDPE) that is not prone to damage by '
weather, and placement of a drainage layer that will act as a biological barrier and
promote runoff. These added layers are expected to reduce infiltration through
the cap by approximately 90 — 99 percent. The cross-section of the proposed
enhanced cap design is shown in Figure 7 below. This cap design is in
substantive compliance with the overall purpose of WAC 173-304 (Minimum
functional standards for solid waste handling).
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Figure 12. Cross Section of Proposed Cap Design
Heglar Kronquist Landfill
Mead, Washington
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FIGURE 7. CROSS SECTION OF PROPOSED CAP

The existing landfill surface would be graded to a minimum 4 percent grade on
the surface from the eastern area of the landfill. After grading, a multi-layer
geosynthetic liner system would be placed over the prepared surface followed by
a drainage layer. The drainage layer, which would also retard rodent burrowing
activity, would consist of a geocomposite layer placed on top of the HDPE, and a
6-in layer of crushed gravel. This geocomposite layer would also protect the
HDPE against damage from the crushed gravel.

The geosynthetic layer will extend 5 to 10 feet beyond the identified dross
boundary and will be terminated in an anchor trench. The final FS Report
presents conceptual designs of the anchor trenches to be used. The existing
ditches and swales would be moved away from the landfill on the east and north
sides to allow placement of the liner anchor on the landfill side of the ditches and
swales. The details of this cap will be presented in an Engineering Design and
Construction Plans and Specifications report, prior to construction. The gas vent
system will also be repaired, as necessary.
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Dispersion/dilution of chloride and nitrate in shallow groundwater.

Institutional Controls - These controls would include the inspection and
maintenance of the cap system, signage, fencing, and use restrictions for the
property. A prohibition on groundwater use will not be needed because this
prohibition is published in WAC 173-160-171 with a minimum setback distance
for installing new water wells, other than for public water supply, of 1000 ft from
the landfill boundary. An environmental covenant would be recorded as part of
the landfill property deed to warn future property owners of the condition and to
restrict activities or use of the property that could result in compromising the
enhanced cap. Cap maintenance and monitoring requirements, including
inspections would be documented in a plan.

Compliance Monitoring - This will consist of protection monitoring, performance
monitoring, and confirmational monitoring as required under WAC 173-340-410.
Protection monitoring will confirm that human health and the environment are
adequately protected during installation of the enhanced cap. Performance
monitoring would be conducted to confirm that groundwater has attained cleanup
standards; limited air sampling for ammonia would be conducted to see if the cap
is preventing the production of ammonia by reducing the infiltration of moisture
through the dross. Confirmational monitoring of groundwater would confirm the
long-term effectives of the cleanup action once cleanup standards have been
attained.
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6.0 MTCA’S SELECTION OF CLEANUP ACTIONS PROCESS

6.1 Minimum Requirements for Cleanup

WAC 173-340-360 describes the minimum requirements and procedures for selecting
cleanup actions. The minimum requirements, specified under WAC 173-340-360(2),
include the following:

(a) Threshold requirements. The cleanup action shall:

(1) Protect human health and the environment;

(i1) Comply with cleanup standards;

(iii)  Comply with applicable state and federal laws;
(iv)  Provide for compliance monitoring.

(b) Other requirements. When selecting a cleanup action alternative that fulfills the
threshold requirements, the selected action shall:

(1) Use permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable;
(i)  Provide for reasonable restoration time frame; and,
(iii)  Consider public comments.

When selecting a cleanup action, preference shall be given to permanent solutions to the
maximum extent practicable. A “permanent solution”, under WAC 173-340-200, means
a cleanup action in which cleanup standards of WAC 173-340-700 through WAC 173-
340-760 can be met without further action being required at the site being cleaned up or
any other site involved with the cleanup action, other than the approved disposal of any
residue from the treatment of hazardous substances. To determine whether a cleanup
action uses permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable, the disproportionate
cost analysis shall be used.

6.2 Disproportionate Cost Analysis [WAC 173-3340-360 (3)(e)]

Costs are disproportionate to benefits if the incremental costs of the alternative over that
of the lower cost alternative exceed the incremental degree of benefits achieved by the
alternative over that of the lower cost alternative. The following criteria are used to
evaluate and compare each cleanup action alternative when conducting a disproportionate
cost analysis to determine whether a cleanup action is permanent to the maximum extent
practicable:

(1) Protectiveness. This involves overall protectiveness of human health and
the environment including the degree to which existing risks are reduced,
time required to reduce risk at the facility, and attain cleanup standards,
on-site and off-site risks resulting from implementing the alternative, and
improvement of the overall environmental quality.
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(i)

(iii)

(iv)

™)

(vi)

(vii)

Permanence. This is the degree to which the alternative permanently
reduces the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances,
including the adequacy of the alternative in destroying the hazardous
substances, the reduction or elimination of hazardous substance releases
and sources of releases, the degree of irreversibility of waste treatment
process, and the characteristics and quantity of treatment residuals
generated.

Cost. This is the cost to implement the alternative, including the cost of
construction, the net present value of any long-term costs, and agency
oversight costs that are cost recoverable.

Effectiveness over the long term. This includes the degree of certainty the
alternative will be successful, the reliability of the alternative during the
period of time hazardous substances are expected to remain on site at
concentrations that exceed cleanup levels, the magnitude of residual risk
with the alternative in place, and the effectiveness of controls required to
manage treatment residues or remaining wastes. The following types of
cleanup action components may be used as a guide, in descending order,
when assessing the relative degree of long-term effectiveness: reuse or
recycling; destruction or detoxification; immobilization or solidification;
on-site or off-site disposal in an engineered, lined and monitored facility;
on-site isolation or containment with attendant engineering controls; and
institutional controls and monitoring.

Management of short-term risks. This includes the risk to human health
and the environment associated with the alternative during construction
and implementation, and the effectiveness of measures to be taken to
manage such risks.

Technical and administrative implementability. This is the ability to
implement the alternative including whether the alternative is technically
possible, availability of necessary off-site facilities, services and materials,
administrative and regulatory requirements, scheduling, size, complexity,
monitoring requirements, access for construction operations and
monitoring, and integration with existing facility operations and other
current or potential remedial actions.

Consideration of public concerns. This is to address the concerns of the
community regarding the alternative.

6.3 Reasonable Restoration Time Frame

The time required to restore the site (to achieve cleanup and other performance standards)
must be considered. The regulation specifies factors that must be considered when
determining whether the restoration time frame is reasonable.
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6.4 Expectations for Cleanup Action Alternatives [WAC 173-340-370]

WAC 173-340-370 lists the expectations for the development of cleanup action
alternatives and the selection of cleanup actions. These expectations include:

(1) The department expects treatment technologies will be emphasized at sites
containing liquid wastes, areas contaminated with high concentrations of
hazardous substances, highly mobile materials, and/or discrete areas of hazardous
substances that lend themselves to treatment.

(2) To minimize the need for long-term management of contaminated materials, the
department expects all hazardous substances will be destroyed, detoxified, and/or
removed to concentrations below cleanup levels throughout sites contamlng small
volumes of hazardous substances.

(3) The department recognizes the need to use engineering controls, such as
containment, for sites or portions of sites that contain large volumes of materials
with relatively low levels of hazardous substances.

(4) To minimize the potential for migration of hazardous substances, the department
expects active measures will be taken to prevent precipitation and subsequent
runoff from coming into contact with contaminated soils and waste materials.

(5) When hazardous substances remain on-site at concentrations which exceed
cleanup levels, those hazardous substances will be consolidated to the maximum
extent practicable where needed to minimize the potential for direct contact and
migration of hazardous substances.

(6) For facilities adjacent to a surface water body, active measures will be taken to
prevent/minimize releases to surface water via surface runoff and ground water
discharges in excess of cleanup levels.

(7) Natural attenuation may be appropriate if: source control has been conducted;
leaving contaminants on-site during the restoration time frame does not pose a
threat to human health and the environment; there is evidence natural
biodegradation or chemical degradation is occurring and will continue to occur at
a reasonable rate; and, appropriate monitoring requirements are conducted to
ensure natural attenuation is occurring.

(8) Cleanup actions will not result in a significantly greater overall threat to human
health and the environment.

6.5 Protection After Cleanup

MTCA also provides the following protection after cleanup when hazardous materials
remain on Site:

e Institutional Controls. Institutional controls are measures undertaken to limit or
prohibit activities that interfere with the integrity of a cleanup action or that may
result in exposure to hazardous substances at a site. Institutional controls would
also include an environmental covenant to be recorded as part of the property
deed to warn future owners of the condition and to restrict activities or use of the
property that could result in exposure to the contamination.
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Financial Assurance. Sites using engineered containment systems may be
required to post a bond or other financial instrument to guarantee the containment
system is maintained as long as the contamination is present at the Site.

Confirmational Monitoring. Monitoring must be conducted at each site to
confirm the long-term effectiveness of the cleanup action once cleanup standards
and other performance standards have been attained.

Periodic Review. Where institutional controls or financial assurances are
required, Ecology will conduct a review of the site every five years to ensure the
continued protection of human health and the environment. Ecology will also
publish a notice of any periodic review in the Site Register and provide an
opportunity for public review and comment.
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7.0 EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

This section provides Ecology’s evaluation and comparison of alternatives used to select
the cleanup action for the Site that will meet the intent of MTCA.

7.1 Threshold Requirements

Protect human health and the environment

Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are effective in protecting human health and the
environment. In both Alternatives, the leaching of the dross constituents in the landfill
would be reduced to protect the groundwater and eventually, surface water. Alternative 1
would remove the dross that is the source of the constituents leaching to groundwater
while Alternative 2 would use a cap to prevent infiltration of precipitation through the
dross that causes the leaching to groundwater.

Comply with cleanup standards

Both alternatives would result in groundwater meeting cleanup standards. Alternative 1
would result in groundwater and surface water meeting cleanup standards and is expected
to recover within 2-5 years after the dross is removed. However, the recovery time under
Alternative 1 is contingent on how much increased additional leaching of dross
constituents occurs during the excavation activities. If the cap under Alternative 2 is
proven effective, the quality of groundwater and surface water are expected to be reduced
to below the cleanup levels at the points of compliance within 2 — 5 years following cap
enhancement.

Comply with Applicable State and Federal Laws

Both alternatives would comply with the applicable and federal laws that are listed in
Table 2 of the Final FS. This Table 2 is included as Exhibit B of this document.

Provide for Compliance Monitoring

. Both alternatives would provide for compliance monitoring as described under WAC
173-340-410.

7.2 Other Requirements

Use permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable

A disproportionate cost analysis is required in order to select the most practicable
permanent solution is protective of human health and the environment using the
following criteria:
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e Protectiveness

Both Alternatives provide adequate protection of human health and the environment.
Alternative 1 would remove the dross which is the source of leaching to groundwater.
Alternative 2 would prevent leaching of contaminants to groundwater through
capping. In both alternatives groundwater cleanup levels would be attained through
dispersion/dilution once the leaching is addressed. Alternative 1 would involve the
disposal of the dross in another landfill where it may cause further problems if not
controlled; because of this, the protectiveness of Alternative 2 is slightly higher than
Alternative 1. However, institutional controls and other protection requirements
would be critical to Alternative 2 to assure the continued integrity of the cap and the
remedy.

The overall protectiveness of Alternative 1 is also slightly less than that of Alternative
2 because of the short-term exposure to gases and other short term issues like
disturbances to local roadways, noise, dust, increased leaching to groundwater during
removal and handling, and the potential for worsened long-term exposure at a new
landfill location if the waste is not completely neutralized.

e Permanence

Alternative 1 is a permanent remedy. It reduces the mobility, and volume of the dross
at the Site through removal; however, this involves the disposal of the dross to an
approved landfill where the materials would have to be managed properly.

In Alternative 2, all of the dross, controlled by a cap would remain. Itisnota
permanent remedy. Institutional controls and other protection requirements would be
required to insure the continued protection of human health and the environment of
this remedy.

e Cost

The table below shows the estimated costs for both Alternatives as presented in the
Final FS Report.
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Summary of Costs for Alternatives 1 and 2
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- Groundwater and

Surface Water (5 years)

Alternative 1 Cost Alternative 2 Cost
Cover Removal, Waste $1,769,398.00 Cap Enhancement $824,089.00
Excavation, and
Backfilling
Offsite disposal $13,895,461.00
(including pre-treatment)

Engineering and $220,000.00 Engineering and $299,500.00
Documentation documentation (including

closure report)
Well Decomissioning $28,970.00 Well Decomissioning $28,970.00

20-year Maintenance $130,000.00

(including 5-year reviews)

[20 years is based on the

post-closure time frame

under WAC 173-304.

However, inspections and

maintenance will continue

after this time frame as

long as the dross remains

in the landfill. ]

Restrictive Covenant $10,000.00
Compliance Monitoring | $147,598 Compliance Monitoring— | $167,175.00

Groundwater and Surface
Water (5 years)

TOTAL COST

$16,071,427.00 (520,089,
284 with 25% contingency)

$1,509,734.00
($1,887,167 with
25% contingency)
[Based on 20 years
of maintenance and
5 years of
monitoring.
Maintenance will
continue after the 20
years and additional
limited compliance
moniforing may
continue after the 5
years]

Alternative 2 includes maintenance costs while Alternative 1 does not. These cost
details are found in the Final FS Report.

e [Effectiveness over the long term

Alternative 1 provides the highest degree of long-term effectiveness and permanence.
However, this alternative would also employ a waste landfill to manage the dross
excavated from this Site. Alternative 2 would rely on a cap to control infiltration.
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Landfill capping has been proven to be a reliable technology if it is properly
maintained. This alternative would rely on institutional controls and other
requirements that are critical to ensure the continued effectiveness of this alternative
since all of the waste remains under the cap. This would include long-term
groundwater monitoring and cap maintenance requirements (mowing, revegetation,
and cap repair).

e Management of short-term risks

This is a measure of the risk to human health and the environment during construction
and implementation, and the effectiveness of measures would be undertaken to
manage such risks

Alternative 2 would rank the highest in terms of short-term effectiveness. This
alternative presents the least amount of risk to workers, the community, and the
environment. Some particulate emissions from cap installation are anticipated during
implementation; however, the dross would not be disturbed so no dross particulates
would be released. Dust control methods should easily reduce this risk. Alternative 1
would release ammonia and dross dust particles during excavation activities and
during trucking of the dross to an off-site landfill; these emissions may be more
difficult to control. In addition, if the landfill would require pre-processing of the
dross before it will be accepted, additional ammonia and dross dusts would be
emitted. The excavation of the dross would involve the potential of additional
leaching of dross materials to groundwater as a result of infiltration of surface water
through the dross during removal activities. Other short-term risks that would be
associated with Alternative 1 include truck traffic through the narrow roads to
transport the dross off-site. There will be limited truck traffic for Alternative 2 but
only for a much shorter time in order to haul the capping materials to the Site. Both
alternatives will involve some noise. Controls for short-term risks under Alternative 1
would be more difficult to carry out that those under Alternative 2.

The time required to achieve short-term protection would be faster for Alternative 2.
It is anticipated that only about 6 months would be required to install a new cap.
Alternative 1 would require, depending on the weather, up to two years, before all
dross materials will be removed and transported off-Site.

e Technical and administrative implementability

Alternative 2 would be easier and the simplest to implement than Alternative 1 as
engineering services and cap materials are readily available. Alternative 1 would be
more difficult to implement because of the short-term risks associated with the
excavation and off-site trucking and disposal of the dross materials. In addition, there
1s the uncertainty of whether the materials would be accepted by a permitted landfill.
Landfill acceptance and pre-treatment requirements would be determined upon initial
testing of the excavated dross. Cost estimates that included pre-treatment were based
on the assumption that the dross would be accepted.
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e Consideration of public concerns

This DCAP will be made available for public comment.
A summary of the above disproportionate cost analysis is summarized in the table below:
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Summary of Disproportionate Cost Analysis

Ranking: 1 (Low) — 5 (High)

Criteria

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Protectiveness

Leaching of dross constituents to groundwater
would be eliminated.

Dross materials would be sent to a landfill where
it may cause further problems if not controlied.
Cleanup levels are expected to be metin2to $

years; however, additional leaching that may
occur during the excavation may increase the
length of time to attain cleanup levels.

Enhanced cap would prevent leaching
of contaminants to groundwater; dross
materials will remain in place.
Cleanup levels are expected to be met
in 2 to 5 years but may be faster than
Alternative 1 since there will be no
additional leaching expected to occur.
Institutional controls would be
required for continued protectiveness.

Ranking: 4 Ranking: 5

Permanence Permanent solution since the dross would be Not a permanent action. The dross

removed. would be left in place; institutional

controls and other protection
requirements would be required.

Ranking: § Ranking: 1

Cost The cost for Alternative 1 would be $20,089,284. The cost for Alternative 2 would be
$1,887,167.
Ranking: 1 Ranking: §

Effectiveness over the long
term (Degree of certainty that
the alternative will be
successful)

Provides the greatest certainty as the dross would
be removed from the Site.

Ranking: 5§

Certainty of reliability would be
dependent on the long-term
maintenance to maintain the integrity
of the cap.

Ranking: 4

Management of short-term

Short-terms risks include: truck traffic as large

Short-term risks include: truck traffic

risks quantities of dross materials are hauled off-site to haul capping materials to the Site,

and potential increases in vehicular accidents; dust emission during grading, and
noise; ammonia vapor and dust emissions during noise.

excavation and possibly during transport; and,

increased leaching of dross constituents to
groundwater once the current cap is removed in
preparation for excavation.
Ranking: 1 Ranking: §

Technical and Administrative
Implementability

Removal project may take one to two years
depending on weather conditions.

Not very implementable; landfills may not
readily accept dross materials and landfills may
require the pre-treatment or pre-handling of dross
materials before being accepted. There is no
available space at the Site for pre-treatment or
pre-processing of dross prior to being transported
off-site and additional short term risks like dusts,
noise, and ammonia vapor missions are likely to
be emitted during pre-treatment or pre-
processing. Controls for the short-term risks
would be difficult to carry out.
Ranking: 3

Capping of landfill has been proven to
be a reliable technology if properly
designed and maintained. Project can
be completed in less than a year (i.e.,
during spring and summer months)
Very implementable. Controls for
short-term risks easier to implement.

Ranking: §

Consideration of Public

This would not address the desire of some

This would address the concerns that

Concerns members of the community to have the materials some residents close to the Site have
removed. on the short-term risks that will result
if Alternative 1 is implemented.
Ranking: 3 Ranking: 3
Average Ranking 3.1 4.0
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The disproportionate cost analysis shows that the alternative that is permanent to the
‘maximum extent practicable is Alternative 2.

Provide for reasonable restoration time frame

Both alternatives provide for a reasonable restoration time frame. Groundwater cleanup
levels are expected to be attained in 2 to 5 years after implementation of the cleanup
actions.

Consider public comments

The draft FS Report was made available for public review and comment. This DCAP
will be made available for public review and comment prior to finalization.

7.3 Threshold Requirements/Other Criteria Evaluation Summary

Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Waste Removal, Offsite Cap, Enhancement,
Disposal, Groundwater Institutional Controls,
Dispersion/Dilution, and Groundwater
* Compliance Monitoring Dispersion/Dilution, and
Compliance Monitoring
Threshold Criteria
e  Protect Human Health and the Yes Yes
Environment
e Comply with Cleanup Yes Yes
Standards
e  Comply with Applicable State Yes Yes
and Federal Laws
e  Provide for Compliance Yes Yes
Monitoring

Other Requirements

¢  Permanent to the Maximum Permanent Yes
Extent Practicable
) Yes
e Reasonable Restoration Time Yes
Frame
Yes
e  Consider Public Concerns Yes

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY



Final Cleanup Action Plan Page 28
Heglar Kronquist Site
October 2012

8.0 SITE CLEANUP ACTION

8.1 Selected Cleanup Action

Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 meet all the MTCA threshold criteria. Both
alternatives would provide for a reasonable restoration time frame and would also
consider public concerns.

The disproportionate cost analysis in Section 7 showed that Alternative 2 is “permanent
to the maximum extent practicable”. The analysis showed that:

e Controls of short-term risks resulting from the implementation of Alternative 1,
which may take up to two years to implement, would be difficult to carry out.
Short-term risks associated with Alternative 2 would be much more easily
managed and would occur over a shorter period of time.

e The implementation of Alternative 1 would be very heavily dependent on whether
a landfill will accept the dross and what pre-treatment or pre-processing would be
required. Pre-treatment of the dross would require an area at or near the Site
where additional dust and vapor from the dross being processed would also be
emitted. Alternative 2 is easier to implement; landfill caps have been shown to be
a proven to be a reliable technology if properly designed and maintained.

e The cost of Alternative 1 is very high compared to that of Alternative 2.

e Alternative 1 is a permanent solution but the dross would have to be managed at a
permitted landfill. The dross will remain on Site under Alternative 2; however,
available controls can be implemented or instituted to ensure the continued
protection of the remedy.

In addition, the discussions in the previous section show the two alternatives provide
almost the same environmental protection and benefits since both alternatives would
reduce the leaching of dross contaminants to groundwater. However, WAC 173-340-
360(3)(e)(ii) (¢) provides that where two or more alternatives are equal in benefits, the
department shall select the less costly alternative provided that all minimum requirements
for cleanup actions are met.

Therefore, Ecology’s selected action for the Heglar Kronquist Site is Alternative 2,
as proposed in the Final FS Report, plus all the protection requirements under
MTCA to ensure that this remedy would remain protective.
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This selected action will include the following elements:

e Cap enhancement — The enhanced cap is described in the final FS Report and
Section 5.2.2 of this Cleanup Action Plan. This multi-layered cap would include
a less permeable layer (high-density polyethylene or HDPE), a drainage layer will
act as a biological barrier and promote runoff, and 18 inches top soil that would
be vegetated with natural grasses at the surface. This would also include
modifications to the existing drainage ditches and swales. An Engineering
Design Report, and a Construction Plans and Specifications Report would
describe the cap enhancement work in detail.

e Dispersion/Dilution in Groundwater — Following construction of the enhanced
cap that would prevent infiltration of surface water and subsequent leaching of
dross contaminants to groundwater, the groundwater contaminants — chloride and
nitrate — are expected to attenuate via dilution and dispersion to levels below the
cleanup criteria.

e Compliance Monitoring —

» Protection Monitoring — Monitoring during installation would be
conducted to confirm human health and the environment are adequately
protected during the cap enhancement and would be described in a Health
and Safety Plan.

» Performance Monitoring — Monitoring of groundwater would be
- performed on identified compliance monitoring wells to confirm the

cleanup action is performing as expected and groundwater cleanup levels
will or have been attained. After the installation of the enhanced cap,
limited air sampling for ammonia will be conducted to confirm ammonia
production in the dross has declined due to the reduction or absence of
moisture under the cap. This monitoring would be described in a
Compliance Monitoring Plan.

» Confirmational monitoring — This is to confirm the long-term
effectiveness of the cleanup action, once cleanup levels are attained. This
continued monitoring would be determined during periodic reviews or as
conditions dictate at the Site.

e Institutional Controls - These are critical measures that would be undertaken to limit
or prohibit activities in order to assure the continued effectiveness of the cleanup
action. These will include:

(a) Fencing around the landfill property.
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(b) Restrictions to limit use of the property. This would be in the form of an
Environmental Covenant that must be recorded as part of the property deed to
warn future owners of the condition of the Site and to restrict activities that will
result in compromising the integrity of the cap. Restriction on the use of
groundwater near the vicinity of the Site is not necessary because WAC 173-160-
171 prohibits installation of new water wells, other than for public water supply,
within 1,000 ft from the landfill property. This 1,000-ft setback area from the
landfill property is shown in Exhibit C. The landfill property is determined to be
Parcel 1 as described in Appendix A.

(c) Maintenance requirements for the cap including inspections and maintenance
of the cap, and maintenance of compliance monitoring wells.

(d) Signage.
(e) Financial assurance. A bond, financial test, or other financial instrument to

guarantee the cap is maintained as long as the dross remains on site will be
required.

All these controls will be described in an Institutional Controls Plan.

e Periodic Review

Ecology will conduct a review of the Site every five years to ensure the continued
protection of human health and the environment. If the cap system is not proven to
be effective during a review, other remedial options including the dross removal and
off-site disposal will be revisited.

8.2 Evaluation of the Cleanup Action with Respect to MTCA Criteria
8.2.1 Threshold Requirements

Protect human health and the environment

The selected cleanup action is protective of human health and the environment. The
institutional controls, along with the periodic review, would ensure continued
effectiveness of the cleanup action.

Comply with cleanup standards

Groundwater cleanup levels are expected to attain cleanup levels within 2 to 5 years.

Comply with applicable state and federal law

The selected cleanup action would comply with the ARARSs identified under Alternative
2 in Appendix B.

Provide for compliance monitoring

The selected cleanup action would provide for compliance monitoring.
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8.2.2 Other Requirements

Use permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable

The selected cleanup action is permanent to the maximum extent practicable.

Provide for reasonable restoration time frame

The selected cleanup action provides for a restoration time frame. Groundwater cleanup
levels are expected to be attained within 2 to 5 years.

Consider public concerns

Public concerns on the selected remedy will be addressed during the public review and
comment period for the DCAP. ’

8.2.3 Expectations for Cleanup Action Alternatives

The selected cleanup action involves containment in the form of the landfill cap.

8.3 Implementation Schedule

The implementation schedule for the cleanup actions has not been determined at this
time. This DCAP will be made available for public review and comment. Ecology will
then issue a FCAP after public comments are addressed. The next step would be Kaiser
and Ecology starting negotiations leading to a legal document (Consent Decree or Agreed
Order) that will require implementation of the cleanup actions.

Submittal of the following documents for Ecology’s review and approval will be required
in accordance with the negotiated schedule in the Consent Decree or Agreed Order:
Engineering Design Report

Compliance Monitoring Plan

Institutional Control Plan

Health and Safety Plan

The Construction Plans and Specifications, and the Operation and Maintenance
Plan will be submitted according to a schedule approved in the final Engineering Design

Report. Implementation of this cleanup action is expected in 2013. A cleanup action
report will be submitted no later than 3 months after completion of the cleanup action.
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APPENDIX A

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEEDS (LANDFILL PROPERTY AND
ADJACENT PROPERTIES)
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EXHIBIT "A"

That porvion of the Southwest quartexr of the Northwest guartar of Sectien 3,
Tewnship 26 North, Range 34 East, W.M., in Spokane County, Mashington, which
is bourded by B Line described as follows!

Beginning ot tha Southvest cormax of said Scuttuest quaztern of the Norihwesy

cuarzer 9f said Section J; therce Nosth alorg the West boundary of said

Scuthwst quarter £f the Norshwest Qaarcer, B26.62 feet to the rrue point of
eqUning! themce North, 196,27 fret: thepce EAst, 300,12 feet; thence South

1

23 15’(03 East, 198.41 feet; themce Scuth §5°29720¢ East, 113.27 feer; thesxe

South ¢6735'407 East, 218,14 feet; therce South 80°21'¢0" Fast, 205,73 feot;
thenca South 1740'00" West, 527.89 feet: therce Scuth 69574 /00% Nest, 725.53
feec; thence North X3™41'30" West, 904,00 feet: thence Norch 61941/ 30" west,
90.68 feer to the trie paint of beginnirg,

. E(cgsm' that portien conveyed to Spokane Comry for townirg Rcad ard nther
roads,

AND EXC P thad sorvicn deeded to Spokane County by Treasurers Ceed recorded
urder Auditor's File No. 8810200232, '

AND EXCEFT:

That portion ©of the southeast quarter of the southwest
guarter of Section 3, Township 26 North, Range A4 Sast af
the Willamette Meridian in Spokase, County, Washington,
dazcribed as commencing at Southeast Cornmer of the 5T % of
the SW h of the W & of Section 3, Township 26 North,
Range 44 East of the wWillamerte:. Meridiang theance
Borth 42°33'25" Hase, 43,68 feet to the TBRUEL POINT OF
BEGIMNING and the Southeastecly Preperty Corner af the
Parcel described in Spokase County Auditor's ODocument
No. 7305100360: thenge Sourh 88734 00" wWert, along che
South line of rthe Parcel descriced in said Document,
472,00 feet) thence Nopth 19°50'53% wWest, 193,08 feet;
thence North 53°571p3M East, 228,80 feet; thence South
74581 17" Past, 253,85 feet: thence South IB*Y0T 01" Easve,
159.36 feex; thence South 4°29']2¢ Easv, 114,08 fper ro
the True Point of Beginning.
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1,

2

( N 121 ne 1859

.
Exhibit "B" o 121 9m 415

A parpetual easerent for cne or more electric power transmissicn lines grantad

to the United States of America, together with the right to clear said land ard

to Keep same clear of brush, timker, structures, and fire hazarcs,

width ¢ 100 feet, The boundaries of said strip of land lie 50 feet
distant from, on each side of, and parallel with the survey
line for the Green Bluff Tap to the Bell-Trentwocd Nos. 1
ard 2 tranemission lines, as new located and staked

Recorded ¢ June 18, 1964

Auditor's No. & 26649C ‘

fects ¢ Said premises ard other property

*Copy of easement furnished upon request.

An easement affecting the portion of said premises and for the purpcses stated

herein, and incidental purpeses, ‘ o

For ¢ The pight to place, construct, operatz and raintain, uncer-
groud comminication lines, with appurtenances attached,
upon,. actess, aver and/cr wder that portion of Heglar Read
proposed for vacation under the Spokane County Road Ingineers
Flle 1211, lying within the Southwest quarcer of the North-
west quarter of Section 3, Said telechene plant is to be kept
as and where the same is now located on said land npee con-
stitutirg part of said road. Right of full and free jngress
to ard egress from said property.

In Faver of ¢ .Paci.ic Northwest Bell Telephona Crmmany, a Washirgiua
corparation

Dated tMarch S, 1976

Recorded ' April 30, 1976

Auditer's No, @ 7604300017

4. Property Damage Release and Servitude .

Recorded : February 2, 1990
dditorts No. ¢ 9002020131

 Robert G, Lamon ard Glorya Lanon, husband and wife, FULLY AND FOREVER RELEASE,

ACQUIT AND DISCHARCE Kaiser Alumimum and Chemical Corporaticn, and XacC's
subsidiaries ard affiliates, frem all claims or remidies on account of preperty
damage, if ary, to First Parties' property, which may presently exist or which
hereafter may dirvectly or irdirectly arise or directly or indirectly accrue on
dccount of the past, present or futwre continuing existence of pollutants
{including all chemical constituents of dross waste material located on the
property}, This Agreement constitutes a permanent servitude which is and shall
continue to be appartenant to and Incident to the lard descriled.
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APPENDIX C
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