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Washington State Department of Ecology's Mission 

The mission of the Department of Ecology is to protecl, preserve and enhance 
Washington's environment and promote the wise management of our air, land and water 
for lhe benefit of current and fUture generations . 

.... o.c..- se of this Report 

The purpose of this report is to update you on how the money from the Toxies Control Account 
has helped Ihe Departmenl of Ecology, as well as other stale agencies and local governments, 
achieve the mandates of the Model Toxies Control Act. In Ihis report, we will show you: 

• How much money Ihe Hazardous Substance Tax and olher sources generated July I, 
1996 through June 30,1997 (Fiscal Year 1997). Other sources include cost recovery, 
fines and penalties, Independenl Remedial Action Progranl fees, mixed waste fees and 
miscellaneous ilems. These funds make up the Toxies Control Account; 

• Which governmental entities received Toxies Control Accounl money in Fiscal Year 1997; 

• How much of titis money was spenl in Fiscal Year 1997; 

• What accomplishments were achieved as a result of receiving the money. 

l 
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Exe utive Summary 

'!be em>ironmenl is tbe center of our '(equality. II 
must be guarded with great passion. {JuaJiIy of life is 
aooul clean air, land, anti Imler. as uoe/I as economic 
vz1alily in our Cl)mmuni/ies. Fundsfrom tbe Taxies 
COlllro1 Account allolll us, along uith tbe Departments 
of Health, Agricullure, ;l!ariTle Sa/ely, RevenM, Slate 
Pa/roll lOCAl got'f!rllments, and local ccmmllllilies, /0 
work towards improving our environment and life 
quality. Gelling c()llfamill(llet/ siles deaned up is olle 

of tbe major emlironmel/lal challenges we aI/face 
logelher. /I is also (Jne oj fbe majar success stones ill 
our Slale's efforts 10 pro/eel the emironmml. 

To dale, 80 percent of all knowrl sites Milt been 
cleaned up or are in !be process of being cleaned up. 
Along u:ilh our progress il1 cleaning up sites, other 
exciling high/igblS include: 

• Fewer and/ewer siles are being reported et1ch 
year; 

• Bl1Iions of cubic feet of u'(Jler have already been 
cleaned up and et'e11 more bas been spared 
conlam;naliQn; 

• 7bere is increased awareness Dnd implenumta­
lion of pollulion pretJtlltion strategies wi/hin 
il/duSlry. For example, untkrgrourul storage 
lank oumers have installed leak detection 
systems and are now upgrading lheir tanks; 

• & a result of work compleled this pasI year by 
lbe Mot/e/7bxics Control Act Policy Advisory 
Committee, changes hallC been made by the 

legislature to {be Model7bxics Control Act ll'hicb 
uill a/fou'for faster and less rosI/y deanU/JS. 

Prn'fliling con/amina/iou is /he Rey to a healthy 
etU!iromnenl. Ecology bas been successful in beJping 
businesses reduce tbe amount of hazardous waste 
generated and safely mallage the u'OSle they do 
generale. We are rlol a/one in tbis end(!(ll'Or. With 
Stale 'lbxics Contro/Account fUl/ds: 

• '!be Department of Health conducts a number 
of programs and acliuilies witb the goal of 
preventing ad!'erse human health effecls from 
loxic substances; 

• '!be Department of Agricuflure u/orks Idth 
farmers 10 reduce and eventua/(y eliminate lhe 
use and storage of prohibited pesticides: 

• The Walivington Slate Patrol fJroIides hands-on 
{milling 10 fIre fighters necessary to mitigate a 
hazardous materials inCident; 

• '!be Office of Marine Safety, u'bicb is I/OW 

romhined u·itb £coIogy"s!"pill Prn'ffl/i()n, 

Preparedness and Response Program, uw-ks 
uub tbe shipping industry /Q prer..-etl1 oil SjJI11s itl 
Washington waters. 

In addition, local governmeuts find rommullities are 
awarded grantsfrom the lJxal7b:dcs Control AcwulIl 
for use in pollulio/l preventioll, deaning up hazard­
ous uJastesites, and educating and intJOlving lbe 
public il/ lhese projects. 

'!bere is still much work ahead Covernmenl, 
businesses, citizens - all of us - must work together to 
improve the environment tIS /tie move ;1110 the lIert 
cenlur)'. 

Let us logether rommillo lhe goal that early iI/the 
nf!XI century u'e will hal'£! clea1led up all of lhe 
COl/tamil/filed sites we nOll' Imow aOO1l/. while at lbe 

same #me a:mlimlingpolluholl fm!t'eT1tion efforts 
such as the Underground Storage Tank Program. 

/t is a rea1is1icgoa/. We are nearly there - of the 
more tban 7.000 sites that u'e now know about, 
nearly 40 permll have bml cleaned lip alld need 110 
further action A,wther 40 percellt are ill the process 
of being cleaned liP, while 0111)' 20 percellt are 
Il"tIilillgfor deallup to slarl. II's a reclJrd to be proud 
oj, and a solid base for success intIJeflfture, 



History of the T oxics 
Control Account 

The Model Toxies Control Act became law in 1988 
as the result of a citizen initiative, 1-97. The 
pUipOse of the Act was to: 

• Clean up contaminated waste sites; 

• Improve management of hazardous wastes; 

• Prevent future contamination through 
pol!ution prevention. 

The Toxies Control Account was created under the 
Model Toxies Control Act. 1\vo accounts make up 
the Toxics Control Account; the State Toxies 
Control Account and the Local Toxies Control 
Account. The primary source of money to the 
State and Local Toxies Control Accounts is 
through a tax on petroleum products, pesticides 
and certain chemicals. This tax is known as the 
"Hazardous Substance Tax." There are currentl)' 
8,000 different bazardous substances subject to 
the tax, However, over 85 percent of the money is 
collected from petroleum pnxlucts. Other sources 
of mo~ey to the State Toxies Control Account 
include cost recovery, Independent Remedial 
Action Program fees, fines and penalties, mixed 
waste fees and miscellaneous items. 

The Hazardous Substance Tax is calculated by 
taking 0.7 percent ($7 per $1,(00) of tbe whole­
sale value of the hazardous substance. The tax is 
imposed on the first in-state possessor of the 
hazanlous substance. Of the total tax collected, 
47 percent goes into the State Toxies Control 
Account and 53 percent goes into the Local Toxies 
Control Account. 

ow AgenCies Get 
rvtOney From The T oxics 
Control Account 

(
Money is cOlllinuCllsly roIecTed by !he I)epJrrmeflt 01 Reverue mel,""", 

6eposited into !he Toxics Control AccOOOI. .J 

/ "'" • 01 ewy .., Y"'. t,Oogy .. ~ <I "" .m. '" 
ogencies present theJ btxIget requeslS in the Sienniol ~o¢Ir 

lions Request Report whmitted to the Office of finon6J1 
Monogemeol (OfMl. Agencies moke meir requests based on 

\.. previous yenrs experience coo anticipated needs. ./ 

In Oecembef of ewy even year, the Go-Iemor releases hisjher "'\ 
budget based on ogency input and tile Governor's own preference. J 

(
In Jonoory of evefY odd year, the Governcr's twgel is presented 

to the legisbture. 

Hoose aocI Senate review the Governor's bJdgel. After review~ 
rile House 000 SeMle both write DIll jXISS their own bOOgelt 

These bOOgels then !IO 10 a joi1l (onfefenr:! convninee to re:solYe 
0IT1 Gfl"es-ence:s belW!en the IWO budgets. Once the crxnrriftee's 

bu&jel resolulion version is passed by both the Hoose ood Seoole, 
it is presented 10 the Goveroor Ia' qlpIOVl'l 000 ~e. H the 

\.. '"""" .... "" 0Id;g,s "" ..... ~ bet"", Ow. / 

C Ito boIgel , ;gned ~ "" '"""" .. bet ... , Ow. J 
• 

July 1 of every odd year is me beginning of !he new biennium. On 
this dale, the agencies (on SIOrl sper.ding!he money they were 

appropriated by the legislature. 

In August 01 every even yeor, me OOdget process storts aU 
over again. 

localgovernmerrts and local cilizen grOUjlS apply 10 Ecology's Sofid Waste & 
flllClnOOl AUIOtKe program for grant money from the local Tolks Control 
.4I:coool. Theie are speOOc opptl(ation periods lor eoch 01 the gront programs. 



iscal Year 1997 
br 0 ICS Control Account Revenue &- Expenditures 

T oxics Control Account Revenue 

Hazardous Substance Tax 
Mixed Wasle Fees 
Fines & Penalties 
Cost Recovery 
Independent Remedial Action Report Fees 
Miscellaneous 

Total Revenue 

Ecology Expenditures 

Agency Administration, Facility & Related Costs 
Central Programs 
Environmental Investigations & Lab Services Program 
Waler QUality Program 
Nuclear Waste Program 
Hazardous Waste and Taxies Reduction Program 
Toxies Cleanup Program 
Solid Waste and Financial Assistance Program 

Total Ecology Expenditures 

Other l\g,ency Expenditures 

Agriculrure 
Health 
Marine Safety 
Revenue. 
State Patrol 

Total All ~ency Expenditures 

Local Taxies 

$26,267,000 

$26,267,000 

$222,524 
$90,200 

$95,307 
$15,231,631 

$15,639,662 

$15,639,662 

State T oxics 

$24,303,000 
$7,576,560 

$280,496 
$5,157,491 

$649,535 
$337,186 

$38,304,268 

$1,572,245 
$2,024,967 

$854,770 
$839,380 

13,403,159 
$5,911,204 
$8,187,739 
$2,035,582 

$24,829,046 

$506,242 
SI,542,281 

$146,609 
$32,104 

$287,853 

$27,344,135 

Expendirures reflect funds ",rually disbulSed in 
Fiscal Year 1997. These disbursements must stay 
,ithin approved levels as appropriated by the 
Legislature. The difference between revenue 
collected and funds disbulSed can be positive or 
negative in either direction - depending upon 
the actual time of revenue collection or fund 
disbursemenl 



State T oxics Control Account 
The State Taxies Control Account funds the 
activities of state agencies. The agencies receiving 
money include the Departments of Ecology, 
Agriculture, Health, Revenue, State Patrol and the 
Office of Marine Safety. In addition to Hazardous 
Substance Tax collections, the State Taxies 
Control Account receh'es mOlley via Ecology by 
recovering costs from potentially liable persons 
for remedial actions taken at hazardous waste 
sites (known as cost recovery), by issuing fines 
and penalties to Hable persons for not complying 
with the requirements of the Model Taxies Control 
Ac, by reviewing Independent Cleanup Reports 
through the Independent Remedial Action 
Program , mixed waste fees and miscellaneous 
items. 

Stat'l T oxics Control Account 
Revenue 
Taxes .................................................. $24,303,000 
Cost Recovery ....................................... $5,157,491 
Fine & Penalties ..................................... $280,496 
Independent Remedial 
Action Report Fees ................................. $649,535 
Mixed Waste Fees ................................. $7,576,560 
Miscellaneous ......................................... $337,186 

TOTAL ...................................... $38,304,268 

State To.tics ControlAccount Expendit14res 

Toxic Oeanup 1'fOQfam 
30% 

I Finondol 
AssisIance Program 

7.S% 

The next portion of this report contains a brief 
narrative by each agency or program that re­
ceived State Taxies funds in Fiscal Year 1997. 



Department of Ecology: 
T oxics Cleanup Program 

$8,1 ,73§. ~nt 
'fbis is the ninth year the 7bxics CleaJlup Program bas 
produced!he Mrxkf Taxies Control Ad Allllu(I! Report. 
WMJ planning lhis years report, u-e look a different 
approach focusing primarily (]II boo' sJaie agencies 
spent Slate 7bxics alld /.,o(;(tllb.xics Account funds in 
Fisr:o/ lear 1997. As a mul!, m(lny of the (lctivities 
listed and described ill pas! rqxJrls tL'iJlnQJ be 
induded;1l 11m )'etlr~ report. For at/diJitmai 
information on/be lb:ries Oealillp Program. }'OII 

rna)' refer /() our In/eme! borrupage a/ U1LlI'.U'fl.goL'/ 
ECOLOGY/tqJ/deanup.hlml (Jr call 1·800-826-7716. 

The Toxia; Cleanup Program was appropriated 30 
percent of the available funds that made up the 
State Toxia; Control Accourt in Fiscal Year 1997. 
The money was used primarily on: 

• Cleaning up high-priority hazardous waste 
sites; 

+ Cleaning up Iov.-er-prioriry hazardous waste 
sites; 

+ Providing technical assistance to those 
cleaning up sites; 

• Investigating, and if necessary, ranking new 
sites; 

• Providing program suppon to staff working 
on the above-mentioned activities. 

Known & Suspected Contaminated Sites 
(71//88-81/4/97) 7,134 Sites 

Clea~ing Up High-Priority 
Hazardous Waste Sites 

Superfund Sites and State Sites Ranked I or 
2 on me Hazardous Sites List 

There are currently 7,134 hazardous waste sites 
that h"" been reported to the Toxia; Cleanup 
Program. Of the 7,134 sites, approximately 5,000 
are leaking urdergrourd storage tank sites. The 
pie chan above shows progress made to date on 
cleaning up the uni\'frse of contaminated sites 
statewide. 

The Taxies Cleanup Program ranks sites on a 
scale of one to five. One represents the highest 
level of concern relative to other sites-usually 
receiving top priority for cleanup, while a score of 
five represents the lowest level of concern relative 
to other sites. It is the program's goal to eHmi-

nate public health risk and minimize environ­
mentai risk at high priority site; by the year 2001. 
Superfund sites and state ranked sites with a score 
of I or 2 make up 406 high priority site;. 

Through cost recovery, the Taxies Cleanup 
Program seeks to recover from potentiaily liable 
persons the money it spends on these sites. 

The cleanup of Superfund sites is funded prima­
rily by the En~ronmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and the Department of Defense. In most 
y=, the Toxia; Cleanup Program uses State 
Taxies Control Account funds to match 10 percent 
of the total cos~ EPA spends on the clean up of 
these sites. Although State Toxies funds were not 
spent on the cleanup of Superfund sites in Fiscal 
Year 1997, we are including Superfund sites in 
this year's status report. 

Status oJSuperJulld alld State Rallked / or 
2Siles- 71//88tbrollgbBl/4/97 



Natural Resou rce Damage Assessments 
(NRDA) Sites 

Managing and overseeing damage assessment 
and restoration of natural resources (such as fish 
and shellfish) that have been damaged as a result 
of hazardous waste releases is the role of the 
Natural Resource Trustees. Ecology, as the state 
representative, works with federal and mbal 
representatives to make up the 1hlstee Council. 
Ecology staff time is funded with State Toxies 
funds. So far, sites with natural resource damage 
assessment activities have been in marine areas 
and are often Superfund sites. 

During Fiscal Year 1997, the Trustees negotiated a 
$10 million settlement with the City of Tacoma 
and the Department of Natural Resources (the 
potentiall)' liable peoons). Under the setuemen, 
the City will provide restoration at five locations in 
the Commencement Bay area and the Department 
of Natural Resources will provide three habitat 
areas. The restoration activities include develop­
ing marsh and riparian habitats, restoring 
mudfla~, expanding upland .. tland property to 
create habitat for fish and wildlife, and ensuring 
eelgrass beds and surrounding aquatic areas are 
protected. Eelgrass creates an especially rare and 
important habitat in Conunencement Bay that 
can satisfy the needs of a wide variety of marine 
animals. 

Cleaning Up Lower-Priority 
Hazardous Waste Sites 

Sites Ranked 3, 4 or 5 on the Hazardous 
Sites List 

The Toldcs Cleanup Program oversee; the cleanup 
of 360 sites With a ranking of 3, 4 or 5. These 
activities are funded with State Toxies funds. As 
with ranked I or 2 sites, Ecology seeks to cost 
recover the money it spends on these sites. Money 
collected through cost recovery goes back into the 
State Toxies Control Account fund. Ecology uses 
State Toxies funds to pay the entire cost of 
cleaning IIp "orphan" sites (sites where the owner 
is bankrupt or otherwise unable to pay). 

Status ojSlate Ranked 3, 4 or 5 Sites-
71//88lhrough 8/14/97 

No furthtrAcrion 
4% 
t6 

Cleanup in Progress 
44% 
ts. 

Provi9ing T echnicall.\ssistance to 
Those Cleaning Up Sites 

Tbrougb its WJiunlary Cleallup Program. the To:dcs 
Cleanup Program offm technical assUtmtce 10 those 
conducHng de(JIl/I/J actil'llies al hazardous waste 
siles. A range of opportunity for assistance is offered 
through Ibis program, judl/dillg prefXJ;menf 
agreements, prospectitre pllrchaser roflsen/ decreer 
and Erology consultations. 

Prepayment Agreements 

Due to limited resources, the Toxies Cleanup 
Program can't work on eve!)' contaminated site. 
However, a potentia1Jy liable person may wish to 
begin remedial action at a facility before the 
Toxies Cleanup Program is ready to proceed. In 
these situations, the potentially liable person can 
request the program's oversight of their remedial 
action. If requested, the program may enter into 
an agreement with the potentially liable person to 
oversee meir remedial actions, provided the 
potentially liable peoon agrees to pay for the 
program's costs. These are called prepayment 
agreements. 

Prospective Purchaser Consent Decrees 

A person who is not liable for cleanup and wishes 
to purchase a cleanup site for redevelopment or 
reuse may negotiate a prospective purchaser 
consent decree with the Toxies Cleanup Program. 
In these situations, the purchaser is also reqUired 
to contribute money towards the cleanup of the 



site-money that would not otherwise be 
available. Key examples of sites with prospective 
purchaser consent decrees include the Newcastle 
Demolition Landfill site - where part of an old 
landfill was cleaned up and turned into a golf 
course, and the Union Station site - where an 
old railroad station will be restored and a 
combination of commerciaVretail buildings will 
be developed. These l)j>es of sites are often 
refenred to as "Brownfields." (Brown fields "r' 
properlies lbal are abandoned or underused 
because of environmental contamination 
from past industrial or commercial practices. 
See page 24 Jar more information.) 

Independent Remedial Action Program 

Consultants or property owners may clean lip 
their site independently without the Toxies 
Cleanup Program's oversight. Once they've 
completed the cleanup of their Site, they may 
submit an independent cleanup report to the 
program for review. For a fee, the Toxies Cleanup 
Program will review the report Based on the 
infonnation contained in the report, the program 
may detennine that no further action is reqUired 
at the site and issue a letter to that effect to the 
owner. Money generated through the Indepen­
dent Remedial Action Program goes back into the 
State Taxies Control Account. In Fiscal Year 1997, 
55 out of 60 sites receh'ed a detennination of "No 
Further Action." In early Fiscal Year 1998, the 
Independent Remedial Action Program was 

incoipOrated into the Voluntary Cleanup Pro­
gram. These reviews are now conducted as 
Ecology consultations. 

Ecology Consultations 

During Fiscal Year 1997, legislation recom­
mended by the Model Toxies Control Act Policy 
Advisory Committee gave the Taxies Cleanup 
Program the statutory authOrity to provide 
infonnal advice to persons conducting indepen­
dent cleanups, including the authority to provide 
Site-specific advice. Although technical assistance 
was available to consultants/property owners in 
the past, this statutory change allov.'S the program 
to advise people before, during and after their 
cleanup. It became effective at the beginning of 
Fiscal Year 1998. 

Site I1west;gations and Ranking 

Initial Investigations 

The first step in the cleanup process is to investi­
gate the site. Once the Toxies Cleanup Program 
receives a complaint about a piece of property or 
the practices of an owner or operator, an inspector 
from the program will go to the site and conduct 
an initial investigation. An initial investigation 
involves looking at the present condition of the 
site for signs of possible spills or discharges and 
the use and storage of hazardous waste. Some 
sampling may be involved. DUling Fiscal Year 
1997, about 400 initial investigations were 

completed by the Taxies Cleanup Program. If it 
is detennined that the site poses a threat to 
human health andlor the environment, the site 
may go through the site hazard assessment 
process or enter the Voluntary Cleanup Program. 

Site Hazard Assessments 

If it is detennined that further work is reqUired at 
a site after an initial investigation, a site hazard 
assessment may be conducted on the site. A site 
hazard assessment provides the Taxies Cleanup 
Program with basic infonnation about a site. The 
program then uses the Washington Ranking 
Method to estimate the potential threat the site 
poses, if not cleaned up, to human health and the 
environment. The estimate is based on the 
amount of contaminants, how toxic they are and 
howeasi!y they can come in contact with people 
and the environment. As mentioned earlier, a 
score of one represents the highest level of 
concern relati\'e to other sites, and a score of five 
Ihe lowest. Hazard ranking helps the Toxies 
Cleanup Program target where to spend State 
Taxies funds. Public conce":" a need for an 
immediate response and availability of cleanup 
staff also affect which sites get first priority for 
cleanup. During Fiscal Year 1997, 97 sites Vt>ent 
through theranking process. A total of 834 sites 
have gone through the process since its inception 
in 1990. Of those, 202 have received a detennina­
lion of "No Further Action ." 



ro mSupport 

Many people think that cleaning up a hazardous 
waste site involves the time of one person, the site 
manager. The site manager does spend a good 
amount of time reviewing plans and making sure 
the cleanup makes sense and is in compliance 
With the law, but there are many others involved 
in the cleanup process. Just who are they? 

Public Involvement Staff: The Mooei Toxies 
Control Act requires extensive citizen involvement. 
Public involvement staff prepare the communica~ 
tion plans, write the site fact sheets,. set up the 
public meetings and make sure the public is 
aware of ongoing activities at a site. 

Computer Staff: They develop and maintain the 
databases in which site infonnation is kept and 
retrieved. From these databases, our public lists 
are generated; such as the Confirmed & Suspected 
Contaminated Sites Ust and the Leaking Under­
ground Storage Tank List. These lists are 
available to the public and have been found to be 
very useful to those conducting site assessments or 
purchasing property. 

Budget and Planning Staff: They make sure staff 
are charging their work time to the correct funds, 
cost recover money from potentially liable persons 
and prepare reports (such as this) for managers, 
the Legislature and the public. 

Policy Staff: They write rules, guidance docu­
ments and other publications for staff as weU as 
the public to use when cleaning up a site. 

Attorney General Staff: They assist the site 
managers in preparing consent decrees, enforce­
ment orders and other legal documents pertain­
ing to the process of cleaning up a site. 

Administrative Staff: They manage all incoming 
and outgoing correspondence, maintain and 
organize files, set up meetings, answer telephone 
calls, etc. Basically, they support all of the others 
mentioned above. 

All of the above positions are funded in whole or 
in part by money from the State Toxies Control 
Account. Some support costs are calculated into 
charge-out rates as directed by rule, and to that 
extent, are cost recovered. from potentially liable 
persons. 

The 1995 Legislature dire::ted Ecology to establish 
a Policy Advisory Committee to provide advice to 
the Legislature and Ecology regarding improve­
ments to the existing Model Toxies Control Act 
rules. During Fiscal Year 1997, funds from the 
State and Local Toxies Control Accounts were 
spent in support of Policy Advisory Committee 
activities. 

nderground Storage Tanks 

Fifteen percent of Toxies Cleanup Program staff 
work on regulating underground storage tanks. 
Although nol funded with State Toxies Control 
Account funds, their function is a significant part 
of the program. They see to it that owners and 
operators of regulaled underground storage tanks 
are complying with state and federal standanls, 
and thereby preventing pollution. One of their 
biggest tasks is working with owners and opera­
to~ to meel the December 22, t998 lank upgrad­
ing requirements. 



• 

leaoup in Progress - 3,023 sites 

·Cleallup in Progress includes: siles being deemed up 
independent of Ecology oversigb/ (indudes let/killg 
underground storage /mlks), siles fhal are in/be 
deanup process u:ilh Magy Ol¥!rSigbJ, sites thaI have 
bad oollstruclion completed and are in the operation 
and mainJemmce phase. 

o F~rther Action - 2,679 sites 

·#0 Further ACliolI indudes: leaking underground 
sJarage tank siles u'here final cleanup reports have 
beell submilled f() Ecology, sites Eco/()gy bas de/er­
mined require 110 Jurther action, siles lbat have been 
delis/ed/rom !he Hazardous Siles lisl. 



Department of Ecology: 
Hazardous Waste &­
T oxics Reduction 
Program 

9 04Spen 

The Hazardous Waste and Toxies Reduction 
Program's goal is to prevent hazards due to 
improper disposal of hazardous wastes into the 
state's air, land and waters. Their two primary 
objectives are: 

• Reduce the amount of hazardous waste 
generated; 

• Safely manage hazardous waste, 

Major activities designed to accomplish these 
objectives inctude visiting businesses that 
generate hazardous waste, promoting pollution 
prevention, making common sense hazardous 
waste management decisions, conducting 
enforcement when necessary and keeping the 
public infonned. These activities are funded with 
State Toxies Control Account funds. 

· . ins Businesses that Generate 
Hazardous Waste 

The Hazardous Waste & Toxies Reduction 
Program is concentrating on providing infonna­
tion to businesses through personal face-ta-face 

visits. Staff are using a variety of site visit 
approaches to increase the number of Visits 
conducted. The emphasis is on proViding 
technical assistance to help busine;ses both 
reduce and safely manage hazardous waste. 
Often staff suggestions help businesses save 
money as well as reduce the amount of waste they 
generate. One example is the Toxies Reduction 
Engineer Exchange project. A Hazardous Waste & 

Taxies Reduction engineering team worked with a 
metal finishing finn over a two-\veek period. The 
suggested capital invesunent for the first year cost 
about $40,000 but is projected to save at least 
$244,000 annually and reduce hazardous waste 
generated by 52 million pounds annually, Last 
year, program staff conducted 531 visits. 

Prompting Pollution Prevention 

Businesses that produce more than 2,640 pounds 
of hazardous waste annually must complete 
pollution prevention plans. Some 650 facilities in 
Washington currently participate in this program. 
Pollution prevention planning is a system to assist 
facilities e.xamine operations to see if they can 
reduce waste and chemical use. The Hazardous 
Waste & Toxies Reduction Program provides 
technical assistance to facilities preparing plans. 
During Fiscal Year 1997, the Hazardous Waste & 
Toxies Reduction Program reviewed this program 
and made changes to keep it relevant and useful 
to businesses. The most innovative change 
involved offering an alternative to preparing a 
pollution prevention plan. For the first time ever, 

the Hazardous Waste & Toxies Reduction 
Program will allow an "environmental manage­
ment system" to substitute for the prescriptive 
requirement. This type of system routinely 
assesses environmental impacts of a business's 
operatiOns and identifies improvements. Belter 
environmental results are expected by using this 
approach. Reporting requiremen~ for all 
facilities were also simplified. 

Progress towards waste reduction is displayed in 
the foHowing chart. The amounts shown are 
from at! generating facilities except commercial 
treatment, storage and disposal facilities, which 
manage wastes generated by others. The graph 
also sho", the data adjusted for the changing 
economy. The adjustments show estimated levels 
of waste generation assuming the economy 
remained constant. This pl'()C€S5, called "nomlal­
izing ., data, makes waste totals more comparable 
from year to year. 

.~ .. '--.-.. -~ir~ec.IIeIi! .--



Making Common Sense Hazardous 
Waste Management Decisions 

The Hazardous Waste & Toxies Reduction 
Program is using creative ways to make the 
Dangerous Waste Regulations ..... urkable while still 
protecting human health and the enVirorunent. 
For example, the program has been applying this 
common-sense approach to spent aluminum 
potliner, hazardous waste pennitting and 
hazardous waste site closures. The program has 
identified regulatory mechanisms to allow 
recycling of spent aluminum potliner - the largest 
single waste stream in the state at 30,000 tons per 
year. The program has also improved the 
hazardous waste penni!ting process with the goal 
of expediting penni! decisions. Changes to the 
process .. re developed to address bUSiness 
concerns wilhout compromising environmental 
protection. One key change is staff working more 
closely With pennit applicants to achieve more 
complete applications so that penni! decisions 
can be made more quickly. The program has also 
been working to dose and dean up facilities that 
were once managing hazardous waste. Staff have 
\\-'Orked with businesses to complete 53 site 
closures. 

Con ucting Enforcement If 
Necessary 

Maintaining a credible enforcement capability is 
essemiallo keeping the Hazardous Wasle & Toxies 
Reduction Program's Technical Assistance 
Program effective. In most cases, unless lhere is 
an immediate threat 10 human heallh ancVor the 
environment, assistance is offered to help a 
business correct tbe problem before resorting to 
an enforcement action. During Fiscal Year 1997, 
the program issued 19 hazardous waste enforce­
ment actions totaling $256,000. This money went 
back into the State Toxies Confrol Account. 

Ke 1'1ng the Public Informed 

The Hazardous Waste & Toxies RedUction 
Program has several efforts underway to provide 
infonnation to the public and to measure their 
resul~. During Fiscal Year 1997, staff responded 
to more than 15,000 calls on hazardous waste 
issues. Staff conducted 73 workshops on safe 
waste management and pollution prevention 
attended by 4,700 people. The program collects 
and distributes infdnnation on dangerous waste 
generation from bUSinesses in the state. Staff 
prepare a quarterly newslelIer "Shoptalk" to 
provide current tips to help businesses reduce and 
safely manage hazardous waste. 

De artment of Ecology: 
Agency Administration, 
Facility 8- Related Costs 

45 Sfl!;nt 

During the 1995-97 Biennium, 23 percent of 
Ecology's administration, facility and related costs 
were funded with Toxies Control Account funds. 
Administration costs include: Executive manage­
ment, who oversee the Department's mi£sion, 
goals and policies, and personnel matters; 
Regional directors, who represent the director in 
local communities and provide coordination on 
complex local issues; Legislative and Intergov­
ernmental Relations staff, who coordinate 
legislative activities and represent agency policy to 
other governments; Education and Public 
1nfonnation staff, who pro~de primruy leadership 
in enVironmental education, community 
outreach, public in\'Olvement, media relations, 
publications production and distribution, and 
library services. Additional costs include those for 
computer support, budgetary and central 
planning, accounting and fiscal services, 
archiving, fonns management, mail handling, 
warehousing, building maintenance, facility 
planning, telecommunications and motor pool 
services. 



epartment of Ecology: 
Nuclear Waste Program 

, 03,15~~C::-
Ecology's Nuclear waste Program regulates the 
storage, treatment and disposal of dangerous and 
mixed waste at Hanford and certain non-Hanford 
facilities. Mixed waste contains both a hazardous 
and radioactil" component. In Fiscal Year 1997, 
Taxies Control Account monies paid for compli­
ance inspections, regulatory oversight and 
technical assistance, as well as program revi~ 
approval of mixed waste Part B penni! applica­
tions and program oversight of the Tank Waste 
Remo:liation System (lWRS). The lWRS project 
addresses environmental risks at the Hanford 
Tank Fann. 

The Nuclear Waste Program generates money by 
collecting fees from facilities thaI manage mixed 
waste in the state. This money goes into the State 
Taxies Control Account where it is appropriated to 
the Nuclear Waste Program. 

The following pie chart sho\\'S how the Nuclear 
Waste Program's appropriation was spent in Fiscal 
Year 1997. 

Nuclear Waste Program's Fiscal Year 1997 
Expenditures Department of Ecology: 

Central Programs 

~"""" Spent 
Ecology's Central Programs works in a variety of 
ways to meet the goals of the Model Taxies 
Control Act. One responsibility of Central 
Programs is to respond to oil or hazardous 
substance spills. This involves ensuring cleanup 
by responsible parties, cleaning up "orphan" 
spills, acting as on-scene coordinator, investigat­
ing and issuing penalties when appropriate, 
participating in Wills and reviewing plans to 
support spill preparedness and prevention, and 
working closely with fo:leral spill programs. On 
July 1, 1997, these responsibilities were combined 
with the Office of Marine Safety into a new Spill 
Prevention, Preparedness and Response Program 
housed in the Depanment of Ecology. 

A second responsibility of Central Programs is the 
establishment and maintenance of a list of 
locations with contaminated sediments. Sedi­
ment specialists provide technical assistance and 
oversight to the cleanup of sites with contami­
nated sedimeD~. Staff from Central Programs 
also work on the cleanup of industrial sites. 
These cleanups include pulp mills, aluminum 
smelters and bulk plan~. 



In coordination with the Hazardous Waste and 
Toxies Reduction Program, Central Programs 
staff work on the pennitting of facilities wanting 
to treat, store, recycle and/or dispose of dangerous 
wastes. To facilitate clle pennittillg process, staff 
operate a Pennit ~istance Center. The center is 
designed to help citizens comply with environ­
mental pennining requirements, such as for solid 
waste and hazardous waste pennits. Staff answer 
pennit-related questions from phone or in-person 
inquiries, provide project-specific assistance to 
coordinate acthities among multiple permitting 
agencies, prepare written gUidance materials and 
prepare reqUired rules and reports. 

In addition, the State of Washington (with 
Ecology as the lead agency) and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers are sharing the costs of a 
three-year, $3.5 million study concerning the 
feasibility of siting a multi-user facility in Puge! 
Sound for confined disposal of contaminated 
sedimen~. The project will produce program­
matic and site-speclfic Environmental Impact 
Statements, as well as a final feasibility report. 
During Fiscal Year 1997, $90,200 was spent 
(transferred from the Local Toxic; Control 
Account) on start-up costs for preparing the 
programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. 

eRartment of Ecology: 
Solid Waste & Financial 
Assistance Program 

Ecology's Solid Waste and Financial Assistance 
Program supports and supplements the work of 
local governments to properly manage and 
dispose of solid waste. There are more than 300 
pennitled solid waste facilities in the state-from 
landfills to recycling businesses. The authority 
and responsibility to plan for and pernlit solid 
waste activities in Washington reslS with the local 
jurisdictional health departments. The Solid 
Waste and Financial Assistance Program estab­
lishes statewide regulations, addresses statewide 
issues, approves local plans, revi ... local permits 
and proVides technical assistance 10 these local 
jurisdictions. This partnership helps to protect the 
environment and human health, while making 
the best possible uses of resources. In 1997, the 
program provided the follOwing services: 

• Provided professional engineering and 
hydrogeolOgiC support to local jurisdictional 
health departments; 

• Provided technical assistance for solid waste 
inspections at the request of the 1"",1 health 
departmeo, 

• Revil!l\Od, updated and interpreted solid 
waste regulations to accommooale changes. 
At the direction of the Legislature, staff have 
begun a comprehensive review of the solid 
waste pemlitting system 10 detennine how 
the use and reuse of materials can be 
improved; 

• Assisted counties in developing solid and 
mooerate risk waste plans, and in putting 
these plans to practice. ("Moderate risk 
waste" is hazardous waste from households 
or from businesses that generate only small 
quantities.) 



Department of Ecology: 
Environmental 
Investigations and 
Laboratory Services 
Program 

854.770 Spen 

Ecology's Environmentallnvestigatlons and 
Laboratory Services Program is responsible for 
monitoring land and water to measure environ~ 
mental status, trends and results. Major activities 
include directed environmental studies to address 
known or suspected problems al individual sites, 
pollutant loading assessments and ambient 
monitoring. Examples include: 

• Determining the nature and extent of 
contamination from leaking underground 
petroleum storage tanks; 

• MonilOring the long-teon effectiveness of 
ground water cleanup; 

• Sediment trap monitoring in Puger Sound 
urban bays measuring changes in contami­
nant loading; 

+ Watershed pollutant loading studies; 

• Trace metals analyses in surface water; 

• Assessment of enVironmental degradation 
from oil spills and long-term practices; 

• Screening studies addressing pesticides in 
surface water, ground water and fIsh tissues; 

• Fme and transport studies of aquatic 
herbicides; 

.+ Biotoxicity criteria developmem; 

• Technical assistance for waste in fertilizer 
issues; 

• Technical assistance for natural resource 
damage assessments. 

Department of Ecology: 
Water Quality Program 

.380~ent 

The Water Quality Program receives Slate Toxies 
Control Account funds to pay for activities that 
help protect Washington's water from contami­
nants. 

he ~quatic Pesticide Program 
Finds Long-Term Solutions 

This program is aimed at reducing the risk 10 

public health and aquatic life from pesticides that 
are used to manage aquatic weeds, invasive plants 
and pes~. Staff provide ass~tance and how-to 
information to pesticide applicators, lake 
associations and others to ensure the wise use of 
aquatic pesticides. Staff also assist chemical 
manufacturers and pesticide applicators and their 
clients with information regarding permit 
conditions, and provide educational materials on 
specific pesticides and aquatic pest control 
methods. 

The Lower Columbia River Estuary 
Pro,gram 

The National Estuary Program was established by 
Congress in 1987 to identify nationally significant 
estuaries that are threatened by overuse, develop­
ment, pollution, and to aid in the development of 



local management plans designed to protect and 
preserve these estuaries. The governors of 
Washington and Oregon nominated the lower 
Columbia Ri .... er for inclusion in the program in 
January 1995. The nomination resulted from 
data derived from the Lower Columbia River Bi· 
State Water Quality Program. a five-year study of 
the lower Columbia River that identified 5e\'eral 

problems, including: 

• Taxies in sediment and fish tissue that can 
affect the health of humans, fish and 
';ldlife; 

• Habitat loss and modification that can 
affect fish and .;ldlife resoun:es; 

• Water quality problems that affect beneficial 
uses in portions of the estuary; 

• Overall decline in anadromous fish runs 
that has resulted in threatened and 
endangered species listings. 

The study was partially funded .;th State 1bxi" 
Control Account monies. In the summer of 
1995, the lower Columbia River was accepted 
into the National Estuary Program. During 
1997, a management team (consisting of staff 
from the Department of Ecology, the Oregon State 
Department of En~ronroental Quality, the 
Environmental Protection Agency and local 
citizens) identified seven priority issues for the 
lower 145 miles of the river, developed a state­
ment for each and identified a series of goals and 

objectives for solving the problems associated with 
each issue. TIle management committee also 
hosted. a series of public meetings designed to 
refine the seven priority issues. Over the next t\\"o 
years. the management committee will continue 
to refine their goals and objectives and develop a 
final list of implementation actions. 

i:::T':i<ll"ack River Watershed 
Initiative 

In 1994, the Department of Ecology established a 
field office in Bellingham to house the Nooksack 
Watershed Initiative staff. The Initiative is a 
geographically targeted, community driven 
process for addressing environmental priorities in 
the Nooksack River Watershed. The goal of the 
Initiative is to assist citizens, business, and local 
government and tribal in!e:rests establish a 
geographically focused effort to promo!e: the long 
tenn sustain ability of water-related resources in 
the Nooksack Watershed. Much of these effons 
are funded v.'ith State Toxies monies. 

Deeartment of Health 

During Fiscal Year 1997, the Department of 
Health received $1 542.281 from the State Toxi" , . 

Control Account to carry out public health based. 
activities and programs providing identification, 
public infonnation and education, technical 
assistance and policy development related to 
actual or potential releases of toxies substances 
into the homes and communities of Washington. 
These services are proVided to a wide range of 
stakeholders and constituents, including: state, 
federal and local agenCies and organizations, 
businesses and the general public. 

......... ntion 

The Department of Health's environmental health 
activities are founded within the premise of 
prevention. The department conducts a number 
of programs and activities related to toxic 
substances with the goal of preventing adverse 
human health effects. Significanl activity 
involves evalualing hazards to public health of 
area-wide contamination. Many of Ihe area-wide 
sediment, surface water and ground water 
problems addressed by the Department of Health 
are related 10 past industrial and military waste 
streams and to the widespread use of fertilizers 
and pesticides. 



Program areas include such issues as: 

• Ambient and indoor air; 

• Fish and shellfish contaminants; 

• Development of human health sediment 
criteria; 

• Drinking water; 

• Hazardous waste; 

• Drug lab contractor and worker certification; 

• Drug lab cleanup standanls. 

Throughout Fiscal Year 1997, as part of the 
Department of Health's proactive approach to 
prevention, evaluations v,'Cre made for alt 
community public water systems to detennine 
continued eligibility for wai\'Cr to organic 
chemical monitoring under the Federal Safe 
Drinking Water Act. Infonnation coHected from 
this effort has been valuable in the evaluation of 
locations which are used for drinking water 
supplies and in reducing unnecessary costs to 
public water system consumers. 

Cea~up 

The Department of Health is working in close 
cooperation with the Department of Ecology in an 
effort to address community concerns regarding 
hazardous waste sites. Over the past year, the 
agency has been involved in the assessment of a 
number of sites currently being managed under 
the Model Toxies Controll£t. The purpose of the 

assessment is to evaluate the potential health 
hazards faced by communities in proximity to 
hazardous waste sites. Below are examples of sites 
the Department of Health assessed duling Fiscal 
Year 1997. 

CenexlQuincy in Grant County 

Pesticide contamination to soil and ground water 
was identified by Ecology at the Cenex facility. 
Ecology and the Department of Health met with 
the community to explain the history of the site, 
field investigations and cleanup plans for the site, 
and to give the community an opportunity to 
share their health concerns. The department is 
preparing a health consultation to evaluate the 
health risk posed by site contamination and 
address community health concerns. 

Spur Industries in Spokane County 

The Department of Health conducted an exposure 
investigation upon request of a Spokane County 
resident. Concern was expressed that a family's 
health problems may be attributable to exposure 
to airborne contaminants originating from Spur 
Industries, a neighboring chrome plating/metal 
refinishing facility. The Department of Health, in 
cooperation with Spokane County Health District, 
the EPA and Ecology, collected soil and air 
samples and analyzed them for chromium. 

The deparunent has conducted 1\"0 exposure 
investigations this year in areas where citizens 
have expressed concerns about hazardous waste 
releases into the environment. 

Quincy Residents Concerns 

Under existing regulations, some types of 
industrial wastes or by-products can be added to 
fertilizers as sources of liming agents and 
micronutrienl5. These indllitrial by-products may 
sometimes contain unwanted metals such as 
cadmium, arsenic and lead. Based on concerns 
raised by citizens in QUincy, the Departments of 
Health; Ecology, Agriculture and Washington 
Slate University are evaluating the potential 
environmental and health impacts of fertilizer 
produc~. 

all nges the Department of 
Health Faces 

Some of the Department of Health's challenges for 
the future include continued progress in the areas 
of infonnation resource management, environ­
mental equity, environmental health education, 
development of environmental indicators, risk 
assessment vs. health assessment and assessment 
related to emerging conditions. Another impor­
tant challenge is the need for the public health 
community to conduct efficient and effective 
health education efforts, particularly directed to 
cultural and ethnic diverse populations. 



Department of 
Agriculture 

$ 506,242 pent 

State Taxies funds support the WashingtOn State 
Department of Agriculture's (WSDA) Waste 
Pesticide Identification and Disposal Program. 
The program has two goals: 

• Significantly reduce and eventually elimi' 
nate the backlog of prohibited and otherwise 
unusable pesticides stored by users, espe­
cially those stored on fanns and other 
similar rural locations; 

• Prevent future accumulations of unusable 
pesticides through education focused in the 
areas of product storage and handling as 
well as improved planning prior to purchase. 

Unusable pesticides are collected at tll'O IJ1les of 
events: regional and special site. The majority of 
pesticides are collected at regional events. These 
events are held on a rotating basis around the 
state and are similar to household bazardous 
waste collections in that the participants transport 
their unusable pesticides to the collection site. 
The Department of Agriculture will assist the 
participants in packaging their materials to 
enhance safe transportation. The department will 
also assist with chemical analysis of unlabeled 
containers. The remainder of pesticides are 

collected at special site events. These events are 
usually held at the participant's pesticide storage 
location due 10 the dangers of numerous contain­
ers of unknown chemicals, hazards associated 
with transportation and the risk 10 other partici­
pants if brought to a regional event 

648,677 pounds (324 tons) of unusable pesticides 
have been collected and properly disposed of from 
2,208 participants in the program's nine year 
history. During Fiscal Year 1997, nine regional 
and tv.'elve special collectiOns were held. 111,132 
pounds of unusable pesticides from 384 partici­
pan~ 'vere collected. The total cost was $275,807. 

The table on page 19 sununarizes the pesticide 
collection events held during Fiscal Year 1997. 



Waste Pesticide Disposal Projects Performed by WSDA Fiscal Year 1997 (711196 - 6/30/97) 

Collection Event When Participants Pounds Disposal Cost Per Pound 

Kelso-Longview Regional 8/22/96 35 13,039 $25,47400 $1.95 
Puyallup Regional 8/?..8196 12 9,608 $25,008.75 $260 
Coupeville Regional 9124/96 5 929 $2,090.75 $2.25 
Lynden Regional 9/26/96 32 9,397 $23,116.50 $2.46 
Spokane Regional 101J6!96 31 9,867 $24,375.00 $2.47 
Raymond Regional 3/12197 33 4,792 $14,910.00 $3.11 
Moses Lake Regional 4i?.J97 45 25,352 $51,211.23 $2.02 
Okanogan Regional 511197 41 5,052 $16,964.00 $3.36 
Wenatchee Regional 5!21-22197 ll2 20,048 $46,427.22 $2.32 

Regional Total FYl997 9 Events 346 98,084 $229,577.45 $2.34 

Chelan 1 Special Site 711196 1 298 $1,672.25 $5.61 
Yakima 92 Special Site 712196 7 669 $2,346.75 $3.51 
Burlington 3 Special Site 7125196 4,176 $12,181.50 $2.92 
Wards Cove Special Site 818196 1 1,180 11,032.00 $0.87 
Walla Walla Foundry Special Site 10/2196 I 300 $733.50 $2.45 
Chelan County Special Site 10117/96 I 413 $1,546.00 $3.74 
Yakima 92 Special Site 11/4196 5 2,131 $5,400.75 $2.53 
Olympia 3 Special Site 1213196 31 $8,718.25 *$281.23 
Colchester 1 Special Site 3/5197 120 $679.75 $566 
Gig Harbor 1 Special Site 315197 1 ,--, $117.50 $4.70 
Quincy 1 Special Site 413197 2 390 $1,646.75 $4.22 
Yakima 92 Special Site 6/10197 16 3.315 $10,154.25 1306 

Special Site Total FY 1997 12 Events 38 13,048 $46,229.25 $3.54 

Totol FY97 21 Events 384 111,132 $275,807 $2.48 

• 7bis mdllde$ 2j fmt-fJOUnd C)ill/tim if Mffh)"fbromide. Mdb;.fbromide bas sp«/df (/i.'{lQ&lri rtqlliremnllS. 



Washington State Patrol 

State Toxies Control Account funds appropriated 
to the Washington Slate Patrol are used by the 
Fire Protection Bureau/}'ire Training Academy for 
training purposes. The primary focus of the fire 
training academy is to work ill partnership with 
Washington state's communities, industrial 
complexes, private industry and military forces to 
proVide live fire training that cannot otherwise be 
delh-ered. The training helps reduce the risk to 
both firefighters and the property they protect. 

State Toxies Control Account funds are dedicated 
to instructors, equipment, fuel and support 
personnel reqUired to deliver classroom instruc· 
tion and live fire training. This training is 
designed to include academic and hands-on 
training for first responders and also enhances 
emergency preparedness planning. response skills 
and incident command training necessary to 
mitigate a hazardous materials inddent. Courses 
start at the basic awareness level and follow 
through successively higher levels of reqUired 
e>.:pertise. Other supportive training - such as 
incident command, breathing apparatus and 
search and rescue are also proVided. 111is 
training is vital to ensure minimal loss of life and 
property to all citizens throughout the state of 
Washington. 

160,397 hours of practical and classroom 
instruction \vere given to students OIHite during 
the period of July I, 1995 through June 30, 1997. 

Department of Revenue 

The Department of Revenue oversees the collee· 
tion of the Hazardous Substance Tax on petro­
leum products, pesticides and certain chemicals. 
Over 85 percent of the money collected comes 
from petroleum products. 



Office of Marine Safety 

li4<i:tm:l::ruo nt --::: __ 

Washington's Office of Marine Safety was 
established as an independent agency by the 1991 
Legislature in the wake of the Exxon Valdez.oil 
spill in Prince William Sound, Alaska. On July 1, 
1997 (fiscal Year 1998), the Office of Marine 
Safety merged with Ecology's Spills Management 
Program (which was part of Central Programs) 10 
create Ecology's new Spill Prevention, Prepared­
nes.'i and Response Program. 

Since its inception, the Office of Marine Safety has 
received funds from the State Taxies Control 
Account to implement the vessel contingency 
planning function as required in 88.46.060 RCW 

In Fiscal Year 1997, State Taxies Control Account 
funds were used to perfonn the following; 

• Evaluate seven vessel oil spill contingency 
plans for compielene55 and approval; 

• Maintain twenty-three currently approved oil 
spUl contingency plans; 

• Infonn industry of the necessary require­
ments and negotiate safety provisions as 
appropriate; 

• Approve four primary spill response contrac­
tors and maintain updated contractor 
infonnation; 

+ Evaluate and participate in reqUired oil spill 
response exercises; 

+ Require plan holders to perform four "No 
notice" two.-hour response drills and eight 
"No notice" vessel notification drills; 

~ Participate in contingency planning related 
workgroups of the State/Brtt~h Columbia 
Task Force and the Northwest Area Commit­
tee; 

+ Coordinate with the Department of Ecology, 
Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality and the u.s. Coast Guard regarding 
contingency planning issues. 



Local T oxics Control Account 

The Local Taxies Control Account is used to fund 
grants to local governments. The Departmem of 
Ecology, specifically the Solid Waste and Financial 
Assistance Program, administers the grants 
program. Local governments may use grants for 
cleanup of contaminated sites or for programs to 
manage solid and hazardous waste. Funds from 
this account can also be used to provide drinking 
water to local jurisdictions whose wells have been 
contaminated as the result of a hazardous waste 
site. 

local T oxics Control Account 

Revenue 

TOTAL ...................................... $26,267,000 

Local Taxies COlltrolAccormt Expenditures 

IlJ 22 

Cf)ordinated Prevention Grants 

Coordinated Prevention Grants are awarded to local 
governments to help prevent pollution from 
improper management and disposal of solid waste 
and moderate risk waste. The grant program runs 
on a two-year cycle. Most of the awards for current 
projects ($15.1 million) were made in 1990, with 
the grant-funded work continuing through 1997. 
The program funded the follOwing types of projects: 

• Inspecting facilities and pursuing iUegal 
dumpers; 

• Pennining facilities and activities; 

• Collecting and disposing of household 
hazardous waste; 

• Working wlth businesses to find ways to 
reduce and recycle their moderate risk wasle; 

• Teaching people how to prevent waste and to 
recycle; 

• ProViding curbside and drop box collection 
for recyclables; 

+ Pro~ding yard waste composting; 

• Drilling ground water monitoring wells at 
landfills; 

• Training staff; 
-+ Accomplishing special projects, such as 

technology demonstration projects. 

1997 Annual Report 



Fiscal Year 1997 Recipients Grant'*" Date Total Project LTC'" 
Signed Cost Dollars 

Des Moines, City of G9700026 216197 $26,116 $15,670 
Enumclaw, City of G9600131 7/301')6 $23,166 113,900 
Federal Way, City of G9600339 7/18196 1317,317 $95,230 
jefferson County . G9600357 7122196 $214,109 $126,821 
jefferson County Health Department G9600354 7/301')6 $32,550 $21,157 
Sanjuan County G9600358 916196 5332,300 $85,995 
SeaTac, City of G9600258 6/25/96 $50,098 530,059 
SW Washington Health District G97oo181 4123/97 $39,053 529,290 
Whitman County G9700049 9/3196 $217,000 $141,050 
Woodinville, City of G97oo138 3/10/97 $17,877 $10,726 

Total $1,269,586 $569,898 

All additional $145,903 was spe111 011 amendments 1o emlillg grants. 

Breakdown of Coordinated Prevention Grants by Task: 
Hazardous Waste Planning $1,300 

, 

Household Hazardous Waste Implementation $34,646 
Household Hazardous Waste Collection and Disposal $180,339 
Small Quantity Generator Implementation $14,424 
Moclerate Risk Waste -Capital 59.750 
Solid Waste Enforcement $79.141 
Waste Reduction and Recycling -Activities 5214.373 
Waste Reduction and Recycling - Capital $35,925 -Total $569,898 

. 
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Elji.lJ.ijldial Action Grants 

The Remedial Action Grants Program proVides 
funding for local governments facing hazardous 
site cleanups. In 1997, the program helped local 
governments: 

• Design or carry out cleanups at 13 sites, 
including remedial investigations, feasibility 
studies and interim remedial measures; 

• Investigate possible hazardous waste sites in 
six counties. 

Remedial Action Gran~ can also be used to 
provide dean drinking water to communities 
where a hazardous waste site has contaminated 
the drinking water supply. Ecology currently has 
two pending applications for drinking water 
grants. 

Brownfields 

Brownfield Grants are a subset of Remedial Action 
Gran~. Brownfields are ahandoned urban 
properties that are contaminated from past 
industrial or commercial practices. Business 
owners and developers find it cheaper to buy 
property in rural areas and develop that property 
rather than buy a piece of urban, contaminated 
property. What the Brownfields Grant does is 
award local governments money to clean up the 
urban property and put that property back to use. 

Fiscal Year 1997 Recipients Grant * Date 
Signed 

Aberdeen, City of G97oo199 5flO197 
Grays Harbor, Pon of G9700065 1Ofl/96 
Island County Health Department G97oo112 215/97 
Ki~ap County G9700097 1115197 
Mason County Fire District #5 G9700064 9m196 
Okanogan, City of G97ooIl3 12130196 
Olympia, Port of G97oo144 313197 
Peninsula School District G97oo203 6/13197 
Port Angeles, City of G97oo159 3111197 
Ridgefield, Port of G97oo124 1115/97 
Snohomish County Health District G97oo133 216197 
SW Washington Health District G97oo129 Iml97 
Tacoma, City of G97oo198 5fl9197 
Toledo School District #237 G9700085 Ifl4l97 
Vancouver, Port of G97oo140 4fl5197 
Yakima, City of G9700059 10116196 
Yakima County Health D~trict G97oo213 6i2!97 

Total 
An additional $1, 136,652 Il'as spent on amendmenls /0 e:dsling grants. 

Fiscal Year 1997 Bro""",fleld Grants 

Com£leted Prolects: 

S;te Original Use 

King County Lake Hil~ Sewage Treatment 
Pendi~ Projects: 

Site Original Use 

City of Yakima G<Jo<h>iII Industries SelVice Depot and Retail 
Port of Ridgefield WexxI Treatment 
Port of Vancouver Plywood Manufacturing 
City of Tacoma Thea Foss Uplands Industrial 

Washinstnn State Dt:paltment of EcoloiSY Modd T oxics Control Act 

Total Project LTCII 
Cost Dollars 

$18,208 $13,656 
$358,425 $268,818 
$60,000 $60,000 

$2,272,074 $1,136,037 
$90,880 $68,160 

,314,347 $235,761 
$1,448,890 $724,445 

$28,684 $14,342 
$10,987 $8,239 

,302,566 $151,283 
$90,000 $90,000 
$80.000 $80,000 

$800,000 $400,000 
$100,000 175,000 
$998,500 $499,250 
$120,847 $90,635 
$80,000 $80,000 

$7,174,408 $3,995,626 

New Use Grant 7-\mount 

Public $1,334,826 

New Use Grant Amount 

Police Station $90,635 
Sewage Treatment $151,283 
Metal Recycling $499,250 
Commercial & Public $400,000 

1997 Annual Report 



I?u I Participation Grants Fiscal Year 1997 ReCipients Grant#- Date Total Project LTG\ 

The Public Panicipation Grants Program provides S;gned Cost Dollars 
citizen groups and not-for-profit organizations Association of Bainbridge Communities G9700158 3/10197 $25,000 $25,000 
with funding for projects mat educate and invoh'e Columbia River United G9700166 4I2i97 $32,500 $32,500 
the public in waste issues. These grant monies are CUrlew Lake Association G9700197 5/29197 $13,160 S13,16o 
provided by one percent of the revenue to the Slate Economic Development Assoc. of 
and Local Taxies Control Accounts. For Fiscal Skagit County G9700142 2111197 $30,500 $30,500 
Year 1997, all Public Participation Grants were Energy Oulreach Center G9700123 1/8/97 $22,982 $22,982 
funded With Local Toxics Control Account funds. Envirostars Partnership G9700194 5/13197 $25,500 $25,500 
In 1997, "Ie program pro~ded grants for f8 Green Zone Committee, The G9700157 3/lI/97 $21,000 $21,000 
projects, wh;ch helped people: Inland Empire Public Lands Council G9700183 5/13197 $33,500 $33,500 

• Understand and comment on cleanup 
Keyport/Uberty Bay RAE G9700132 2/5197 $28,000 $28,000 
Lighthouse Environmental Programs G97oo lB9 5/29197 $15,050 $15,050 proposals at six cleanup sites; NE Everett Community Org. G9700114 1/10197 $26,558 $26,558 

• Prevent pollution and encourage good Northwest Marine Trade Association G9700130 4123197 $36,586 136,586 
environmental stewardship; Re Sources G9700173 4117/97 $13,151 $13,151 

• Shop for products that reduce waste; Sound Decisions G9700106 12123/96 $24,750 $24,750 

• Use less hazardous substances in their 
WA Dental Service ~ialion G9700066 10/23196 $10,000 $10,000 

homes and businesses; Total $358,237 $358,237 

• Recognize businesses that prevent and 
reduce hazardous waste; 

• Establish an electronic clearinghouse for 
reusable building materials. 
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Environmental Indicators: The 

Results of Our Work 

How healthy is Washington's environment? Is the 
health of our environment getting better, staying 
the same or getting worse? To help an%'er these 
questions, Ecology developed environmental 
indicators. 

Environmental indicators are measures of 
environmental quality. Just as a thennometer 
tells us something about the condition of our 
personal health, environmental indicators tell us 
something about the health of the environment. 

Below are environmental indicator figures for the 
Toxies Cleanup Program calendar year 1996. All 
of the numbers presented reflect values reported 
by staff and are considered conservative. There 
are cleanups that are not captured by our present 
system for reporting environmental indicators. 

Number of People at Reduced Risk as a 
Result of Site Cleanup 
This is the most powerful and complex of the 
environmental indicators. Last year, an esti~ 
mated 1, 1()() directly affected peeple and 51,000 
indirectly affected peeple were subject to less risk 
due to the cleanup of hazardous waste sites. What 
~ the difference between directly affected and 
indirectly affected? Here is an example to explain 
the difference. 

A site witll surface contamination and a quarter-mile long, ground water plume may have directly impacted 
20 people -10 on-site workers and 10 private well owners. The plume, if not abated, may reach a city well 
which selVeS 20,000 people. The latter would be the indirect number: 

Amount of ContaminantS Treated, Removed, Recycled or Contained 
BaseJNeutral Organics (examples are Acenaphlhene, Hexochlaro-benzene. Fluoranlhene, 2,4-dinitro-Joluelle, 
/sophorone) ......................................................................................................................................... 3,600 Ib,. 

Halogenated Organics (examples are Carbon 'Tt!trach/Qride, Cbloroform, Vinyl Acetate, 
Freo",) ............................. ................... .. .... ......................................................... 306,000 Ibs. 

Metals - Priority PoUutants(examples areA11limony, Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium, Cbromium, 
Copper, Cyanide, Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Seietlium, Silt-er, '!ballium, Zinc) ............. ....................... 1,016,000 tbs. 

Metals - Other (examples are Aluminum, Barium, Cobalt, Iron, Manganese and Tin) ..................... 511,000 Ibs. 

Polychlorinated biPhenyls (PCBs) (amlmo>l Iype< areAROCLOR·/o/6, AROCLOR·/221. AROCLOR·1260). 600 Ibs. 

Pesticides (examples areAltlri1l, Chlordane, Endritl, Diazinoll, Folex, Malatbion) .............................. 17,000 lbs. 

Petroleum Products (examples are Gasoline, Diesel fuel, MineralOiD .......... ................... . ..... 1,482,000 Ibs. 

Phenolic Compounds (examples are 2,4, 6-IrichIoro-pheno/, Pbellol, Cresois, Pentachloroplxmoi, 
Benzoic Ad4! ................................................................................................................................. 236.000 Ibs. 

Reactive Wastes (examples are Peroxides, MetallicSodium) ............................................................... 14,000 lbs. 

Corrosive Wastes (examples are NitricAcid, Sodium Hydroxide) ..................... 5.000 Ibs. 

Radioactive Wastes (examples are High and Low Level Nudear Was-tes, Mixed Nudear Waslt\', 
Uranium Mine Tailings) .................................................................................................................. 16,000 lbs. 

AsbeslOS ................................................................................................................................................................. 19,000 Ibs. 

Other/Mixed Comaminants (a combination of centaminanls in the above categories) ........ . ........ 47,000 lbs. 

Total .................................................................................................................................................... 3,673,200 Ib,. 

1.3 mil/ion more pounds oj contaminants were trwed, removed, recyded or amtained in 1996/han in 1995. 71Jis 
includes: pesticides up 17,000 pounds, petroleum producJs up 95,000 pounds, phenolic compounds up 23,000 
pounds, reactive wastes up 14,000 pounds and radioaclive U'aStes lip 15,000 pounds. 

7be amount of poiYfluclrur aromatic hydrocarbons treated, removed, recyded or contai1led U"QS down 579,000 
pounds in 1996. Other mixed U"QStes were doUJtl 2.33 billion pounds from the 1995 figure - which reflects the 
cktJnup of a couple oflmge latldftl~. 



Land and Water Rerumed to Productive Use 
These are acres of land that v,'f!re previously unusable due to contamination. After cleanup, these acres are nov: usable 
- though sOme restrictions (such as a restrictive covenant) may exist on the property. 

Unrestricted Soil ......................................................................................................................................................... 43 acres 

Restricted Soil ............................................................................................................................................................. 68 acres 

Unrestricted Ground Water ....................... . ....................................................................................................... 4 acres 

Restricted Ground Water ............................................................................................................................................ 23 acres 

Volume of Contaminaled Media Remedialed 
The following numbers show the volume of contaminated media (such as soil, surface water, sediment, 
ground water, drinking water) that was cleaned up through the cleanup process. 

Soil...................... ........................................ . ................................................................... 4,622,000 cubic feet 

Ground water .................................................................................................................................... 2,144,282,000 gallons 

Drinking water ...................................................................................................................................... 847,328,000 gallons 

Volume of Contaminated Media Contained 
The following numbers shov: the volume of contaminated media that was contained (such as through capping or 
institutional controls) through the cleanup process. 

Soil ........................................................................................................................................................... 1,569,000 cubic feet 

Surface water .................................................................................................................................................. 25,000 gallons 

Ground water .......................................... : ............................................................................................... 841,958,000 gallons 

£nuironme71tal indicators were deve/Qped to /rack the results of sile cleat/ups. /11 these early stages of information 
cofledicm and scrutin)\ UV! have not seen clear /rends in all of the information. We will continue to mOllitor the 
COlltaminants '/}at have been treated, remoueti, rec)'ckd or e<mtained at a sife. ElHmlualiy, we should be able 10 
measure environmental stalus and /rends at cleanup siJes. 

For perspective, an average 6S-passenger 
school bus has a volume of apprOximately 
1,600 cubic feet. It would take nearly 3,000 
school buses, filled to the roof, to hold the 
soil that wa\ cleaned up just last year alone! 
And picture this! A swimming pool used for 
last year's Olympic Games in Atlanta holds 1 
million gallons of water. The amount of 
ground water remediated last year could fill 
up nearly 2,200 Olympic-size swinuning pools. 
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• Pe""n holding bag of prohibited pesticide, 
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Provided by Joe Hoffman, Department of 
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• Students participate in drill at .'ire Training 
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