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Introduction 

Model Toxics Control Act 

In 1988, Washington voters passed Initiative 97, the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA). The act 
cites its main purpose as raising “sufficient funds to clean up all hazardous waste sites and to 
prevent the creation of future hazards due to improper disposal of toxic wastes into the state’s 
lands and waters.” To do this work, the voters authorized a tax on hazardous materials, including 
petroleum products, pesticides, and some chemicals. MTCA anticipated the need to respond to 
new threats from toxic materials. It dedicated the funding raised by the tax to a broad range of 
toxic pollution prevention, hazardous and solid waste management, water and environmental 
health protection and monitoring, and toxic cleanup purposes. 

Background 

During the 2007 legislative session, Substitute House Bill 1761 passed the Legislature. The bill 
amended the Model Toxics Control Act requiring the Department of Ecology (Ecology) to 
develop a comprehensive ten-year financing report to identify long-term remedial action costs, 
track expenses, and project future needs. 

Voters Spell Out MTCA Spending Formula 

In the original initiative, and in the law today, use of the Hazardous Substance Tax (HST) is 
prescribed to certain local and state activities. Voters authorized a broad range of uses for MTCA 
to address both existing needs and emerging problems. 

• 53 percent is deposited to the Local Toxics Control Account (LTCA) and is dedicated to 
toxic pollution prevention, hazardous and solid waste management, and toxic cleanup 
activities in local communities, including: 
 Remedial actions. 
 Hazardous and solid waste plans and programs. 
 Public participation grants. 

• 47 percent is deposited to the State Toxics Control Account (STCA) and is dedicated to 
the state’s responsibility for: 
 Hazardous and solid waste planning, management, regulation, enforcement, technical 

assistance, and public education. 
 Hazardous waste cleanup. 
 State matching funds required under federal cleanup law. 
 Financial assistance for local programs. 
 State government programs for the safe reduction, recycling, or disposal of hazardous 

wastes from households, small businesses, and agriculture. 
 Hazardous materials emergency response training. 
 Water and environmental health protection and monitoring programs. 
 Public participation grants. 
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About This Report 

The law requires two financing reports—a MTCA Ten-Year Financing Report, and a MTCA 
Annual Report.  

Both the MTCA Ten-Year Report and the MTCA Annual Report are authorized in RCW 
70.105D.030.  The MTCA Ten-Year Report, specifically, is in 70.105D.030 (Subsections 3 and 
4), and the MTCA Annual Report is in 70.105D.030 (Subsection 4(e)). 

MTCA Ten-Year Financing Report 

The law requires Ecology to do the following before December 20 of each even-numbered 
calendar year: 

• Develop a comprehensive ten-year financing report, in coordination with all local 
governments with cleanup responsibilities. 

• Identify the projected biennial hazardous waste site remedial action needs that are 
eligible for funding from the Local Toxics Control Account (LTCA). 

• Work with local governments to develop working capital reserves to be 
incorporated in the ten-year financing report. 

• Identify the projected remedial action needs for orphaned, abandoned, and other 
cleanup sites that are eligible for funding from the State Toxics Control Account 
(STCA). 

• Project the remedial action needs, costs, revenues, and any recommended working 
capital reserve estimates to the next biennium's long-term remedial action needs 
from both the LTCA and the STCA. 

• Submit this information to the appropriate standing fiscal and environmental 
committees of the Senate and House of Representatives, including a ranked list of 
remedial action projects for both accounts. 

This is the third MTCA Ten-Year Financing Report. Since the first report the scope has been 
expanded beyond the statutory requirement to report on remedial action needs. Specifically, 
future needs were included for: (1) hazardous and solid waste planning; (2) toxic pollution 
prevention, reduction, and recycling; and (3) solid waste facility compliance and enforcement. 
Needs for all cleanups have not been consistently addressed in the report—these include 
hazardous materials spills and nuclear waste, and emerging toxic pollution prevention and 
hazardous waste management efforts surrounding air toxics and water quality/stormwater 
management. 

This 2012 report will follow past reports, and outline the needs with an expanded scope. This 
approach comprehensively represents the major demands on MTCA funding for the next ten 
years across all programs in the MTCA policy framework—toxic pollution prevention, 
hazardous and solid waste management, and toxic cleanup. 
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The content and scope of future reports will be reviewed in the summer of 2013 to ensure the 
report meets the informational needs of the Legislature. The report review will also include an 
assessment of how the ten-year financial data should be reported to consider recent interest in 
cash management of the STCA and LTCA. 

The MTCA ten-year report has been published biannually since 2008. Reports can be found at: 

• 2008 – https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/0801044.html 

• 2010 – https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1109045.html  

• 2012 (this report) – 
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/1309045.html 

MTCA Annual Report 

The law also requires, each year, Ecology to provide the Legislature and the public with an 
accounting of activities supported by appropriations from the LTCA and STCA. The MTCA 
Annual Report includes information on:  

• Known hazardous waste sites and their hazard rankings. 

• Actions taken and planned at each site. 

• Ecology’s work to meet its toxic and solid waste management priorities. 

• A summary of all funds expended. 

The MTCA Annual Report has been published since 1986. Previous reports can be found here: 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/tcp/MTCA_AnnualReport/annualRpt.html 

Report Organization 

The report is divided into four major sections: (1) Summary of the MTCA Ten-Year Financing 
Plan; (2) Toxic Cleanup; (3) Toxic Pollution Prevention; and (4) Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Management. 

• Summary of the MTCA Ten-Year Financing Plan – Consists of financial data that 
outlines the resources available and the plans for MTCA investments over the next ten 
years. Information is provided on the Hazardous Substance Tax and revenues to the 
STCA and LTCA, working capital reserves for each account, and expenditure plans for 
all state agencies spending from MTCA. 

Within each of the following sections, activities or program areas are described, including 
background, findings, conclusions, and a statement of ten-year needs illustrated by project lists, 
major deliverables, or other program plans. 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/0801044.html
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1109045.html
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/1309045.html
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/tcp/MTCA_AnnualReport/annualRpt.html
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• Toxic Cleanup – Includes activities that remove or immobilize hazardous substances at 
contaminated sites, keep hazardous substances out, and provide opportunities for habitat 
restoration, economic development, and public recreation. 

• Toxic Pollution Prevention – Includes activities that focus on changes to processes, 
practices, materials, and energy use to minimize or eliminate creation of hazardous waste 
or use of toxic chemicals. It also includes activities that would prevent, recycle, and reuse 
solid wastes. 

• Hazardous and Solid Waste Management – Includes activities that focus on making 
sure toxic chemicals, hazardous materials, and solid wastes are safely collected, stored, 
treated, recycled, or disposed of properly. 

Assumptions 

• The data and information in this report were collected and analyzed in late 2012. As a 
result, it represents the best estimates of needs and financial plans known at that time. 
The budget and revenue information generally reflects Ecology’s 2013-15 biennial 
operating and capital budget requests. Notes will indicate where data is based on another 
source. 

• Governor Gregoire’s Priority of Government budget activities provide a uniform, 
generally accepted way of summarizing MTCA programs and initiatives. Ecology’s 
biennial budget is developed in this framework. 

• This report contains cleanup cost estimates for known contaminated sites in Washington. 
It also includes an estimate for the number of contaminated sites that may be orphaned 
and/or abandoned and the eventual need for public funding for cleanup. Cost estimates 
were developed using current site information and will change as more information 
becomes available as further investigations are conducted. 

• Cost estimates for most programs beyond the 2013-15 biennium for cleanup projects 
were inflated using project cost escalation factors from the Remedial Action Cost 
Engineering and Requirement (RACER) software program. RACER provides costs to 
complete estimates for all phases of cleanup. RACER is used by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Defense, Department of Energy, other 
state environmental agencies, and private environmental consultants to develop long-term 
cleanup cost estimates. 

• Toxic pollution prevention, hazardous and solid waste management, and other activities 
not inflated by RACER were inflated by the state fiscal growth factor for the 2015-17 
through 2021-23 biennia. The fiscal growth factors are the average growth in the state 
personal income for the prior ten fiscal years. 

• Ten-year Hazardous Substance Tax revenue forecasts and distributions to the STCA and 
the LTCA are based on the November 2012 Washington State Department of Revenue 
forecast. Other ten-year STCA revenue estimates (voluntary cleanup, cost recovery, and 
miscellaneous revenues) were prepared by Ecology staff. 
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• Ten-year LTCA cost estimates for contaminated site cleanup work were prepared by 
Ecology staff working with local governments. 

• The MTCA carry-forward level for Ecology’s environmental programs is not described 
in detail in this report. Instead, the focus is on future funding needs. A comprehensive 
understanding of Ecology’s core work on toxic pollution prevention, hazardous and solid 
waste management, and toxic cleanup is described in a separate publication, the Budget 
& Program Overview. The 2011-13 version of the overview can be found at 
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1101009.html. 

Stakeholder Involvement and Coordination 

The MTCA Ten-Year Financing Report is intended to provide more planning and funding 
certainty by identifying future toxic cleanup, toxic pollution prevention, and hazardous and solid 
waste management needs. Stakeholder participation in the process and input on cost estimates is 
critical for providing a comprehensive and credible report. 

In preparing this report, Ecology coordinated and consulted with local governments (cities, 
counties, local air agencies, and ports) that receive MTCA funds. 

Local Government Input 

Local governments, through activities and initiatives funded largely by appropriations from the 
LTCA, are critical to delivering the environmental benefits of toxic cleanup, toxic pollution 
prevention, and hazardous and solid waste management strategies. The LTCA grant programs—
Remedial Action Grants and Coordinated Prevention Grants—generally require matching funds 
from local governments. This increases the total resources available to support toxic cleanup, 
toxic pollution prevention, and hazardous and solid waste management initiatives. Ecology 
worked closely with local governments to identify needs for MTCA resources, consistent with 
requirements of the law. Ecology provides ongoing technical assistance, and administers local 
government grants and loans. 

Local government coordination provided opportunities for input on the assumptions in this 
report. Local governments also provided insight into: 

• Technical issues related to toxic waste cleanup cost estimates.  

• Solid and hazardous waste planning.  

• Solid and hazardous waste prevention and reduction.  

• Recycling and solid waste facility compliance and enforcement needs.  

• Remedial action project lists.  

• Cost estimates. 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1101009.html
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State Agencies Receiving MTCA Funding 

In addition to Ecology, other state agencies receive MTCA funds for toxic cleanup, toxic 
pollution prevention, and hazardous and solid waste management activities. They include the 
Washington State Departments of Health, Agriculture, Natural Resources, Revenue, Washington 
State Patrol, and the Puget Sound Partnership. The budgets shown in Figures 2 and 3 for these 
agencies represent 2013-15 biennial operating budget carry-forward levels inflated by the fiscal 
growth factors in future biennia. 

Summary of MTCA Ten-Year Financing Plan  
Washington has made progress in the past 25 years when it comes to handling, reducing, 
recycling, and cleaning up toxic chemicals and solid wastes. Thousands of cleanups have been 
completed or are underway, most hazardous wastes from industry are managed well, and the 
volume of hazardous waste has dropped considerably. 

• In 2005, Ecology reached the legislative goal set in 1990 of reducing hazardous waste in 
the state by 50 percent. Ecology continues to maintain one of the highest recycling and 
diversion rates of hazardous waste in the nation. 

• Washington reached the legislative goal of a 50 percent recycling rate for solid wastes. 

Over the next ten years, Ecology will continue to work to understand and prevent contamination 
where possible, and manage it when it cannot be prevented. Although the majority of today’s 
contaminated site cleanups are still from legacy pollutants, Ecology will ensure today’s 
management strategies continue to reduce additional contaminated sites.  

Approaches that anticipate and prevent creation of pollutants and wastes are preferred to 
management methods, such as treatment, re-use, and recycling. Safe management of hazardous 
and solid waste is still important in overall environmental protection efforts, but even the best 
waste management practices are not the same as avoiding creation of waste in the first place. 
Avoiding use of toxic chemicals is the smartest, cheapest, and healthiest approach. 

The following financial data is presented as balanced budget or appropriation data, as opposed to 
a long-term statement of cash flow. The information outlines the resources available and the 
plans for MTCA investments over the next ten years. Descriptions of revenues, working capital 
reserves, and expenditure plans for the STCA and the LTCA are summarized below. 

Report Requirement: Project the remedial action need, cost, revenue, and any 
recommended working capital reserve estimate to the next biennium's long-term 
remedial action needs from both the LTCA and the STCA. 

Revenues From The Hazardous Substance Tax 
Under MTCA, the Hazardous Substance Tax (HST) is intended to provide the resources to clean 
up all hazardous waste sites and prevent the creation of future hazards due to improper disposal 
of toxic wastes into the state’s lands and waters. Revenue from the HST can be extremely 
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volatile. As oil prices and demand change, HST revenue can increase or decrease dramatically. 
Over the past few biennia, oil prices have increased, which has significantly increased the 
available revenue to the State and Local Toxics Control Accounts. Figure 1 shows HST revenue 
since 1990, and includes a ten-year forecast of future revenues through the 2013-23 biennium. 
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Figure 1. Hazardous Substance Tax Revenue (November 2012) 

 

 

 

 

To sustain funding for long-term needs and mitigate for revenue volatility, it is important to not 
over-commit the accounts to unsustainable levels. Historically, this has been accomplished by 
funding one-time projects (primarily capital projects) and activities at a level to maintain 
sustainable funding of ongoing activities. The MTCA ten-year financing plan includes a reserve 
of $3.0 million in both the STCA and LTCA to mitigate short-term fund volatility due primarily 
to oil price fluctuations and tax refunds. Working capital reserves are intended to cover 
fluctuations in cash flow. For most funds, a reasonable amount would be sufficient to cover two 
month’s worth of cash expenditures. 

Estimates in this report reflect Ecology’s work with local governments to develop working 
capital reserves. 

Report Requirement: Work with local governments to develop working capital 
reserves to be incorporated in the ten-year financing report. 

State and Local Toxics Control Accounts Summaries 

Figures 2 and 3 summarize the MTCA ten‐year financing plan for revenues and expenditures 
from the STCA and LTCA. 

The summaries in Figures 2 and 3 represent: (1) Ecology’s 2013-15 biennial operating and 
capital budget requests submitted to the Office of Financial Management in September 2012; (2) 
additional capital cleanup projects identified by Ecology for the November 2012 Hazardous 
Substance Tax (HST) revenue forecast increase; and (3) the 2012 Washington State Department 
of Revenue ten-year HST forecast. Budget information from other state agencies that receive 
MTCA funding is also included. 
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The future biennia (2015-17 through 2021-23) operating and capital budget needs were adjusted 
using fiscal growth factors or RACER cost escalation factors for remedial action projects. 

Report Requirement: Develop a comprehensive ten-year financing report in 
coordination with all local governments with cleanup responsibilities. 
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Figure 2. State Toxics Control Account Ten-Year Financing Plan – 2013-15 Biennial Budget 

 



 

 
11 

 

 
 

 



 

 
12 

 

Figure 3. Local Toxics Control Account Ten-Year Financing Plan – 2013-15 Biennial Budget 
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Toxic Cleanup – Ten-Year Financing Plan 

Background 

Ecology’s goal is to remove contaminants from the environment and keep them out. This 
includes the work of five Ecology programs: (1) Toxics Cleanup; (2) Nuclear Waste; (3) 
Hazardous Waste and Toxic Reduction; (4) Waste 2 Resources; and (5) Spill Prevention, 
Preparedness, and Response. 

Specific to toxic site cleanup, Ecology has identified over 11,586 toxic contaminated sites since 
the mid-1980s, and 53 percent of these sites have been cleaned up or require no further action. 
Over 3,400 sites are currently in the process of being cleaned up by the site owner (including the 
government) or through the orphaned site (clean sites) program. Roughly 1,900 sites still need to 
begin cleanup actions. A majority of these sites are contaminated with petroleum, usually from 
leaking underground storage tanks. 

Over the past ten years, over 300 new sites have been reported to Ecology each year. Most of 
these sites have less extensive contamination and cost less to cleanup. Usually these sites are 
cleaned up voluntarily by the site owner. 

Once a site is contaminated with toxic chemicals, it can take several years to clean up, depending 
on the regulatory process used (formal versus voluntary), nature of the contaminants, and 
number of media and exposure pathways. The longer timeframe sites tend to have contaminated 
water (surface or ground) or marine sediment. Ecology makes every attempt to locate and hold 
liable individuals and businesses—both private and government—responsible for site cleanup. 
Ecology works with potentially liable parties to: 

• Investigate the extent of contamination. 
• Develop feasible approaches for cleanup. 
• Develop cleanup plans and conduct the cleanup. 

Emerging Issues 

There continue to be two significant issues creating challenges for cleaning up contaminated 
sites: (1) the financial mechanisms to pay for large, complex cleanup projects; and (2) additional 
“area-wide” type contamination that will create new sites or threaten to re-contaminate sites 
already cleaned up. 

Also, sites with sediment contamination—like most of the Remedial Action Grant (RAG) sites—
are more complex and take longer to clean up. 

Ecology participated in a Lean event to streamline publicly-funded cleanup projects. The goal of 
this event was to speed up cleanups and reduce the amount of capital budget re-appropriations for 
these projects. Ecology cleanup site managers, program management staff, and local government 
representatives from the Port of Anacortes and Port of Bellingham all participated in the Lean 
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event. Tools to speed up cleanups are currently being developed and will be completed and 
implemented with all new RAG cleanup sites by July 2013. 

Funding Large Cleanup Projects 

Today’s contaminated site cleanups are much larger than in the past, and the complexity at sites 
is increasing. For instance, marine ports with sediment contamination are very expensive to clean 
up and currently use most of the available LTCA grant funding. Port sites commonly take several 
years to clean up. The current model for financing these longer-term cleanup projects is tied to 
the state’s biennial funding and expenditure plan. While this model depends on biennial budget 
decisions by the Legislature, Ecology collaborates with local governments to ensure cleanup 
needs are in Ecology’s budget request each biennium. 

The ten-year financing plan shows the long-term funding needs of large multi-year cleanup 
projects located in Bellingham Bay, Lower Duwamish, Commencement Bay, and Budd Inlet. 

Area-wide Contamination 

Traditionally, Washington has cleaned up contaminated sites one-at-a-time. Technology and 
knowledge about the science of contamination is improving. This is leading to an increased 
understanding of widespread contamination. For instance, Ecology is working with local 
governments to address lead and arsenic contamination from the historical use of smelters and 
former orchard lands that are now schools and playgrounds. Broad areas of land have been 
contaminated from these sources. 

Nonpoint source pollution, such as stormwater, is causing contamination and re-contamination of 
already cleaned up sites. Controlling the source of pollution is becoming a major focal point in 
use of funds to prevent site contamination. 

Five ranked and prioritized cleanup project lists are included in this report. The first list is for 
RAG local government sites eligible for funding from the LTCA. The remaining lists are from 
the STCA and are comprised of sites that include Safe Soils, Puget Sound Initiative, and 
“orphaned, abandoned, or other eligible sites.” Orphaned and abandoned sites (Western and 
Eastern Washington Clean Sites Initiative) are ones where the site owner has been unable or 
unwilling to pay cleanup costs, and these are sites where the state steps in and begins cleanup 
actions. The state retains the option to cost recover cleanup and oversight costs. Several factors 
were considered in developing criteria for the contaminated site lists:  

• Discussions with local governments. 
• Hazard ranking of contaminated sites. 
• Length of time the site has been waiting to be cleaned up. 
• Contaminated site priority of local governments. 
• Readiness of local government or private owner to proceed with a cleanup. 
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A steady number of sites are reported to Ecology each year. It is likely that sites more hazardous 
to human health and the environment will be reported and moved up in priority for cleanup 
actions in the future. 

Remedial Action Grant (RAG) Program 

Background 

Through Ecology, the state offers RAGs to local governments to encourage and expedite cleanup 
activity. “Local government” means any political subdivision, regional government unit, district, 
or municipal or public corporation. This includes cities, towns, and counties. Grants and loans 
lessen the impact of the cost to rate payers and taxpayers, and remove harmful substances from 
the environment. 

As part of the RAG program, Ecology provides additional funding to local governments through 
Independent Remedial Action Grants (called the Voluntary Cleanup Program), Integrated 
Planning Grants, and Site Hazard Assessment Grants. 

Independent Remedial Action Grants are provided to local governments that voluntarily 
take on cleanup actions without Ecology’s oversight or approval. 

Integrated Planning Grants are given to local governments to develop integrated project 
plans for cleanup and reuse of a contaminated site. 

Site Hazard Assessment Grants are given to local health departments and districts to 
conduct assessments at sites to confirm the type and level of contamination at sites listed 
on Ecology’s hazardous sites list. 

Ecology developed a project list (Figure 4) based on known projects where local governments 
will need state grant funding to complete their cleanup project. The project list anticipates when 
grant funding will be needed by local governments. Some large cleanup projects will need state 
grant funding beyond the 2021-23 biennium. 

All RAG projects are ranked high, medium, or low according to the Washington Assessment and 
Ranking Method (WARM). Sites ranked “high” pose the highest risk to human health and the 
environment, are ready to proceed with cleanup, and the grant is necessary to expedite cleanup. 

The application procedure for remedial action grants is an open process. The RAG program 
responds to the worst contaminated sites first. Newer projects may take priority over other listed 
projects depending on their risk and ability to proceed with cleanup. 

Findings 

• RCW 70.105D provides for a minimum 50 percent matching grant program to reimburse 
local government costs for federal (Superfund) and state (MTCA) remedial action sites. 
Recent changes to the statute allow for raising the state share for fund contributions to 
expedite cleanups and encourage revitalizing properties where contamination has 
hindered reuse. 
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• The total estimated cost to complete remediation at these sites is $2.159 billion. This 
estimate goes beyond a ten-year timeframe. 

• The state share of these costs is estimated at a minimum of $1.114 billion. 

• The cost range is between $50,000 and $600,000,000 per site cleanup, indicating 
variability in the size and nature of cleanups being conducted under the RAG program. 

Conclusions 

The RAG program estimated need for state matching funds for all projects currently identified is 
$1.114 billion. Operating the program at this level would provide the resources to meet current 
local government estimates for site cleanups under the RAG program as reported in Figure 4. 
This is based on Ecology estimates for the state portion of RAG cleanups, which is 50 percent in 
most cases. 

Port-managed RAG needs on the current list include over $1.097 billion in cleanup costs. Based 
on a state share matching ratio of 50 percent, the state grant need is $556.5 million as reported in 
Figure 4. These sites represent 50 percent of the total grant needs statewide. 

Report Requirement: Identify the projected biennial hazardous waste site 
remedial action needs that are eligible for funding from the Local Toxics Control 
Account. 

 

Estimating costs accurately for these sites is based largely on the degree of project definition. Some 
sites have had an initial investigation which provides only enough information to determine if the site 
needs further investigation, emergency cleanup, or no further action. Other sites have been assessed 
and the presence of hazardous substances has been confirmed as well as the site risk. Sites that have 
begun a formal investigation will have the most project definition. Generally, sites that receive initial 
cost estimates have minimal project definition. The best estimate is developed based on available 
information. The RACER model is one method to estimate site cleanup costs based on typical costs for 
variables at the site. Most estimates will likely move up or down as actual remedial investigations get 
underway at the contaminated site. Ecology will continue to refine cost estimates for those sites that 
take several biennia to complete. 
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Figure 4. Remedial Action Grants – Ten-Year Estimate of Funding Needs 
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Map 1. Comparison of 2010 to 2012 Ten-Year Remedial Action Grant Needs 
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Public Participation Grants (PPGs) for Hazardous Site Cleanup 

Background 

RCW 70.105D requires one percent of the funds deposited into the Model Toxic Control 
Accounts be allocated for PPGs. PPGs are grants to citizens and nonprofit organizations 
impacted by a hazardous waste site cleanup or to implement waste reduction and recycling 
programs. The waste reduction recycling PPGs are discussed in the “toxic pollution prevention” 
chapter of this report. Hazardous site cleanup PPGs are used by communities to enhance public 
participation in cleanup decisions. Grant funds are often used to hire a consultant to review and 
comment on cleanup documents. Or, in cases like the Lower Duwamish, funds are used to 
translate cleanup documents into languages other than English. The grants require no matching 
funds and range from $60,000 to $120,000 each during a biennium. 

Findings and Conclusions 

Ecology anticipates that as the MTCA accounts grow, the one percent available for PPGs will 
incrementally grow. 

Western and Eastern Washington Clean Sites Initiative Program 

Background 

There are properties in Washington contaminated with hazardous wastes that have been 
abandoned or have owners unwilling or unable to pay for site investigation and cleanup. Without 
cleanup, these sites pose threats to public health, the environment, groundwater, and fish and 
wildlife resources. The Clean Sites Initiative (CSI) supports cleaning up orphaned or abandoned 
contaminated sites, using a "worst-first" approach. 

Ecology has historically funded the CSI Program from its operating budget appropriations, but 
proposed an expansion of the program by requesting capital funding for exclusive use in Eastern 
Washington. The Legislature provided $7.5 million in new capital funding in the 2011-13 
biennial budget for this expansion. These new funds allowed Ecology to more effectively address 
cleanup needs of Central and Eastern Washington. Ecology continues to fund Western 
Washington cleanups through its operating budget appropriations. 

Ecology expects new sites, more hazardous to human health and the environment, will be 
reported, and they will need to be moved up in priority for cleanup actions. Based on best 
available information, Ecology developed specific project lists and cost estimates for sites that 
could reasonably undergo cleanup actions over the next ten years. These project lists are 
comprised of known orphaned and abandoned sites with their ranking (high, medium, and low). 
(See Figures 5 and 6.)  

In Washington, there are currently 11,586 sites that have been confirmed or suspected of having 
contamination. Over half (53 percent) of these sites have been cleaned up or reported cleaned up, 
and another 30 percent are in the process of being cleaned up. Of the remaining sites waiting to 
be cleaned up, approximately 400 are publicly-owned, and 1,515 are privately owned. Orphaned, 
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abandoned, and other eligible sites are a subset of the privately owned sites, and are primarily 
defined as sites where the owner is unwilling or unable to pay for the cleanup. 

Findings 

• Ecology estimates that nearly 500 of the 1,515 (about 30 percent) private sites waiting to 
begin cleanup actions are orphaned and abandoned, and eligible for state funding. The 
500 sites are approximately four percent of all contaminated sites that have been reported 
to Ecology. 

• Ecology site managers estimated costs for orphaned and abandoned sites. These 
estimated costs were inflated using the RACER cleanup inflation in future biennia. 

• Currently, Ecology allocates its operating CSI resources to sites that urgently need action 
to protect the environment and public. Remediation at these sites often takes several 
biennia, which means Ecology may not be able to complete cleanup actions at all sites 
each biennium. These sites represent a mix of high-priority and other sites ready to 
proceed with cleanup actions. 

Conclusions 

• $45 million ($29.1 million for Eastern Washington, $15.9 million for Western 
Washington) is the estimated need to address all currently listed orphaned and abandoned 
sites statewide in this report. 

• Lists include placeholders for potential new orphaned and abandoned sites in Western 
and Eastern Washington. New cleanup sites are reported to Ecology every year, and a 
portion of these new sites will be orphaned and abandoned and will need state funding for 
cleanup. 

• Sites and cost estimates were developed based on a reasonable expectation of the work 
Ecology could do in ten years with projected resources. The following figures are the 
current ten-year project list for planned, orphaned, and abandoned site cleanups in 
Western and Eastern Washington. 

Report Requirement: Identify the projected remedial action needs for orphaned and 
abandoned and other cleanup sites that are eligible for funding from the State Toxics 
Control Account. 

 

As noted, estimating costs accurately for these sites is based largely on the degree of project 
definition. Most estimates will likely move up or down as actual remedial investigations get 
underway at the contaminated site. Ecology will continue to refine cost estimates for those 
sites that take several biennia to complete. 
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Figure 5. Western Washington Clean Sites Initiative Projects – Ten-Year Estimate of Funding Needs 
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Figure 6. Eastern Washington Clean Sites Initiative Projects – Ten-Year Estimate of Funding Needs  
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Map 2. Comparison of 2010 to 2012 Clean Sites Initiative Needs 
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Safe Soils Program 

Background 

Industrial air emissions and pesticides used in farming have polluted large areas of soil with 
arsenic and lead. This type of pollution, called area-wide soil contamination, puts many of our 
communities at risk. Arsenic and lead are toxic metals that can be harmful to human health, and 
children are especially vulnerable. 

Ecology is working with communities, local health departments, and other government agencies 
to reduce exposure to polluted soils in several parts of Washington State. 

• The Tacoma Smelter Plume covers large areas of Pierce, King, and Thurston counties 
and puts thousands of children at risk. A 2005 law helped create a program that provided 
soil testing and resources for schools, childcare facilities, and other areas where children 
play. 

• The Everett Smelter in Snohomish County was sold as residential and commercial land in 
the 1920s-1930s. Today, this 600-acre site is being cleaned up to protect the community 
from high levels of lead and arsenic. 

• Former orchard lands can have soil pollution from past use of lead arsenate pesticides. 
Some of the largest affected areas are in Central Washington. 

A statewide strategy was developed to address arsenic and lead soil contamination. Ecology 
developed a priority list and financing plan for childcare facilities and schools. 

This biennium, arsenic and lead soil contamination in Western Washington continue to be 
financed through a settlement reached with American Smelting and Refining Company (Asarco). 
These Western Washington schools, childcare facilities, and other areas where children play will 
no longer have cleanups funded by the STCA. Soil contamination in Eastern Washington will 
continue to be funded through state funds, and those remaining schools are listed in Figure 7. 

Findings 

• Over 120 public schools located in Douglas, Chelan, Spokane, Yakima, and Okanogan 
counties have been sampled for lead and arsenic contamination. 

• 39 schools have been identified as requiring further action. Over half of the schools have 
completed major cleanup. This work was primarily completed at elementary schools and 
only two major elementary school cleanups remain. The remaining schools (middle and 
high schools) will not need major cleanup, but will rely on protective measures to address 
the lead and arsenic contamination. 

Conclusions 

The Legislature provided $3.7 million in the 2011-13 capital budget to continue cleanup work at 
schools in Eastern and Central Washington. This funding will support cleanup at two remaining 
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elementary cleanups in the summer of 2014 and the remaining funds will be used to initiate 
protective measures at middle and high schools. Additional funding will be needed in the 2015-
17 biennium to continue further protective measures at additional middle and high schools and 
complete the areawide work in Central Washington. 

To ensure a successful cleanup, Ecology works with its partner schools to: 

• Schedule cleanups to efficiently complete projects during times that minimize exposure. 

• Accommodate the cleanup activities, like when schools move summer school classes. 

• Provide schools scheduled for cleanups with precautionary measures to take until the 
cleanup actions occur. 
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Figure 7. Safe Soils – Ten-Year Estimate of Funding Needs 
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Map 3. Safe Soils Completed and Planned Cleanups  
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Clean Up Toxic Sites Puget Sound 

Background 

Ecology has been identifying and cleaning up contaminated sites in the Puget Sound area 
through MTCA for many years. As this work continues, new resources allow Ecology to focus 
additional efforts to clean up and restore bays within Puget Sound. Through the Puget Sound 
Initiative (PSI), Washington has committed the resources and funding for a healthier Puget 
Sound and surrounding communities. The PSI is a collaborative effort—by local, tribal, state, 
and federal governments, businesses, agricultural and environmental interests, and the public—to 
restore and protect Puget Sound. The PSI provides full funding to clean up and restore 
contaminated sites that impact Puget Sound when no other funding is available. This is different 
from the RAG program that provides funding matches to local governments to clean up their 
contaminated sites. 

A leading source of pollution to the Sound is contaminated sites along its shorelines. Ecology 
identified contaminated sites within one-half mile of the Sound. In response to the PSI, and with 
increased funding, Ecology accelerated efforts to clean up and restore contaminated sites within 
identified priority bays. These areas are one of the cornerstones of Ecology's approach to protect 
and restore Puget Sound. 

This bay-wide approach, in addition to site-specific cleanups, will result in larger areas of usable 
shoreline habitat for fish, wildlife, and people. Ecology negotiated numerous cleanup agreements 
to meet Puget Sound Initiative objectives. Figure 8 summarizes these cleanup project needs for 
the next ten years and ranks the sites within each project. 

Findings 

• Input from Ecology site managers and modeling under the RACER tool was used to 
estimate cleanup costs. Project costs range from $30,000 to $17.5 million per site 
cleanup, indicating variability in the size and nature of cleanups being conducted. 

• The Legislature provided Ecology with $16.4 million in the 2011-13 capital budget to 
address cleanup of contaminated sites on Puget Sound. Remediation at these sites often 
takes several biennia, which means Ecology may not be able to complete cleanup actions 
at sites funded under the 2011-13 biennium. These sites represent a mix of high-priority 
and other sites ready to proceed with cleanup actions. 

Conclusions 

• $221.7 million is the estimated need to address Puget Sound sites. This estimate goes 
beyond a ten-year timeframe, and the current estimate will continue to be refined as sites 
move through the cleanup process. 

• The project list represents sites where the state has full or partial cleanup responsibility.  
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Sites and cost estimates were developed based on a reasonable expectation of the work Ecology 
could do in ten years with projected resources. Figure 8 shows the current project list for Puget 
Sound contaminated site cleanup. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As noted, estimating costs accurately for these sites is based largely on the degree of project 
definition. Most estimates will likely move up or down as actual remedial investigations get 
underway at the contaminated site. Ecology will continue to refine cost estimates for those 
sites that take several biennia to complete. 
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Figure 8. Cleanup Toxic Sites Puget Sound (Puget Sound Initiative – PSI) – Ten-Year Estimate of Funding Needs 
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Map 4. 2010 to 2012 Puget Sound Initiative Needs Comparison  
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Toxic Treatment, Storage, and Disposal (TSD) Cleanup Program 

Background 

Ecology issues TSD permits to facilities that treat, store, and/or dispose of hazardous wastes to 
ensure they are safely managed. The dangerous and toxic nature of wastes managed at these sites 
from current and historical uses increases the risk of fires, explosions, spills, and evacuations. 
Examples of materials include: oil, solvents, heavy metals, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), 
pesticides, creosote, and dioxin.  

Under the TSD permit, if contamination occurs at the facility, closure and corrective action are 
needed - which Ecology oversees. TSD cleanups deal with complex contamination problems and 
require 10-12 years to complete. Sixty facilities that operated over the past 20 years are 
contaminated and require some form of cleanup. 

The property owner directly pays the cost of designing and implementing the selected method of 
cleanup. Ecology staff oversee the identification, feasibility study, planning, design, and 
construction of the cleanup project. Most of Ecology’s costs (originally paid from the State 
Toxics Control Account) are recoverable from property owners. 

Findings 

• Cleanup completion is required at 36 medium- or high-priority sites because of their 
significance, as designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

• The program aims to have 36 cleanups finished or in maintenance mode by 2020. Due to 
the complex problems at several sites, more time is required to determine a solution that 
also stops continued contamination as operations continue at the site. 

• All of these sites, the majority of which are near Puget Sound, have documented soil and 
groundwater contamination, and potential or actual impact to surface waters. 

Conclusions 

• Actual construction or maintenance of the approved remedies requires substantial work 
beyond 2020. 

• Ecology anticipates continuing the current level of cleanup funding over the next ten 
years will provide sufficient resources to complete work at all sites. 

• Permitting resources will be required for as long as TSD facilities exist in Washington. 

Ecology’s ten‐year TSD plan maintains staff and other resources to complete cleanup at the 
contaminated TSD sites listed in Figure 9. 
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Figure 9. Contaminated Treatment, Storage, and Disposal (TSD) Sites 

Facility or Site 
Priority 
(H/M) County Intended Use after Cleanup 

Bay Zinc Company, Inc. H Yakima Recycle or Transfer 
Boeing – Everett H Snohomish Other business use 
Boeing – Renton H King Other business use 
Boeing A&M Developmental Center H King Other business use 
Cameron Yakima, Inc. H Yakima Recycle or Transfer 
CleanCare Corporation H Pierce Other business use 
ConocoPhillips Company, Ferndale Refinery H Whatcom Remain TSD—own use only 
Emerald Kalama Chemical, LLC (formerly Noveon 
Kalama, Inc.) H Cowlitz Other business use 
General Electric Aviation Division (aka General Electric 
Dawson Plant) H King Other business use 
International Paper, Longview H Cowlitz Other business use 
McFarland Cascade Pole and Lumber Company, 
Tacoma H Pierce Other business use 
Occidental Chemical Corporation (formerly Pioneer 
Americas Inc.) H Pierce Other business use 
Pacific Functional Fluids (formerly Lilyblad Petroleum, 
Inc.) H Pierce Recycle or Transfer 
Port of Seattle, Pier 91 (formerly PSC/Burlington 
Environmental Inc.) H King Other business use 
PSC/Burlington Environmental LLC – Georgetown H King Recycle or Transfer 
PSC/Burlington Environmental LLC – Tacoma H Pierce Remain TSD 
PSC/Burlington Environmental LLC – Washougal H Clark Recycle or Transfer 
Schwerin Concaves, Walla Walla H Walla Walla Other business use 
Shell OPUS Puget Sound Refinery H Skagit Remain TSD—own use only 
SSA Containers Inc. (formerly Reichhold Inc., Tacoma) H Pierce Other business use 
TOXGON Corporation Seattle H King Other business use 
US Army Headquarters I Corps & Fort Lewis H Pierce Other use 
Boeing – Auburn M King Other business use 
BP Cherry Point Refinery M Whatcom Remain TSD—own use only 
BSB Diversified Company, Inc. M King Other business use 
Columbia Gorge Aluminum M Klickitat Other business use 
Emerald Services, Inc. - Alexander Avenue M Pierce Remain TSD 
Fuel Processors M Cowlitz Recycle or Transfer 
Petroleum Reclaiming Services, Inc. M Pierce Recycle or Transfer 
PSC/Burlington Environmental LLC – Kent M King Remain TSD 
Safety Kleen Systems Inc. Auburn M King Recycle or Transfer 
Safety Kleen Systems Inc. Lynnwood M King Recycle or Transfer 
Tesoro Refining and Marketing Company M Skagit Remain TSD—own use only 
University of Washington - Tacoma Branch Campus M Pierce Other business use 
US Army Yakima Training Center, Bldg. T14 M Yakima Other use 
Reynolds Aluminum Smelter, former site L Cowlitz Bulk products terminal 
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Hanford Low Level Radioactive Waste 

Background 

Hazardous substances disposed in the commercial low level radioactive waste disposal facility 
(CLLRWDF) located on Hanford have been released to the environment, are being investigated, 
and will need to be remediated under MTCA. Ecology and the Washington Department of 
Health (WDOH) are working to coordinate investigation and remediation of hazardous 
substances to address toxic chemical hazards with the closure of filled trenches at the 
CLLRWDF, which will provide protection from radiological hazards. Ecology is responsible for 
regulating the hazardous substance releases, and WDOH is responsible for regulating the 
radiological hazards associated with the CLLRWDF and for the current facility license. Ecology 
costs to oversee MTCA activities will be recovered and deposited into the State Toxics Control 
Account. 

The CLLRWDF has operated as a low level radioactive waste disposal site since 1965. It 
operates on 100 acres of land Washington State has leased from the federal government for 99 
years. The land is sub-leased to the facility operator, US Ecology, Inc. Fourteen trenches (~ 40 
acres) at the CLLRWDF have been filled and covered with soil to grade and are going to be 
closed. The facility continues to operate using additional trenches that have not been filled. 

WDOH and Ecology completed an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 2004 that included 
evaluation of CLLRWDF closure. We selected a preferred alternative of installating a 
GeoSynthetic cover over the filled trenches with subsequent “close-as-you-go” closure of future 
filled trenches in planned phases. In addition to the EIS, the following work has been completed 
under Capital Project 1997-2-012: 

• Preliminary site investigations.  

• Cover design development.  

• MTCA feasibility study work performed by the CLLRWDF facility operator.  

• Facility preparations for closing the filled trenches.  

The remaining work within Capital Project 1997-2-012 includes: 

• Completing the MTCA investigation.  

• Selecting and initiating subsequent MTCA remedial actions.  

• Installing the cover. 

Findings 

• Capital Project 1997-2-012 has supported reimbursing costs associated with closing the 
filled trenches for the CLLRWDF operator and WDOH since 1997. The Site Closure 
Account, established under RCW 43.200.080, is the fund source for Capital Project 1997-
2-012. 
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• Ecology’s MTCA oversight costs are not reimbursable to Ecology under RCW 
43.200.080. Ecology’s MTCA oversight costs will be billed to the CLLRWDF operator 
for cost recovery to the State Toxics Control Account.  
 

Conclusions 

Ecology has requested $534,000 and 2.0 FTEs to oversee the MTCA work in the 2013-15 
biennium, and $264,000 and 1.0 FTE per biennium for 2015-17 through 2021-23 (State Toxics 
Control Account) to (1) oversee completing the CLLRWDF MTCA investigation; (2) select the 
required remedial actions; (3) issue the cleanup action plan (CAP); and (4) provide oversight of 
remediation actions. Operating the cleanup oversight at this level would provide resources to 
meet Ecology’s obligations for MTCA oversight. 

Oil and Hazardous Material Response and Cleanup 

Background 

The Spill Prevention, Preparedness, and Response (Spills) Program relies on funding from the 
State Toxics Control Account to pay costs for responding to, and cleaning up, oil and hazardous 
material spills. A rapid and aggressive response to spills protects human health, public safety, 
and our environment. Funds spent performing rapid responses and cleanup actions limit the 
spread of toxic substances and impacts to surface and groundwater. This early action often 
prevents extensive resource impacts and prevents sites from becoming long-term hazardous 
waste cleanup sites. 

Ecology staff work with the responsible party and other government entities to manage a spill 
incident. Ecology responders immediately deploy to spills that impact or pose a threat to 
Washington’s waters. Ecology also responds to releases of petroleum or other hazardous 
materials to soil and air—any related exposure threat to public health and safety. 

Findings 

During Fiscal Year 2012: 

• Ecology’s Spills Program responded to a total of 4,042 reported spills (drug labs, 
hazardous material, air releases, pesticides, mercury, etc.). 

• Specific to oil spills, Ecology responders recovered 60,078 gallons of the reported 67,266 
gallons of oil spilled (89 percent recovery rate) from 2,932 reported oil spills. 

• Ecology responders contained and recovered an estimated 100,112 pounds of hazardous 
material (other than oil products) from the environment. In addition, more than 1 million 
pounds of heavy metal, asbestos, and PCB-contaminated wastes were removed and safely 
disposed from the Davy Crockett and Deep Sea vessels. 
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• Clandestine drug lab and dump site cleanup activities resulted in disposal of 100 highly 
toxic and corrosive compressed anhydrous ammonia cylinders, 14 ammonia generators, 
and 20 hydrochloric acid gas generators. This resulted in safe disposal of more than 4,800 
pounds of compressed toxic and corrosive gas. 

Conclusions 

Over the next ten years, Ecology’s STCA funding will ensure that: 

• Oil spills, chemical spills, and methamphetamine labs are responded to and cleaned up 
rapidly to protect public health, natural resources, and property. 

• Spill response capability is maintained 24 hours a day, seven days a week, throughout the 
state. 

• All oil spills are responded to within 24 hours from the time they are reported. 

• Approximately 3,800 annual spill reports will be managed. 
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Toxic Pollution Prevention – Ten-Year Financing Plan 

Preventing and reducing generation of solid and hazardous waste and use of toxic chemicals, and 
preventing violations of federal air quality protects Washington’s air, land, and water. Prevention 
is important because it avoids creating costly new cleanup sites, reduces health risks and costs, 
and saves money for local governments, businesses, and taxpayers. 

Emerging Issues 

• New opportunities to use innovative technology, products, or processes to decrease risks 
to human health and the environment from toxic contamination. 

• Increasing business interest in prevention strategies, such as green chemistry, alternative 
assessments, and incorporating environmental considerations into lean manufacturing 
events. 

• Increasing public concern about the risks of toxicity from chemicals in products. 

• Increasing concern from businesses and local governments regarding reducing and 
recycling yard and food waste (green waste). When green waste is disposed of in 
landfills, it increases production of methane and liquids (liquids known as leachate). If 
not properly managed, methane and leachate can result in air and groundwater 
contamination.  

Composting helps prevent disposal of green waste, but has resulted in environmental 
problems elsewhere in the solid waste system. Because green waste makes up 27 percent 
of the solid waste stream, improving composting and finding other strategies to prevent 
disposal of green waste is a priority issue for solid waste prevention and management. 

• Responding to business and health needs for preventative methods and tools to meet 
regulatory and permit levels. 

Reduce Toxics Use and Prevent Hazardous Waste 

Background 

Key state laws direct Ecology to work on preventing solid waste and toxics. In fact, waste 
reduction is declared to be the top priority for managing waste in the Hazardous Waste 
Management Act (Chapter 70.105 RCW) and the Solid Waste Management Act (RCW 70.95). 
These priorities are referred to in the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) under the list of 
activities eligible for MTCA funding. 

Washington’s Waste Reduction Law (RCW 70.95C) also establishes several goals for reducing 
toxic chemical use. For example, it requires Ecology to provide assistance to all businesses that 
generate hazardous waste on how to reduce their chemical use and waste generation. It also 
requires approximately 600 businesses that are the largest generators of hazardous waste in our 
state to develop pollution prevention (P2) plans and report their chemical use information to 
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Ecology. Ecology has a goal of reducing toxic substances used to make products and services 
provided by Washington businesses. 

In 2006, Ecology adopted procedural rules (WAC 173-333) to identify and recommend actions 
to reduce or phase out use of persistent, bioaccumulative and toxic chemicals (PBTs). The rules 
include a list of PBTs and require Ecology to develop a Chemical Action Plan (CAP) for PBTs 
before implementing actions to reduce use of these chemicals. PBTs are the “worst of the worst” 
chemicals, in that they are the most likely to become legacy contaminants that result in the need 
for cleanup actions, fish advisories, and water quality improvement projects (total maximum 
daily loads, TMDLs). Every CAP compiles comprehensive information about sources of the 
chemical in question, and involves a wide range of stakeholders in developing recommendations 
for reductions. 

The 2008 Legislature required Ecology to evaluate P2 plan requirements currently in law and 
other prevention methods for their ability to help meet the goal of reducing use of toxic 
chemicals in the state by 50 percent by 2020. The Legislature directed Ecology to convene a 
balanced stakeholder group and report its findings and recommendations by the end of 2008 
(Enacted Supplemental Operating Budget, ESHB 2687.SL, Section 302, Subsection 38). 
Findings and recommendations from this report are folded into the ten-year financing 
projections. The Toxics Reduction Advisory Committee Findings and Recommendations Report 
is Ecology publication 08-04-029 and can be found at 
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/0804029.html.  

In 2008, the Legislature passed the Children’s Safe Products Act (RCW.70.240) requiring 
Ecology to work with the Washington Department of Health to develop a list of chemicals of 
high concern for children. Manufacturers are required to report to Ecology on their use of these 
chemicals in children’s products. Rules to implement the act were adopted in July 2011. 
Manufacturer reporting on use of toxic chemicals will help fill a critical data gap and allow 
Ecology to better focus where safer alternatives are needed. 

Findings 

• Prevention that focuses on eliminating toxic substances will protect Washington’s water, 
soil, air, and citizens. It involves continuous improvements through design, technical, 
operational, and behavioral changes. 

• Investing in prevention strategies will reduce the need to landfill waste and the number of 
future costly cleanup sites, or reduce the toxicity of contamination. 

• While it is sometimes difficult for businesses to invest in reducing their use of toxic 
chemicals, those that do produce savings and other benefits. 

• Chemical Actions Plans are an effective way to identify and reduce the worst of the worst 
chemicals. Funding to implement recommended actions is needed. 

• Reducing toxic chemical use by creating and implementing a chemical action plan, one 
chemical at a time, is a time consuming process and cannot address health and 
environmental risks in a timely manner for all toxic chemicals Ecology is concerned 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/0804029.html
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about. Ecology needs a more systematic approach to preventing the widespread use of 
toxic chemicals in commerce. 

• More funding is needed to ensure compliance with product laws. More and more, 
Ecology finds that consumer products are a source of toxic chemicals into the 
environment. It has become necessary to purchase and test products to assure compliance 
with laws that ban or restrict the use of toxics in products. This is especially true for the 
Children’s Safe Products Act. 

• Businesses need better tools to make chemical use decisions. 

Conclusions 

Ecology will continue its current investment in prevention strategies. The table at the end of this 
section shows the estimated cost to address future needs. This ten-year financing plan builds 
capacity to prevent pollution by implementing the legally required state plan (Solid and 
Hazardous Waste Plan) recommendations to eliminate use of toxic substances and reduce 
generation of solid and hazardous wastes by: 

• Providing technical assistance to Washington businesses and governments on reducing 
hazardous waste, solid wastes, energy costs, water consumption and chemical use, and on 
environmental sustainability. Ecology also provides assistance to help businesses make 
effective and safer chemical substitution choices. Assistance is provided through 
document review, on-site assistance, workshops, webinars, and other public forums. 

• Implementing the Green Chemistry Roadmap recommendations (see the full roadmap at 
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/1204009.html). One of the 
recommendations is to work with colleges and universities to develop new green 
chemistry and engineering curricula that will help train chemists and engineers on the 
true costs and impacts of toxics use. The curricula will educate tomorrow’s professionals 
about how and why to use safer alternatives instead of toxic chemicals such as lead, 
mercury, and other highly toxic chemicals. 

• Increasing green product sales, particularly Washington-developed or manufactured 
products to citizens, businesses, and governments. 

• Implementing producer responsibility and product stewardship programs, especially for 
hard to handle or discarded products containing toxic materials. 

• Improving citizen, local government, and business access to and use of information about 
toxic chemicals in products, safer alternatives, and safe use and disposal methods. 
Reducing household use of toxic chemicals is one key to restoring and protecting Puget 
Sound and other water bodies, such as the Columbia River. 

• Improving Ecology’s understanding of toxics in products by research into chemical use 
and analysis of key toxics in products. 

• Developing and implementing a Chemical Action Plan (CAP) for reducing the use of 
persistent, bioaccumulative, and toxic chemicals, similar to CAPs for mercury and lead. 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/1204009.html
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• Implementing the 2008 Children’s Safe Products Act and other laws limiting toxics in 
products, including product testing. 

• Regulating toxic content in products, such as packaging and brake friction materials. 

• Developing tools to guide assessment of alternatives to priority chemicals of concern as 
part of Ecology’s effort to help companies make informed chemical substitution choices. 

• Providing programs for the collection of hazardous materials, such as mercury switches. 

• Supporting implementation of solid and hazardous waste management plans. 

• Promoting beneficial use of green waste (yard waste, land clearing debris, and food 
waste). 

• Working with other states on shared statutes or issues such as the Toxics in Packaging 
Clearinghouse or Interstate Chemicals Clearinghouse. 

• Promoting efforts to update our nation’s chemical management laws, such as the Federal 
Toxic Substances Control Act. 

• Reducing data gaps and improving analysis of data collected on waste and toxic 
substances. 

• Prioritizing chemicals of concern to Washington as a way to focus prevention strategies. 

• Continuing to work with stakeholders to develop a more comprehensive, cost effective, 
and equitable approach to reducing the use and release of toxics in Washington. This 
work includes taking the next steps identified by the Toxics Reduction Strategy 
Workgroup in their white paper on Toxics Policy Reform for Washington State 
(http://www.ecy.wa.gov/toxics/docs/trs_ToxicsPolicyReformWA.pdf).  

Toxic Pollution Prevention: Future Operating Needs beyond 2013-15 
Includes adjustment for fiscal growth factors. 

Biennium 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 Total 

Hazardous Waste & 
Toxics Reduction Program $0 $1,306,000 $1,880,000 $1,964,000 $2,051,000 $7,201,000 

Waste 2 Resources 
Program $0 $2,094,000 $2,303,000 $2,406,000 $2,513,000 $9,316,000 

TOTAL Future STCA $0 $3,400,000 $4,183,000 $4,370,000 $4,564,000 $16,517,000 
 
  

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/toxics/docs/trs_ToxicsPolicyReformWA.pdf
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Grants to Local Governments and Citizens 

Background 

Another key aspect of prevention is financial assistance to local governments who are tasked 
with preventing and reducing solid and hazardous waste and to local citizens who are impacted 
by prevention and recycling programs. Waste reduction and recycling have been the highest 
priority of waste management since 1984, as established in RCW 70.95. It is also a key goal of 
Ecology’s state solid and hazardous waste plan, Beyond Waste. Financial assistance is provided 
through Coordination Prevention Grants (CPGs) to local governments and Public Participation 
Grants (PPGs) to citizens and nonprofit organizations. 

The CPG program supports essential local programs that implement local solid and hazardous 
waste plans. CPG funds are used by local governments to support both safe handling of solid and 
hazardous waste and to ensure that solid waste facilities are operated properly to meet regulatory 
requirements and protect human health and the environment. Grant projects also support local 
government prevention and waste reduction projects that reduce human exposure to toxins, and 
support material reuse through recycling and reuse programs. 

PPGs are issued to citizens and nonprofit organizations to reduce and recycle solid and 
hazardous wastes. Examples of PPG recipients include  the Washington Toxics Coalition (for 
developing pesticide free yard care programs) and the Port Townsend Marine Science Center 
(for recycling plastics from marine debris). 

Findings 

• Ecology is working with local governments to continue to focus on preventing hazardous 
and solid wastes from being disposed in solid waste landfills. Improper disposal of these 
wastes leads to future cleanup sites. 

• In 2008, 40 percent of the grants supported recycling and prevention projects, and 60 
percent were focused on safe handling activities. 

• In 2012, 45 percent of the grants were for recycling and prevention projects, and 55 
percent were being used for safe handling activities. 

• Over the next ten years, Ecology and local governments would like to see the shift to 60 
percent for projects supporting waste and toxics prevention activities. Ecology has made 
progress toward funding more prevention activities. 

• Two of the largest portions of the solid waste stream are yard and food waste and 
construction and demolition debris (such as concrete and building materials). When 
disposed, both lead to the generation of methane gas and liquid waste. Ecology and local 
governments are working on strategies for better uses for these materials, rather than 
disposal in the landfill. 

• Additional activities to reduce small-volume hazardous materials and wastes (known as 
moderate risk waste or MRW) would also be encouraged. Ecology encourages projects 
that go beyond safe handling and disposal to include reviewing how hazardous 
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substances are regulated, optimizing reuse and recycling, and increasing the use of safer 
products and services. 

• MTCA funding for safe handling and prevention is often the sole funding for many small 
and rural local governments. Ecology supports finding additional funding sources to 
assist local governments with waste prevention, toxics reduction, and safe handling. In 
the meantime, during these tough economic times, reliance on grant funding by local 
governments has increased. Without full funding for CPG programs, many local health 
departments would not have sufficient funding to conduct moderate risk waste collection 
programs, recycling, or solid waste enforcement activities. This  could lead to illegal 
disposal and future cleanup sites. 

Conclusions 

• For CPG, Map 5 shows the ten-year estimated funding need by county for the 2013-15 
through the 2021-23 biennium. Many local governments may not be able to take 
advantage of grants and programs offered through the MTCA accounts due to match 
requirements. While Ecology believes there needs to be a local investment in these 
programs, Ecology is exploring methods to provide relief to local governments, including 
reducing or eliminating match requirements. 

• For PPGs, Ecology anticipates as the MTCA accounts increase, the amount of funding 
available will increase incrementally over the next ten years. 

 
 
 



 

 
48 

 

Map 5. Coordinated Prevention Grants (CPG) Ten-Year Projection, 2013-15 to 2021-23 Biennia  
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Preventing and Addressing Air Quality Nonattainment Areas 

Background 

Air pollution presents significant, widespread health risks to people. Federal law has 
acknowledged this by establishing health-based, national outdoor air quality standards for six 
pollutants:  

1. Fine Particles 
2. Ozone 
3. Sulfur Dioxide 
4. Nitrogen Dioxide 
5. Lead 
6. Carbon Monoxide 

A violation of these federal air quality standards (nonattainment) imposes major limitations, 
requirements, economic consequences, and potential sanctions on the state and local community. 
These constraints are intended to encourage returning to air quality compliance quickly. The 
health, economic, and social consequences of violating these standards are substantial:  

• Significant adverse health consequences associated with these pollutants place a high 
public health and health care cost burden on local communities. 

• The federal Clean Air Act intentionally limits economic growth in violating communities 
to encourage them to return to compliance quickly and maintain clean air into the future. 

• Businesses and industries located in violating areas face the strictest and most expensive 
pollution controls, and may face other limits or changes in operations and increased costs 
to reduce pollution. 

• Violations affect business investment and growth decisions, because companies prefer 
not to grow or locate in nonattainment areas and may choose to move out of such areas.  

• Local governments may need to take actions that reduce emissions, and residents may 
face changes in personal behaviors (such as the way they heat their homes or manage 
yard debris) and could each bear additional costs to implement changes to clean the air. 

• Violations can affect individuals' decisions to move to, or out of, communities where air 
quality can harm their health. 

Taken together, such impacts can affect the local government economy and tax base, and shift 
public money away from other vital community services. This detracts from a community's 
overall livability. 
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Findings 

When a violation of the standards occurs, it is best to return community air quality conditions to 
compliance as quickly as possible. 

It is far less burdensome and costly for communities to address an air pollution problem before it 
reaches the level of a federal violation: 

• Before a violation of the standards occurs, strategies to reduce pollution can be flexible 
and voluntary. A formal violation designation brings “top-down” proscriptions and loss 
of local flexibility and choice. 

• To prevent a violation, Ecology can: 

 Assess a community's air pollution risks.  

 Educate local elected officials, business and community leaders, and citizens 
about the health effects of air pollution, as well as the costs and consequences of 
violating federal standards.  

 Work with the community to identify and implement solutions that work 
effectively in and for that community. 

Conclusions 

• Ecology’s goal is to assure that no communities in Washington violate national ambient 
air quality standards and, if they do, to clean them up as quickly as possible. Ecology 
continually evaluates air quality conditions in communities across the state, implements 
strategies to reduce overall pollution risks, and alerts policymakers when communities 
are vulnerable to violating a federal standard. 

• Ecology received $1.28 million STCA funding in the 2011-13 biennium to address 
critical existing and anticipated nonattainment issues in the state. This includes a 
violation of standards in Pierce County and pollution concerns related to ozone and other 
criteria pollutants. That funding and work is ongoing. 

• For the 2013-15 biennium, Ecology requested an additional $1.022 million (one-time) to 
conduct additional pollution prevention emphasis work in three communities vulnerable 
to violation of standards. In the 2015-17 biennium, Ecology will propose additional 
funding of $1.095 million from the STCA (ongoing), to address tougher ozone and fine 
particle standards expected to be adopted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
over the next five years. 

• Governor Gregoire’s 2013-15 biennial budget has proposed shifting funding for 
Ecology’s “Prevent Unhealthy Air and Violations of Air Quality Standards” activity from 
General Fund-State (GF-S) to STCA on an ongoing basis ($5.13 million). Also, the 
Governor has supported a portion of Ecology’s request to bolster this activity to support 
air quality cleanup and prevention efforts in Central Washington ($204,000). See the 
following table for details. 
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Air Quality Non-Attainment Areas: Future Operating Needs beyond 2013-15 
Includes adjustment for fiscal growth factors. 
*Biennial amounts remain constant because it is a fund shift. 

Biennium 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 Total 

Ecology Request $1,022,000 $1,095,000 $1,144,000 $1,195,000 $1,248,000 $5,704,000 
Governor Gregoire 
Proposed GF-S Fund Shift 
to STCA* 

$5,334,000 $5,334,000 $5,334,000 $5,334,000 $5,334,000 $26,670,000 

TOTAL Future STCA $6,356,000 $6,429,000 $6,478,000 $6,529,000 $6,582,000 $32,374,000 
 

Toxic Diesel and Wood Smoke Emission Reduction 

Background 

Air quality in Washington has greatly improved since 1991, when the Legislature expanded air 
quality safeguards. But, hundreds of scientific studies now show that air pollution is harmful to 
public health at lower levels than previously believed. The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, which is responsible for setting health-based national air quality standards for six 
“criteria pollutants,” has responded to this new information by revising national air quality 
standards to be more protective of human health. 

One of the pollutants of particular concern in Washington is fine particle pollution. Fine particle 
pollution, sometimes referred to as soot, is a product of combustion—most commonly from fires, 
engines, boilers, furnaces, and wood heating devices. Fine particle pollution is a concern in 
Washington because it is now known to cause significant adverse human health effects, 
including heart attacks, strokes, lung diseases, increased cancer risks, and premature death—
even at levels below the national standard. In fact, Ecology estimates fine particle related 
diseases alone contribute to 1,100 deaths and close to $200 million in health care and societal 
costs of disease in Washington each year. 

In addition to ongoing public health concerns, a number of areas in Washington are at risk of 
violating health-based national air quality standards for fine particles. Federal law requires 
communities that violate a health-based standard to bring down air pollution levels quickly. If a 
violation occurs, Ecology must identify all sources that contribute to each community's high 
pollution levels, and develop and implement strategies that will bring air quality back into 
compliance with federal law. Failure to meet the federal Clean Air Act requirements subjects the 
state and communities to severe economic consequences, as well as the negative public health 
consequences of continued exposure to toxic contaminants. 

Findings 

• Ecology has determined that soot from diesel engines is the greatest air toxic health threat 
in Washington. Fine particle pollution from smoke (including smoke from indoor 
heating) is ranked as the second greatest air toxic health threat. 
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• Communities in Washington experience the highest fine particle pollution measurements 
during the winter season in communities where many wood-burning heating devices are 
used. 

• Implementing strategies that reduce the use of wood for heat, and replacing the dirtiest 
woodstoves with cleaner-burning devices, substantially reduces public exposures to 
harmful fine particles. 

• Public exposure to diesel soot is worst in areas where many diesel engines operate in 
close proximity (such as ports, distribution centers, and rail yards), and in situations 
where vulnerable populations, such as children or the elderly, are exposed (such as on 
school buses or in school yards, near hospitals or at emergency/rescue scenes). 

• Retrofitting the dirtiest diesel engines with improved exhaust controls, installing idle 
reduction technologies to reduce unnecessary engine use and emissions, and re-powering 
engines with alternative fuels can substantially reduce emissions and public health risk. 

• The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has estimated that each dollar spent on 
reducing diesel emissions saves up to $8 in health care and societal costs. 

• Diesel idle-reduction and retrofit projects, as well as woodstove replacement projects, 
help the economy by increasing sales of Washington-made products, and sustain high-
paying heavy-equipment mechanic and construction jobs for installing replacement 
equipment. 

• Preventing areas from violating national standards is less onerous and expensive than 
allowing areas to enter nonattainment. 

Conclusions 

Reducing toxic diesel and wood smoke emissions can reduce public health risks, reduce health 
care costs for citizens, businesses, and governments, and can help communities stay in 
compliance with national air quality standards. Ecology has successful, ongoing programs to 
help communities reduce emissions of these harmful pollutants. 

Diesel Emissions 

In the 2013-15 biennial budget, Ecology proposed a long‐term funding strategy to address diesel 
emissions—approximately $27 million over ten years, with $5 million from the STCA in 2013-
15. Projects will include continuing grants to local agencies for purchasing and installing 
technologies on public and private sector engines, and equipment to reduce diesel engine idling. 
This will reduce vulnerable population exposures to emissions of toxic pollutants, reduce 
greenhouse gases, save fuel costs for businesses and local governments, and preserve equipment 
life.  

Other projects will reduce emissions where large numbers of engines work in close proximity in 
high-density/high population areas (e.g. ports, warehouses, distribution centers, rail yards, and 
major construction sites). It is in these situations that populations can be most heavily exposed to 
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harmful pollution levels. Both emission reduction and idle reduction technologies would be 
deployed. 

To help local government fleets reduce diesel pollution in high density areas, any successful 
effort must address the large legacy fleet of older, dirtier, diesel engines. While the newest 
federal engine standards significantly reduce pollution, turn-over of the existing fleet of engines 
will take decades. In addition to local government grants, programs that combine both regulatory 
tools and financial incentives—for private operators to reduce idling, retrofit, or re-power 
engines, or purchase new equipment—are needed. Out-biennia funding is intended to 
complement regulatory initiatives by capitalizing programs to leverage private investment in 
emission reduction technologies. 

Diesel Emissions Reduction: Future Operating Needs Beyond 2013-15 
Includes adjustment for fiscal growth factors. 
*Amounts for diesel and woodstove projects are eligible in either State or Local Toxics Control Accounts. A decision 
from which account to fund these projects will be made prior to each biennium based on projected fund balances in 
the accounts. 

Biennium 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 Total 

FTEs 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9  
TOTAL Future STCA* $5,000,000 $5,223,000 $5,456,000 $5,699,000 $5,953,000 $27,331,000 

Wood Smoke Emissions 

In the 2013-15 biennial budget, Ecology proposed a long-term funding strategy to address wood 
smoke emissions—approximately $22 million over ten years, with $4 million from the STCA in 
2013-15. Funds will be used to implement wood smoke reduction strategies in areas that do not 
comply with federal standards, as well as in other high exposure, high health risk communities. 

Existing woodstove change-out programs have, for the most part, targeted homeowners that are 
high-volume wood users, low-income residents, and homes where burning wood is the only 
source of residential heat. These efforts will continue. But, many high wood-use, low-income 
homes are not owned by the resident, and decisions to change/improve heating methods are up to 
the landlord. New and different incentive programs that leverage private investment are 
necessary to address using wood for heat in rental and multi-family housing units. 

Wood Smoke Emissions Reduction: Future Operating Needs Beyond 2013-15 
Includes adjustment for fiscal growth factors. 
*Amounts for diesel and woodstove projects are eligible in either State or Local Toxics Control Accounts. A decision 
from which account to fund these projects will be made prior to each biennium based on projected fund balances in 
the accounts. 

Biennium 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 Total 

FTEs 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5  
TOTAL Future STCA* $4,000,000 $4,178,000 $4,364,000 $4,558,000 $4,761,000 $21,861,000 
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Hazardous and Solid Waste Management – Ten-Year Financing Plan 

As Ecology moves toward reducing the amount and toxicity of waste, there are still wastes that 
need to be managed properly. Managing waste properly includes programs, activities, assistance, 
and grants. These are provided with the primary purpose of safely managing toxic substances 
and harmful wastes in the air, water, and soil to minimize or eliminate the impacts of discharges 
and emissions of pollutants. This includes permitting and compliance activities, developing and 
enforcing environmental standards, collecting and analyzing data, education, and technical 
assistance. 

Also, with help from Ecology staff, local governments are required to plan for managing solid 
waste and moderate risk waste by preparing both local solid waste and hazardous waste plans 
and permits, and by conducting compliance activities at solid waste facilities, landfills, and 
recycling facilities. 

Emerging Issues 

• Reductions to EPA funding from Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
grants could continue beyond Fiscal Year 2013. 

• Keeping toxic waste out of stormwater, which protects salmon and bodies of water. 

• As businesses manage through the great recession, cutbacks in environmental safety 
programs increase the levels of high risk violations, posing greater risk to human health 
and the environment. 

• Reducing disposal of yard waste and food waste in landfills. 

• Reducing the impact of compost facilities on the environment by developing new 
strategies to reuse and recycling yard and food wastes. 

• Reduced funding to local governments and solid waste companies for the management 
and disposal of solid waste. 

Coordinated Prevention Grants 

Background 

See the Toxic Pollution Prevention section above, Grants to Local Governments and Citizens, 
for background information on Coordinated Prevention Grants (CPGs). 

Findings 

• Ecology is making progress toward the state’s goals to reduce the amount and toxicity of 
waste. But there are still wastes from households, businesses, industries, and 
governments that need to be properly managed. A key aspect of managing solid waste is 
providing grants to local governments through Coordinated Prevention Grants (CPGs). 
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• Local governments are required to plan for preventing and managing solid waste and 
moderate risk waste. The CPG program funds collecting hazardous waste from citizens 
and businesses that produce small quantities. CPG funds are also used in constructing and 
managing various solid waste handling and management facilities, including compost 
facilities and material recovery facilities. 

Conclusions 

• As discussed in the Toxic Pollution Prevention section of this report, the CPG Ten-Year 
Projection map (Map 5) compares the ten-year projected CPG funds needed for the 2013-
15 biennium to the 2021-23 biennium for each county. 

• Ecology and local governments are working together to shift the CPG funded programs 
from safe waste handling to funding more prevention activities. In 2008, 40 percent of the 
grants supported recycling and prevention projects, and 60 percent were focused on safe 
handling activities. In 2012, 45 percent of the grants were for recycling and prevention 
projects, and 55 percent were being used for safe handling activities. 

Dangerous Waste Compliance and Local Source Control Specialists 

Background 

Mismanaging hazardous waste lets toxic chemicals into our water, soil, and air, and causes risks 
to human health. Ecology is authorized by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to 
implement state hazardous waste law in lieu of the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA).  

State law RCW 70.105 designates Ecology as the sole agency with authority to implement and 
administer RCRA. This state law provides an integrated system to protect Washington from the 
effects of mismanaged hazardous wastes. 

RCRA authorization requires inspection, enforcement, technical assistance, and regular reporting 
on RCRA activities and data. Ecology receives federal grants to fund a portion of the work 
required under RCRA.  

The STCA is used to fund the required match to federal funds and fully fund state hazardous 
waste requirements—per RCW 70.105D.070(1)(i) Note: State law refers to “dangerous” waste. 
Hazardous and dangerous wastes both include wastes that are toxic, corrosive, ignitable, 
reactive or persistent.  

A reported 506 million pounds of hazardous waste were generated in 2011 (most current data 
available) by 3,755 sites in Washington. Current hazardous waste inspections result in a 53 
percent rate of finding a significant environmental threat. 

Ecology’s records show that facilities have more spills and other serious hazardous waste 
violations if not inspected every three years. During an economic downturn, businesses often cut 
back, and the first place they often cut is their environmental safety program. Ecology expects to 
find more spills and other environmental threats during tough economic times. 
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An estimated 65 million pounds of unreported hazardous waste are generated each year by 
approximately 65,000 sites. Generators of small quantities of hazardous waste are not required to 
report, so Ecology can only estimate the number of businesses and amount of waste.  

The Local Source Control (LSC) Partnership between Ecology and local governments 
throughout Puget Sound and the Spokane area began in 2008. LSC specialists provide on-site 
technical assistance to businesses that produce smaller volumes of hazardous waste. LSC 
specialists have completed 10,000 site visits to small businesses in 25 jurisdictions, providing 
assistance on safe management and disposal of hazardous waste, and on reducing use of toxic 
chemicals. Some local jurisdictions outside of the Puget Sound and Spokane areas have 
expressed interest in joining the LSC Partnership. 

Findings 

• The 2011-13 budget increased compliance staff but not sufficiently to inspect each 
regulated generator once every three years. Ecology is streamlining inspection processes 
as identified in a 2012 Lean event, which will add inspection capacity from current 
resources. Due to business growth in Washington, Ecology anticipates the need to 
increase compliance resources in the future to further reduce the chance of finding a 
significant environmental threat during an inspection. 

• Expanding the LSC Partnership beyond Puget Sound and Spokane will reduce the 
volume of hazardous waste from small businesses. Concentrating LSC opportunities in 
geographical or other water basins, such as the Columbia River Basin, would coordinate 
efforts for more effective results. 

Conclusions 

The following table reflects Ecology’s ten-year financing plan to build capacity to make sure that 
hazardous waste is safely managed by: 

• Ensuring facilities handling solid and hazardous waste are in compliance with 
environmental laws and regulations. 

• Increasing capacity to inspect, at least once every three years, businesses that produce 
large amounts of hazardous waste. 

• Providing local governments across the state with positions to inspect the large number of 
businesses that produce smaller volumes of hazardous waste. 

These positions also provide pollution prevention and multi-media technical assistance. Potential 
new partners would include the Columbia River Basin, Eastern Washington areas, and additional 
needs in the Puget Sound region. 
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Hazardous Waste Management: Future Operating Needs Beyond 2013-15 
Includes adjustment for fiscal growth factors. 

Biennium 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 Total 

FTEs 0.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0  
STCA: Hazardous Waste 
and Toxics Reduction 
Program 

$0 $627,000 $655,000 $684,000 $714,000 $2,680,000 

LTCA: Hazardous Waste 
and Toxics Reduction 
Program 

$0 $2,300,000 $2,402,000 $2,509,000 $2,621,000 $9,832,000 

TOTAL Future STCA & 
LTCA $0 $2,927,000 $3,057,000 $3,193,000 $3,335,000 $12,512,000 

 

Water Quality Standards, Stormwater Technical Support, and Providing 
Stormwater Financial Assistance 

Background 

The mission of Ecology’s Water Quality Program is to protect and restore Washington’s waters. 
Federal law requires states to identify sources of pollution in waters that fail to meet state water 
quality standards, and to develop Water Quality Improvement Reports to address those 
pollutants. 

For over two decades, MTCA funds have been invested in activities that help protect 
Washington’s water from toxic contaminants. Ecology’s ten-year financing plan for water 
quality focuses on:  

• Developing and implementing water quality standards for toxics. 

• Providing technical support to stormwater permits for industrial and construction 
facilities.  

• Providing financial assistance efficiently and effectively to water quality projects with the 
highest benefit of the prevention of toxics to human health and the environment. 

Findings 

Toxic pollution is a growing concern threatening water quality, and chief among them is 
stormwater. Stormwater is rain and snow melt that runs off surfaces such as rooftops, paved 
streets, highways, and parking lots. As water runs off these surfaces, it can pick up pollution like 
oil, fertilizers, pesticides, soil, trash, and animal waste. Untreated stormwater can make water 
and shellfish unsafe for humans and other animals, and can harm fish and wildlife habitat. 

The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and state law require that approximately 3,000 businesses 
(1,000 industrial and 2,000 construction) and 150 local governments have National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for the stormwater they discharge. 
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Conclusions 

Water Quality Standards & Stormwater Technical Support 

Over the years, staff have provided technical support and expertise to stakeholders to identify 
and uphold water quality standards for toxic substances. Ecology is committed to developing and 
maintaining tools for permit holders and others to use to provide a compliance pathway for 
industry and local governments. Activities include: 

• Developing and implementing water quality standards. 

• Developing and providing technical guidance and assistance to the regulated community. 

• Providing engineering support for developing Best Management Practices for 
stormwater. 

• Supporting formal enforcement of permit conditions. 

• Monitoring and evaluating compliance with permits. 

Ecology anticipates the level of support for these activities will remain constant. Approximately 
$3.9 million (STCA) and 15.0 FTE are invested in stormwater permit and water quality standard 
activities. 

Capital Stormwater Retrofit and Low Impact Development  

Many existing stormwater conveyances and facilities across the state are old and provide poor 
treatment, release untreated stormwater directly to surface water, or do not meet current 
standards or emerging practices. The cost estimates to retrofit local governments’ existing 
stormwater systems are extremely high. Local governments need financial assistance to: 

• Provide adequate treatment of stormwater discharge from failing and non-functioning 
stormwater conveyances and facilities.  

• Incorporate the best available science, technology, and practices.  

• Meet National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) Phase I and II 
Municipal Stormwater permit requirements. 

• Planning and designing stormwater retrofit or low impact development (LID) projects.  

• Implementing stormwater retrofit or LID projects. 

Over the past few biennia, Ecology received capital stormwater appropriations from the LTCA 
and STCA to provide funding to eligible applicants, through a competitive grant process, for 
stormwater construction or design/construction projects. These stormwater projects help local 
governments finance capital stormwater improvement projects that manage water pollution and 
improve natural hydrologic function and stormwater flow control in Washington State. 

Cities, towns, counties, and ports covered by one of the Municipal Stormwater NPDES permits 
are eligible to apply for funding. During the 2011-13 biennium, Ecology provided funding for 
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118 projects statewide, totaling over $66 million dollars. These projects represent a significant 
investment in stormwater control, treatment, and management. Long-term funding strategies 
include: 

• Requesting implementation of an ongoing stormwater financial assistance program that 
will be added into Ecology’s integrated funding process with other major water quality 
funding programs.  

• Centennial Clean Water grants.  

• State Revolving Fund loans.  

• Non-point 319 grants.  

Starting in the 2015-17 biennium and beyond, Ecology would establish an ongoing statewide 
stormwater infrastructure grant program. 

Stormwater: Future Capital Needs Beyond 2013-15 
Includes adjustment for fiscal growth factors. 

Biennium 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 Total 

FTEs 0.0 8.4 8.4 8.4 8.4  
TOTAL Future LTCA $0 $50,000,000 $52,228,000 $54,555,000 $56,985,000 $213,768,000 

Municipal Stormwater Capacity Grant Program  

Over the past several biennia, Ecology has received appropriations from the LTCA and STCA to 
provide funding to local governments covered by the Phase I and Phase II Municipal Stormwater 
Permits. The purpose of the municipal stormwater capacity grant program is to provide funding 
to cities, towns, and counties covered by the NPDES Phase I and II Municipal Stormwater 
permits, for municipal stormwater programs, including: 

• Implementing permit requirements.  

• Purchasing equipment and personal services contracts to directly support implementing 
permit requirements.  

Funds also help local governments hire staff to address stormwater problems in their 
communities and improve stormwater research, data management, and monitoring. Part of the 
municipal stormwater capacity grant program has also been to fund directed grants for 
stormwater projects of regional or statewide significance. These directed grants fund projects or 
activities that address stormwater problems or issues of importance to local governments, 
including: 

• An Eastern Washington manual for low impact development.  

• A collaborative public education campaign for stormwater.  

• Regional stormwater monitoring initiatives.  

• The Washington Stormwater Center. 



 

 
60 

 

Carry-forward level (CFL) funding for the local government capacity grants has been $8.9 
million per biennium, and has been a critical funding element for local governments. Ecology is 
proposing to temporarily increase funding to local governments and directed grants for projects 
of regional or statewide significance for the 2013-15 and 2015-17 biennia to help local 
governments meet the new permit requirements. This will allow Ecology to double the capacity 
grants to local governments. 

Stormwater: Future Operating Needs Beyond 2013-15 
Includes adjustment for fiscal growth factors. 

Biennium 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 2021-23 Total 

FTEs (CFL) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5  
LTCA (CFL) $8,900,000  $8,900,000 $8,900,000 $8,900,000 $8,900,000 $44,500,000 

FTEs (New) 1.8 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0  

LTCA (New) $10,000,000 $10,446,000 $0 $0 $0 $20,446,000 

TOTAL Future LTCA $18,900,000 $19,346,000 $8,900,000 $8,900,000 $8,900,000 $64,946,000 
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Monitoring and Scientific Support for All MTCA Investments 

Environmental Assessment Program 

Background 

The Environmental Assessment Program (EAP) conducts monitoring programs and designs 
scientific studies to measure the quality of water, sediments, and fish tissue in marine and fresh 
waters across the state. A portion of this work is funded by STCA with the majority funded by 
other state and federal sources. 

The STCA-funded work supports activities in multiple sections of this report, including: 

• The Toxic Cleanup section: 

 Western and Eastern Washington Clean Sites Initiative Program.  

 Safe Soils Program.  

 Puget Sound Cleanups. 

• The Toxic Pollution Prevention section: 

 Reduce Toxics Use and Prevent Hazardous Waste. 

Annual work plans for EAP staff are developed in consultation with other Ecology programs—
primarily the Toxics Cleanup Program, Waste 2 Resources Program, and Water Quality 
Program. These discussions prioritize the projects and sites EAP staff will work on during the 
upcoming year. 

Findings 

• Ecology programs often identify the need for support above EAP’s ongoing internal 
resources. In some cases, the program (e.g., Toxics Cleanup Program, Nuclear Waste 
Program) can provide one-time funding to EAP for staff to work on these projects. 

• In other cases, additional resources are not available, and existing EAP staff and 
resources must be prioritized to the highest needs. 

Conclusions 

EAP has a core level of $7.55 million per biennium of STCA funding to support MTCA-eligible 
work. 

• The Toxics Cleanup Program may provide additional funding to EAP beyond the core 
level of support for activities, such as identifying potential cleanup sites or monitoring 
cleanup effectiveness. Potential increases during the upcoming ten-year period are 
included in the Western and Eastern Washington Clean Sites Initiative Program and 
Clean Up Toxic Sites Puget Sound sections of this report. 
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• Additional resources may also be needed for sampling persistent, bioaccumulative, and 
toxic chemicals (PBTs) in support of chemical action plans, toxics in consumer products, 
and other emerging contaminants in the environment. Potential increases during the 
upcoming ten-year period are included in the Reduce Toxics Use and Prevent Hazardous 
Waste section of this report. 
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Time-Bound Investments of MTCA, Directed by the Legislature 

Shoreline Master Program Grants 

Background 

Ecology is working with local governments across the state to update local Shoreline Master 
Programs (SMPs). Updated shoreline regulations are vital tools for protecting freshwater and 
marine shorelines throughout the state. They set standards for shoreline development, protect 
important habitats, and identify places best suited for restoration. 

Based on a negotiated legal settlement, RCW 90.58, the Shoreline Management Act (SMA), was 
amended by the Legislature in 2003. The amendment  requires all 257 local governments with 
shorelines to comprehensively update their shoreline regulations between 2005 and 2014 (and 
with the extra year allowed by the statute, the final end date for updates is December 2015). The 
Legislature also required the state to provide "reasonable and adequate" funding to local 
governments for the updates. 

Findings 

• Updated SMPs improve protection of shorelines throughout the state and provide 
predictability for landowners. Shoreline regulations help prevent toxins from entering 
state waters. For example, vegetated buffers required for new developments help reduce 
toxic inputs to state waters. SMPs also set forth a plan for restoring degraded shorelines. 

• Between July 1, 2003, and March 1, 2013, 204 cities and counties have received funding 
for their comprehensive SMP updates: 74 are complete and approved by the state; 15 are 
locally adopted and under state review; and another 115 are underway. An additional 55 
jurisdictions are scheduled to receive funding in the 2013-15 biennium. 

• Since 2003, $26 million in state funding has been appropriated for SMP updates. Of those 
funds, $15 million has come from the General Fund-State (GF-S) and $10.5 million has 
come from LTCA. For the 2013-15 biennium, Ecology has requested $2.3 million 
(LTCA). In addition to the $4.5 million (LTCA) base, this will enable 38 jurisdictions to 
complete their updates, and the remaining 55 jurisdictions on the schedule (14 counties 
and 41 cities) to begin their updates (they will finish by December 2015, in the 2015-17 
biennium). The budget request also would provide $556,000 (STCA) for Ecology staffing 
to provide technical support. 

Conclusions 

• Ecology’s 2013-15 budget request will ensure local governments continue to receive the 
funding they need to update their shoreline regulations consistent with the schedule 
adopted by the Legislature. 

• $1 million of the requested state funds will provide match for the state’s federal Coastal 
Zone Management grant from NOAA, leveraging an additional $1 million in federal 
funding for the 2013-15 biennium. 
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• RCW 90.58.080 requires local shoreline plans and regulations be updated according to a 
prescribed schedule. Without the 2013-15 SMP funds, 91 jurisdictions (counties and 
cities) would not have the resources to complete their SMP and would be out of 
compliance with the statutory schedule. 

• A legal settlement agreement in 2003 commits the Governor’s Office and the settlement 
parties (a diverse array of stakeholders and local governments) to "…support projected 
future funding …required to complete implementation statewide based on current 
estimates, sufficient to meet the schedule…” 
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Figure 10. Shoreline Master Program Grants – Ten-Year Estimate of Funding Needs 
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Appendix A: House Bill 1761 (2007 Regular Session) – In Its 
Entirety 
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