
1 2 2 1  E  P i k e  S t .  S t e  3 0 5  S e a t t l e  W A   9 8 1 2 2  ·  w w w . a l l i e d 8 . c o m  ·  2 0 6 . 3 2 4 . 2 4 2 0

Site Feasibility Appendices

1. General Documents:
a. Notes taken from Meeting #1 with the Board and Laurie Orton where SJIL values and goals were

discussed
b. Meeting #1 Minutes
c. Meeting #2 Power Point Deck
d. Meeting #2 Minutes

2. Guard Street
a. Washington State Department of Ecology Initial Investigation Report
b. Washington State Department of Ecology Underground Storage Tank System Summary
c. Opalco Easement, recording number 2008 0128034

3. Spring Street
a. Access Easement, recording number 90169142
b. 1966 Convention Center Images

4. Malcolm Street
a. Historic Preservation and Access Easement, recording number 2018-0719054
b. Short Plat converting Malcolm into 4 buildable lots, recording number 2002 0117009
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Meeting #1 – Activities with the SJIL Board 
 
1ST ACTIVITY: 
Values and Goals: 
In what ways will a new library support and strengthen the SJI community? 
 
2ND ACTIVITY: 
Questions for SJIL: 
1. Describe your most frequent user group or groups. 
2. What new services, if any, should the new library provide that you are not currently providing? 
3. Are there services or amenities on the island that would benefit the library by being in proximity? 
4. Should the new library to have a prominent physical presence for both local and tourist communities?   
5. How important is the parking count?  Is the intent accommodating relief for other services in Friday Harbor 
too? Or will parking be designated for Library use only? 
6. Is public perception important -with respect to site location? 
7. Have you given any thought to what the operating hours will be for the new library? 
9. Is there a future vision for public transit on the Island? 
10. Are there any safety concerns for any of the three sites? 
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Meeting #1 – Activities Notes 
 
1. Library is very strong already; the facility is not as strong as the institution. Strengthen facility to meet 

the strength of library. 
2. Contemplative vs social space. There are tensions that are inherent. Space to accommodate multiple 

uses. A beacon and a sanctuary.  
3. Flexibility, the new library should NOT be considered done. Must be room to grow and program as they 

go. Average age in county is 17 years older than state. 
4. The library is already important but would like it to be even more important. Should be the “first thought” 

of where to go and be to connect to community. Focal Point. Touchstone. 
5. Parking!!! 
6. Currently more potential than building can handle. Needs to be more visible. 
7. Community space from outside and inside community. Makers lab, study carrells, no other place on 

island to go. 
8. Remain neutral. Community space must be able to be separated as well as be a part of the library. 

Integrated yet separate community/stacks. Library should facilitate community discussion. Ground rules 
for differing opinions. 

9. Building can be expanded, reconfigured. Don’t know what library needs 10-15 years from now. 1 story vs 2 
story. Plan for a 50-year building. Currently, every 10 years forced to expand in existing building since 
1983. Currently 11 FTE. There is a state limit to how many FTEs. 

10. Building must initially accommodate ~11 FTEs but much more community. Same staff capacity to 
accommodate much more community unless a new levy is passed. 

11. The grounds around the library should have pathways, gardens, greenspace, adjunct to physical 
structure. Shouldn’t just look like a parking lot.  

12. Conventional construction type and compartmentalized structural grid. MEP conventional. 10-year 
minimum track record products and specifications. 100 years from now, new building should be 
considered for historic structural. 

13. Everyone wants to build the library. There will be many varying opinions.  
14. The chosen site is heavily linked to architectural impact. People want “the look” to stay the same as 

existing architecture of the island. Malcolm street, for instance will need to be very vernacular. There 
was huge push back with Art Museum. Has to balance values.  

15. Last remodel was not popular. Softer, less linear would be more successful. Anacortes is too long and 
linear. Current taupe and grey not appreciated. Sense of comfort is needed. Community home not a 
community institution. HOME 

16. Current library is cozy, entrance is cozy. Softening of the metal has made the library cozier. Materials 
matter. Almost everything in the building is wood. The wood is veneer to cover the metal. 

17. Downriggers was much loved. Carpeted, quiet. Exterior design was very controversial. Object lesson. 
Community likes cozy. 

18. The community must be happy, and donors must also be happy. 
19. Generational needs are different. 
20. What is “in town”? What is too far? 2-3 block walk for parking is too far. 
21. Current library is too far to be considered central or civic. 
22. No comparisons to mainland. “I’m going to America today” is what some islanders say when referring to 

traveling to mainland. 
23. Programming can be long term and therefore parking needs to accommodate that. Not just short-term 

parking. 
24. Utilities and services as easy to maintain as possible. Close and easy. O&M’s should be strait forward. 

Sturdy and strong interior finishes. 
25. Need for natural light. And carefully considered artificial lighting. 
26. 3PM every weekday school bus drops all the latchkey kids at the library. Can that vehicular and 

circulation process by managed better and separated from regular activities. 
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Date:    July 2nd, 2019 
Meeting Time:  10:00 AM – 12:00 PM 
Meeting Location:  Windermere Real Estate, 50 Spring St, Friday Harbor, WA 98250 
Attendees:   Howard Ryan – OCMI Owner Rep  
    Laurie Orton - Director 
    Fred Henley – Board member 
    Barry Jacobson - Board member 
    Mark Madsen– Board member 
    Karen Vedder– Board member 
    Lynn Weber/Roochvarg– Board member 
    Carrie Lacher - recorder 
    Leah Martin, Allied8, leah@allied8.com 
     Sharon Khosla, Fivedot, sharon@fivedotarch.com 

Topic:    San Juan Island Library – Site Feasibility 
 

Agenda - Meeting #1 
 
Introductions         (15 Minutes) 

 No Action 
 
Project Values & Goals (Building the Project DNA)   (45 Minutes) 

 
 Full group activity - participation required, facilitated by Allied8 & Fivedot 
 Allied8 to organize notes taken, to be used in site matrix and site planning. 

 
Select Questions we have for SJIL      (45 Minutes) 

 
 Small group activity – participation required, facilitated by Allied8 & Fivedot 
 Board members shared a prepared list of SJIL facilities and services goals and offered to 

share this with Allied8. SJIL to forward this to Allied8 by Monday July 8th.  
 Allied8 to organize notes taken, to be used in site matrix and site planning. 

 
Schedule          (15 minutes) 
 

 Firm up timing for next two meetings 
 Meeting #2: July 18th – Progress Report. SJIL to confirm timing. 
 Meeting #3: August 6nd – Final Report & Recommendations 
 Board Meeting: Sept 10th – Board to vote on preferred site. Allied8 is expected to 

attend as additional service per contract. SJIL to inform Allied8 of time.  
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19.009 SJIL Feasibility Study 

Meeting Minutes
 

Date:    July 18, 2019 

Meeting Time:  12:00 pm 

Meeting Location:  Skype Meeting  

 

Attendees:   All Board members present 

    Leah Martin, Allied8 

    Barbara Busetti, Allied8 

    Sharon Khosla, FiveDot 

    Jessica Aceves, Allied8 

     

  

Discussion / Agenda items 

 

NOTE: Leah primary presenter, Sharon presented site plans. 

Leah began presentation at 12:10pm 

- Informed board members of the calls she had made to the county. 

- comprehensive plan.  Explained what comp 

plan was to board members who definition; how it is a road map of how the 

town expects to grow.  They looked at specific neighborhoods and how they are 

intended to grow.  

 

SLIDE 2: Zoning Map 

- GUARD: Light Industrial 

- SPRING: Professional Services 

- MALCOM: Commercial, but surrounded by Single Family =  transitional neighborhood 

 

SLIDE 3: 5-Minute walk radius Map 
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SLIDE 4: GUARD - Title slide 

SLIDE 5: GUARD - GIS Map 

SLIDE 6: GUARD  GIS Map, close up 

- Site falls approximately 30 ft at the back edge  

SLIDE 7: GUARD  Site Plan  (Sharon presented) 

- Presented parameters 

- 20,000 SF structure 

- 100 parking stalls 

- Outdoor space 

- Cons:  

-  

- Outdoor space in back 

- Long walk from parking to building 

- Utilities perspective limits layout/ development   

- Oil tanks buried in back 

IMPORTANT NOTE BY HOWARD: GUARD site would not be available for 3-4 years. 

SLIDE 8: GUARD  Oil stains 

- Contaminated soil 

- Barrels would need to be exported off island because of contamination  

= REMEDIATION COST 

SLIDE 9: SPRING  Title Slide 

SLIDE 10: SPRING- GIS Map 

SLIDE 11: SPRING  GIS Map, close up 

- True arterial street 

- Compared two (E) structures.  Gave a brief history.  Original building was convention 

center an addition in the . 

- Pointed out (3) auxiliary structures 

-  

- 2) back building could be used as storage 

- 3) possible demo, in the way of parking 

- 
drive aisle 

SLIDE 12: SPRING  Site Plan (Sharon) 

- Could use the (E) drive aisle 

- Idea is to keep part of the original 1966 convention center structure 

-  especially if it could be shared 

with the adjacent property (Vern Howard owns adjacent structure between the Spring 

location and the Art Museum) 



 

 

1 2 2 1  E  P i k e  S t .  S t e  3 0 5  S e a t t l e  W A   9 8 1 2 2  ·  w w w . a l l i e d 8 . c o m  ·  2 0 6 . 3 2 4 . 2 4 2 0  

- Leah reached out to engineering company (Schemmer) for feasibility, but is currently 

suing owner  so no movement on the request. 

- Leah contacted Carol Herman (permit department)  to forward any (E) permits of site. 

KAREN  a previous sale of Spring Street failed because it was contingent on a re-zoning, which 

failed. 

KAREN  Some community members would like to see the site converted back to a senior living 

heard about 

any other offers made by nursing home groups.  

COMMENT  Average days on market is higher on the island, not unusual that Spring street has 

been sitting on the market this long.  

COMMENT  Vern Howard, who owns the brewery and grocery store, is the owner of the 

building between the Spring Street site and Art Museum.  He has no interest in low income 

housing.  But is interested in housing for his employees.  Looking into building condos.   

SLIDE 13: SPRING  1966 Convention Center pictures 

- Leah spoke with Sandy Strehlou, was informed about historic preservation issues, since 

the convention center could be perceived as historical.  

SLIDE 14: MALCOM  Title Slide 

SLIDE 15: MALCOM  GIS Map, close up 

- Site is sunken from street level 

- Leah explained how this was the smallest lot 

- Guard: 2.3 acres 

- Spring: 2.5 acres 

- Malcom: 1.7 acres 

SLIDE 16: MALCOM  Site Plan (Sharon) 

MAJOR CONS:  

1. Utility Easement (10ft wide): cannot build on top of easement (structure), but can lay 

down asphalt. Easement limits design  structure and parking may hold same visual 

weight. 

2. City could elect to add additional utilities in the future (like electricity, since it is 

underground on the island) at the cost to library  will disrupt operations. 

3. A more residential scale will be forced because of zoning 

Karen mentioned land bank purchased property and sold with historical easement - on both 

Argyle Ave. and Malcom Street side [Leah note: historical easement only on street frontage] 

- Leah explained the (E) Zoning Clause: parking must be ½ covered, but due to building 

size it is exempt 

KAREN  presented history of Malcom, available for affordable housing 
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LAURIE  Wanted clarification on Historical restriction.  After glancing over document  

worried Malcom would be too [modest]. 

 Sharon: scale, size, and form is restrictive because of (E) easement. 

 Leah: shared historical restriction document  some examples listed below: 

- Shiplap siding 

- Break up volume 

- Windows need to be rectangular, needs to be proportioned to vicinity properties 

- Roof line: nothing less than 6:12 

- Picket fence, etc. 

- Suggested hiding some parking with landscape 

 

 parking lot  could be used for farmers market. 

 Sharon: Library could be a couple of buildings instead of one. 

Howard suggested possible 2-story with sky walk? 

COMMENT: 2 stories would raise the operation costs (more staff would be required) 

SLIDE 17: MALCOM  Sewer Easement Map 

SLIDE 18: Historic District Map 

SLIDE 19: Matrix Title Slide 

- Looked at the matrix headers in multiple ways: 1) flatly  all headers have equal weight 2) 

removed site specifics (no cost) 3) included a cost multiplier 

SLIDE 20: Matrix page 1  Library Design/ Civics 

1) Spring  2) Malcom  3) Guard 

- SPRING: has more opportunity for open space, closest to other civic areas, true arterial 

gateway, plenty of pedestrian access.  CON  North edge of lot may have issues with 

known drug activities. 

- All locations have same loading dock scores 

SLIDE 21: Matrix page 2  Municipal Infrastructure & Sustainability 

MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE:  

 1) Spring  2) Guard 3) Malcom 

- MALCOM: Has no (E) curb cuts, gutters, sidewalks = ROAD IMPROVENTS 

- GUARD: has BAD sewer distance effort = EXPENSIVE.  Site slopes North.  Stormwater 

located in South end, needs to pump uphill.  Leah already spoke with civil engineer. 

- SPRING: already connected for water main, has best infrastructure = LEAST expensive.  

But is worse for construction impact for town. 
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SUSTAINABILITY:   

 1) Spring  2) Malcom 3) Guard 

-  

- Would be an interesting community event for Spring St. Creates opportunity for 

community engagement from the start of the process (re-using convalescent building 

elements.) 

- Could possibly be used for the Guard site =explained what a bio retention cell is. 

Lynn mentioned that a bio cell was already used at the hospital. 

SLIDE 22: Matrix page 3  Values & Entitlements 

VALUES: (Sharon and Leah) 

1) Spring 2) Malcom  3) Guard 

-  

- (Sharon) Malcom would have to be created like a residential scale.  Would feel more like a 

 

- (Sharon) SPRING -  

ENTITLEMENTS:  

1) Guard  2) Spring 3) Malcom 

- All sites are subject to Tribal Review.  Not a big deal, unless an artifact is unearthed 

during construction. 

- None of the sites are in Environmental Critical Areas 

- No county permits are required on Friday Harbor 

- SEPA will be required for all sites.   

Board noted - SEPA would be required either way since the project is state funded. 

- All sites would likely require a Department of Ecology permit since ground disturbance 

will be over 1 acre. 

-  

SLIDE 23: Matrix page 4  Cost/ Schedule 

1) Malcom (tied - 2) Spring & Guard 

 

- Two-way conversation about cost, assessed cost, vs. market value cost.  It was decided 

to update the cost matrix.  Isolate cost from matrix. 

- Barbara mentioned that there is an assumption around assessed value. 

- Leveraging the value on Spring Street is achievable.    

Leah presented Spring as the front runner (with cost excluded) 

(LAST) SLIDE 24: Preliminary Summary  
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Note from board:  60% of the community needs to approve a bond.  Acquisition and bond need 

 

- s to Board:  

- Site analysis is complete, moving forward with financial value analysis. 

- Building assessment should be done BEFORE purchase.  Threw it to Howard, 

 

 

1. How important is the cost?  Can you raise 2 million more?   

NO 

2. Would the public mind if the senior living facility was removed for the community? 

A lot of the public were surprised that Spring street was being considered, but 

the board has no obligation to replace senior community.  All members agree 

that it is not an issue if Spring site is not used as a senior community. 

3. Does the board agree with the Spring recommendation? Board members feedback:  

- Good job on matrix 

- Have provided good background information to enable to answer public 

questions/ concerns.  Malcom feels very restrictive.   

-  

- Thank you for all of the work.  Public perception is that Guard was the obvious 

choice, but is not walking with an entirely different view. 

 

Leah: next step is speaking with estimator (RLB).  If during the estimation process if Spring 

 like a viable option, or any surprises she would reach out before the next 

scheduled check in. 

END OF MEETING  apprx. 2:30p 
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PRELIMINARY SUMMARY

• Including cost, we believe Spring Street is the favorable property.

• Spring: Public perception if Life Care Center is lost – can this be mitigated?

• Spring: SJIL’s responsibility to consider alternate locations for Senior housing?

• Spring: Building Assessment for Spring Street would be required.

• Spring: Pending law suit between Schemmer Engineering and Owner.

• Malcolm: Historic Preservation guidelines require residential scale.

• All sites: Consider Site Plan Review with TOFH Land Use Administrator.



 

 

    INITIAL INVESTIGATION FIELD REPORT 
ERTS # 429164 
County San Juan 

Parcel # 351151035000 
FS ID # 8421448 

SITE INFORMATION 
Site Name (e.g., Co. name over door): 
San Juan County 
 

Site Address (including City and Zip+4):  
1000 Guard Street, Friday Harbor WA 98250 
      

Site Phone: 
(   )   -     
(   )   -     

Site Contact and Title (if any):  
      
      

Site Contact Address (including City and Zip+4) if any:  
      
      

Site Contact Phone: 
(   )   -     
(   )   -     

Site Owner: 
San Juan County Public Works 
(Owner) 
      

Site Owner Address (including City and Zip+4):  
PO Box 729, Friday Harbor WA 98250 
      

Site Owner Phone: 
(   )   -     
(   )   -     

Site Owner Contact (if any): 
      
      

Site Owner Contact Address (including City and Zip+4) if any:  
      
      

Owner Contact Phone: 
(   )   -     
(   )   -     

Previous/Additional Site Owner(s): 
      
      

Previous/Additional Site Owner(s) Address (including City and Zip+4): 
      

Phone: 
(   )   -     
(   )   -     

Alternate Site Names: 
WA AGR M Friday Harbor 1 
      

Comments:  
      

Is property > 10 acres? 
   Yes     No  

 
Location: Quarter-Quarter: NW Section: 11 Township: 35 Range: 3 
Latitude: Decimal Degrees        OR   Degrees 48 Minutes 32 Seconds 10.6799 

Longitude: Decimal Degrees        OR   Degrees -123 Minutes 1 Seconds 46.9919 
 
INSPECTION INFORMATION 
Inspection Date: 4/28/2009 Time: 10:50 am pm Entry Notice:     Announced         Unannounced  

Photographs?  Yes    No   Weather:    Clear        Rain      Temperature: 50 ° F 

Samples?  Yes    No   Wind Direction:  None     Wind Speed: 0 

RECOMMENDATION 
No Further Action (due to):  ISIS ACTIONS (check all that apply):  

Release or threatened release does not pose a threat                                Site Hazard Assessment (MTCA List)          
No release or threatened release                                                            LUST List                 
Educational mailing                                                                                    RCU (Reported Cleaned up)   
Refer to program/agency (     )      Comments: Add to CSCS list.  

      Independent cleanup action completed (i.e., remediated)   
 
 COMPLAINT (Brief summary of ERTS): 
During March 1998 three USTs were removed. A soil sample from the limits of excavation revealed TPH-G and TPH-D above MTCA A soil 
cleanup standards.  Groundwater may also be contamianted above MTCA A standards based on a grab sample of water from the 
excavation pit.  Documents in the site file reference an October 22, 1998 site assessment that is not included in the site file.  It is unknown 
whether additional work has been performed at this site. 
SITE STATUS (Brief summary of site condition(s) after investigation): 
The site is an operating San Juan County Public Works facility. 

Investigator: Wallace Reid         Date Submitted: 6/11/2009 
 
 
 

 



 

 

OBSERVATIONS 
Description: See attached photos. 
 

Description of past practices likely to be responsible for contamination: Three USTs. 

 
ACTIVITIES OR PRACTICES RESPONSIBLE FOR CONTAMINATION: 
 Spill          

Pesticide disposal                               
Landfill                                                
Drums                                                  
Other – Describe:       

 
 
 
 
 

 

LUST 
Tank  
Improper handling  
Improper disposal 

 
 
 
 

 

Are discharges permitted? (if yes, describe)  
            

No    
Yes  
 

Standard Industrial Codes (if known): 9199 General 
Government, Not Elsewhere Classified 
      

CONTAMINANT(S) 
AFFECTED 
MEDIA 

CONTAMINANTS (#1-19: See contaminants key below) Enter letter designating status of contaminant: 
C = Confirmed (above MTCA Method A); S = Suspected; R = Remediated; B = Below MTCA Method A 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
 Ground Water             S                         
 Surface Water                                       
 Drinking Water                                       
 Soil             C                         
 Sediment                                       
 Air                                       
 1  Base/neutral/acid organics  8  Phenolic compounds 15  Conventional contaminants, organic 
 2  Halogenated organic compounds  9  Non-halogenated solvents 16  Conventional contaminants, inorganic 
 3  Metals - Priority pollutants  10  Dioxin 17  Asbestos 
 4  Metals - Other  11  Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) 18  Arsenic 
 5  Polychlorinated biPhenyls (PCBs)  12  Reactive wastes 19  Methyl Tert-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 
 6  Pesticides  13  Corrosive wastes  
 7  Petroleum products  14  Radioactive wastes  



 

 

SITE INFORMATION 
Soil type Gray Clay-Sand Slope 10% Northeast 
Site vegetation/cover present:    

Forest  Pasture/open field  
Bare soil   Wetlands  
Brush  Pavement  
Landscaped  Surface water  

Other – Describe: One-story public works building 

 
Are there any drinking water systems affected?  Yes  No 

Municipal, private, or both? (Circle)   

How many people are estimated to be affected?          

Is there a potential for a release or threatened release to affect a drinking water source?  Yes  No 

Are there monitoring wells in the vicinity?  Yes  No 

Are there dry wells in the vicinity?  Yes  No 

 
 
CONTAMINANT PATHWAYS AND TARGETS 

 Ingestion Inhalation Contact 

Ground Water    
Surface Water    

Drinking Water    
Soil    

Sediment    
Air    

 

Targets Possible:  Residential  
Human, adult  Industrial  

Human, children  Commercial  
Sensitive environments (See WARM Scoring Manual for definition):   Yes        No         If yes, describe:  
      

General Comments: Human contact exposure possible during excavations at the site. 



 

 

SITE MAP/DIAGRAM 

Site Name San Juan County 

 

 
North 

  Approximate scale:        inch =        feet 

 ERTS Number N29164  County San Juan 

Inspector Wallace Reid Date 6/11/2009 

 



Tank Summary

Tank Name Tank Status Tank Install Date

1(GAS) Removed 1/1/1950

2(DIESEL) Removed 1/1/1950

Site Name:   SAN JUAN COUNTY Glossary
UST ID: 4154 Facility/Site ID: 8421448 Latitude: 48.53630 Active Tag(s): N/A
Address: 1000 GUARD ST Longitude: -123.02972 Responsible Unit: Northwest

FRIDAY HARBOR, WA 98250 County: San Juan

Tank Installation:

Tank Status Date: Piping Installation:8/6/1996

1/1/1950

Tank Name: 1(GAS)

Business License Endorsement Expiration: 6/30/1997

Tank Information Piping Information

Material:

Construction:

Corrosion Protection:

Manifolded Tank:

Release Detection:

Tightness Test:

Spill Prevention:

Overfill Prevention:

Actual Capacity:

Capacity Range:

800 Gallons

Material:

Construction:

Corrosion Protection:

SFC* at Tank:

SFC* at Dispenser/Pump:

Primary Release Detection:

Secondary Release Detection:

Pumping System:

Turbine Sump Construction:

*SFC = Steel Flex Connector

Tank Permanently Closed Date:

Tank Upgrade:

Compartment Substance Stored Substance Used Capacity

1 Unleaded Gasoline Motor Fuel for Vehicles 800 Gallons

RemovedTank Status:

Page 1 of 2Report Generated: 6/25/2019Toxics Cleanup Program

Underground Storage Tank System Summary UST ID: 4154

https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/tcpwebreporting/Help/Glossary


Tank Installation:

Tank Status Date: Piping Installation:8/6/1996

1/1/1950

Tank Name: 2(DIESEL)

Business License Endorsement Expiration: 6/30/1996

Tank Information Piping Information

Material:

Construction:

Corrosion Protection:

Manifolded Tank:

Release Detection:

Tightness Test:

Spill Prevention:

Overfill Prevention:

Actual Capacity:

Capacity Range:

Single Wall Tank

None

Weekly Manual Gauging

None

None

350 Gallons

111 TO 1,100 Gallons

Material:

Construction:

Corrosion Protection:

SFC* at Tank:

SFC* at Dispenser/Pump:

Primary Release Detection:

Secondary Release Detection:

Pumping System:

Turbine Sump Construction:

*SFC = Steel Flex Connector

Single Wall Pipe

Other

Safe Suction (No Leak Detection)

Tank Permanently Closed Date:

Tank Upgrade:

Compartment Substance Stored Substance Used Capacity

1 Motor Fuel for Vehicles 350 Gallons

RemovedTank Status:

Page 2 of 2Report Generated: 6/25/2019Toxics Cleanup Program

Underground Storage Tank System Summary UST ID: 4154
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1966 Spring Street Convention Center 
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