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feet north of the property line, ¢ ocated approximately 120 feet north of the
northwest corner of the Master C.cu.iv. v . w21ty (Figure 2).

Petroleum products from the former gas station release are also present in some locations
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The December 2015 treatment of the groundwater via injection of Provectus IR has
significantly improved the overall grou Iwater chemistry for both petroleum and
drycleaning chemicals. With further monitoring planned, it is anticipated continued
improvements over time will be observed.

2.2.3 Vapor Chemistry

Subslab vapors beneath the Master Cleaners building were tested in February 2016, and
the results indicate elevated levels of PCE and TCE are present beneath the building
(Table A.5, Figure 3). Prior to occupancy, a subslab vapor mitigation system should be
installed to prevent exposure to elevated vapors by building occupants.

During the site investigation, subslab and indoor vapors were tested on the neighboring
building to the north, at 518 N. 64'" Street. Test results are summarized on Table A.5,
and sample locations are mapped on Figure 3. The results indicate elevated levels of TCE
were present in the subslab vapors, but no drycleaning chemicals were detected in indoor
air samples obtained in the basement or the first floor of the house in February 2012.

Injection of Provectus IR took place on the Master Cleaner property in December 2015.
During the injection, elevated readings on the combustible gas meter were noted in the
headspace of monitoring wells SMW-4, SMW-8, SMW-10, and SMW-14. No elevated LEL
measurements were recorded in the basement of the Rusch House (518 N. 64" Street).
It is expected the observation of elevated LEL in well headspaces was the result of
mobilization of residual petroleum during the injection process. PCE is not combustible
and would not cause elevated LEL responses.

2.2.4 Soil Chemistry

The soil chemistry results from all samplmg at the srte IS mapped on Figure 4 and shown
on Table A.2.], and the ™~ ° it |
cross section (Figure 5) and
some of the soil chemisuy resuts uial nave veen vulanicu 1eeL sawuaccu sun. wiilities
have also been shown on Figure 4 for assessment of potential contaminant migration
pathways.
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Based on results from nearby soil borings (HA-1. HA-2. B-101. B-103. and the antdnar

Similarly, there is no reason to believe there is a laterally extensive area of highly-
' ' de

The most elevated petroleum constituents in soil are present southwest of the building
(55-1, SS-3, around the former UST excavation area, Figure 1). Elevated petroleum in
saturated soil has been noted beneath the building at borings B-103, directly northeast of
the former UST basin. The elevated petroleum in this area is likely present due to
migration of contaminated groundwater from the former UST basin source area.

2.2.5 Contaminant Mass

To evaluate remedial options for remaining soil contamination, an evaluation of the mass
of PCE contamination was completed (Table 1). In any mass calculation, there are

significant assumptions that must be part of the assessment. Assumptions for this case
include:

° d the
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unsaturated (<10’) component.

° vas used for calculations

e The soil chemistry results from the site investigation remain unchanged, despite
possible decreases from the injection treatment in December 2015.

e Dimensions of the area where highly elevated PCE beneath the removed 30-inch
diameter sump are four feet square, and extend from the current base of the
sump, 5.5 feet, to the top of the water table at ten feet.

e The dimensions of the elevated PCE beneath the indoor sanitary lateral line extend
two feet wide by 42 feet beneath the building, from a depth of 2.5 feet to the
water table at ten feet.

e Contamination beneath the remainder of the building is divided into an east and
west hal with dimensions of 30 feet by 25 feet by 9.5 feet vertically for each
half.
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Task 0: Project Management

Additional project management time has been included on the cost estimate to cover
additional labor needed to perform these additional activities. Project management
activities include correspondence with the WDNR, neighboring property owners, invoicing,
budget management, and routine project tasks.

Task F: Additional Assessment of Utility Corridors

There is known elevated PCE in soil under the former building sump (3,160 to 10,800
mg/kg PCE at 5.5 feet). Elevated PCE in soil is also present at the sewer lateral exiting
the sump under the building (37.6 mg/kg PCE at 2.5 feet).

Video mapping of the sanitary sewer lateral is proposed to evaluate the location of the
line and whether there are any apparent breaks in the piping where material inside the
lateral may have been released to the surrounding soils. A plumber will be contracted to
run a video camera inside the sewer, locating the line at the ground surface with marking
paint, and also marking locations where potential breaks are observed. The line will be
traced both inside and outside the building, an estimated 65 feet outside and 40 feet
inside. If previously marked locations are no longer apparent, a private utility locator will
be hired to mark the location of the gas lateral and the water lateral, as they are also
present in the area of concern.

Upon interpretation of the information frcm tha cavuar vidan C.annrahoa harinac will ha

arhsanrcad naar thae likalv hraakino nnintg, ,
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mun ulanicwer Lo wanes augacene oo 2lect identified potential breaks, with soil samples
retained from three depths outside, and two depths inside at each boring for laboratory
analysis of VOCs. If no breaks are identified, the borings will be advanced at locations
shown on Figure 6.

Care will be taken to avoid damage to the utility lines by offsetting approximately 1.5
feet from the identified line location. The water lateral also is present, presumable in
the same trench, and off-set will need to accommodate the water lateral line.

Soil samples will be retained from the approximate base of the pipe (estimated three to
four feet for indoor borings, and five to six feet for outdoor borings), plus a deeper
interval from the borehole base at eight feet. Additionally, shallow soil above the laterals
will be retained from the outside borings, from approximately 3 to 4 feet, to evaluate
whether the shallow soil can be reused as clean fill upon excavation. A total of 16 soil
VOC analyses are proposed. Two soil samples will also be retained for TCLP VOC analysis,
to support landfill disposal criteria.
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Additional soil samples may be retained as necessary to characterize the soil for landfill
disposal, pending finalization of the landfill requirements.

Task G: Landfill Disposal Approval

Upon receipt of the laboratory analytical results, approval for soil disposal will be
pursued. Disposal approval paperwork will be prepared and submitted for approval.

The disposal companies will require the WDNR provide concurrence with the criteria
proposed for determination that soil is either hazardous or non-hazardous. A hazardous
waste determination for the site has been provided in Attachment B. Review and
approval by the WDNR is requested for the hazardous waste determination criteria.

Task H: Soil Excavation and Disposal

Excavation and proper disposal of soil from beneath the building and around the sewer /
water lateral is proposed. If the soil samp'in~ test results from Task F above indicate
minimal impacts are present along the extc..or sewer lateral, excavation of the outside
utility lines may not prove necessary, but at this time, it is assumed excavation will be
necessary both inside and outside the building. A permit for the work will be obtained
from the City of Wauwatosa prior to completion.

The interior excavation will be performed using a micro- or mini-excavator and a skid
steer. The exterior location will likely utilize a full size backhoe and a trench box.

Excavation will include an estimated 40-foot long by four-foot wide by eight-foot deep
area of water and sewer lateral removal outside the building (50 CY = 75 tons) and 40-foot
long by two-foot wide by six-foot deep area (20 CY = 30 tons) inside around the indoor
sanitary lateral. Assuming test results indicate no impacts, the shallow soil in the outside
excavation from zero to four feet (35 tons) will be removed and set aside as clean fill for
reuse as backfill in the restored excavation.

The sump excavation is planned to extend as deep as the mini-backhoe can reach, eight
foot in depth, by an estimated four-foot by four-foot area. Because the sump extended
to a depth of five feet and that space remains as a void, the volume of soil assumed for
the hazardous waste dig material around the former sump is only four feet square by
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total of nine samples. Analysis will be performe ‘or VOCs. Some of these analyses may
not be needed, depending on the results of the soil boring findings under Task F.

Task I: Contingency for Chemical Addition in F¥ravation Base

B L
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This step provides a means to aggressively remove further contaminant mass beneath the
building that will not be able to be reached via excavation.

Upon reaching the targeted excavation depth, a solution of EZVI, a compound similar to
the Provect IR material injected in December, will be mixed and added into the base of
the excavation. The solution will have a relatively low viscosity, and will soak into the
unsaturated soil and dissipate into the saturated soil.

weered
WU Sequesiel alu UesLroy Tree pnase ana suspended chiorinated solvents using nano-scale
suspended zero valent iron powder (far less than one 1-micron size). The previously
injected Provect IR had a much larger zero valent iron particulate size (25 to 30 microns).

The EZVI proposed for addition will address potential remaining free phase PCE, 1f
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mlgratory pathways that spilled PCE would have taken, maximizing contact and
destruction of remaining PCE.

Since the excavation will be open and further treatment of the source area is possible, we
recommend implementation of this additional treatment. The liquid will be batch mixed
and added to the sub-building trench. The below building trench will extend to a depth
of six to eight feet below grade over an estimated 40-foot distance, and addition of 150
gallons to the two-foot wide trench will result in approximately 0.25 feet of liquid in the
base of the indoor excavation. The solution will soak into the underlying soils, likely
within a day or two of placement.

After the liquid has been placed, the excavation will be backfilled with granular material,
the replacement sewer lateral will be installed in part of the excavation, the vapor

mitigation system extension piping added, and the floor restored, as described in Task E
below.

The existing site injection permit from the WDNR can be extended to accommodate this
slight change in proposed delivery method and chemical. The permit was written to cover
pressure injection of Provectus IR, a zero valent iron proprietary solutio
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Monitoring of subsurface headspace gasses will be completed both pre-and post-chemical
solution addition (PID, four gas meter measurements) at nearby monitoring wells (SMW-3,
SMW-4, SMW-8, SMW-5, SMW-7, SMW-3, and SMW-10). Since the liquid will be added via
gravity drainage, and not under pressure as previously was completed, there is little need
to monitor distant monitoring wells for changes in headspace gasses.

Since the addition will only take place inside the building, approximately 50 feet from the
utility mains beneath 64" Street, there is no significant risk of migration of the solution to
the utlllty main plpes beneath 64th Street We will involve the City of Wauwatosa in the

P R 0¥ <UD N UEVEN QA S R SUIG - I U ST AR R Py R Ry

Task E: Building Restoration with Subslab Vapor Mitigation System Installation

Pre-excavation testing of the subslab vapors demonstrate elevated vapors are present
beneath the eastern portion of the building, likely primarily related to the release at the
sump. Vapor levels in the subslab from the southwestern portion of the building were not
elevated above levels that would require mitigation.

Despite completion of the indoor excavation, some contaminants will persist in the
subsurface soil beneath the building. A vapor mitigation system has been previously
approved for installation at the site to address subslab vapors. However, to improve the
performance of the vapor mitigation system, additional measures will be taken during
backfilling of the indoor excavation. These include

1) installation of an estimated 40 feet of perforated 2-inch diameter Schedule 40 PVC
piping within the granular fill of the sump and indoor sanitary sewer lateral
excavation

2) Connect of the 2-inch piping to a 3-inch diameter Schedule 40 PVC subslab vapor
extraction point, which will be installed adjacent to the building exterior wall

3) Placement of an estimated 1000 square feet of Stegowrap 15 mil thick vapor
barrier material beneath the floor of the building in the areas where the floor cuts
were made. The Stegowrap will help provide a barrier so the subslab system
extracts subslab vapors instead of indoor air.

Following installation of these vapor enhancements, the concrete floor will be restored.

The vapor mitigation system will consist of a single electric low horsepower fan, installed
on the exterior wall, piped to the single floor connection. The location of the fan will
depend on planned building renovations for entry and windows, as the fan needs to be
located specific distances from air entry points.
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remediation activities.

Task J: Documentation Report Preparation

Upon completion of the additional remedial activities, a documentation report will be
prepared that summarizes the activities. The report will include figures, tables, and
laboratory analytical reports to document findings. Copies of proper soil disposal will be
included as an attachment.

After completion of these activities in the fall of 2016, the groundwater monitoring
program that was previously approved by the WDNR in the original Fehr Graham Remedial
Action Plan will continue. The next sample event is planned for October 2016.

Task 6: Groundwater Monitoring Six Events with Email Reports

The scope of work and costs approved in the original Remedial Action Plan included
groundwater sampling at twelve (12) monitoring wells over six quarterly groundwater
monitoring events. Based on the results from the initial post-injection sample event, it is

proposed sampling be performed at 14 monitoring wells, detailed below, on the following
schedule:

14 Wells to Sample Quarterly: SMW-3, 4, 6,7, 8,9, 10, 11, 14, PZ-1, 2, and MW-1, 2,3

All 19 monitoring wells will be sampled in April 2017 in anticipation of possible request of
case closure, and again in the final of the six approved sample events, if closure is not
possible after the April 2017 sample event.

Sampling of off-site monitoring wells requires the submittal of the results to the private
well owners. Formal submittal of results was not required when the project was bid, and
some time has been added to this task to accommodate the additional time required to
keep the neighbors informed.

Sampling will take place on the following schedule:

Time Number of Wells Comments

Oct 2016 14 Skip wells 1,2,5, 12,
13

Jan 2017 14

April 2017 19 Sample All Wells

July 2017 14

Oct 2017 14

Jan 2018 19 Sample All Wells

TOTAL 94 increase of 16 wells
over approved
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0  COST ESTIMATE
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Please review the costs, and provide approval of the attached Change Order # 3.

As required by the DERF program bidding requirements, we certify that we will complete
services in compliance with ch NR 169, NR 140, and the NR 700 to NR 754 rule series. We
will make available to the WDNR for inspection and copying, upon request, all documents
and records related to the contract services. We have not prepared this bid in collusion
with any other consultant submitting a bid on this site. We will perform all services in an
ethical, professional and timely manner. Insurance information for Fehr Graham has
previously been provided. We have and will maintain the necessary insurance and
deductible coverages specified by NR169.

5.0 SCHEDULE

The anticipated project schedule for the proposed supplemental source removal work is
laid out below:

Activity Duration
Sewer Video and Evaluation 1 day
Geoprobe Borings 1 day
Soil Lab Analysis 2 weeks
Landfill Approval 2 weeks
Excvn Inside w/ Chemical Addn 1 week
Excavation Outside 1 week
Vapor Mitigation System 1 day
Vapor Communication Test 1 day
Data Evaluation and Interpretation On-Going
Documentation Report 4 weeks

Total

12 to 14 weeks

We plan to get the second round of post-injection groundwater samples in October, the
proceed with the quarterly sampling schedule laid out under Task 6 above (January 2017;
April 2017; July 2017; Oct 2017; Jan 2018).

| trust this information meets your needs. [f you have any questions, please give me a

call.

Vi s O gl

Kendrick A. Ebbott, P.G.
Branch Manager



July 6, 2016
Fehr Graham

Page 14
Attachments:
A: Response to WDNR May 2, 2016 Letter Comments
B: NR 722 Remedial Action Options Analysis with Hazardous Waste
Determination
Figure 1: Site Layout and Utilities
Figure 2: Groundwater Chemistry April 25 & 26, 2016
Figure 3: Vapor Chemistry Results
Figure 4: Soil Chemistry Results
Figure 5: Draft Geologic Cross Section Map A-A’
Figure 6: Proposed Remedial Testing and Excavation
Table A.1.1 Groundwater Analytical Results Table - VOCs
Table A.2.1 Soil Analytical Results Table - VOC
Table A.5 Vapor Analytical Results Table - VOC
Table 1: Contaminant Mass Calculation
Table 1A: Cost Estimate
Change Order 3
Cc: Mr. Harold Shipshock, Master Cleaners, c/o Mr. Tom Shipshock, via emait

Mr. Don Gallo, Whyte Hirschboeck, via email only
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Groundwater Analytical Table - VOC

Master Drycleaning, Inc.

6326 W. Bluemound Rd., Wauwatosa, Wi 53213

BRRTS# 02-41-545142

Sample ID - - SMW-5
Date| 2 g E e % o | 12/12/06 | 09/25/07 | 12/06/07 | 09/09/08 | 08/18/09 | 09/30/15 | 04/25/16
Groundwater Elevation| § & § | € 2 © | 682.85 | 681.25 | 680.57 | 681.43 | 680.57 | 683.00 | 682.85
x 0| xES
Z o < Z LU n

Benzene (ug/L) 0.5 5 <0.47 <0.47 <0.47 <0.24 <0.41 <0.50 <0.50
Ethylbenzene {ug/L) 140 700 <0.38 <0.38 <0.38 <0.35 <0.87 <0.50 <0.50
Toluene (ug/L) 160 800 <0.59 <0.46 <0.46 0.44) <0.51 <0.50 <0.50

Xylenes (TOTAL) (ug/L) 400 2,000 <1.1 <0.99 <0.99 <1.67 <2.13 <1.5 <1.50
mép-Xylene (ug/L) NS NS NR NR NR NR NR <1.0 <1.0
o-Xylene (ug/L) NS NS NR NR NR NR NR <0.50 <0.50
Naphthalene {ug/L) 10 100 <2.2 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <2.5 <2.5
MTBE (ug/L) 12 60 <0.52 <0.52 <0.52 <0.7 <0.5 <0.17 <0.17
T”methy‘b';“f;g?tal (1,2,4- wa/ly 96 480 <1.2 <157 | <1.57 | <0.74 <2.6 <1.0 <0.50
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene (ug/L) NS NS <0.39 <1.2 <1.2 <0.51 <1.1 <0.50 <0.50
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene {ug/L) NS NS <1.2 <0.37 <0.37 <0.23 <1.5" | <0.50 | <0.50
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) (ug/L) 0.5 5 <0.52 <0.52 <0,52 0.53J <0.42 <0.50 <0.50
Trichtoroethene (TCE) {ug/L) 0.5 5 <0.44 <0.44 <0.44 <0.47 <0.39 <0.33 <0.33
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene (ug/L) 7 70 <0.68 <0.68 <0.68 <0.44 <0.68 <0.26 <0.26
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene (ug/L) 20 100 <0.95 <0.95 <0.95 <0.61 <0.61 <0.26 <0.26
Vinyl Chloride (ug/L) 0.02 0.2 <0.17 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.18 <0.18
Methylene Chloride (ug/L) 0.5 5 <0.69 <0.69 <0.69 <0.99 <1.5 <0.23 <0.23
Bromobenzene (ug/L) NS NS <0.62 <0.36 <0.36 <0.44 <0.43 <0.23 <0.23
Bromochloromethane (ug/L) NS NS NR NR NR NR NR <0.34 <0.34
Bromodichloromethane (ug/L) 0.06 0.6 <0.82 <0.5 <0.5 <0.3 <0.41 <0.50 <0.50
Bromoform (ug/L) 0.44 4.4 <0.3 <0.38 <0.38 <0.7 <0.46 <0.50 <0.50
Bromomethane (ug/L) 1 10 NR NR NR NR NR <2.4 <2.4
n-Butylbenzene (ug/L) NS NS <1.1 <0.52 <0.52 <0.55 <1.5 <0.50 <0.50
sec-Butylbenzene (ug/L) NS NS <0.76 <0.36 <0.36 <0.73 <0.43 <2.2 <2.2
tert-Butylbenzene (ug/L) NS NS <0.6 <0.34 <0.34 <0.32 <0.46 <0.18 <0.18
Carbon Tetrachloride (ug/L) 0.5 5 <0.52 <0.46 <0.46 <0.3 <0.43 <0.50 <0.50
Chlorobenzene (ug/L) NS NS <0.56 <0.31 <0.31 <0.39 <0.39 <0.50 <0.50
Chloroethane (ug/L) 80 400 <0.54 <0.47 <0.47 <0.97 <1.5 <0.37 <0,37
Chloroform (ug/L) 0.6 6 <0.61 <0.48 <0.48 <0.47 <0.48 <2.5 <2.5
Chloromethane {ug/L) 3 30 <1.0 <1 <1 <0.5 <0.5 <0.50 <0.50
2-Chlorotoluene (ug/L) NS NS <1.1 <0.49 <0.49 <0.41 <0.37 <0.50 <0.50
4-Chlorotoluene (ug/L) NS NS <0.62 <0.38 <0.38 <0.3 <0.63 <0.21 <0.21
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (ug/L) 0.02 0.2 <2.5 <1.4 <1.4 1.7 <2 <2.2 <2.2
Dibromochloromethane (ug/L) 6 60 <0.65 <0.32 <0.32 <0.4 <0.76 <0,50 <0.50
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) (ug/L) 0.005 0.05 <0.49 <0.49 <0.49 <0.76 <0.52 <0.18 <0.18
Dibromomethane (ug/L) NS NS NR NR NR NR NR <0.43 <0.43
1,2-Dichlorobenzene (ug/L) 60 600 <0.69 <0.35 <0.35 <0.88 <0.66 <0.50 <0.50
1,3-Dichlorobenzene (ug/L) 120 600 <0.72 <0.3 <0.3 <0.67 <0.34 <0.50 <0.50
1,4-Dichlorobenzene (ug/L) 15 75 <0.68 <0.33 <0.33 <0.74 <0.77 <0.50 <0.50
Dichlorodifluoromethane (ug/L) 200 1,000 <0.5 <0.46 <0.46 <0.76 <0.45 <0.22 <0.22
1,1-Dichloroethane (ug/L) 85 850 <0.56 <0.56 <0.56 <0.59 <0.44 <0.24 <0.24
1,2-Dichloroethane (ug/L) 0.5 5 <0.72 <0.45 <0.45 <0.41 <0.43 <0.17 <0.17
1,1-Dichloroethene (ug/L) 0.7 7 <0.3 <0.64 <0.64 <0.5 <0.47 <0.41 <0.41
1,2-Dichloropropane {ug/L) 0.5 5 <0.47 <0.47 <0.47 <0.27 <0.26 <0.23 <0.23
1,3-Dichloropropane (ug/L) NS NS <0.67 <0.39 <0.39 <0.4 <0.49 <0.50 <0.50
2,2-Dichloropropane (ug/L) NS NS <1.2 <0.98 <0.98 <0.53 <0.89 <0.48 <0.48
1,1-Dichloropropene (ug/L) NS NS NR NR NR NR NR <0.44 <0.44
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene (ug/L) 0.04 0.4 NR NR NR NR NR <0.50 <0.50
trans-1,3Dichloropropene (ug/L) 0.04 0.4 NR NR NR NR NR <0.23 <0.23
Diisopropyl ether (ug/L) NS NS <0.71 <1.3 <1.3 <0.37 <0.32 <0.50 <0.50
Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene (ug/L) NS NS <2.1 <1.5 <1.5 <1.7 <1.5 <2.1 <2.1
Isopropylbenzene (ug/L) NS NS <0.99 <0.48 <0.48 <0.6 <0.39 <0.14 <0.14
p-Isopropyltoluene (ug/L) NS NS <0.81 <0.35 <0.35 <0.77 <0.57 <0.50 <0.50
n-Propylbenzene (ug/L) NS NS <0.61 <0.38 <0.38 <0.54 <0.33 <0.50 <0.50
Styrene (ug/L) 10 100 NR NR NR NR NR <0.50 <0.50
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane {ug/L) 7 70 <0.65 <0.65 <0.65 <0.32 <0.54 <0.18 <0.18
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane {ug/L) 0.02 0.2 <0.89 <0.75 <0.75 <0.5 <0.55 <0.25 <0.25
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene (ug/L) NS NS <1.4 <1.6 <1.6 <1.6 <1.6 <2.1 <2.1
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene (ug/L) 14 70 <1.5 <1.5 <1.5 <1,1 <2.1 <2.2 <2,2
1,1,1-Trichlorethane (ug/L) 40 200 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.28 <0.46 <0.50 <0.50
1,1,2-Trichlorethane (ug/L) 0.5 5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.39 <0.41 <0.20 <0.20
Trichlorofluoromethane (ug/L) NS NS <0.61 <0.61 <0.61 <0.81 <0.72 <0.18 <0.18
1,2,3-Tnchloropropane (ug/L) 12 60 NR NR NR NR NR <0.50 <0.50

Notes:

NS = No standard established

-- = Not analyzed for parameter
NR = Not Reported

ITALICS indicates exceedance of NR 140.10 Preventive Action Limit
BOLD indicates exceedance of NR 140.10 Enforcement Standard

O:\Master Drycleaning\15-1209\DATA\DataTable-Master Clnr-15.1209.x(sxA.1.1 GW tbl-vOC
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TABLE 1 : Calculation of Contaminant Mass
Master Cleaners, 6326 Bluemound Road, Wauwatosa, WI

Note* : Outside Lateral excavation wider (4') than contaminant mass assumed width (2').

SUB-BUILDING Unsaturated Material (water at ten feet) Saturated Material (Ten Feet to Bedrock at Sixteen Feet)
Boring / Lab Sample Sample Depth  |PCE Average PCE N/S E/W Thickness| Depth Volume Volume Mass PCE] N/S E/W | Thickness| Depth Volume | Volume | Mass PCE
Ft below grade | (mg/kg) {mg/kg) Ft Ft Ft (ft bgs) cY Tons pounds Ft Ft Ft (ft bgs) CY Tons pounds
Under Sump
Floor 5.5 3,160 6,980 4 4 4.5 5.5t010 2.7 4.0 55.8 4 4 6 10to 16 3.6 5.3 74.5
Floor 5.5 10800
Under Inside Sewer Lateral
Sump W Wall I 2.5[ 37‘6| 37.6 2 42 7.5 2.5t0 10 233 35.0 2.6 2 42 6| 10to 16 18.7 28.0 2.1
Under East of Building
HA-1 1-1.5' 2.6 54| 30 25 9.5 0.5t010§ 263.9 395.8 4.3 30 25 6| 10to 16 166.7 250.0 4.5
4-4.5' 10.9
HA-2 1-1.5' 3
4.5-5' 2.32
B-103 8-9.5' 8.18
16-17' 9.05
Under West of Building
B-101 1-3' 2.14 1.5 30 25 9.5 0.5t010| 263.9 395.8 1.2 30 25 6| 10to 16 166.7 250.0 0.8
8.5-10' 2.87
B-102 1-3' 0.882
9-10' 0.237
TOTAL UNDER BUILDING 830.7 64.0 533.3 81.9
OUTSIDE BUILDING (10' Perimeter)
East
East:_North Half
SGP-3 4-6' 6.9 7.4 15 10 10 0to 10 55.6 83.3 1.2 15 10 6| 10to 16 33.3 50.0 21.4
8-10' 7.8
SMW-9 14-15' 214
East: South Half
SGP-2 0-2' 1.62 1.5 15 10 10 0to 10 55.6 83.3 0.3 15 10 6| 10to 16 33.3 50.0 0.2
6-8' 1.39
North
SGP-4 0-2' 0.56 06| 10 70 10 0to 10 259.3 388.9 0.5 70 10 6| 10to 16 155.6 233.3 0.3
6-8' 0.94
SGP-5 2-4' 0.105
8-10 1.67
SGP-6 0-2' 0.0299
6-8' 0.253
South
SMW-3 2-4' 1.44 1.1 10 70 10 0to 10 259.3 388.9 0.9 10 70 6] 10to 16 155.6 233.3 0.5
6-8' 3
SMW-7 0-2' 0
6-8' 0
West
SMW-5 2-4' 0 0.0] 10 70 10 0to 10 259.3 388.9 0.0 10 70 6] 10to 16 155.6 2333 0.0
6-8' 0
Utility Lateral Outside
Assume Sump W Wall
Chem 2.5' 37.6 37.6 2 40 5 5to 10 14.8 22.2 1.7 2 40 6] 10to 16 17.8 26.7 2.0
|TOTAL OUTSIDE BUILDING I 1355.6 45 826.7 24.4
[rotaLsiTe 2186 | 68 1360 106
UNSATURATED MASS Soil PCE SATURATED MASS Soil PCE
If Excavation Inside Dimensions CY Soil Tons Soil Pounds PERCENT
PCE Unsaturated
PCE Removed
from Site Percent Under Bldg 38.0 93.5 Percent Under Bldg 39.2 77.1
Sump Soil Remove to 8’ 4'x4'x8 1.8 2.7 37.2 Percent Outside by Bldg 62.0 6.5 Percent Outside by Bidg 60.8 22.9
San Inside Remove to 6' 2'x42'x 6' 18.7 28.0 21 Percent in Latera! Outside 1.0 2.4 Percent in Lateral Outside 2.0 19
TOTAL INSIDE Removed 20.4 30.7 39.3 57.5 TOTAL SITE MASS | Soil PCE
Percent Unsat under Bldg . 23.4 36.6
If Excavation Outside Note* Percent Outside by Bidg 38.2 2.6
Utility Laterals Remove to : - -
8 4'x40'x 8 47.4 711 1.0 Percent in Lateral Outside 0.6 1.0
Total OUTSIDE Removed 47.4 711 1.0 1.5
TOTAL SITE Removed 67.9 101.8 40.3 58.9




TABLE 1A: Supplemental Source Removal Remedial Action Cost Estimate
July 5, 2016
Master Drycleaner, 6326 W. Bluemound Road, Wauwatosa, Wi

[TEM DESCRIPTION UnitPriceQuantity Units Total Cost
Stego Wrap Barrier 627 1 lump $627.00
Pea Gravel Backfill 3N 30 ton $930.00
Concrete Resurfacing 6.5 136 SF $884.00
Shipping 275 1 Ground $275.00
Outdoor Excavation
City Permit / Water Shur off 150 1 lump $150.00
Mobilization Outdoor 1550 1 tump $1,550.00
Asphalt Saw 42 86 ft $361.20
Asphalt Remove 25 160 SF $400.00
Asphalt Load / Haul / Dispose - lump 500 1 lump $500.00
Non-Haz Soil Load and Haul 16 40 ton $640.00
QOutdoor Lateral Replacement 148 40 foot $592.00
Outdoor Water Replacement 10.33 40 foot $413.20
Excavation and Operator 135 16 hour $2,160.00
Trench Box Install and Use 1500 1 lump $1,500.00
Resurface Asphalt 1 200 SF $2,200.00
Pea Gravel Backfill 15 40 ton $600.00
Landfill Tip Fee Outsdie 34 40 $1,360.00
Laboratory Analyses
Soil VOC 52 9 each $468.00
Task $31,038.80

Task I: C g ,Addi_ﬂon of Chemical.
One Day Mix and Deliver

Contractor

Mix Equipment Mob $900.00 1 lump $900.00
Decon Equipment $150.00 1 lump $150.00
2 man Crew 1 day $1,000.00 1 day $1,000.00
Water Truck with Water $0.50 200 gallon $100.00
PPE $100.00 2 man day $200.00
Chemicals

Delivery $500.00 1 iump $500.00
Nano EZVI $23.50 150 galion $3,525.00

Subtotal Task $6,375.00

Task 5: Building Restoration with Substab Vapor Mitigation System Installation
Included in Task 3 Costs and Prior Approved Budget for Systern install

Task 6 Addl GW Monitoring 6 Events W Email Report

Add! 16 Wells and Addl Time for Off-Site Info to Owners

Laboratory $50.00 16 each $800.00
Task $800.00

CONTRACTOR SERVICES TOTAL 542,116.8-0—

TOTAL ESIMATED COST $68,376.80

Master Drycleaners Inc. approves of the site remediation costs described above and authorizes Fehr Graham to
proceed with these activities. Fehr Graham shall not exceed any of these costs without receiving written
authorization, The terms and conditions of the original contract for this project will apply to these services.

[Master Cleaners Inc. Date

This approval does not guarantee the reimbursement of costs. Final determination regarding the etigibility of
costs will be determined at the time of claim review.

Mr. J. Hnat, WDNR Project Manager Date

Vs G g

Mr. Kendrick A. Ebbott, Fehr Graham Date
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ATTACHMENT A
Response to May 2, 2016 WDNR Letter and Comments

The WDNR raised several issues and questions in their May 2, 2016 letter response to the
Fehr Graham proposed additional remedial activities plan of action. Many of the points
raised in the WDNR letter were related to the previously proposed plan. Since that plan is
no longer being considered for implementation, it is not worthwhile to discuss each point
in detail.

Instead, we have proposed completion of additional assessment and remediation actions
to continue to move the project forward. Below are answers to some of the WDNR
concerns related to the site, that are hopefully no longer an issue going forward.

Response to WDNR May 2, 2016 Letter

There were several issues raised in the WDNR letter dated May 2, 2016 that are
paraphrased and addressed below. Recommended additional actions are described in the
next section.

1) The goals / objectives of proposed additional sub-building remedial actions were
not clearly defined.

The intention of the proposed additional soil treatment plan sent by Fehr Graham was to

quickly take advantage of an opportunity to address remaining contamination in an

expedited manner, and eliminate as much contaminant mass as we could in a short time

frame. The building was vacant and the new tenant wanted to move in relatively soon.
Due to the tight time frame, and the previously submitted Remedial Action Options

" Report, we assumed the need for that level of detail would not be necessary.

2) The proposed treatment methods have not been demonstrated to be effective due
to lack of post-treatment results from the groundwater injection. The soil samples
obtained beneath the building sump before, and 14 days after mixing with
Provectus IR actually displayed higher contaminant levels.

At the time of the submittal, results following the injection were not yet available,
however since then, results demonstrate that the treatment method has proven to be
effective for groundwater contamination. Recall that the overall objective of the project
is to address the groundwater contamination. Further improvements are also anticipated
over time.

The lack of improvement in the sub-sump soil between the March 10 and March 24 soil
samples is due to the short time frame for reaction, and the limited time frame for
contact of the Provectus IR chemical slurry with the unsaturated soil. The sump was filled
with slurry, but had emptied completed within 14 days, meaning there was less than two
weeks for soil and chemical to come into contact.
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The observed increase from pre to post-treatment soil samples benei  the sump ranged
from 3,160 mg/kg on March 10, to 10,800 mg/kg on March 24. Considering the need for
significant dilutions to quantify these numbers, this increase is actually not all that

significant, and repeated samples from soil with elevated concentrations may display
significant variability.

3) The proposed sub-building treatment only addresses a limited area of impacts,
without complete definition of the extent and degree of soil contamination, and
there is limited information regarding the sub-building and sewer line
contaminant mass / levels. Without defining a quantity of soil contamination
beneath the building, it is difficult to approve a remedial approach.

We agree some additional definition of the utility corridor is warranted, and is addressed
in the revised proposed scope of work above. We have also prepared the contaminai
mass calculations to help assess where to focus remaining resources.

In general, the overall definition of the extent of contamination beneath and surrounding
the building is adequate for remediation purposes. There are 13 laboratory soil samples
that have been obtained from seven locations located beneath the 30 foot by 50-foot
rectangular building. There are another seven borings / monitoring wells outside the
building located within ten feet of the exterior wall, with another 13 laboratory soil
samples from those locations.

Results plotted on Figure 1 demonstrate that there is quite a bit of information about the
contamination beneath and surrounding the building.

4) The amount of material to be managed as hazardous waste has not been well
defined, and could affect overall costs of soil management. A formal waste
characterization should be conducted using DNR procedures.

Soil remaining in place is not classified as hazardous until excavated. A process for
further evaluation of the soil, and a hazardous waste determination request is included in
the proposed scope of work in Attachment B below.

5) Other approaches to the soil source mass reduction effort, such as excavation,
should be evaluated to identify a preferred approach, using the selection process
criteria of NR722.

The NR722 process was followed in the Fehr Graham January 24, 2014 Remedial Action Bid
document. In the effort to save time, the formal NR722 process was not repeated for the
proposed additional source soil removal proposal from March 2016.

With discovery of the high concentration of PCE in the soil beneath the building sump,

reassessment of remedial options has been performed in Attachment B.

The following actions were identified by the DNR as needs prior to evaluation of further
proposed remedial actions:
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6) Provide an evaluation of the groundwater injection treatment that was completed
in December 2015. Consider this evaluation in determining the amount of soil
matrix contamination to be further defined below the water table.

The initial results following excavation have been recently provided in our June 7, 2016
submittal, and are quite favorable. The extent of contamination in soil and saturated soil
appears adequately defined, possibly with the exception of areas adjacent to utility lines.

While we assume decreases in groundwater contaminant concentrations will continue,
further saturated soil treatment beneath the former sump or utility lines at depth may be
prudent while we have those areas available for treatment.

The objective of the approved and implemented remedial action plan is to knock down
the contaminant hot spot levels such that groundwater concentrations display stable to
declining levels over time. Complete removal of residual contamination, while desirable,
is not going to be possible, nor is it being evaluated as a means to evaluate overall
remediation success.

7) Delineate the extent and degree of soil matrix contamination beneath and
immediately adjacent to the building that may present an ongoing source for
groundwater and/or vapor contamination. Delineate volumes of hazardous versus
non-hazardous wastes. Definition should extend to the water table and potentially
below that depth.

Other than along the sanitary and water utility lines both inside and outside the building,
where additional assessment of the soil chemistry is proposed, we believe the degree and
extent of contamination has already been adequately defined for remedial purposes. The
breakdown of contaminant mass prepared in this report helps to demonstrate areas of
significant remaining contaminant mass.

Based on the existing soil boring information, we believe that the extent of the highly
elevated PCE levels beneath the sump has been defined.

In the proposed additional scope of work, a method for delineation of excavated soil as
hazardous and non-hazardous has been proposed.

8) Evaluate potential soil contamination along the sanitary sewer and water lines
originating from the sump area in the building into North 64 Street.

A task to assess these concerns has been proposed.

9) Evaluate the vapor migration potential along the sanitary sewer and water lines.
Soil chemistry results along the utility laterals will be obtained, and assessments made of
the potential for the observed concentrations to result in potential vapor migration issues.

Planned removal and replacement of the site sewer and water laterals should help with
~ this migration pathway of concern.
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10) Conduct soil gas sampling along the Milwaukee Police Association Building at
6310 W. Bluemound Road to assess the potential for vapor intrusion for this
building.

Available information from the recent groundwater sample results from monitoring well
MW-2, located near the building west wall, plus historic soil sample results from boring
GP-2 and GP-3 on the Milwaukee Police Association property indicate vapor migration is
not a concern for this structure. Recent increases in the assumed attenuation factor for
vapor movement from subslab to indoor air also lessens the likelihood that subslab vapor
issues pose a problem for the Police Association building.

11) Sample all groundwater monitoring wells for chlorinated VOC:s.

Per the approved Remedial Action Plan, this activity has already been completed on April 24

and 25, 2016. The information was provided in our June 7, 2016 report. The next sample event
is scheduled for October 2016.

12) Submit a NR722 evaluation for the source soil contamination and any
unaddressed vapor pathways.

Included in Attachment B below.



ATTACHMENT B
NR 722 Remedial Action Alternatives Analysis with Hazardous Waste Determination
Area of Remediation

Completed remedial injection efforts to date have focused on the area on the property
extending south, east, and north of the drycleaner building.

Further source removal of contaminant hot spots will target remaining shallow soils
located inside the building around the former sump and the interior sanitary sewer
lateral, plus areas adjacent and beneath the outside water and sanitary sewer laterals.
Testing will be performed to confirm the need to address all of these areas, and to
facilitate soil disposal options.

Per NR722, three remediation options are discussed in the sections below, with a
recommended remedial alternative.

Remediation Goals

As previously stated, the overall goals for remediation at the site will be the NR 140
groundwater standards (ES and PAL). Efforts will be made to significantly reduce the soil
contaminant mass as a means to improve the groundwater chemistry. Regardless of the
remediation method, elimination of all contamination in soil below the generic WDNR
RCL’s will not be possible due to depth to water, and the presence of the bulk of the
contamination beneath the building. .

These efforts will attempt to decrease the contaminant mass remaining present at the
site, with the expectation that associated reductions in soil, groundwater, and vapor
chemistry concentrations will follow. Monitoring of the groundwater chemistry over time
will be necessary to demonstrate success.

In addition, a subslab vapor mitigation system will need to be installed at the site. The
system will capture subslab vapors and vent them to the outside to protect building
occupants. :

Once remedial actions have removed the majority of accessible contamination, and
groundwater contaminant levels are stable or declining over time, it will be possible to
obtain case closure. A Geographic Information System (GIS) listing for residual soil and
groundwater contamination will be necessary for this site, as well as a Maintenance Plan
requiring the upkeep of the existing building / asphalt parking lot and continued
operation and monitoring of the vapor mitigation system. Notification of remaining
groundwater contamination that extends to off-site properties will also be required.
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verify that the total levels do, in fact, leach at levels that require handling as hazardous
waste.

In summary, classification as a hazardous waste will be determined based on the
following:

Compound Hazardous Non-Hazardous Test with TCLP to
Threshold (mg/kg) Threshold (mg/kg) Assess (mg/kg)

PCE >153 Between 14 and 153

TCE >8.81 NA

DCE >2040 NA

vC >2.0 NA

Soil Remedial Option: Soil Vapor Extraction

To address the remaining elevated unsaturated soil contamination, soil vapor extraction is
an option. This remedial approach typically involves installation of a network of vertical
or horizontal vapor extraction wells connected to a central header pipe and a vacuum
blower. The blower will operate to remove soil vapors from the subsurface, withdrawing
residual PCE contamination that is present within the vapors. At this site, since most soil
contamination is present at the former sump, the system could consist of one extraction
well advanced at the location of the former sump. In addition, if desired, a second
extraction well could be installed outside using a drill rig, advanced to the bedrock
surface. The wells would be piped to a blower, with vapors exhausted to the outside.

Extracted vapors would be discharged to the atmosphere. Extracted water and
condensate would be treated prior to disposal. A WPDES permit for water disposal would
be needed, or batch removal of recovered groundwater may prove possible. Based on
subsurface contaminant concentrations, initially the recovered vapor concentrations
would be high, and catalytic oxidation of the off gasses, and an air permit, may be
necessary.

Vapor extraction is expected to have long term effectiveness in removal of some of the
remaining contaminant mass from the subsurface. The mass will be transferred to the
atmosphere, or combusted by a catalytic oxidizer.

The implementability of this approach is technically possible, and material are readily
available for installation and operation. On-site construction and handling of the
recovered vapor would be performed, unless it became necessary to use vapor phase
carbon to capture recovered PCE vapors, in which case off-site hauling and disposal of
spent carbon would prove necessary. Recovered water would either be hauled off site for
batch treatment, or treated on-site using carbon. Spent carbon would require off-site
disposal and regeneration.

There would be no threat to any endangered wildlife.
With this approach, redevelopment of the site maybe require delay until the active

operation of the system has been terminated. The system will require some significant
operational footprint, and will generate noise. The treatment equipment could be housed
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in a trailer or add-on shed adjacent to the existing building, but it will make
redevelopment more difficult, as there may be significant noise issues. In this residential
neighborhood, noise control would be essential, and problematic.

Once the SVE / water recovery method has been completed, redevelopment could
proceed with no more limitation than with any other potential remedy.

Greenhouse gasses and energy use would be elevated, as operation of the high
horsepower motor for the vapor system would require significant electrical use. Once
vapor chemistry concentrations drop below active vapor-phase treatment levels, vapors
would be exhausted to the atmosphere without treatment.

Sensitive receptors for this method include adjacent residential property owners with
potential noise, odor, and chemical vapor exposure considerations.

Handling of condensation and dewatering of the saturated formation can be expensive and
have significant operation and maintenance issues. Removed water will need treatment,
likely with an air stripper and carbon polish.

The duration required by this approach is difficult to estimate, but would likely require a
minimum of two years of active intermittent vapor extraction and dewatering operations.

Closure is expected to be possible after it has been demonstrated the contaminant levels
are stable or declining in the groundwater, and the recovered vapor chemistry has flat-
lined, indicating further mass removal from the soil would not be significant.

Excavation and Landfilling Contaminated Soil

This remedial approach involves excavation and removal of accessible more highly
contaminated soil both outside and inside the building. Further testing is proposed to help
evaluate locations where these measures could be completed, but at this time, indoor
excavation and disposal of soil beneath the sump (2 tons) and connected sanitary sewer
drain (30 tons) is expected. In addition, excavation of the sanitary sewer and water
lateral outside the building to the edge of the sidewalk (40 tons) may prove beneficial.

Landfill disposal approval will be required, with further testing needed to demonstrate
compliance with the proposed classification of soil as either hazardous waste or non-
hazardous waste. It is expected soil beneath the sump will be classified as hazardous

waste. If all excavated soil is classified as hazardous waste, this approach would be cost
prohibitive.

A permit from the City of Wauwatosa will be needed to properly handle the sewer and
water lateral replacements, both inside and outside the building. A licensed plumber will
be needed to make final lateral connections and modifications.

Excavation and removal is expected to have long term effectiveness in removal of some of
the remaining contaminant mass from the subsurface. Due to space limitations,
excavation beneath the building will not be able to access soils greater than
approximately eight feet below grade, as a mini-excavator will not likely be able to
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extend to a greater depth. As shown on Table 1, removal of soil to a depth of eight feet
below grade from these three areas could eliminate approximately 71 tons of soil
containing roughly 33 pounds of PCE, or roughly 50% of the unsaturated soil contaminant
mass. At the time of excavation, soil samples will be retained for laboratory evaluation of
the chemistry of the remaining in place soil that will persist beneath the excavation
limits.

The mass of PCE contamination will be transferred to a landfill, and not destroyed, but it -
will be in a controlled environment.

The implementability of this approach is technically possible, and material are readily
available for installation and operation. Off-site disposal of the soil containing PCE would
be performed.

There would be no threat to any endangered wildlife.

With this approach, redevelopment of the site could proceed in short order. Once the soil
has been removed, backfill would be placed, and the floor restored. A vapor mitigation
system would be installed to provide protection to building occupants from the subslab
vapors.

Greenhouse gasses and energy use would be increased slightly due to the need for
operation of the backhoe equipment, and hauling of an estimated three truck-loads of
contaminated waste material to a nearby landfill, and one load of drummed hazardous
waste soil to an out of state disposal facility.

Sensitive receptors for this method include adjacent residential property owners with
potential disruptions due to the use of a backhoe and trucking of soil. This disruption
would be short term, as the work would likely be completed within a few days.

Closure is expected to be possible after it has been demonstrated the contaminant levels
are stable or declining in the groundwater.

The advantages of this approach include certain removal of contamination. Drawbacks
include the inability to removal all unsaturated soil due to equipment limitations, and the
current uncertainty regarding the classification of the soil as either hazardous or non-
hazardous. '

In-Situ Chemical Treatment and Monitoring

This remediation option has already been completed for treatment of the saturated soil
and groundwater, and it has been demonstrated to be effective in saturated
environments. However, for treatment of the vadose zone soil, treatment is more
problematic, as contact time between the chemical and the contaminant in unsaturated
soils can be limited by the inability to directly mix the materials.

Chemicals that typically utilize either relative rapid oxidation processes, to chemically
combust contaminants of concern, or chemicals that bind and then enhance the
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conditions to accelerate the degradation and reductive dechlorination of the
contaminants are the two possible chemical treatment options for the unsaturated soils.

Either process can eliminate PCE, TCE, and associated degradation products, both
beneath the building and wherever the chemicals contact the contaminants. Post-

injection groundwater monitoring will be needed to demonstrate declining concentrations
over time.

Although typically required for DERF remedial actions, a pilot test will not be performed
at this site. The small size and relatively small quantity of material for injection makes
completion of a pilot test redundant, as the full scale injection will be fairly similar to the
scope of a pilot test injection.

Full scale injection would require approximately one to two days for completion, and will
occur beneath the building indoors, and adjacent to the utility laterals, in areas where
residual contamination is suspected to be present. Injection beneath the building floor
will require use of a hand cart Geoprobe or other small stage drilling machine to advance
a boring to the targeted depth. Injection will proceed from approximately five to 16 feet
below grade, on estimated 5 to 10 foot spaced borings, depending on the field
observations and ability of the formation to accept the injected material.

Depending on the chemicals used, the chemical reaction via injection is often not
immediate, requiring some time for results to become apparent. After injection of the
chemical treatment and during the remediation process, groundwater monitoring will be
completed to assess the progress of the contaminant reduction. An estimated two years of
post-treatment monitoring will be completed. Closure is expected to be possible after it
has been demonstrated the contaminant levels are stable or declining in the groundwater.

The primary drawback to this remedial approach is some uncertainty regarding the ability
of chemical treatment to come into contact with the highly contaminated soils, and the
ability of the chemical reactions to reduce high levels of contamination in one treatment.

Chemical injection is expected to have long term effectiveness in removal of some of the
remaining contaminant mass from the subsurface. The mass will be destroyed, either by
chemical combustion or biological processes.

The implementability of this approach is technically possible, and material are readily
available for installation and operation.

There would be no threat to any endangered wildlife.

Once the chemical injection has been completed, redevelopment could proceed with no
more limitation than with any other potential remedy.

Increases in greenhouse gasses and energy use are minimal. Sensitive receptors for this
method include adjacent residential property owners and utility lines, with potential for
chemical migration and displaced vapor exposure considerations.

Recommended Remedial Option
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The recommended remedial option for the site involves soil excavation and removal of
remaining contaminant mass. Proposed excavation areas include the indoor sump area
and the indoor sanitary sewer lateral, plus outdoor excavation and replacement of the
sanitary sewer lateral. Pre-excavation testing is proposed to verify the excavation needs
at the outdoor lateral.

Upon soil removal, a contingency has been provided for the possible addition of a liquid
chemical solution to help further diminish remaining PCE.

After excavation, the building and utility lateral will be restored. A subslab vapor
mitigation system will be installed, with communication testing performed to demonstrate
effectiveness. Once these actions have been completed, the building should be able to
be occupied.

Continued groundwater monitoring, per the previously approved plan and schedule, will

proceed, with the second post-injection groundwater sample event scheduled for October
2016.





