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With respect to concrete, an initial assumption is being made that impacted concrete

does not extend southward further than 60 feet from the north wall of the former dry cleaning
facility. Samples of the concrete from that area are now being analyzed for verification and
additional samples of deep footings will be collected during their removal. In the event that the
concrete south of that 60 foot area is impacted, a request will be made for additional funding to
remove the additional concrete as a remedial expense.

1.

LI

Please provide a copy of the Request for Proposals that was sent to consultants for
Remedial Action bids. '

Response: The Requests for Proposals are attached at Appendix A.

Please inform us as to whether a hazardous waste determination has been made for
solid waste generated at the site.

Response: A hazardous waste determination has been prepared and is attached at
Appendix B. Please note, a request for technical assistance is being prepared to request
Department’s “contained out™ determination with respect to debris that will be generated
during the course of the project. When additional testing is complete, we will request the
Department’s contained out determination. If a technical assistance request is not
necessary to receive a contained out determination under the DERP program, please
advise the undersigned.

Please confirm that it is the intent of EFLP to have the entire building demolished.
EFLP can solicit bids for demolition of the building (separate from the remedial
proposals) and the Department can approve up to $15,000 as eligible for reimbursement
under the DERF program as long as you provide sub-contractor bid/cost estimates.
Demolition costs exceeding $15,000 would not be approved.

Response: Demolition of the entire building will be necessary to fully access impacted
soil beneath the building. It is the opinion of ERM that the entire building needs to be
demolished rather than just the portion that overlies the impacted soil because the
structure would not be stable with only partial demolition. Preliminary sampling of the
concrete floor slab in the former dry cleaner area shows the concrete has been impacted
by tetrachloroethene (see laboratory report and sample locations in Appendix C).
Consequently, the demolition, segregation and disposal of the concrete slab and
foundation are being considered part of the remediation process, rather than the
demolition process. The remediation consultant has provided costs for slab demolition
and disposal for approximately the northern 60 feet portion of the foundation and slab
based on the assumption it will be determined to be “contained out” and will not be a
hazardous waste. The EFLP is obtaining new competitive bids for the demolition of the
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building superstructure.

. ERM refers to Figure 1 as illustrating treatment areas, location of wells to be

abandoned and location of replacement wells. The figure included in their December
2013 proposal does not indicate these items. They need to submit a figure identifying
these locations.

Response: Attached at Appendix D is Figure 1, which has been modified to address your
concerns. Wells that will require abandonment prior to soil mixing include MW-1, -2, -
3, -4 and -8. These wells will be replaced after soil mixing is complete but prior to the
commencement of the eight rounds of groundwater monitoring.

. ERM needs to provide a more detailed cost estimate to show breakdown of ERM labor

costs/task and details on subcontractor estimates. This would best be accomplished
using the DERF linking spreadsheet.

Response: The DERF linking spreadsheet for ZVI is attached as Appendix E. Also
attached, is a DERF linking spreadsheet for Cool-Ox, at Appendix F.

. ERM's proposal must include more detail regarding how the soil amendments will be

applied/mixed into soil.

Response: The zero valent iron (ZVI) will be mechanically blended into the soil. Please
also refer to the following vendor’s website for a video showing the process in action:
http://www.redox-tech.com/News/new-soil-blender-debuts-in-cambridge-mass.html

. The ERM proposal does not include costs associated with obtaining an injection permit

from DNR which would be required under Ch. NR 140 Wis. Adm. Code for their
proposed remedy.

Response: As shown on the DERF-linking spreadsheets at Appendices E and F, $1,500
has been added for the permitting. The injection permit will consist of the approval for
adding ZVI or Cool-Ox, as well as a WPDES permit, if required.

. The ERM proposal does not include post remedial action soil sampling to confirm

effectiveness of the remedy. It will be a requirement for case closure to know what
residual contaminant levels are.

Response: As shown on the DERF-linking spreadsheets at Appendices E and F, fees
for collecting and analyzing hand-augered soil samples have been added.

9. ERM does not provide sufficient information tojustify not conducting a pilot test. They
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should provide references to cases where successful remediation has occurred using ZV1
treatment or Cool-Ox for similar contaminants in similar geologic settings especially if not
proposing a pilot study.

Response: Based on site conditions and considering that part of the remedial strategy is to
construct a reactive curtain to treat groundwater, ERM has decided to proceed with the ZVI
process. A bench-scale pilot test will be conducted using site soils. The bench-scale study
will be used to confirm the effectiveness of ZVI at the site. This test will also help
determine the optimal ZVI content for achieving the remedial objectives. In contrast, we
believe a pilot test is not necessary for Cool-Ox based on available case studies, which are
attached as Appendix F.

10. What is the "risk review"- what does it consist of? What criteria would they use to
determine that the proposed treatment option is not appropriate? If they want to propose
an alternate remedy, they must include a description of it and provide cost estimate for
same. We would not approve the "risk review" costs without further detail on what the
review is.

Response: This task has been removed from the cost estimate, and is being replaced with
the bench-scale pilot test study. The appropriateness of the remedy will be determined based
on the cost-effectiveness and estimated time required to achieve satisfactory reduction of
contaminant concentrations. Specifically, EFLP believes a satisfactory reduction is one in
which the actual remedial application at the property will reduce all soil concentrations to
below all applicable RCLs and “contained out” concentrations within 12 months, and
groundwater must show significant overall reducing trends in contaminant concentration
within 12 months, and the entire contiguous contaminated area must be ready for natural
attenuation closure and issuance of a VPLE Certificate of Completion within 24 months. If
a pilot test is performed, the results of the pilot test will be extrapolated to determine
whether a satisfactory reduction will result from the remedial method proposed.

11. Regarding your request for approval of one round of groundwater sampling beyond the
ERM bid, costs associated with this work should be added to the total cost estimate for the
selected remedy.

Response: These costs have been added to the DERF-linked spreadsheet at Appendices E
and F. With respect to groundwater sampling, ERM and the EFLP understand that purge
water can be applied to the surface of the ZVI remediation cells within the contiguous
contaminated area (“AOC”) without need for permit and without being deemed “disposal”
or “placement;” and without making the remediation or the remediation site a RCRA
corrective action, RCRA facility, a CERCLA site or a Wisconsin solid waste facility. ERM
and the EFLP understand that all of the foregoing are possible under the NR 700 rules
through application of the AOC concept in accordance with the One Cleanup MOU, as
explained in the RR-705 Guidance and various communications between the Department
and the US EPA, which are posted on the Department’s web page for hazardous waste. All
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To make the demolition bidding uniform, we would like line-item costs on the following demolition
tasks:

Demolish building and dispose at a landfill

Remove footings and concrete floors, and backfill as necessary
Remove exterior concrete and asphalt

Perform sewer, water and utility disconnects

Supply and erect temporary fencing as required or appropriate
Supply and erect silt fencing as required or appropriate

Obtain all necessary permits

Supply and perform backfill as necessary throughout the property
Other miscellancous costs, as necessary

To aid in obtaining bids for building demolition, I have attached copies of the asbestos inspection and
abatement documentation.

We request that sealed bids be submitted to the following:

William P. Scott

Gonzalez, Saggio & Harlan

111 East Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 1000
Milwaukee, W1 53202

Ms. Nancy Ryan
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
2300 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Dr.
Milwaukee, W1 53212
We request that bids be provided no later than close of business on Wednesday, December 18, 2013.

If you have any questions or no longer have the background matcrials on the site, please contact me.

Sincerely yours,
Z//(Z/z/ga,/ &z’ 74

William P. Scott

Enclosures
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To make the demolition bidding uniform, we would like line-item costs on the following demolition
tasks:

Demolish building and dispose at a landfill

Remove footings and concrete floors, and backfill as necessary
Remove exterior concrete and asphalt

Perform sewer, water and utility disconnects

Supply and erect temporary fencing as required or appropriate
Supply and erect silt fencing as required or appropriate

Obtain all necessary permits

Supply and perform backfill as necessary throughout the property
Other miscellaneous costs, as necessary

To aid in obtaining bids for building demolition, I have attached copies of the asbestos inspection and
abatement documentation.

We request that sealed bids be submitted to the following:
William P. Scott
Gonzalez, Saggio & Harlan
111 East Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 1000
Milwaukee, WI 53202
Ms. Nancy Ryan
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
2300 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Dr.
Milwaukee, WI 53212
We request that bids be provided no later than close of business on Wednesday, December 18, 2013.

If you have any questions or no longer have the background materials on the site, please contact me.

Sincerely yours,

William P. Scott ,;J

Enclosures
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Stuart J. Gross

Stantec

12075 North Corporate Parkway, Suite 210
Meauon. Wisconsin 53092

R« 1rest for Upc 'd DERP Proposal - Fo cpress  -aners,
3941 N. Main Street, Racine, Wisconsin (t perty”)
Dear Stuart:

You are receiving this letter because your company formerly provided a proposal for remediation of
the above-referenced Property. Since that time, our client, the Ehrlich Family Limited Partnership, the
owner of the Property, has been negotiating with S.C. Johnson & Son with respect to the cleanup of
the adjacent property, located just east of the Property, with street address 3936 North Bay Avenue.
This Novembecr, our client purchascd that adjacent property, so now our options for remediating the
site are not constrained. Consequently, we are inviting you, along with two other consultants, to
submit a revised or updated proposal for the remediation and the demolition work.

Your updated proposal need not be constrained by your previous proposal but should address current
regulations, remedial methods, proposed schedule and costs. Regarding the remcdiation, we ask that
you state the cleanup objective(s) and the time required to achieve the objective(s). If your proposal
would render the soil unsuitable for building construction, please discuss the location, severity and
duration of such limitations.

In addition, we ask that you comment on the benefits of removing the northern portion of the building,
in terms of providing greater access to contaminated soil and groundwater for purposes of
investigation, removal and/or freatment of contaminated soil and groundwater. The dry cleaning
machine was located in the northern part of the building. We recently analyzed three cores from the
concrete floor in the dry cleaning area, and the core location map and laboratory reports are attached.
The concrete slab in that area is contaminated and underlain by contaminated soil and groundwater. If
removing the northern portion of the building is beneficial to achieving any of your cleanup
objectives, then we want you to provide a bid for demolition of the entire building. We understand
that NR 169 will allow reimbursement of up to $15,000 of those costs.



Stuart J. Gross
Stantec

November 20, 2013
Page 2

To make the demolition bidding uniform, we would like line-item costs on the following demolition
tasks:

Demolish building and dispose at a landfill

Remove footings and concrete floors, and backfill as necessary
Remove exterior concrete and asphalt

Perform sewer, water and utility disconnects

Supply and erect temporary fencing as required or appropriate
Supply and erect silt fencing as required or appropriate

Obtain all necessary permits

Supply and perform backfill as necessary throughout the property
Other miscellaneous costs, as necessary

To aid in obtaining bids for building demolition, I have attached copies of the asbestos inspection and
abatement documentation.

We request that sealed bids be submitted to the following:

William P. Scott

Gonzalez, Saggio & Harlan

111 East Wisconsin Avcnue, Suite 1000
Milwaukee, WI 53202

Ms. Nancy Ryan \
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
2300 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Dr.
Milwaukee, WI 53212
We request that bids be provided no later than close of business on Wednesday, December 18, 2013.

If you have any questions or no longer have the background materials on the site, please contact me.

Sincerely yours,

William P. Scott

Enclosures







and would continue to serve its purpose. Post-remedial sampling and analysis will demonstrate
the effectiveness of the in-situ treatment. The remedial treatment is expected to reduce soil
concentrations of the various solvents (PCE, TCE, DCE, VC) to far less than the respective
contained-out value and toxicity characteristic value that would apply if the soil was a waste.
Although no off-site transport of excavated soil is currently anticipated, following
satisfactory post-remedial testing the EFLP will request a ‘Contained Out Determination’ for the
remediated soil and groundwater, to facilitate future redevelopment of the property. The EFLP
understands that even if a ‘Contained Out Determination’ finds the soil and groundwater do not
contain a listed hazardous waste, any soil removed would for transport outside the AOC would
need to be tested for toxicity to determine whether it was a toxicity characteristic hazardous
waste. As a contingency, if for some reason soil is excavated from the AOC for removal for
removal from the AOC before completion of satisfactory post-remedial testing, it will be
segregated into suitable covered containers and tested to ensure that it meets both the applicable
contained-out and toxicity characteristic standards before it is removed from the property.

Remedial Option — Contingent Waste Determination

Soil excavation is not proposed and therefore is optional. If soil excavation were
performed, the excavated soil would not be removed from the contiguous area of contamination
(“AOC”). If contaminated soil was excavated, it would be relocated within the AOC. Such
movement of contaminated soil would not constitute “placement” for purposes of RCRA and
would not constitute “disposal” under Wisconsin law. If this optional soil excavation is
approved by WDNR, contaminated soil from the AOC could be consolidated within the AOC for
treatment by moving some contaminated soil from a portion of the 2936 North Bay Drive
property to the Main Street property, where soil amendment would be added and the amended
soil would be combined and mixed with contaminated soil being treated in-situ at the Main
Street property. Based on case studies, the treatment is expected to reduce contaminant
concentrations to less than the “contained out” values for contaminated media. Post-remedial
sampling and analysis would demonstrate the effectiveness of the treatment. No hazardous
waste manifest or generator report would be prepared. Such excavation and movement of soil
will not occur unless the Department allows the movement under the NR 700 Rules without
creation of any RCRA or solid waste facility and performs a Contained Out Determination in
recognition that the added soil amendment will treat the soil to below contained out standards,
based on results of the pilot test performed for the overall site remediation. If this option is
pursued, a change order would be sought to cover the cost of the excavation and additional soil
amendment.
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Appendix G
MEMORANDUM
TO: Nancy Ryan FROM: Bob Nauta
PROJECT: Madison-Kipp DATE: October 22,2014

SUBJECT: Cool-Ox Injection for CVOCs

I have successfully used the Cool-Ox injection process on several sites, including the
Madison-Kipp site, which has tetrachloroethene as the primary contaminant of
concern. In the late summer of 2005, | was working at Kipp on a Cool-Ox injection in a
loading dock area that was known to have very high concentrations of PCE in soil. The
injection spanned the depth of 0 to 8 feet below ground surface. After injection, |
collected samples at locations adjacent to the three samples that had yielded the
highest pre-injection concentrations. Samples were collected 2 weeks after injection.
They were collected approximately 6 inches from the previous samples and at the same
depth. The Cool-Ox contractor was not told where the sample locations were, and
therefore did not apply more product to those areas than he did in others. The pre- and
post-injection concentrations for PCE are presented in the Table 1, below. The data for
the daughter products is not immediately available, but were comparable to the
reductions seen for PCE.

Table 1. Demonstrated Effect of Cool-Ox Injection on Soil at the Madison Kipp Property.

Sample No. PCE mg/kg
Pre-Injection Post-Injection

BE-2 487 0.22

BE-13 782 13

BE-7 708 3.2

It should be noted that the Madison-Kipp site has both clay and sand strata, so the
project included soil conditions comparable to those at the Express Cleaners site.

4631 County Road A e Oregon, Wisconsin 53575
(608) 576-3001









