May 7, 2024

Mr. Brad Davison

Iowa Department of Natural Resources
Land Quality Bureau

Land Recycling Program

502 E 9th Street

Des Moines, Ilowa 50319

RE: Response to Risk Evaluation & Response Action (RE/RA) Comments
Union at Rivers Edge
1600 Indianola Avenue
Des Moines, Iowa
Land Recycling Program ID 1514
August Mack Project Number JX0352.380

Dear Mr. Davison:

On behalf of Union at Rivers Edge, LP (The Annex Group), August Mack Environmental,
Inc. (August Mack) is submitting this Response to Risk Evaluation & Response Action
(RE/RA) Comments for the above-referenced facility (Site). August Mack submitted a
RE/RA Plan to Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) on November 16, 2023,
which was discussed with IDNR in a January 10, 2024 meeting and officially responded
to in their April 15, 2024 Land Recycling Program (LRP) RE/RA comment letter. This
Response to RE/RA Comment letter was prepared in response to the IDNR April 15, 2024
comment on concrete not being an adequate cap to prevent exposure to surface soils.
Specifically, this letter addresses the following IDNR comment:

DNR agrees that a clean soil cap is an effective option to eliminate the exposure pathways
to contaminated soil. However, the cap described in the RE/RA is inadequate and should
be expanded to encompass the entire property. DNR does not recognize concrete, asphalt,
or vegetation as an adequate capping material at a residential site unless paired with a
clean soil cap. These materials are subject to deterioration which could possibly complete
an exposure pathway. An exception can be made in regards to the concrete foundations of
any building constructed on site, and are not required to be constructed on a clean soil cap.

The reasoning for extending the cap is that primary risk associated with residential use is
children's exposure to contaminated surface soils. The LRP conservatively specifies surface
soil to be the top two feet of soil. If the contaminated soil (i.e. above residential standards)
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remains below the two feet of fill and continues to be properly managed, this exposure
pathway is eliminated.

This general comment was discussed during the January 10, 2024 meeting with IDNR,
who clarified in an February 19, 2024 email that the clean cap could include “a cumulative
of two feet of clean material. So, if there is 1.5 feet of clean soil and 0.5 feet of asphalt that would
be enough as an example.” August Mack responded to IDNR’s email on February 19, 2024
asking for clarification on the specific regulation that states concrete is not an adequate
cap to prevent exposure to contaminated soils. IDNR responded in a March 14, 2024 email
stating the following:

“This is not a requlation. Rather, it is a Departmental decision made by our Legal section
...that set precedent for the Land Recycling Program (LRP) regarding residential
reuse. Additionally, this helps us meet the objectives of the (LRP)which are to
reduce current and future risks associated with contaminated property (137.1(2)) and
eliminate exposure pathways of the remaining contamination.”

The precedent document provided was not a legal ruling, but rather a comment letter
drafted by an IDNR attorney and issued to Pittsburg De Moines Steel in December 2009.
Although the full scope of the remedial design at the Pittsburg De Moines Steel site was
not outlined in the comment letter, there was no reference to paved asphalt/concrete caps
throughout the document; therefore, it is unclear how the precedent applies to the Site
since concrete will be placed at the surface.

Based on the precedent uncertainty and the fact that there are no IDNR regulations
stating concrete is an inadequate cap, August Mack offers the four following responses
regarding the request for a cumulative two-foot clean fill cap to prevent exposure to the
contaminated soil at the Site:

1. Concrete is an adequate capping material to eliminate any potential soil exposure.

2. Although concrete will degrade over time, an Environmental Covenant (EC) will
be recorded to confirm that the concrete degradation is managed appropriately to
prevent a complete exposure pathway.

3. Although there are Range 1 surface soils (0-2 feet) that exceeded IDNR'’s Statewide
Soil Standards, the reported concentration of constituents in surface soils does not
present a risk to human health or the environment to require the need for any cap.

4. Although there is currently an unacceptable risk identified in Range 2 soils (deeper
than 2-feet), the elevated lead concentration at SB-106 will be removed during
redevelopment, and based on the updated EPC, the Range 2 soils will not present
a risk to human health or the environment.

These four responses and the supporting lines of evidence (LOE) are discussed in more
detail below.
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1. Concrete is an adequate capping material to eliminate any potential soil exposure
based on the following LOE:

a. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) Engineering
Controls on Brownfields Information Guide (provided in Attachment A)
specifically gives an example where, “elements of the redevelopment (e.g.,
paving, building foundations) can serve as the engineering controls by
providing barriers to eliminate potential exposures to soil, groundwater,
and other environmental media.”

b. This US EPA example uses concrete as a cap to “prevent contact with the
contaminated soil,” which is exactly how the Union at Rivers Edge
redevelopment was designed.

c. Concrete is far less susceptible to erosion and degradation than the IDNR
accepted two feet of clean soil cap, making it a more protective and durable
barrier than a standalone 2-feet clean soil cap.

2. Although concrete will degrade over time, an Environmental Covenant (EC) will
be recorded to confirm that the concrete degradation is managed appropriately to
prevent a complete exposure pathway based on the following LOE:

a. An EC will be recorded on the property requirements for the adherence to
an IDNR approved Soil Management Plan (SMP) and Operations,
Maintenance, and Monitoring (OM&M) plan.

b. The OM&M plan will require continued monitoring and maintenance of all
materials overlying contaminated soils (clean soil and concrete).

c. As part of the OM&M plan, all observed deterioration (cracks, ruts,
channels, etc.) shall be repaired or restored in a manner that maintains the
effectiveness of the capping material to prevent exposure to underlying
contaminated soils.

d. Prior to installation of capping materials, a visual demarcation fabric will
be installed over contaminated soils not covered by Site structures. The
OM&M plan will require any areas with observable fabric deterioration be
isolated and the cap material be repaired or replaced immediately.

3. Although there are Range 1 surface soils (0-2 feet) that exceeded IDNR'’s Statewide
Soil Standards, the reported concentration of constituents in surface soils do not
present a risk to human health or the environment to require the need for any cap
based on the following LOE:

a. The primary constituent of concern reported in shallow soils above IDNR
Statewide Standards for Soil was arsenic, which is naturally occurring and
ubiquitous throughout the state.

b. Reported arsenic concentration in Range 1 soils were only slightly above
the calculated background threshold values (BTVs) for the Site.

c. Risk evaluation results based on calculated exposure point concentrations
(EPCs) and the IDNR cumulative risk calculator, which were provided in
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the RE/RA Plan, did not identify an unacceptable risk to future residents
and Range 1 soils.

4. Although there is currently an unacceptable risk identified in Range 2 soils (deeper
than 2-feet), the elevated lead concentration at SB-106 will be removed during
redevelopment, and based on the updated EPC, the Range 2 soils will not present
a risk to human health or the environment.

a.

Based on the
foundations,

The unacceptable risk identified in Range 2 soils (deeper than 2-feet) was
due to the elevated lead concentration of 808 mg/kg in at SB-106 from 2 - 4
feet below grade.

The proposed redevelopment activities at the property include the
installation of an underground detention area, which is depicted in
Attachment B and involves the removal of soils from the vicinity of SB-106
to 5-feet below grade.

Based on the updated EPC with the elevated lead concentration (808
mg/kg) at SB-106 being removed (provided in Attachment C), the revised
EPC resultant of 181 mg/kg is less than the applicable Iowa Statewide
Standard, as well as below the January 2024 U.S. EPA updated
recommended residential lead Regional Screening Level of 200 mg/kg;
therefore, the Range 2 soils will not present a risk to human health or the
environment.

LOE presented above, the proposed concrete cap associated with building
sidewalks, and parking lots in conjunction with the proposed EC will

effectively eliminate potential exposures to underlying contaminated soils and prevent
any potential risk to human health or the environment. As such, a clean soil cap is only
warranted in the greenspace on-Site as proposed in the RE/RA Plan.

August Mack trusts that this document meets your approval. Please feel free to contact
us should you have any questions or comments regarding this submittal.

Sincerely,
Steven Faulk Charlie Gomez, LPG
Project Manager Principal of Closure
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US EPA Engineering Controls on Brownfields Information Guide
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Engineering Controls on
Brownfields Information Guide:

How They Work with Institutional Controls; the Most Common Types Used;
and an Introduction to Costs

Introduction

Engineering controls (ECs) encompass a variety of engineered and constructed physical barriers (e.g., soil capping, sub-
surface venting systems, mitigation barriers, fences) to contain and/or prevent exposure to contamination on a property.

In contrast, institutional controls (ICs) are administrative or legal instruments (e.g., deed restrictions/notices, easements,
covenants, zoning) that impose restrictions on the use of contaminated property or resources. ICs are also used to
identify the presence of ECs and long-term stewardship (LTS) requirements. Long-term stewardship refers to the activities
necessary to ensure that ECs are maintained and that ICs continue in force. Additional information regarding LTS can be
found at: www.epa.gov/brownfields/tools/lts_fs_04_2008.pdf

The need for ECs and/or ICs is identified as part of selecting a cleanup remedy and will vary depending on a number

of factors, including but not limited to, the planned activity and land use for the property, the extent and location of
contamination, and the environmental medium impacted. While it is not uncommon to find ICs without ECs, ICs are
typically an integral part of EC protectiveness. For example, the most common ICs for brownfield cleanup projects (e.g.,
deed notices/restrictions, environmental covenants, state registries) provide information or notifications that residual
contamination may remain on a property and identify ECs such as caps, mitigation barriers, or fencing, which are

intended to restrict access and exposure to contamination, and eliminate further migration of contamination. Over the

past several years environmental covenants have become an increasingly popular form of LTS to address activity and
land use restrictions and engineering control installation, operation, and maintenance. Environmental covenants provide

a mechanism to ensure that land use restrictions, mandated environmental monitoring requirements, and a wide range of
common engineering controls designed to control the potential environmental risk of residual contamination will be reflected
on the land records and effectively enforced over time as valid real property servitude. Currently 25 states have enacted
legislation to adopt a form of the Uniform Environmental Covenants Act (UECA). More information regarding UECA can be
found at: www.environmentalcovenants.org/

There are many different types of ECs and they vary from property to property, depending on the contaminants found and
the type of media impacted. The following is a list of the more commonly used ECs at brownfield properties.

+  Capping in Place (Asphalt or Concrete) — The
use of paved areas (e.g., parking lots, roadways)
and building foundations as surface barriers or
caps over contaminated soil. Capping in place
involves creating and maintaining a hard surface,
usually concrete or asphalt, over contamination.
The result is a high strength, low permeability cover
that reduces surface water infiltration and stabilizes
contaminated soils. As a result, the cap prevents
contact with the contaminated soil and contaminant
mobility is limited protecting ground water.

Paved areas such as parking lots and roadways
can be used as caps over contaminated soll

+ Capping in Place (Clean Fill) — Placement of defined thickness of clean fill over an area of contaminated soil (e.g.,
2-3 feet of soil for non-residential uses, 10 feet for residential uses) to prevent contact with the contaminated soil.




Passive Depressurization Systems — Installation
of a passive vapor control system in conjunction with

a vapor barrier under buildings to minimize potential
migration of volatile contamination to indoor air. A passive
depressurization system relies on a natural convection

of air to draw air from the soil beneath a building and
discharges it to the atmosphere through a series of
collection and discharge pipes.

Active Depressurization Systems — Installation of

an active vapor control system in conjunction with a
vapor barrier under buildings to minimize potential
migration of volatile contamination to indoor air. An active
depressurization system consists of a fan or blower which
draws air from the soil beneath a building and discharges
it to the atmosphere through a series of collection and
discharge pipes.

Ground Water Migration Barriers (e.g., barrier wall,
ground water depression systems) — The use of a vertical
impermeable barrier to limit exposure by cutting off the
route and preventing migration of contaminated ground
water or leachate from a contaminated property.

Engineering Controls Integrated Into
Redevelopment

An important consideration for ECs in the context of
brownfields redevelopment is the benefit of integrating
the implementation and long-term stewardship of the
ECs into the redevelopment of a property. In some
cases, elements of the redevelopment (e.g., paving,
building foundations) can serve as the EC by providing
barriers to eliminate potential exposures to soil, ground
water, and other environmental media. In cases

where ECs are an integral part of the redevelopment,
however, it may be difficult to separate the specific cost
of the EC from the redevelopment. For example, where
a parking lot is used as a cap over contaminated

soil, the cost of site preparation and paving would

have already been a consideration for the cost of

the redevelopment. The cost of the EC would be any
incremental costs that would not have been incurred
during the paving if the contaminants were not present
in the soil.

Although these five ECs are the most commonly used on brownfield redevelopment projects, other types of ECs are also
used to reduce exposure to and migration of contamination left on the property. Other ECs used on brownfield properties
include, but are not limited to:

Security Barriers and Fencing — Used to restrict access to contaminated and unsafe brownfield properties.

Solidification/Stabilization — Occurs by injecting or mixing cement into contaminated soil to lock contaminants into

a structurally sound mass of solid material for disposal.

Geotextile Fabric Barriers — Separate, filter, drain, or reinforce soils.

Engineered Caps - Designed to meet specific performance and containment requirements such as permeability.

Leachate Collection Systems — Direct and collect contaminated leachate, and then transport it offsite for disposal.

Permeable Reactive Barriers — Walls that are built below ground and are composed of materials that remove
contaminants from ground water as it flows through the permeable barrier.

In addition, remedial actions such as ground water pump and treat systems, soil vapor extraction systems, and monitored
natural attenuation may continue beyond the change in use or redevelopment of a property. In these cases, long-term
stewardship similar to engineering controls will be required and can be incorporated into institutional controls such as
environmental covenants.

Engineering Control Use at Brownfield Properties

Each brownfield property redevelopment project is different and the need for ECs and/or ICs is based on several factors
during the selection of the cleanup strategy. Property specific factors influence the selection of the cleanup remedy and
control measures. A list of typical brownfield properties, the general types of contamination found at those properties, and
the most common ECs follows.

Gasoline service stations and auto body repair shops
are typically contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons
from underground storage tanks (USTs) and, in some
cases, metals associated with motor and hydraulic

oils and cleaning solvents. These properties generally
use land use and resource restrictions (ICs) along with
capping technologies and active/passive depressurization
systems to address residual contamination left on the
property.

Industrial properties are typically contaminated with
asbestos, heavy metals, volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOC), and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) from manufacturing
operations at the property. These properties generally
use land use restrictions (ICs) along with capping
technologies, active/passive depressurization systems,
and security barriers (e.g., fences) to mitigate exposure
to contamination left on the property.

Commercial properties (e.g., dry cleaning operations)

are typically contaminated with ashestos, VOCs,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and PCBs from
operations at the property. These properties generally
use ICs (i.e., land use and resource restrictions) along
with capping technologies (e.g., asphalt or clean fill) to
address residual contamination left on the property.

Landfills and dumps are typically contaminated with oils,
paints, solvents, corrosive cleaners, batteries, VOCs,

Engineering Controls and Cleanup

ECs are typically considered a form of cleanup;
however, it is important to recognize that there

is a distinction between ECs and other forms of
cleanup. ECs are often installed during cleanup as

a condition of a no further action determination and
are generally intended to be in place for long periods
of time. In many cases, the presence and long-

term stewardship (e.g., O&M) of ECs are defined in
environmental covenants, O&M agreements, or other
instruments. Other forms of cleanup may reduce or
remove contamination in soil, ground water, and other
environmental media (e.g., soil removal and disposal,
ground water treatment, soil vapor extraction and
treatment). These remedial actions are designed to
be short term and targeted to meet a defined endpoint
(e.g., corrective action goal or risk-based concentration
in soil or ground water). While ECs are intended to be
in place beyond the no further action determination,
cleanups to reduce or remove contamination are
typically completed before a no further action
determination is made. It is important to note that in
some cases, the technology implemented for ECs
may be very similar to the technology implemented
for reduction or cleanup. For example, a ground
water pump and treat system can be used to reduce
contamination in ground water or it can be used as an
EC to control ground water migration.

PAHs, and PCBs from the waste disposal at the property. These properties generally use ICs (i.e., land use and
resource use restrictions) along with capping technologies and ground water mitigation barriers to reduce exposure

and migration of contamination from the property.

Engineering Control Costs

The cost of installing and maintaining ECs is different for each property. In many cases, the costs of installing an EC is an
integral part of a property redevelopment (e.g., paving as capping, or a building foundation as a cap) with little additional
costs attributable to the EC. The range of costs to install and maintain ECs is, therefore, dependent upon several factors,
including but not limited to: construction activities on the property; size of the property; extent and concentration of
contamination; size of the building(s) or structure(s) on the property; location of the property; and depth to ground water.

There are three general types of costs associated with ECs: programmatic costs, capital costs, and operation and
maintenance costs.

Programmatic costs are incurred when municipal or local governments develop and implement LTS programs.
Programmatic costs include: preliminary costs to develop the program, long-term planning for implementation,
public outreach, and developing monitoring and enforcement plans.

Capital costs are costs incurred for the design, construction, and installation of the EC. Capital costs may include,
but are not limited to: mobilization and demobilization; monitoring, sampling, testing, and analysis; site work; design




Type of EC

Range of Capital Costs

Activities included in

Range of O&M Costs*

Activities included in

Swale: $15.00 to $25.00
per linear foot

Hard surface cap layer
placement

Edge drainage swale
preparation

CQA program

Capital Costs 0&M Costs
Capping in Place + Clearing: $5,000 to $7,500 Site clearing + $1,000 annually Long-term inspections
(Asphalt or Concrete) per acre Equipment mobilization Repair of damages
+ 1" Sub-base: $2.50 to $7.00 Initial surface compaction Site supervision
per square yard Design and engineering Security
+ 1.5" Surface: $12.00 to Surface preparation Site quality assurance and
$20.00 per square yard health and safety

Capping in Place
(Clean Fill)

Excavation: $15 to $30 per
cubic yard

Placement: $50 to $75 per
cubic yard

Surface preparation

and Hydro-Seeding:

$100 to $200 per 1,000
square feet

Site clearing

Equipment mobilization
Initial surface compaction
Design and engineering
Surface preparation

Cap layer placement
Edge drainage swale
preparation

CQA program

Irrigation system

$5,000 annually
(vegetative cover)

Long-term inspections
Repair of damages
Watering/irrigation system
(to maintain vegetative
cover)

Mowing

Utilities

Site supervision

Security

Site quality assurance and
health and safety

Passive
Depressurization
Systems

$2,000 to $5,000*

Equipment mobilization
Design and engineering
Trenching and backfilling
Vent piping

Passive barrier installation
Compaction and restoration
GeoEngineer oversight

$1,000 to $5,000 annually

Long-term oversight and
inspections

Repair of damages

Site supervision

Site quality assurance and
health and safety

Active
Depressurization
Systems

$5,000 to $20,000*

Equipment mobilization
Design and engineering
Trenching and backfilling
Vent piping

Passive barrier installation
Mobilize and install active
system

Compaction and restoration
GeoEngineer oversight

$1,000 to $10,000 annually

Long-term oversight and
inspections

Performance and site
Monitoring

Utilities

Repair of damages

Site supervision

Site quality assurance and
health and safety

Ground Water
Migration Barriers

Trench barrier: $200 to
$1,000 per linear foot of
trench***

Ground water depression:
$50,000 to $500,000***

Equipment mobilization
Design and engineering

Migration wall construction
and installation

GeoEngineer oversight

Trench barrier; $3,000 to
$10,000 annually ****
Ground water depression:
$5,000 to $35,000
annually ***

Long-term oversight and
inspections

Repair of damages

Site supervision

Site quality assurance and
health and safety

*  Assumes length of post-closure care is 20-30 years.
** Assumes average building size of 4,000 square feet.

pumping rate of 1 to 10 gpm and that extracted water will be treated prior to discharge.
**xk - Assumes periodic ground water monitoring for trench barrier. Assumes periodic ground water monitoring and inspection and maintenance of pumping and treatment systems.

Note that the EC examples identified in the table do not include capital and operating costs associated with designing, installing, and operating a ground water monitoring program that

The capital costs of ground water migration barriers are dependent on the type of barrier installed, the depth of the barrier and other site-specific conditions. The capital costs provide
arange of costs considering the variability in these characteristics. Trenching assumes a maximum depth of 20 feet below the ground surface. Ground water depression assumes

may be required. Additional information regarding EC and IC costs can be found in An Introduction to the Cost of Engineering and Institutional Controls at Brownfield Properties at:
www.epa.gov/brownfields/tools/lts_cost_fs.pdf

and engineering; construction and installation; off-site
treatment and disposal; construction quality assurance
(CQA); and project and construction management.

+  Operation & Maintenance (O&M) costs associated with
ECs should be considered throughout the lifecycle of
property cleanup and post-cleanup care. O&M activities
are conducted at a property after ECs are in place, to
ensure that the action is effective and operating properly,
and may include, but are not limited to: performance
inspections and site monitoring; operating remediation
systems, including sampling and analysis, preparing
reports, and recordkeeping; maintaining caps and
system maintenance; and site supervision.

Local Government Planning Tool to Calculate
IC/EC Costs for Brownfield Properties

The cost calculator is designed as a voluntary guide for
municipal or local governments to assist in calculating
their expected costs of implementing and conducting
LTS of ICs and ECs at brownfield properties. In general,
primary responsibility for maintaining ICs and ECs
rests with the property owner and others responsible
for cleanup. The state response program often plays a
large role in selecting, implementing, and monitoring ICs
and ECs; however, local governments, as controllers of
local land use and zoning, often have responsibilities
associated with ICs and ECs and LTS at brownfield
properties. Each of these separate entities may have
different roles, responsibilities and costs. It is important
to calculate the full cost of LTS for ICs and ECs, both
short- and long-term to ensure adequate resources are
available for their management over time. Additional
information on the institutional and engineering control
costs calculating tool can be found in the Local
Government Planning Tool to Calculate Institutional and
Engineering Control Costs for Brownfield Properties at:
www.epa.gov/brownfields/tools/tti_lucs.htm.

The following table provides a range and list of costs for the
more common ECs implemented on brownfield properties.
The examples provided below only include site-specific capital
and O&M costs incurred when designing, implementing, and
monitoring ECs. The table does not include the programmatic
cost to a municipality or local government to develop and
implement a LTS program. In addition, each EC design and
implementation will incur indirect and variable costs. These
indirect and variable costs are not listed in the table and may
include, but are not limited to: project management, vendor
selection, permit preparation and fees, regulatory interaction,
and contingencies.

Sources for Estimating Costs and Additional Resources

EC capital and O&M cost estimates can be generated from several sources. Cost-estimating software and databases can
be used to calculate the capital and O&M costs of ECs. The majority of available software tools are designed to estimate the
cost for all or selected cost elements of an EC. Below is a list of several sources for estimating costs of ECs.

+ Cost Estimating Guides/References — Provide costs for a wide variety of construction activities, including those
related to property cleanup. Some guides are specifically customized to estimate costs for environmental remediation
projects. Cost data in guides or references are often broken down into labor, equipment, and material categories, and
may or may not include contractor markups. Costs are typically provided on a national average basis for the year of
publication of the reference.

+ Vendor or Contractor Quotes — Provide costs that are more site-specific in nature than costs taken from standard
guides and references. These quotes usually include contractor markups and are typically provided as a total
cost rather than categorized as labor, equipment, or materials. If possible, more than one vendor quote should be
obtained. Quotes from multiple sources can be averaged, or the highest quote can be used in the cost estimate if the
collected quotes seem to be at the low end of the industry range.

+ Experience with Similar Projects — Engineering judgment should be exercised if cost data from another project
need to be adjusted to take into account site- or technology-specific parameters. In addition, sources of actual cost
data from government remediation projects are maintained by various federal agencies.



http://www.epa.gov/brownfields/tools/tti_lucs.htm

+ Cost Estimating Software/Databases/Reports — The majority of available software tools are designed to estimate
the cost for all or selected cost elements of an alternative.

* Remedial Action Cost Engineering Requirements (RACER) — A cost estimating system originally developed by
the U.S. Air Force. The system uses a patented methodology for generating location-specific program cost estimates.
RACER calculates quantities for each technology; localizes unit costs for materials, equipment, and labor; adjusts
unit prices for safety and productivity losses; and applies markups to account for indirect costs. It uses current multi-
agency pricing data, and is researched and updated annually to ensure accuracy. This software is available for
purchase at: www.frtr.gov/ec2/ecracersystem.htm

+ CostPro — A software program developed by EPA to estimate costs for closure and post-closure plans prepared by
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDFs) regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA). Under RCRA, owners or operators of interim status and permitted TSDFs must prepare and annually update
a cost estimate for closure and post-closure (if applicable) and provide corresponding financial assurance. CostPro
uses data from RS Means and ECHOS for specific cost items. EPA limits free distribution of the software only to EPA
and state personnel. Others interested in obtaining the software must pay a licensing fee to RS Means and ECHOS
that provides the right to use the data incorporated into this software. To obtain further information about CostPro or
how to obtain the software: contact Bob Maxey, EPA Headquarters, at (703) 308-7273 or maxey.robert@epa.gov.

* Micro Computer Aided Cost Engineering System (MCACES) — A program used by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers that is linked to the Unit Price Book (UPB) database. www.hnd.usace.army.mil/traces/

+ Federal Remediation Technology Roundtable (FRTR) - FRTR makes data more widely available on real
experiences and lessons learned in selecting and implementing treatment and site characterization technologies to
clean up soil and ground water contamination. The remediation case study reports describe the performance and
cost of technology applications at full-scale and large-scale demonstration projects. www.frtr.gov/costperf.htm

*+ Innovative Treatment Technologies — Provides information about characterization and treatment technologies for the
hazardous waste remediation community. It offers technology selection tools and describes programs, organizations,
publications for federal and state personnel, consulting engineers, technology developers and vendors, remediation
contractors, researchers, community groups, and individual citizens. www.epa.gov/tio/remed.htm

* EPA’s Cleanup Information (CLU -IN) — Provides information about innovative treatment technologies and acts as
a forum for all waste remediation stakeholders. www.clu-in.org/remediation/

* A Guide to Developing and Documenting Cost Estimates During Feasibility Study (July 2000) — This guide
provides capital and O&M cost categories and details steps in calculating costs of ECs. www.epa.gov/superfund/
policy/remedy/pdfs/finaldoc.pdf

+ Florida Department of Environmental Protection Engineering Controls Report (1999) — This document
considers the adequacy of ECs available for use at contaminated properties; summarizes the types of ECs currently
available; evaluates the effectiveness of ECs in protecting human health, and the environment; and evaluates the
ability of ECs to achieve risk-based corrective action criteria at contaminated properties. www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/
quick_topics/publications/wc/csf/focus/engineer.pdf

For additional information regarding ECs/ICs and LTS, please visit the EPA Brownfields Program at
www.epa.gov/brownfields or contact Ann Carroll at (202) 566-2748 or carroll.ann@epa.gov.

Office of Solid Waste and

Engineering Controls Emergency Response (5101T) EPA-560-F-10-005
Fact Sheet November 2010




Attachment B

Proposed Redevelopment and Underground Detention Area






Attachment C

Updated Lead Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs)



User Selected Options
Date/Time of Computation
From File
Full Precision
Confidence Coefficient
Number of Bootstrap Operations

UCL Statistics for Uncensored Full Data Sets

ProUCL 5.2 8/22/2023 2:28:26 PM
Subsurface Soil Input File.xls

OFF

95%

2000

Lead_NoOutlier

General Statistics

Total Number of Observations 26 Number of Distinct Observations 26
Number of Missing Observations 0
Minimum 1.8 Mean 121.7
Maximum 391 Median  75.7
SD 1145 Std. Error of Mean  22.45
Coefficient of Variation 0.941 Skewness 1.112
Normal GOF Test
Shapiro Wilk Test Statistic 0.853 Shapiro Wilk GOF Test
1% Shapiro Wilk Critical Value 0.891 Data Not Normal at 1% Significance Level
Lilliefors Test Statistic 0.201 Lilliefors GOF Test
1% Lilliefors Critical Value 0.199 Data Not Normal at 1% Significance Level
Data Not Normal at 1% Significance Level
Assuming Normal Distribution
95% Normal UCL 95% UCLs (Adjusted for Skewness)
95% Student's-t UCL 160 95% Adjusted-CLT UCL (Chen-1995) 163.8
95% Modified-t UCL (Johnson-1978) 160.8

A-D Test Statistic
5% A-D Critical Value
K-S Test Statistic
5% K-S Critical Value

Gamma GOF Test

0.187 Anderson-Darling Gamma GOF Test

0.774 Detected data appear Gamma Distributed at 5% Significance Level
0.0739 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Gamma GOF Test

0.176 Detected data appear Gamma Distributed at 5% Significance Level

Detected data appear Gamma Distributed at 5% Significance Level

Gamma Statistics

k hat (MLE) 0.993 k star (bias corrected MLE) 0.904
Theta hat (MLE) 122.5 Theta star (bias corrected MLE) 134.6
nu hat (MLE)  51.62 nu star (bias corrected) 47
MLE Mean (bias corrected) 121.7 MLE Sd (bias corrected) 128
Approximate Chi Square Value (0.05) 32.27
Adjusted Level of Significance  0.0398 Adjusted Chi Square Value  31.46
Assuming Gamma Distribution
95% Approximate Gamma UCL 177.2 95% Adjusted Gamma UCL  181.7
Lognormal GOF Test
Shapiro Wilk Test Statistic 0.931 Shapiro Wilk Lognormal GOF Test
10% Shapiro Wilk Critical Value 0.933 Data Not Lognormal at 10% Significance Level
Lilliefors Test Statistic 0.14 Lilliefors Lognormal GOF Test
10% Lilliefors Critical Value 0.156 Data appear Lognormal at 10% Significance Level
Data appear Approximate Lognormal at 10% Significance Level
Lognormal Statistics
Minimum of Logged Data 0.588 Mean of logged Data 4.219
Maximum of Logged Data 5.969 SD of logged Data 1.316
Assuming Lognormal Distribution
95% H-UCL 350.2 90% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 294.9



95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL  359.3
99% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 624.6

Nonparametric Distribution Free UCL Statistics
Data appear to follow a Discernible Distribution

Nonparametric Distribution Free UCLs
95% CLT UCL 158.6
95% Standard Bootstrap UCL  157.3
95% Hall's Bootstrap UCL 161
90% Chebyshev(Mean, Sd) UCL 189
97.5% Chebyshev(Mean, Sd) UCL  261.8

Suggested UCL to Use
95% Adjusted Gamma UCL  181.7

Note: Suggestions regarding the selection of a 95% UCL are provided to help the user to select the most appropriate 95% UCL.

97.5% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL

95% BCA Bootstrap UCL

95% Bootstrap-t UCL

95% Percentile Bootstrap UCL
95% Chebyshev(Mean, Sd) UCL
99% Chebyshev(Mean, Sd) UCL

Recommendations are based upon data size, data distribution, and skewness using results from simulation studies.
However, simulations results will not cover all Real World data sets; for additional insight the user may want to consult a statistician.

448.8

160.9
165.2
159.6
219.5
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