Request for Bid
Fixed-Price Defined Scope of Work
Replacement POC Well Installation, Quarterly Groundwater Monitoring, Attainment
Sampling, and Reporting, RACR Submittal, and Site Restoration/Well Abandonment

Solicitor
United Refining Company
United Kwik Fill M-389
(Former Spencer’s Keystone R0011)
8795 Wattsburg Road, Erie, PA 16509
PADEP Facility ID #: 25-10433

PAUSTIF Claim #: 1995-0370(F)

Date of Issuance
November 25, 2013

Table of Contents

Calendar of Events .......................................................................................... 1
Contact Information.......................................................................................... 2
Requirements................................................................................................. 3
Mandatory Pre-Bid Site Meeting .......................................................................................................... 3
Submission of Bids................................................................................................................................. 3
Bid Requirements................................................................................................................................... 4
General Site Background and Description ............................................................... 8
Site Description....................................................................................................................................... 8
UST Release........................................................................................................................................... 9
Historical Investigations/Site Characterization ................................................................................ 11
Past Remedial Actions ........................................................................................................................ 14
Other Information ................................................................................................................................. 16
Scope of Work (SOW)..................................................................................... 17
Objective................................................................................................................................................ 17
Constituents of Concern (COCs) ....................................................................................................... 17
General SOW Requirements.............................................................................................................. 17
Site–Specific Milestones ..................................................................................................................... 19
Additional Information .......................................................................................................................... 27
List of Attachments ........................................................................................ 28

i

The Pennsylvania Underground Storage Tank Indemnification Fund (PAUSTIF), on behalf of the
claimant who hereafter is referred to as the Client or Solicitor, is providing this Request for Bid
(RFB) to prepare and submit a bid to complete a defined Scope of Work (SOW) for the
referenced site. The Solicitor has an open claim with the PAUSTIF and the ongoing corrective
action work will be completed under this claim. Reimbursement of the reasonable and
necessary and Solicitor-approved costs up to the claim limit for the corrective action work
described in this RFB will be provided by PAUSTIF. The Solicitor is responsible to pay any
applicable deductible, but this claim is not subject to proration.
Each bid response will be considered individually and consistent with the evaluation process
described in the PAUSTIF Competitive Bidding Fact Sheet, which can be downloaded from the
PAUSTIF website at http://www.insurance.pa.gov.

Calendar of Events
Activity
Date and Time
Notification of Intent to Attend Mandatory PreDecember 11, 2013 by 5 p.m.
Bid Site Visit
Mandatory Pre-Bid Site Visit

December 16, 2013 at 10 a.m.

Deadline to Submit Questions

January 10, 2014 by 5 p.m.

Bid Due Date and Time

January 17, 2014 by 3 p.m.
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Contact Information
ICF International
Gerald Hawk, P.G.
ICF International
4000 Vine Street
Middletown, PA 17057

Solicitor
Scott Wonsettler, P.G.
United Refining Co. of PA
15 Bradley Street
P.O. Box 688
Warren, PA 16365
(814) 726-4863

Technical Contact
Jim Ackerman, P.G.
Excalibur Group, LLC
276 Park Entrance Drive
Pittsburgh, PA 15228
(412)-341-4426
JimAckerman@excaliburgrpllc.com

All questions regarding this Request for Bid (RFB) and the subject site conditions must be
directed via e-mail to the Technical Contact identified above with the understanding that all
questions and answers will be provided to all bidders. The e-mail subject line must be “United
Kwik Fill M-389, Claim #1995-0370(F) – RFB QUESTION.” Bidders must neither contact nor
discuss this RFB with the Solicitor, PAUSTIF, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection (PADEP), or ICF International (ICF) unless approved by the Technical Contact in
writing. Bidders may discuss this RFB with subcontractors and vendors to the extent required
for preparing the bid response.
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Requirements
Mandatory Pre-Bid Site Meeting
The Solicitor, the Technical Contact, or their designees will hold a mandatory site visit on the
date and time listed in the Calendar of Events above to answer questions and conduct a site
tour for one participant per company considering a response to this RFB. This meeting is
mandatory for all bidders—no exceptions. This meeting will allow each bidding company to
inspect the site and evaluate site conditions; therefore, each bidder should select its attendee
accordingly. A notice of the bidder’s intent to attend this meeting is requested and is to
be provided to the Technical Contact via e-mail by the date listed in the Calendar of
Events with the subject “United Kwik Fill M-389, Claim #1995-0370(F) – SITE MEETING
ATTENDANCE NOTIFICATION.” The name and contact information of the company’s
participant should be included in the body of the e-mail.

Submission of Bids

To be considered for selection, one hard copy of the signed bid package and one electronic
copy (one PDF file on a compact disk included with the hard copy) must be provided
directly to the PAUSTIF’s third party administrator, ICF, to the attention of the Contracts
Administrator. The Contracts Administrator will be responsible for opening the bids and
providing copies to the Technical Contact and the Solicitor. Bid responses will only be accepted
from those companies that attended the mandatory pre-bid site meeting. The ground address
for overnight/next-day deliveries is ICF International, 4000 Vine Street, Middletown, PA
17057, Attention: Contracts Administrator. The outside of the shipping package
containing the bid must be clearly marked and labeled with “Bid – Claim # 1995-0370(F).”
Please note that the use of U.S. Mail, FedEx, UPS, or other delivery method does not guarantee
delivery to this address by the due date and time listed in the Calendar of Events for
submission. Companies mailing bids should allow adequate delivery time to ensure timely
receipt of their bid.

The bid must be received by 3 p.m., on the due date shown in the Calendar of Events.
Bids will be opened immediately after the 3 p.m. deadline on the due date indicated. Any bids
received after this due date and time will be time-stamped and returned. If PAUSTIF’s third
party administrator’s (ICF’s) office is closed on the bid due date as a result of inclement
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weather, natural disaster, or any other cause, the deadline for bid submission will automatically
be extended to the next business day on which the office is open, but the hour for submission of
bids shall remain the same. The PAUSTIF’s third party administrator, ICF, may notify all
companies that attended the mandatory pre-bid site meeting of an extended due date.
Submitted bid responses are subject to Pennsylvania Right-to-Know Law.

Bid Requirements

The Solicitor wishes to execute a mutually agreeable contract with the selected consultant
(“Remediation Agreement”). The Remediation Agreement is included as Attachment 1 to this
RFB. Each bidder must identify and document in its bid any modifications that it wishes to
propose to the Remediation Agreement language in Attachment 1 other than obvious
modifications to fit this RFB (e.g., names, dates and descriptions of milestones). The number
and scope of any modifications to the standard agreement language will be one of the criteria
used to evaluate the bid. Any bid that does not clearly and unambiguously state whether
the bidder accepts the Remediation Agreement language in Attachment 1 "as is", or that
does not provide a cross-referenced list of requested changes to this agreement, will be
considered non-responsive. This statement should be made in a section of the bid entitled
“Remediation Agreement.” Any proposed changes will need to be reviewed and agreed upon
by both the Solicitor and the PAUSTIF to be deemed accepted.

The selected consultant will be provided an electronic copy (template) of the draft Remediation
Agreement in Microsoft Word format to allow agreement-specific information to be added. The
selected consultant shall complete the agreement-specific portions of the draft Remediation
Agreement and return the document to the Technical Contact within 10 (ten) business days
from date of receipt.

The Remediation Agreement fixed costs shall be based on unit prices for labor, equipment,
materials, subcontractors/vendors, and other direct costs. The total cost quoted in the bid by
the selected consultant will be the maximum amount to be paid by the Solicitor unless a change
in scope is authorized and determined to be reasonable and necessary. There may be
deviations from and modifications to this SOW during the project, but the Remediation
Agreement states that any significant changes to the SOW will require approval by the Solicitor,
PAUSTIF, and, in some cases, the PADEP. NOTE: Any request for PAUSTIF reimbursement of
the reasonable costs to repair or replace a well will be considered on a case-by-case basis.
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The bidder shall provide its bid cost using the Bid Cost Spreadsheet (included as Attachment 2)
with descriptions for each milestone provided in the body of the bid document. Please note that
if costs are provided within the text of the submitted bid and there is a discrepancy between the
costs listed in the Bid Cost Spreadsheet and costs provided in the text, the costs listed within
the Bid Cost Spreadsheet will be used in evaluating the bid and in the Remediation Agreement
with the selected consultant. Bidders are solely responsible for ensuring the spreadsheet
calculations are accurate.

In addition, the bidder shall provide:
1. The bidder’s proposed unit cost rates for each expected labor category, subcontractors,
other direct costs, and equipment;
2. The bidder’s proposed markup on other direct costs and subcontractors (if any);
3. The bidder’s estimated total cost by milestone consistent with the proposed SOW
identifying all level-of-effort and costing assumptions; and
4. A unit rate schedule that will be used for any out-of-scope work on this project.

Each bid will be assumed to be valid for a period of up to 120 days after receipt unless
otherwise noted. The costs quoted in the Bid Cost Spreadsheet will be assumed to be valid for
the duration of the Remediation Agreement.

Please note that the total fixed-price bid must include all costs, including those cost items that
the bidder may regard as “variable.” These variable cost items will not be handled outside of
the total fixed price quoted for the SOW unless the RFB specifically requests unit price quotes
for specific items or services. Any bid that disregards this requirement will be considered nonresponsive to the bid requirements and, as a result, will be rejected and will not be evaluated.

Each bid response document must include at least the following:
1. Demonstration that the bidder understands the site information provided in this
RFB, standard industry practices, and objectives of the project.
2. A clear description, specific details, and original language of how the proposed
work scope will be completed for each milestone. The bid should specifically
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discuss all milestones that will be completed under the Remediation Agreement
and what is included (e.g., explain groundwater purging/sampling methods,
which guidance documents will be followed, what will be completed as part of the
site-specific work scope implementation, etc.).
Recommendations for
changes/additions to the SOW proposed in this RFB shall be discussed,
quantified, and priced separately; however, failure to bid the SOW “as is” may
result in a bid not being considered.
3. A copy of an insurance certificate that shows the bidder’s level of insurance
consistent with the requirements of the Remediation Agreement. Note: The
selected consultant shall submit evidence to the Solicitor before beginning work
that they have procured and will maintain Workers Compensation; commercial
general and contractual liability; commercial automobile liability; and professional
liability insurance commensurate with the level stated in the Remediation
Agreement and for the work to be performed.
4. The names and brief resumes/qualifications of the proposed project team
including the proposed Professional Geologist and Professional Engineer (if
applicable) who will be responsible for overseeing the work and applying a
professional seal to the project deliverables (including any major
subcontractor(s)).
5. Responses to the following specific questions:
A. Does your company employ a Pennsylvania-licensed Professional
Geologist that is designated as the proposed project manager?
How many years of experience does this person have?
B. How many Pennsylvania Chapter 245 projects is your company
currently the consultant for in the PADEP Region where the site is
located? Please list up to ten.
C. How many Pennsylvania Chapter 245 Corrective Action projects
involving an approved SCR, RAP and RACR has your company
and/or the Pennsylvania-licensed Professional Geologist closed
(i.e., obtained Relief from Liability from the PADEP) using any
standard?
D. Has your firm ever been a party to a terminated PAUSTIF-funded
Fixed-Price (FP) or Pay-for-Performance (PFP) contract without
attaining all of the Milestones? If so, please explain.
6. A description of subcontractor involvement by milestone. Identify and describe
the involvement of and provide actual cost quotations/bids/proposals from all
significant specialized subcontracted service (e.g., drilling/well installations,
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laboratory, etc.). If a bidder chooses to prepare its bid without securing bids for
specialty subcontract services, it does so at its own risk. Added costs resulting
from bid errors, omissions, or faulty assumptions will not be considered for
PAUSTIF reimbursement.
7. A detailed schedule of activities for completing the proposed SOW including
reasonable assumptions regarding the timing and duration of Solicitor reviews (if
any) needed to complete the SOW. Each bid must provide a schedule that
begins with execution of the Remediation Agreement with the Solicitor and ends
with completion of the final Milestone proposed in this RFB. Schedules must
also indicate the approximate start and end of each of the milestones specified in
the SOW, and indicate the timing of all proposed key milestone activities.
8. A description of how the Solicitor, ICF and the PAUSTIF will be kept informed as
to project progress and developments, and how the Solicitor (or designee) will be
informed of and participate in evaluating technical issues that may arise during
this project.
9. A description of your approach to working with the PADEP. Describe how the
PADEP would be involved proactively in the resolution of technical issues and
how the PADEP case team will be kept informed of activities at the site.
10. Key exceptions, assumptions, or special conditions applicable to the proposed
SOW and/or used in formulating the proposed cost estimate. Please note that
referencing extremely narrow or unreasonable assumptions, special conditions,
and exceptions may result in the bid response being deemed “unresponsive.”
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General Site Background and Description
Each bidder should carefully review the existing information and documentation provided in
Attachment 3. The information and documentation has not been independently verified.
Bidders may wish to seek out other appropriate sources of information and documentation
specific to this site. If there is any conflict between the general site background and description
provided herein and the source documents within Attachment 3, the bidder should defer to the
source documents.
Site Description
The subject property, known as Kwik Fill M-389, is an approximately 1.74-acre-parcel located at
8795 Wattsburg Road in Erie (Greene Township), Erie County, PA. Two aerial photographs
(Attachment 3A) and a street level photograph (Attachment 3B) included among the electronic
files accompanying this RFB depict the subject property in its current configuration. The subject
property, which is entirely owned by the Solicitor, is currently developed with two structures plus
a shed containing the treatment system components of the formerly operating dual-phase
extraction (DPE) system (see “Past Remedial Actions” below). The main structure is a
convenience store with retail gasoline sales that is owned by the Solicitor, but operated by the
former property/station owner and franchisee, Mr. Richard Spencer.1 The second structure,
also owned by the Solicitor, is an ice cream stand that has reportedly not operated since mid2010, but was operated historically by various tenants.2 The property has both on-lot water
supply wells (see below) and an on-lot septic tank and leach field. Site plans depict the septic
tank as being located behind the station building, but do not show the location or extent of any
leach field.
Currently, there are four underground storage tank (UST) systems in use at this station that are
designated as tanks #006 through #009 on the PADEP UST registration certificate. All four
USTs were installed in July 1998 and occupy a common tank cavity situated off the southwest
corner of the station building. These tanks supply fuel to three dispenser islands situated in
front of the station building and beneath an overhead canopy. According to the Solicitor, there
are no current plans for the sale or redevelopment of this station.
Prior to July 1998, the station operated five single-wall steel UST systems distributed between
two separate tank cavities designated as the “south tank pit” and “north tank pit” in the historical
documents. A sixth tank, believed to be a former 500-gallon heating oil UST of unknown age,
was found abandoned when the other five USTs were removed. This former fuel oil UST was
1
2

The station was known formerly as “Spencer’s Keystone R-11” or “Spencer’s Keystone R0011.”
Historical documents refer to the ice cream stand as “Nancy’s Dairy World” and “Ducky Boys Dairy Delight.”
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located off the north wall of the station building. All five USTs were reportedly connected to
single-wall steel suction piping, but none of the tanks was equipped with corrosion protection,
spill protection, or overfill prevention. Tank leak detection reportedly consisted of inventory
control and annual tightness tests, and the piping was reportedly tested annually for leaks.
Historical site plans depict the “south tank pit” as located in the vicinity of the current tank cavity
and reportedly contained the following three USTs prior to 1998:3


An 8,000-gallon, regular-grade, unleaded gasoline tank installed in 1993 (tank
#003);



A 10,000-gallon, plus-grade, unleaded gasoline tank installed in 1993 (tank
#002); and



A 10,000-gallon diesel fuel tank installed in 1993 (tank #005).

The “north tank pit” was located off the northwest corner of the station building and within the
space separating the station building and the ice cream stand. This tank pit reportedly
contained the following two USTs:


A 1,000-gallon kerosene tank installed in 1993 (tank #003); and



A 10,000-gallon, super-grade, unleaded gasoline tank installed in 1980 (tank
#001).

Historical site plans show the four dispenser islands formerly served by the three gasoline tanks
and the diesel tank as being situated where the three gasoline dispenser islands are located
currently.4 There was also a separate kerosene dispenser located off the north wall of the
station building.
UST Release
The UST release that is the subject of this claim was discovered in December 1995 when the
station operator arrived and smelled gasoline fumes in the station building. Further investigation
discovered gasoline product seeping through the block walls of the building’s basement level.
Initial response actions included shutting down the five UST systems that were in service at this
time; shutting off electrical and natural gas service to the building; installing an explosion-proof
exhaust fan to vent the basement level; excavating a vapor extraction trench along the exterior
building wall where gasoline product was seen entering the basement level; and cleaning up the
pooling gasoline with absorbent pads. Subsequent tank and line tightness testing identified the
3
Historical site plans depict various configurations for the three USTs in the “south tank pit.” Some site plans show
the 8,000-gallon tank positioned slightly apart from and oriented perpendicular to the other two tanks. Other site
plans show all three tanks positioned side-by-side and oriented north to south.
4
Older site plans show a separate diesel dispenser located at the “south tank pit,” but other documents refer to the
diesel dispenser as being co-located with three gasoline dispensers under the overhead canopy.
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probable source of the release as the distribution piping associated with the super-grade
unleaded gasoline tank located in the “north tank pit” (see “Site Description” above). Three pits
excavated to expose the tops of the five tanks situated in the two separate tank cavities resulted
in the removal of 25 to 30 cubic yards of impacted soil. The station’s original water supply well
located within 15 feet of the “north tank pit” was also taken out of service. The super-grade
unleaded gasoline tank remained out of service, but the other gasoline tanks, the kerosene
tank, and the diesel fuel tank were returned to service.
Another 1,400 tons of impacted soil were excavated when the five former UST systems were
removed from this property in May 1998. The UST closure activities and findings are
documented in the 7/14/98 UST System Closure Report Form (see Attachment 3C). Impacted
media were documented in both the north and south tank pits, beneath the dispenser islands,
and along the piping connecting the “north tank pit” with the dispensers. According to the UST
System Closure Report, all piping from both tank pits was removed and was found to be “in
good condition except under the pump island where the [1995 release] occurred.” The UST
System Closure Report indicates that “the only UST that had a problem was the 8,000-gallon
gasoline UST, which had a couple of visible holes.” As noted above, this 8,000-gallon regulargrade unleaded gasoline tank was located in the “south tank pit” along with a 10,000-gallon
plus-grade unleaded gasoline tank and a 10,000-gallon diesel fuel tank. The closure report
indicates that “all contaminated soil…around these three USTs was contaminated with
gasoline,” but reportedly this contamination “was localized within 3 feet of the 8,000-gallon tank
in every direction with no obvious water contamination.”5
After the tanks were removed from the “south tank pit” and once clean conditions were
indicated, post-excavation confirmatory soil samples were collected and analyzed for unleaded
gasoline and diesel fuel constituents. These soil samples collected from beneath the east end
(001), middle (002), and west end (003) of the 8,000-gallon regular-grade unleaded gasoline
tank, from beneath the north end (004), middle (005), and south end (006) of the 10,000-gallon
diesel fuel tank, and from beneath the north end (007), middle (008), and south end (009) of the
10,000-gallon plus-grade unleaded gasoline tank did not exhibit impacts above applicable
standards (see the UST System Closure Report for the specific analytical results).
According to the UST System Closure Report, no contaminated soil was found under the piping
from the “south tank pit” to the dispenser islands area (sample #014), but “a significant amount
was found under the pumps,” which was attributed to the December 1995 release. Additional
piping runs were then followed from the dispenser islands area to the “north tank pit” where the
10,000-gallon, super-grade unleaded gasoline and the 1,000-gallon kerosene USTs were
located. The report indicates, “These areas were still significantly contaminated from the
December 1995 release,” and although “some grossly contaminated soil was removed from
5

A second release claim was filed with PAUSTIF (Claim #1998-0331) with respect to the soil contamination
discovered at this site upon removing the 8,000-gallon plus-grade unleaded gasoline tank from the “south tank pit.”
PAUSTIF determined this claim was eligible for coverage, reimbursed costs of approximately $25,000, and then
closed the claim.
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these areas after the [“north tank pit”] USTs were removed, clean conditions were never
obtained.” Post-excavation confirmatory soil samples (#010 - #013) collected from beneath the
individual pump islands did not exhibit any contamination above applicable standards, but no
soil samples were collected from beneath the piping runs or within the “north tank pit” “because
contamination [in these areas] was still very evident.” As discussed below, these impacted
areas in and around the “north tank pit” became the focus of remedial actions undertaken at the
site beginning in the fourth quarter of 1997.
Apparently, only water trapped within both tank pits was encountered during the UST removals
(i.e., groundwater was reportedly not encountered). Trapped water was pumped out of both
tank pits, with the water within the “north tank pit” reportedly exhibiting some separate-phase
product or a product sheen.
Historical Investigations/Site Characterization
Bidders will discover in reviewing the Attachment 3 documents that there is no Site
Characterization Report (SCR) or Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for this site as these documents
are typically conceived of and presented to the PADEP. Instead, the investigation of soil and
groundwater conditions at this site is documented only in the 3/28/96 Phase II Site Assessment
Report (Attachment 3D) and a few subsequent quarterly Remedial Action Progress Reports
(RAPRs) describing the addition of several more monitoring wells. Similarly, the remedial
actions undertaken at this site (see below) are only described and documented in the 8/30/96
Subsurface Remediation Proposal (Attachment 3E) and in several quarterly RAPRs. Bidders
should note that the historical records state that the PADEP “accepted the Phase II Site
Assessment Report as sufficient,” and a 10/30/96 letter from the PADEP indicated it “had no
objections to your proposed remedial technology” (see Attachment 3F and below).
As part of the Phase II site assessment, the current consultant of record initially installed four
monitoring wells (MW-1 through MW-4) on 1/11-12/96 to depths ranging from 15 to 17 feet
below ground surface (ft-bgs). See Attachment 3G for the available boring/well logs.6 In
general, these four borings encountered sand and silt between zero and 3 ft-bgs, followed by
mostly clay from 3 feet to the top of weathered shale, which ranged between 13 and 15 ft-bgs.
The borings were terminated at 17 ft-bgs and the wells were constructed with 10-foot well
screens and 5 to 7 feet of riser casing. The reports indicate that “moisture was not encountered
until 9 to 10 ft-bgs, but the water level [subsequently] rose to within 2 to 2.7 ft-bgs in each of the
wells.” Therefore, the current site consultant has concluded “artesian conditions exist at the
site.” Groundwater was interpreted as flowing to the north-northeast.
MW-1 (17 ft-bgs) was installed to the north of the “north tank pit” and the one soil sample
collected from this well borehole at 11-13 ft-bgs was reported to contain 7 micrograms per
kilogram (µg/Kg) total xylenes, but benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, and total petroleum
6

Logs for MW-1 through 4 and for MW-8 and 9 are included in Attachment 3G. Neither the Solicitor nor the current
site consultant has found borehole or well construction logs for MW-5 through MW-7 inclusive.
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hydrocarbons in the gasoline range (TPH-GRO) were not detected at concentrations above
analytical method detection limits. MW-2 (17 ft-bgs) was installed southwest of the “north tank
pit” and adjoining the south side of the super-grade unleaded gasoline line. A soil sample
collected from 5-7 ft-bgs in this borehole exhibited 6,540 µg/Kg benzene, 49,500 µg/Kg toluene,
37,100 µg/Kg ethyl benzene, 102,000 µg/Kg total xylenes, and 208,000 µg/Kg TPH-GRO. MW3 (15 ft-bgs) was installed adjoining the western edge of the dispenser islands area and the soil
sample collected from 10-12 ft-bgs exhibited no analyte concentrations above analytical method
detection limits (5 µg/Kg or 20 µg/Kg). MW-4 (15 ft-bgs) was installed adjoining the western
edge of the “north tank pit,” the northeast corner of the dispenser island area, and the north side
of the super-grade unleaded gasoline line. A soil sample collected from 3-5 ft bgs in this
borehole exhibited 9 µg/Kg benzene, 67 µg/Kg toluene, 14 µg/Kg ethyl benzene, 95 µg/Kg total
xylenes, and 240 µg/Kg TPH-GRO. When all four monitoring wells were first gauged on
1/29/96, MW-2 and MW-4 reportedly exhibited a “heavy sheen.” Another report states that
“after continuous pumping began (presumably a reference to pump tests performed on the
installed monitoring wells because the remediation system had not yet been installed), a
significant amount of product was discovered in MW-2.” However, measurable free-phase
product has reportedly not been encountered in any of the site wells over the past 8 years at
least.
Today, there are nine monitoring wells present on the subject property; there are no wells
located off the property (and no off-property wells are believed to be needed). MW-5 was
installed off the north wall off the station building near the kerosene dispenser and the
abandoned former fuel oil tank. When MW-5 was installed is uncertain, but it was installed
sometime after August 1996 and before the remediation system began operating in the fourth
quarter of 1997. Well MW-5 is first mentioned as a proposed DPE system well in the 8/30/96
Subsurface Remediation Proposal (see “Past Remedial Actions” below). When MW-6 and MW7 were installed to the north and east of MW-1, respectively, is also not known, but both these
wells are depicted for the first time on a site plan in the second quarter 2001 RAPR. MW-8 and
MW-9 were installed as downgradient POC wells on 8/25/08. These logs indicate brown silty
sand and fine gravel were encountered in both borings from beneath the topsoil layer to a depth
of approximately 3 ft-bgs. This silty sand and gravel layer was underlain by a mix of sandy clay,
silty sand, or sand and gravel to approximately 8 ft-bgs followed by sandy shale, sand, and
gravel to 13 ft-bgs and then a sand and gravel layer from 13 ft-bgs to the terminus of the borings
at 15 ft-bgs.
Among the site documents listed in Attachment 3 are Excel spreadsheets (Attachments 3H, 3I,
and 3J) summarizing the groundwater monitoring and analytical data obtained from the
historical site documents available to the PAUSTIF. Bidders should note that the summary
spreadsheet presents only limited gauging and/or analytical data acquired before the third
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quarter of 2000, but contains most of the available data generated for this site after late 2000.7
The SOW presented in this RFB (see the following section) assumes that by sampling three (3)
additional POC wells installed in an area beyond (i.e., to the east of) MW-8 and MW-9, it will be
possible to demonstrate current and future attainment of the SHS-MSCs for groundwater.
Presently, there are three water supply wells located on the subject property about which very
little is known in regards to well diameter, depth, construction, etc. Reportedly, two of the three
wells are serviceable, but only the station building’s current supply well is in use. The second
serviceable supply well is associated with the ice cream stand (see Attachment 3K for a recent
photograph of this well). This well (PaGWIS Well ID #253847) is located to the north of the
stand and is understood to have only been used on a seasonal basis. Apparently, the ice
cream stand has not operated since mid-2010 and the Solicitor is not aware of any plans for
near-term operation. Historical records show that the output of the ice cream stand well was
treated with a granular activated carbon (GAC) system from at least 1999 through August 2010
when the GAC system was reportedly removed after the ice cream stand was idled.8 As shown
in Attachment 3J, this GAC system was subject to influent, midfluent, and effluent sampling on a
monthly basis, but only when the ice cream stand was operating in season. Sampling results
indicate that the supply well influent consistently exhibited low parts per billion concentrations of
methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE) up through and including the last sample collected on 8/9/10 (i.e.,
it was an affected well).
The original water supply well for the station building is shown on the site plans as being located
directly east of the remediation system shed. Not much is known about this well (including its
date of installation) except for a reference that it may be 60 to 65 feet deep.9 The Solicitor
reports that the pump and piping have been removed from this well (i.e., it is no longer
serviceable), but the well has not been abandoned. Historical records indicate that after the
release was discovered in early December 1995, this original water supply well was shut down
for a time given its proximity to the source location (approximately 15 feet). As part of the initial
release response and remedial activities (see below), the output of this well was subsequently
treated with a GAC system placed in the basement of the station building. This GAC system
was then subjected to influent, midfluent, and effluent sampling on a monthly basis. As shown
in Attachment 3I, influent sampling did detect unleaded gasoline constituent concentrations
above analytical method detection limits (i.e., it was an affected well) through at least June
2006.
At some point, a new water supply well was drilled for the station building to replace the former
supply well, which was impacted by petroleum hydrocarbon contamination. Site plans shown
7

The dates highlighted in green in the spreadsheet are surrogate dates for the gauging/sampling event conducted
that quarter because PAUSTIF does not have the RAPR for that quarter and subsequent RAPRs do not reference the
specific gauging/sampling event date.
8
The Solicitor’s current site consultant indicates that the GAC system removed from the unheated ice cream stand
remains in the possession of the GAC system vendor (Chatfield) and is available for re-use should ice cream stand
operations resume.
9
The Solicitor indicates it does not have any logs or construction details for any of the on-property water supply wells.
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this new supply well as being located to the east of the station building (see Attachment 3L for a
current photograph of this well). When this new water supply well was drilled is also not known,
but it first appears on site plans after the second quarter of 2007. This new supply well is
believed to be the well referenced in the PA Department of Conservation & Natural Resources’
PaGWIS database as well ID#101766. PaGWIS lists this well as a 74 ft-deep open-hole
bedrock well with an 8-inch diameter casing and a well yield of 45 gallons per minute. The
Solicitor reports that the output of this new well was also treated the same GAC system that
served the former station well until October 2010. The third quarter 2010 RAPR states that
sampling of the store well was discontinued “due to not detecting the analyzed constituents in
[the] pretreatment water.” Indeed, Attachment 3I does show that analyzed constituents were
not detected in the GAC system influent samples beginning in March 2006 and up through the
last sampling event conducted on 10/5/10.
Bidders should note that Optional Milestone H in the following SOW section includes resumed
sampling of the ice cream stand water supply well and the station’s current water supply well
should either or both become necessary, and Milestone E includes proper abandonment of the
station’s former water supply well. The SOW assumes that neither of the usable water supply
wells on this property will exhibit any COC concentrations above practical quantitation limits to
qualify as an affected well under Chapter 245, Section 307. However, should resumed
sampling demonstrate that either or both water supply wells are affected by gasoline
contaminants, this outcome will constitute a “New Condition” subject to the provisions of Section
11 in the Remediation Agreement (see Attachment 3A).
Past Remedial Actions
After the release that is the subject of this claim was discovered in December 1995, initial
response actions were taken in the form of venting gasoline vapors from the station building’s
basement level, installing a vapor extraction trench along the building’s exterior wall, and using
adsorbent pads to remove the gasoline that had seeped through the block wall of the building
into the basement level. Three pits dug to expose the tops of the five pre-1998 UST systems for
tank and line tightness testing also reportedly resulted in the removal of approximately 25 to 30
cubic yards of allegedly impacted soil for off-site disposal. In addition, as noted above, the
station’s original water supply well was out of service for a time until it was equipped with a GAC
system for treatment. A GAC system was also added to the supply well for the ice cream stand.
On 8/30/96, the current site consultant submitted a Subsurface Remediation Proposal to the
PADEP, which proposed using existing monitoring wells MW-2 and MW-4 and a new well to be
installed off the north wall of the station building (and designated MW-5) as DPE system wells.
These three DPE wells would be equipped with 1-inch diameter hoses for total fluids removal
and 2-inch pipes for soil vapor extraction (SVE). The extracted total fluids would be sent to a
separation tank housed in a system shed from which the effluent would be treated by two liquidphase GAC units connected in series. On 10/30/96, the PADEP responded to this proposal
indicating that it “had no objections to your proposed remedial technology.”
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The proposal indicated that the treated effluent from the liquid-phase GAC units would be
discharged to the sanitary sewer; however, there is no sanitary sewer connection to this
property. Therefore, the treated effluent was reportedly discharged to the “wetlands area” on
the parcel under the requirements of a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. Extracted soil vapors were treated by two vapor-phase GAC units connected
in series and then discharged to the atmosphere.
Historical records indicate the DPE system was activated during the fourth quarter of 1997 and
operated until October 2010 when it was idled to begin post-remediation attainment sampling.10
Based on the historical records, it appears that some of the original DPE system piping was
damaged and/or sacrificed during the May 1998 UST removals and had to be replaced. MW-6
was also added as a fourth DPE well (installation date is unknown). According to the available
quarterly RAPRs, this system processed a total of 12,892,931 gallons of extracted fluids before
it was shut down. The proportions of recovered water versus recovered separate-phase
hydrocarbon (SPH), if any, are not reported in the available documents, but the 7/14/98 UST
System Closure Report does say that a “significant amount” of free product accumulated in MW2 as the DPE system operated. Nothing further concerning possible operational configuration
changes, well-specific recovery/pumping rates, run times, etc. is reported in the available
historical RAPRs.
The historical records do indicate that concerns for the pace of remedial progress at this site
arose at least as early as 2003 in the form of a possible idea to inject an oxygen release
compound (ORC) into the subsurface. However, there is no record of this polishing remedy
being attempted. On 4/23/07, groundwater samples were collected for a bioremediation
feasibility study to be completed by BioRemediation Technology (BRT), which lead to an
1/14/08 proposal from BRT to “augment the existing system with bio-remedial injections” (see
Attachment 3M). BRT proposed adding an oxygen delivery system using effluent from the DPE
system to inject oxygen- and nutrient-amended water into the subsurface through six bioinjection points (BIPs). These six BIPs were installed to a depth of 15 ft-bgs around the
dispenser island area. BIP-1 through BIP-3 were placed along the western edge of the
dispenser island area, BIP-5 was placed at the northeast corner of the dispenser island area,
and BIP-6 was placed on the eastern edge of the dispenser island area near MW-2 (see
Attachment 3M). According to the “RAP Addendum” submitted to the PADEP on 8/18/08 (see
Attachment 3N), each BIP was a 2-inch diameter well point with 12 feet of well screen
connected by 2-inch diameter lines to the bio-augmentation system housed in a separate trailer
next to the DPE system shed. The 8/18/08 letter to the PADEP also proposed installing two
new POC wells, MW-8 and MW-9, which were installed in September 2008.
The bio-augmentation system was reportedly placed into operation on 11/17/08. Historical
records indicate that flow rates to the individual BIPs had to be adjusted on several occasions
10
From the outset, the reported remedial goal was to “operate the remediation system until clean conditions…are
obtained” at which point “the system will be shut down and the monitoring wells sampled for 8 quarters to confirm
compliance.”
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(by reducing the injection cycles) because some of injected water would overflow from one or
more of the BIPs onto the concrete surface. Again, the available RAPRs do not provide any
details concerning changes in the operational configuration, BIP-specific injection rates, run
times, etc.
It appears that the bio-augmentation system operated at the site from 11/17/08 until 9/23/10.
Records indicate that as of 9/23/10, the bio-augmentation system had injected 306,579 gallons
of oxygen-amended water and 17,000 gallons of nutrient-amended water.
The bioaugmentation system was subsequently removed from the site; however, the six BIPs were not
abandoned.
Other Information
In April 2012, the current site consultant completed and collected systematic random samples
from 12 soil borings around the dispenser island area for the purpose of demonstrating
attainment of the SHS for soil (see Attachment 3O for a boring location map and a table of the
analytical results). All of the analyzed COCs were reported as being detected at concentrations
below the applicable SHS-MSCs. Therefore, the current site consultant maintains that SHS
attainment for soils has been demonstrated. However, the Solicitor agrees that none of the 12
soil borings appear to have been placed within the boundaries of the former “north tank pit” in
which impacted soil was identified during the May 1998 UST removals (see “UST Release”
section above). Furthermore, it appears that no soil samples may have been collected for
laboratory analysis during the installation of MW-5, MW-6, or MW-7. Consequently, the SOW
for this RFB includes a milestone for additional soil attainment demonstration sampling for the
“north tank pit” area (Milestone C).
In April and June 2012, the current site consultant also completed two rounds of soil vapor
sampling using three soil vapor monitoring points installed in the locations shown on the site
map provided as Attachment 3P. Attachment 3P also provides a table summarizing the soil
vapor analytical results, which indicate that no COCs were detected in the soil vapor samples at
concentrations above the non-residential screening values. Accordingly, bidders should note
that the SOW does not include a milestone for additional soil vapor sampling, but Milestone E
does include properly abandoning the three soil vapor monitoring points.
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Scope of Work (SOW)
This RFB seeks competitive bids from qualified contractors to perform the activities in the Scope
of Work (SOW) specified herein. The PADEP-NWRO case manager reviewed the SOW and
offered only the comment addressed by footnote 13 below.
Objective
The Solicitor seeks competitive fixed-price bids for this Defined Scope of Work RFB to complete
the milestones outlined below to achieve a closure of this site by demonstrating attainment of
the PADEP Act 2 used aquifer Statewide Health Standard Medium-Specific Concentrations
(SHS-MSCs) for soil and groundwater in a residential setting. As outlined in the “General Site
Background and Description” section above, the Solicitor believes that attainment of the SHSMSCs for soil has already been largely demonstrated, although the selected consultant will be
responsible for performing some additional soil attainment sampling (Milestone C) to address
some perceived data gaps and documenting the soil attainment results as part of Milestone D.
Similarly, the Solicitor believes that previously completed soil vapor sampling has shown that
constituent of concern (COC) concentrations in the soil vapor phase meet the residential
screening levels, although, again, the selected consultant will be responsible for documenting
same as part of Milestone D. To be deemed responsive, each bid must respond in detail to
each of the milestones, including describing how the bidder understands the conceptual site
model and how that model relates to the bidder’s proposed approach to executing the SOW to
enable as much of an “apples-to-apples” comparison of the received bids as possible.
Constituents of Concern (COCs)
The COC for soils, groundwater, and vapors are the pre-March 2008 (i.e., “old”) short list for
unleaded gasoline, which consist of benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, xylenes (BTEX); methyl
tert-butyl ether (MTBE), cumene, and naphthalene.
General SOW Requirements
The bidder’s approach to completing the SOW shall be in accordance with generally accepted
industry standards/practices and all applicable federal, state, and local rules, regulations,
guidance, and directives. The latter include, but are not limited to, meeting the applicable
requirements of the following:




The Storage Tank and Spill Prevention Act (Act 32 of 1989, as amended),
Pennsylvania Code, Title 25, Chapter 245 - Administration of the Storage Tank
Spill and Prevention Program,
The Land Recycling and Environmental Remediation Standards Act of 1995 (Act
2), as amended),
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Pennsylvania Code, Chapter 250 - Administration of Land Recycling Program,
and
Pennsylvania's Underground Utility Line Protection Law, Act 287 of 1974, as
amended by Act 121 of 2008.

During completion of the milestone objectives specified below and throughout implementation of
the project, the selected consultant shall:11


Conduct necessary, reasonable, and appropriate project planning and
management activities until the project (i.e., Remediation Agreement) is
completed. Such activities may include Solicitor communications/updates,
meetings, record keeping, subcontracting, personnel and subcontractor
management, quality assurance/quality control, scheduling, and other activities
(e.g., utility location). Project planning and management activities will also
include preparing and implementing plans for Health and Safety, Waste
Management, Field Sampling/Analysis, and/or other plans that are necessary
and appropriate to complete the SOW, and shall also include activities related to
establishing any necessary access agreements.
Project planning and
management shall include identifying and taking appropriate safety precautions
to not disturb site utilities; including but not limited to, contacting Pennsylvania
One Call as required prior to any ground-invasive work. As appropriate, project
management costs shall be included in each bidder’s pricing to complete the
milestones specified below.



Be responsible for coordinating, managing, and completing the proper
management, characterization, handling, treatment, and/or disposal of all
impacted soils, water, and derivative wastes generated during the
implementation of this SOW. The investigation-derived wastes, including purge
water shall be disposed of in accordance with standard industry practices and
applicable laws, regulations, guidance, and PADEP directives. Waste
characterization and disposal documentation (e.g., manifests) shall be
maintained and provided to the Solicitor and the PAUSTIF upon request. All
investigation-derived wastes shall be handled and disposed of per PADEP’s
Regional Office guidance.

o

If the site is located in PADEP Southwest Region: All
investigation-derived wastes shall be handled and disposed of

11

As such, all bids shall include the costs of these activities and associated functions within the quotes for the
applicable milestones.
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per PADEP’s Southwest Regional Office guidance. Investigationderived wastes include personal protective equipment, disposable
equipment, soil and drill cuttings and groundwater obtained
through monitoring well development and purging, as well as
equipment decontamination fluids. Investigation-derived wastes
must be containerized in DOT-approved drums and staged onsite in a pre-determined location, pending results of laboratory
analyses and selection of final disposal method(s).
Each
container must be labeled to indicate contents, site location and
date of generation. It is the selected consultant’s responsibility to
conform to all current PADEP Southwest Regional Office
guidance requirements.
o



If the site is located in any PADEP Region other than the
Southwest Region: All investigation-derived wastes shall be
handled and disposed of per PADEP’s Regional Office guidance.
It is the selected consultant’s responsibility to conform to current
PADEP Regional Office guidance requirements in the region
where the site is located.

Be responsible for providing the Solicitor and facility operator with adequate
advance notice prior to each visit to the property. The purpose of this notification
is to coordinate with the Solicitor and facility operator to ensure that appropriate
areas of the property are accessible. Return visits to the site will not constitute a
change in the selected consultant’s SOW or result in additional compensation
under the Remediation Agreement.

Site–Specific Milestones

Milestone A – Installation of Three New On-Property Groundwater Monitoring Wells as
Point-of-Compliance (POC) Wells. Presently, the following six on-property groundwater
monitoring wells are designated as POC wells in the historical site documents: MW-2, MW-3,
MW-4, MW-7, MW-8, and MW-9.12 When the POC wells were last sampled on 6/19/13, COC
concentrations were either below the analytical method detection limits or below the applicable
SHS-MSCs, except for 50 parts per billion (ppb) MTBE in MW-8 (see Attachment 3H for a
12

It should be noted that two of these wells—MW-2 (RW-2) and MW-4 (RW-4)—were used as part of the formerly
operating DPE system along with wells MW-5 (RW-5) and MW-6 (RW-6). Arguably, at least two of these wells (MW2 and MW-4) may be more appropriately classified as source area wells. However, the work scope does not
contemplate any reconsideration/reclassification of these two wells as source area wells. If it should not prove
possible to demonstrate attainment of the selected remedial goal by means of applying the ad-hoc 75%-10X
statistical rule absent a possible reclassification of MW-2 and MW-4 as source area wells, submitting a petition to the
PADEP for this purpose would constitute a “New Condition” under Section 11 of the Remediation Agreement.
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summary of the available analytical results). The objective of this milestone is to add new onproperty monitoring wells downgradient of MW-8 and MW-9 with the expectation that all COC
concentrations exhibited in the new monitoring wells will be below the applicable SHS-MSCs to
enable a successful demonstration of current and future attainment of the SHS-MSCs for
groundwater. Bidders shall propose specific locations for all three monitoring wells and illustrate
these proposed locations on a figure included in the submitted proposal. In general, the three
new POC wells should be located within the approximate area indicated on Figure 1 (see
Attachment 3Q), and as close as feasible to the eastern property boundary considering specific
site conditions, utility locations, right-of-way boundaries, and access constraints. Bidders
should note that the eastern portion of the Solicitor’s property is known to exhibit saturated
conditions at ground surface during certain times of the year. Therefore, bidders are expected
to carefully evaluate site conditions during the pre-bid site meeting in deciding where to propose
placing the three new wells and in judging what kind of drilling rig capabilities and/or surface
preparations might be required for access. In addition, well surface casings shall terminate
above ground to exclude surface water, as detailed further below.
Installation of the new on-property wells should be completed by the selected consultant
immediately following contract award and utility clearance, which is also to be included as part
of this milestone. However, because the new wells should not be installed through standing
water, it is recognized that the well installations may need to be delayed until surface conditions
are favorable.
The bid shall be based on advancing the monitoring well borehole using standard 4¼-inch
inside diameter hollow-stem augers in conjunction with continuous split-spoon sampling and
standard penetration tests. Continuous soil core samples shall be examined in the field and
described for lithology, groundwater occurrence, and staining/odor indicative of potential
hydrocarbon contamination. Additionally, soil core samples shall be screened in the field with
an appropriately calibrated photoionization detector (PID) using industry-standard headspace
methods, although no soil samples shall be collected for laboratory analysis unless elevated
PID measurements and/or visual or olfactory observations suggest petroleum impacts.
Therefore, bidders shall quote a unit cost for soil sample collection and laboratory analysis in
the event samples are collected under this milestone for petroleum contaminant analysis. If any
soil samples are collected for laboratory analysis, these samples shall be analyzed for the preMarch 2008 (i.e., “old”) PADEP short list of unleaded gasoline parameters. However, the cost
quoted for Milestone A should include collecting a total of two soil samples from the new well
boreholes for fraction organic carbon analysis in case fate-and-transport modeling proves
necessary under Optional Milestone G.
Because groundwater is expected to be encountered near ground surface at the new POC well
locations, installation of the well screens at a depth range to intercept the water table while at
the same time adequately sealing the well off from surface water intrusion may not prove
possible. Therefore, unless field conditions should dictate otherwise, bidders shall assume the
wells will be installed to a total depth of 15 ft-bgs with a 10 foot well screen, and shall be
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constructed using 2-inch diameter PVC riser and well screen with an attached bottom plug. The
well shall be installed in accordance with the PADEP Groundwater Monitoring Guidance
Manual. Annulus materials shall consist of a filter-pack of silica sand of appropriate grain size
for the formation encountered and the screen slot size used, extending to a height of
approximately two feet above the top of the screen section overlain by a minimum 2.0 feet of
hydrated bentonite pellets as a well seal. The remaining annulus shall be filled with a
cement/bentonite slurry. Surface finishing shall consist of a lockable steel surface casing set
into a 2 ft-by-2 ft concrete pad and extending above the ground surface approximately 30
inches. The PVC riser shall be fitted with an expandable locking cap. In the event that drilling
and well installation is required beyond the 15 ft depth assumed for this bid, each bidder shall
provide a comprehensive unit cost per foot for any additional well borehole advancement,
logging, screening and well installation.
Each bidder’s fixed-price cost for this milestone shall account for: (i) identifying subsurface
utilities and other buried features of concern, including, but not necessarily limited to, contacting
PA One Call and clearing the borehole location to a minimum depth of 5 ft-bgs using vacuum
excavation; (ii) well development activities; (iii) management of investigation-derived wastes;
and (iv) professional surveying of the well location and top-of-casing/ground surface elevation.
Bidders shall manage solid wastes and groundwater generated by the well development
activities in accordance with standard industry practices and applicable laws, regulations,
guidance and PADEP directives (see “General SOW Requirements” above).
Well
drilling/installation and development activities along with supporting documentation (e.g., waste
manifests, boring logs and construction details, etc.) shall be documented in the concurrent
quarterly Remedial Action Progress Report (RAPR). Gauging and sampling of the new wells
shall be incorporated into the ongoing quarterly groundwater monitoring and sampling program
described under the Milestone B series below.
The successful bidder will be required to confirm POC well locations with the PADEP.
Subsequent reports issued for this site (e.g., Milestone B series) shall clearly identify the newly
installed monitoring wells as being among the designated POC wells and shall substitute the
newly installed wells for MW-8 and MW-9 as POC wells.
Milestone B Series (Milestones B1 through B8) – Resumption of Quarterly Groundwater
Monitoring, Attainment Sampling, and Reporting. Under this milestone, bidders shall
provide a firm fixed-price to complete eight (8) quarters of quarterly groundwater monitoring and
attainment sampling events and the associated quarterly reports. Each groundwater monitoring
and attainment sampling event shall include collecting groundwater samples for laboratory
analysis from all designated POC wells, which shall be assumed to be MW-2, MW-3, MW-4,
MW-7, and each of three wells installed under Milestone A. The conduct and results of each
event shall be documented in quarterly Remedial Action Progress Reports (RAPRs). Each
RAPR may also need to document the analytical results for the before, between, and after
activated carbon samples that may need to be collected from the ice cream store’s supply well
and/or the station’s current water supply well (see Optional Milestone H).
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As part of the Milestone B series, the successful bidder shall petition PADEP for a reduction in
the number of quarterly groundwater attainment sampling events if groundwater analytical
results from the POC wells have all been below the SHS-MSCs for four (4) consecutive
quarters.13 Should the PADEP agree to reduce the duration of the groundwater attainment
sampling period, the successful bidder will forego payment of any of the groundwater attainment
monitoring, attainment sampling, and reporting milestones not needed/performed.
The initial groundwater monitoring and attainment sampling event shall be performed no later
than two weeks, but no sooner than one week after installing and developing the additional
monitoring wells installed under Milestone A.
During each quarterly attainment groundwater monitoring and sampling event, the depth to
groundwater and any potential SPH shall be gauged in all site wells prior to purging any of the
POC wells for sampling. Groundwater level measurements obtained from all the site wells shall
be converted to groundwater elevations for assessing groundwater flow direction and hydraulic
gradient.
Each of the wells designated for sample collection shall be purged and sampled in a manner
consistent with the PADEP Groundwater Monitoring Guidance Manual and standard industry
practices. Any well exhibiting a measurable thickness of SPH shall not be purged and sampled;
consequently, each bid should quote a per well cost reduction for adjusting the milestone
payment request for those wells that could not be sampled. Bidders shall manage equipment
decontamination fluids and groundwater generated by the well purging and sampling activities in
accordance with standard industry practices and applicable laws, regulations, guidance, and
PADEP directives (see “General SOW Requirements” above).
Groundwater samples shall be analyzed for the pre-March 2008 (i.e., “old”) PADEP short-list of
unleaded gasoline parameters (excluding 1,2,4- and 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene) by a PADEPaccredited laboratory using appropriate analytical methods and detection levels. Each bid shall
assume and include costs for collecting and analyzing one duplicate sample and one trip blank
sample for the same parameters.14 In addition, each event shall include field measurements for
the following parameters: pH, temperature, specific conductance, dissolved oxygen (measured
in-situ), and oxidation/reduction potential.
The conduct and results of these groundwater monitoring and attainment sampling events shall
be documented in quarterly RAPRs. At a minimum, each RAPR shall conform to the
requirements of Section 245.312(c). In addition, each RAPR shall at least include a description
of the following: narrative description of the sampling procedures and results; tabulated data
collected from the monitored wells documenting the depth to groundwater and thickness of any
13

However, in this PADEP region, any application of the ad-hoc 75%-10X statistical rule for the demonstration of
groundwater attainment will require data from at least eight consecutive quarters of attainment sampling events.
14
Each bidder’s approach to implementing Milestone C shall clearly identify the number of sampling events, number
of wells / samples per event, well purging and sampling method(s), purge water disposal methods, QA/QC samples,
analytes, and other key assumptions affecting the bid price.
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SPH encountered; groundwater elevation contour maps depicting groundwater flow direction;
tabulated historical quantitative groundwater analytical results; laboratory analytical report(s);
one site-wide iso-concentration contour map for each COC detected in any sampled well above
the SHS-MSCs during the quarter (if needed); a discussion of the data to offer an updated
assessment as to whether these data are consistent with a stable or shrinking plume, if
applicable; and treatment and disposal documentation for any waste generated.
In presenting and discussing the updated plume stability assessment in each RAPR (and,
eventually, in the RACR), it is expected that the selected consultant will not rely solely on the
Mann-Kendall statistical analysis, such as is embodied in the Wisconsin Dept. of Natural
Resources (WDNR) spreadsheet, in making its assessment.15 Rather, bidders are advised that
a complete plume stability analysis requires a more comprehensive qualitative and quantitative
assessment and should be based on the preponderance of data for overall plume stability. For
example, localized perturbations of constituent concentrations in individual wells (e.g., due to
groundwater fluctuations) in the plume core (i.e., source area) is not likely a reflection of the
stability of the plume as a whole. Therefore, a post-remediation rebound/plume stability
demonstration should first entail qualitative analyses of the plumes (e.g., a chronological
sequence of iso-concentration contours over the post-remedial period). If such figures show the
post-remediation plume body (i.e., the boundaries of the plume extent) remaining generally in
the same area, it can be presented as a reliable indicator of stable plume conditions. However,
if quantitative statistics are used to supplement the qualitative evaluation, a more in-depth
analysis of the data and Mann-Kendall results is warranted and expected, including assessing
how the quantitative results relate to the qualitative observations.16 For example, it may be
reasonable to point out that outlier spikes (and, consequently, excessive standard deviations)
might be expected in a remediated source area even though the plume is stable overall. In
addition, it might be important and appropriate to exclude data points before and during any
period of active remediation.
Each quarterly RAPR shall be sealed by a Professional Geologist or Professional Engineer
registered in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.
Milestone C – Soil Attainment Demonstration. Under this milestone, the bidder shall provide
a firm fixed price to plan and implement additional soil attainment sampling and evaluate the
resulting data to supplement the soil attainment sampling already completed by the current
15

Bidders should note that the WDNR removed its Mann-Kendall spreadsheet from its guidance and website
because it no longer endorses its use (see http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Brownfields/Pubs.html).
16
Most of the guidance documents discussing the use of Mann-Kendall, Sens, and other statistical tests are
discussing these techniques in the context of evaluating monitored natural attenuation (MNA), which is a different
context than evaluating post-remedial plume stability. The MNA context implies the contaminant levels started out at
higher levels and are diminishing, which, presumably, makes it easier to demonstrate decreasing trends. Also, with
MNA, the mean value is going to be higher; therefore, it is more difficult to fail the coefficient of variation (CV) test. In
contrast, in the context of post-remedial monitoring, the assumption is that the contaminant levels are about as low as
can be reasonably achieved, so discerning trends is more challenging. Moreover, because the post-remediation
mean value is lower and the post-remedial data set is often relatively small, only a small number of temporary peaks
(spikes) in contaminant levels can cause the standard deviation to exceed the mean (i.e., a failure of the CV test).
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consultant of record for demonstrating attainment of the Statewide Health Standards for soil
(see Attachment 3O). The area of focus for the additional soil attainment sampling is the area
identified in this RFB as the “north tank pit.” Again, Attachment 3O provides information
concerning the soil attainment sampling completed to date. Upon reviewing this information, it
appears that the soil attainment sampling completed in April 2012 did not encompass the “north
tank pit,” which 1998 UST Closure Report clearly describes as being previously impacted.
The approximate area of the “north tank pit” is illustrated on Figure 1; however, the selected
consultant will be expected (and each bid should reflect) using all available information to
accurately locate the appropriate area for the soil attainment demonstration sampling effort in
the field. In addition to contacting PA One Call, each bid should specify those measures to be
taken to ensure the initial five (5) feet at each boring location is clear of utilities. For costing
purposes, each bid shall assume collecting a total of 12 soil samples (plus one duplicate sample
for QA/QC purposes) at randomly selected locations and depths within the potentially impacted
area. Bidders shall also assume that each boring will be completed to an average depth of 10
feet below grade. Soil samples shall be analyzed for the pre-March 2008 PADEP short list of
unleaded gasoline parameters (do not analyze for 1,2,4- and 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene). Bidders
are to provide a unit cost per lineal foot for additional borehole advancement, logging, and
screening in the event that additional drilling footage is required.
Should the soil attainment sampling results fail to demonstrate SHS attainment at the “north
tank pit” area, this situation shall be discussed with the Solicitor and PAUSTIF prior to
completing Milestone D and will constitute a “New Condition” under Section 11 of the
Remediation Agreement.17 Any decision that additional soil quality data should be collected in
order to evaluate potential remedial options and/or that remedial actions for soil are necessary
(subject to developing a new/revised RAP) will be considered an out-of-scope initiative and will
require both Solicitor and PAUSTIF approval of a work plan and cost estimate before beginning
the work. Furthermore, work to complete the remaining milestones under the Remediation
Agreement shall be suspended.
Milestone D - Prepare Draft and Final Remedial Action Completion Report (RACR). Under
this milestone, the bidder shall provide a firm fixed-price cost to prepare a draft and final RACR
following the completion of Milestone A, Milestone B (following at least four quarters of
groundwater monitoring), and Milestone C. The RACR shall be prepared in accordance with
Section 245.313. In addition, the RACR shall describe the methods and results for all
completed milestones; discuss the selected closure criteria for the site; provide a demonstration
of soil and groundwater attainment; provide and discuss the results of the prior vapor intrusion
screening assessment; and request permanent closure for the site for the current release under
an Act 2 release of liability. The proposed project schedule should provide for two (2) weeks for
17

Should the soil attainment demonstration under Milestone C fail, and it be determined through communication with
the solicitor and PAUSTIF that a Revised RAP will need to be prepared in lieu of a RACR, this will be considered a
“New Condition” under the Fixed-Price Agreement, and work on the RACR deliverable shall be suspended until
Solicitor and PAUSTIF approval of a work plan and cost estimate before beginning the work.
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Solicitor and PAUSTIF review of the draft RACR and any comments received from these
entities shall be addressed before a final version of the RACR is submitted to the PADEP. The
final RACR must be sealed by a Professional Geologist or Professional Engineer registered in
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The fixed-price cost for this milestone shall also include
addressing any PADEP comments on the RACR.
Milestone E - Site Restoration and Closure. Upon PADEP acceptance of the RACR
submitted under Milestone D, the successful bidder shall implement site restoration and closure
activities. Each bidder shall describe and provide a firm fixed-price cost for properly closing the
site including: (a) proper in-place abandonment of the six BIP wells and all the groundwater and
soil vapor monitoring/recovery wells and wellhead removal consistent with PADEP guidelines;
(b) proper in-place abandonment of the station’s former water supply well; (c) removal of the
existing groundwater and soil vapor extraction remedial systems including in-place
abandonment of the subsurface piping (no grouting necessary, abandon subsurface piping “asis”); (d) removal of the carbon filtration system that was installed on the station’s water supply
wells; and (e) as necessary, re-vegetate and/or re-pave (concrete or asphalt) those areas
disturbed by conduct of the corrective action activities. Prior to decommissioning the
remediation systems and appropriate off-property disposal of system components, the Solicitor
shall be provided the opportunity to retain any salvageable system components (e.g.,
compressor, etc.). The Solicitor also wishes to retain the remediation system shed.
This milestone shall also include photo–documenting the site restoration work and completion of
well abandonment forms that will be submitted to the appropriate state agency. Copies of the
photographs and forms shall also be provided for the Solicitor’s and PAUSTIF’s files.
Contingency Unit Cost Adders & Optional Milestones
Although not currently anticipated, there are several work elements that might later prove to be
necessary. As a result, the Bid Cost Spreadsheet in Attachment 2 requests cost quotes for
several optional milestones and/or unit rate costs for added elements as summarized below.
Note that costs for these optional milestones and unit rate costs must be kept separate from the
total cost for the base scope of work described under Milestones A through E above.
Optional Milestone F Series – Additional Quarters of Groundwater Monitoring, Attainment
Sampling, and Reporting. To account for the possibility that additional quarters of
groundwater monitoring, attainment sampling, and reporting might prove necessary and
appropriate, each bidder shall provide a firm fixed unit cost adder ($/quarter) to conduct
additional events beyond the total of eight events encompassed by the Milestone B series. This
fixed unit rate per event shall be shown on the cost spreadsheet inclusive of all groundwater
sampling and reporting requirements specified under the Milestone B series above.
Optional Milestone G – Contaminant Fate-and-Transport Modeling. After completing the
Milestone B series and if the interior source area wells still exhibit detectable COC
concentrations above the respective PADEP SHS-MSCs, quantitative contaminant fate-and25

transport modeling shall be performed to calibrate with current conditions and predict future
contaminant distribution. The costs for the fate-and-transport modeling efforts will be separated
out as Optional Milestone G on the Bid Cost Spreadsheet (Attachment 2).
Prior to implementing this optional milestone, the selected consultant shall contact the PADEP
project officer for his/her input on the type of modeling to be performed. Use of the PADEP New
Quick Domenico model probably would be deemed appropriate and bidders should quote their
costs for this optional milestone on this assumption.18
Based on the available document record, it appears that limited data have been collected
concerning the hydraulic properties of the aquifer. Therefore, the fixed-price cost quoted for
Optional Milestone G shall include conducting single well slug testing for a specified number of
wells in accordance with accepted industry standards and to reduce/evaluate the resulting data
using appropriate methods. For the purpose of its bid, each bidder shall assume performing
slug tests on three monitoring wells. Each bid must also identify the wells to be used for slug
testing and the supporting rationale behind selecting those wells; describe the proposed slug
test procedures; and outline the planned techniques for reducing the data (e.g., Bouwer and
Rice slug test solution for determining the hydraulic conductivity of unconfined aquifers with
completely or partially penetrating wells [1976]). Documentation of the slug testing methods,
results, and conclusions shall be provided in the RACR, and the slug testing results shall be
utilized in the fate-and-transport modeling described in this optional milestone.
The
documentation shall describe all model input/output, provide a thorough explanation of model
construction, justify all input parameters, and include a detailed discussion of the modeling
results and conclusions regarding current and predicted future plume stability (or lack thereof).
Optional Milestone H Series (Milestone H1 and H2)—Before, Between, and Activated
Carbon Treatment Sampling of the Ice Cream Store’s Supply Well & the Station’s Current
Supply Well. Historical site maps depict a single water supply well serving the ice cream
store/stand. Until August 2010, this supply well was reportedly equipped with a GAC treatment
unit for which the Solicitor was responsible for monitoring water quality and changing out the
activated carbon when necessary (see “General Site Background & Description” section above).
Similarly, it appears that sampling of the GAC treatment unit associated with the station’s
current water supply well was terminated around the same time “due to not detecting the
analyzed constituents in [the] pretreatment water.” This GAC treatment unit remains on-site in
the basement of the station building. The water samples collected from both GAC treatment
units were analyzed for BTEX, MTBE, cumene, and naphthalene and the analytical results were
reported in the quarterly RAPR due to the PADEP for the period during which the samples were
collected.

18
Should the PADEP subsequently disagree with the use of New Quick Domenico, the work to perform alternative
fate–and-transport modeling will be considered a “New Condition” under Section 11 of the Remediation Agreement,
which will require Solicitor and PAUSTIF approval of a work plan and cost estimate before beginning the work.

26

The Solicitor indicates the ice cream store did not operate during 2011 or 2012, has not
operated so far in 2013, and that the former GAC treatment unit associated with this well was
removed by the carbon vendor and is “mothballed” at the vendor’s place of business.
Nevertheless, this optional milestone series is included in case the PADEP should direct
resumed sampling of the GAC treatment units associated with the ice cream store’s supply well
and/or the station’s current supply well. Re-installation of the GAC treatment unit at the ice
cream store and/or rehabilitating the GAC unit associated with the station’s water supply well
would constitute a “New Condition” under Section 11 of the Remediation Agreement, therefore,
this cost should not be included in the quote for the Optional Milestone H series.
Each bidder shall quote its cost to collect two separate annual rounds of before, between, and
after activated carbon treatment water samples from each GAC treatment unit during the
anticipated two-year duration of the Milestone B series. If the Milestone B series is ended after
four quarters (i.e., one year), the successful bidder will forego payment of any of the water
supply well sampling events not needed or performed.
Unit Cost Adder for GAC Treatment Unit Carbon Change Outs. Should sampling of the
GAC treatment units for the ice cream store’s water supply well and/or the station’s current
water supply well resume under Optional Milestone H, it could become necessary to change out
the GAC units during the duration of the Milestone B series. Therefore, each bidder shall
provide a fixed unit rate cost to replace a GAC unit as dictated by the sampling results
generated under Optional Milestone H. The fixed rate cost shall be all-inclusive encompassing
both the removal and disposal of the used carbon and addition of the new carbon.
Additional Information
In order to facilitate PAUSTIF’s review and reimbursement of invoices submitted under this
claim, the Solicitor requires that project costs be invoiced by the milestones identified in the bid.
The standard practice of tracking total cumulative costs by milestone will also be required to
facilitate invoice review. Actual milestone payments will occur only after successful and
documented completion of the work defined for each milestone. The selected consultant will
perform only those milestones that are necessary to reach the objective identified in this RFB.
The selected consultant must not perform or invoice and will not be reimbursed for any
unnecessary work completed under a given milestone.
Any “New Conditions”, as defined in Attachment 1 and this RFB, arising during the execution of
the SOW for any of the milestones may result in either terminating or, if all parties agree,
amending the Remediation Agreement.
All necessary modifications to the executed
Remediation Agreement will require the prior written approval of both the Solicitor and the
PAUSTIF. In some cases, PADEP approval may also be required.
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