
   
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Brownfields Advisory Committee 
FROM:   Dan Albrecht, Senior Planner and Emily Nosse-Leirer, Planner 
DATE:   March 31, 2017 
RE:    Recommendation: Brownfields Projects Assistance Requests 
 
Attached are two MS-Excel spreadsheets, one showing total scores for all projects to date and the two 
requests under consideration for your April 3

rd
 meeting and other cataloging our requests funded to date. 

 
Also attached are: 
1) a site nomination form for the “Vaults” project at 400 Pine Street 
2) documents related to the Phase II ESA at 339 Pine Street to assess the feasibility of road construction 
in connection with the City’s Railyard Enterprise Projects 
 
Based upon these scores we recommend that the Brownfields Advisory Committee approve the 
following course of action: 
 
339 Pine Street, Road Feasibility Assessment –  endorse moving ahead with Phases 1 and 2A of the 
WHEM revised proposal dated March 13

th
 with a contribution of CCRPC Brownfields funds of $7,430 to 

$22,700. 
 
400 Pine Street  – endorse moving ahead with CCRPC hiring of one it’s on-call consultants to conduct a 
Phase I ESA. 

 

110 West Canal Street, Suite 202 
Winooski, Vermont 05404-2109 
802-846-4490 
www.ccrpcvt.org 



TEL: 802-860-9400 • FAX: 802-860-9440 • www.waiteenv.com • 7 Kilburn Street, Suite 301, Burlington, VT  05401 

March 13, 2017 
 
Dan Albrecht 
CCRPC 
110 West Canal Street, Suite 202 
Winooski, VT 05404 
Sent via email: dalbrecht@ccrpcvt.org 
 
RE:   Proposal for Feasibility Assessment 
 REP Alternative 1B 
 339 Pine Street, Burlington, VT 
 
Dear Dan: 
 
Waite-Heindel Environmental Management (WHEM), DuBois & King (D&K), and GeoDesign 
are pleased to present this amendment to our Proposal for Feasibility Assessment for 339 Pine 
Street (Site).  Our team is willing to conduct the proposed scope of work in Phases, which will 
potentially save money if early field testing results suggest that road construction in the subject 
area is infeasible due to the presence of coal tar NAPL or vulnerable subsurface conditions 
(primarily presence of peat) that would allow for migration of coal tar NAPL.  The proposed 
phases are described below, followed by summary costs: 

 Phase 1: Review, Coordination, QAPP:  This work needs to be done regardless of the 
outcome.  The QAPP will be a site specific addendum to our Generic QAPP, and will be 
developed with the assumption that both soil and groundwater contaminant testing will be 
conducted.  

 Phase 2A: Primary Geotech Evaluation: We propose to conduct the deep  borings (one 
to refusal (100 ft?), two to 30 ft) with oversight by WHEM and GeoDesign.  We do not 
propose to do the shallow soil borings along the proposed entrance of roadway as part of 
this phase.  The deep borings will include logging of the soils, standard penetration testing, 
geotechnical soil sample collection, screening of soils with a PID, inspection of the soils 
for NAPL, and shallow (0-2 ft, 2-4 ft) soil sample collection.   Monitoring well couplets 
(30 ft, 15 ft) will be installed in each of the two 30 ft borings. For three days following well 
installation, NAPL checks will be conducted on the new wells.  IF NAPL of vulnerable 
subsurface conditions are found to exist and upon approval of the CCRPC, then we can 
terminate the work and discard the soil samples without further testing.  Project termination 
reporting has been added to this task, at which time data an brief opinion will be submitted 
to CCRPC for their review and agreement.   

 Phase 2B: Secondary Geotech Evaluation: If no NAPL or vulnerable subsurface 
conditions are found to exist and upon approval by CCRPC, then we will continue with the 
geotechnical evaluation, which will involve having geotechnical and contaminant lab work 
done, development of the geotechnical opinion, and preparation of the report with maps, 
tables, and findings.  The geotechnical opinion will be focused on roadway fill scenarios, 
settlement results, and impacts related to the feasibility of designing and constructing the 
proposed roadway.  If there are positive findings, then we will provide a range of 
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measures/methods to mitigate the risk.  Planning level cost estimates will be provided.  We 
will be available for post-report meetings. 

 Phase 2C: Secondary Contaminant Evaluation:  Upon approval of the CCRPC, we will 
conduct the contaminant investigation that will address RFP Item 3D and 3E.  This will 
include another day of drilling of shallow borings along the proposed entrance way of the 
road from Pine Street, low flow groundwater sampling from the four new wells and two 
existing wells for dissolved contaminants, and preparation of the report with maps, tables, 
and findings.  Note that this Phase is flexible, and can be scaled back further as desired by 
the CCRPC.   

 
A summary of the costs for the work phases is shown below: 
 

 
 
The benefit of this approach is that the CCRPC has the option of terminating the work after 
expenditure of $23,000.   To pursue all phases of the project, the expenditure will be closer to 
$60,000.    
 
In terms of schedule, we will be able to start Phase I immediately after the contract is 
finalized.  Assuming that we can complete Phase I and get EPA approval of the QAPP within 30-
45 days, then we could pursue Phase 2A starting in mid-May 2017.   Assuming that the borings 
don’t reveal coal tar NAPL or vulnerable soils, then Phase 2B will continue, with likely 60-days 
for final report completion, putting us to mid- to late-July 2017.   If CCRPC would like to pursue 
the Phase 2C contaminant investigation, this could also occur in early summer with report 
completion in mid- to late-July 2017.   
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We hope this provides the additional detail you need to make your decision.  We look forward to 
the opportunity to work with the CCRPC on this exciting project. 
 
Sincerely, 

     
Miles E. Waite, PhD, PG 
Senior Hydrogeologist 
Waite-Heindel Environmental Mgt 
 
Attachment: 
 Figure 1: Potential Soil Boring/Testing Locations 
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Engineering a Sustainable Future

FIGURE 1: POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL
SOIL BORING/TESTING LOCATIONS

WHEM / DuBois & King Proposal
REP Alternative 1B Feasibility Asessment

CCRPC Study Area

MW-2D: Soil
Characterization to 30 ft

Depth

MW-2S: Soil
Characterization to 15 ft

Depth

AP-1 - AP-8 : Soil
Characterization to 4 ft

Depth

CT-10 - CT-11 : Soil
Characterization to 15 ft

Depth

Potential Additional Deep
Geotechnical Test Boring

Potential Additional Shallow Soil
Testing Location

Zone of Petroleum
Contamination

Potential Additional Test Boring/
Monitoring Well Couplet

Map annotated by WHEM,
February 2017
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