BEFORE THE ILY iMGis POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

CLEAN THE UNIFORM CON.PANY -

Citizen Civil Enforcement Action
Water - Land

ARAMARK UNIFORM & CAREER
APPAREL, INC., a Delaware Corporation.

' e e’ e — .’ "’ ™

Respondent.

COMPLAINT FOR CIVIL ENFORCEMENT

- Now comes Clean The Uniform Company - Highland ("Clean™), by and through its attorneys,

‘The Stolar Partnership, pursuant to the Environmental Protection Act, 415 1L.CS §/1 etseq., and for

s Complaim for Civil Enforcement against Aramark Uniform & Carcer Apparel, Inc. (“Aramark™)
*states as follows:

SUMMARY OF THE COMPLAINT

~ Clean secks both injunctive reliel and cost recovery from Aramark for the direci acts und

7 -omissions of Aramark’s predecessor entity, Todd Uniform, Inc. From the 1950’s to 1980, Todd

: Unifprm Inc. was the sole owner and operator of eight underground storage tanks on property now

owned and oécupicd by Clean, When Todd Uniform, Inc. abandoned the property at the end of a

kzzm term, Todd left the underground storage tanks in place still filied with product, including

: ;)éiﬂ)léiﬂn fuel, and virgin and spent Stoddard Solvent. in 1988, Clean discovered a significant

release of petroleum product on its property and conducted tanik removal and abatement to prevent

~any potential threat to human health and the environment. In doing so, Clean incurred over $160,000
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in tank removal and corrective action costs. Clean was neither the statutory owner ner operator of

, these underground storage tanks; therefore, Clean had no obligation to perform tank removal or
abatement. As such, Clean is bringing this civil enforcement action to require Aramark to complete
: _Vcorrcctiyc action pursuant to the llinois Leaking Storage Tank Program and reimburse Clean for its
costs. Clean is also requesting that the Hlinois Pollution Control Board assess the maximum amdunt

of statutory penalties against Aramark payable to the Illinois Environmental Protection Trust Fund.

ALLEGATIONS COMMONTO ALL COUNTS
[ Clean 1s an Hlinois corporation and a “*person” within the meaning of Section 3.26 of’
“the Environmental Protection Act (“Act”). (415 ILCS 5/3.6). Clean is an independently owned
family business which operates several industrial laundries in the St. Louis Metropolitan area,
2. Aramark is a Delaware corporation and a **person” within the meaning of Section 3.20
of the Act. (415 TLCS 5/3.0).  Among other things, Aramark operates industrial laundries
| nationwide.
3. Upon information and belief, in August 1995, Aramark acquired the stock of Todd
= Uniform, Inc. (*Todd™), a Missouri corporation and industrial laundry business. Under lWinois faw,
' Ammurk is therefore the successor-in-interest to Todd and is vested with the rights and burdens of

~ Todd.!

' From the 19505 o the present, Clean, Aramark and Todd have each had multiple corporate nare
~:changes-necessitated either by organizational restructuring or merger. For case of reference, Clean has
“identified the most recent registered corporate name for cach party. Upon information and belief, Clean believes

- “ithas proverly named Aramark as the sole respondent on the basis that Todd Uniform Ine. no Jonger exists due
-~ to the stock-purchase by Aramark. However, Clean reserves the right to seck an amendment hereto for the

. purpose of correcting any misnomer.
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4, Upon information and belief, from the 1950’s to 1980, Todd operated an industrial
- 77 iamid,ry and dry cleaning service at 601 South Fifth Street, Highland, Illinois (“*Site”) pursuant to a
lease agreement with Klaus-Built-In-Arch Shoe Company (“Klaus™), the owner of the Site.

5. During Todd’s possession, Tedd installed eight underground storage tanks (“USTs™)
fbrr uSe in Todd’s industrial laundry business, including two 3,000-gallon USTs, one 8,000-gallon
UST, one 2,000-gallon UST, one 1,500-gallon UST, two 1,000-gallon settling tanks and one 2,500
gallon-settling tank,

0. Todd uscd the USTs to store both petroleum fuel for Todd’s truck fleet, and virgin
and spent Stoddard Solvent for Todd’s dry cleaning operations. Sioddard Solvent is a petroleum
bélééd Soivcm comamonly used in the dry cleaning industry and is considered to be “petroleum” under
IHinois law,

7. ® Todd was the sole owner and operator of the cight USTs during their centire
operational life of over 30 years,

8. In 1980, Todd vacated the Site and improperly abandoned the USTs in place, leaving

':pcti‘ole11111 fuel, virgin and spent Stoddard Solvent in the USTs and associated piping.

9, While Klaus had sole possession of the Site, upon information and belief, Klaus
'i)ériihzr?;‘ operated the industrial laundry, the dry cleaning service, nor the eight USTs,

10.  InJanuary 1981, Klaus sold the Site to Clean.

11 From 1981 to the present, Clcan has operated an industrial laundry on the Site.

12. Atno time did Clean ever operate the eight USTs, perform any type of dry-cleaning,

- or use or store Stoddard Solvent of any hind on the Site.




13, Clean did, however, operate a ninth, 1,000-gallon UST on the Site. This UST was
- used to fuel Clean’s truck fleet; however, this ninth UST was owned, filled, serviced and maintained

by another Klaus entity, Klaus Service Company (“Klaus UST”).

14, In 1988, Clean retained the services of Lafser & Shreiber, Inc. (“Lafser”), an

~_environmental consulting and engineering firm, to evaluzie the condition of the eight USTs.

15.  Lafser determined that a release of petrolcum -ad occurred and that the levels of

contamination were significant.
i;f:"j s 16. Lafser identified TPH (total petroleum hydrocarbon) levels of 400 to 6,400 ppm in the

soil in the vicinity of the tank farm and 3,900 to 50,000 ppm in the groundwater.

17. Lafser estimated that the amount of petroleum product released on the Site from the
eight USTs to have been between 626 and 3417 gallons,
18. Clean reporied the release to the HHinois Emergency Disaster Agency (now lilinois

‘Emergency Management Agency) and the release was assigned incident No. 88-1695.

19, Concerned that the release posed an imminent threat to human health and the
environment, Clcan notificd both Kiaus Service Company and Todd of the release and requested

that each company promptly address the situation, including removing their respective USTs and

'

performing abatement and remediation.

20, Klaus Service Company immediately removed the Klaus UST and there is no
evidence that this UST had experienced a release of petroleum.

21, Todd, however, denied responsibility and declined to take any action whatsoever.



22. Therefore, on January 3, 1989, just 14 days after notifying th : State of illinois of the
7 release, Clean initiated removal of the USTs and began excavating petroleum-contaminated materials
frof;x the Site.

23, By February 16, 2002, Clean had removed all eight USTs and performed extensive
~ abatement to reduce and control any threat to human health or the environment which may have been
present,

24, In total, Clean removed and properly disposed of all cight US™s, 300 cubic yards of
contanﬁnated soil, 15,100 gallons of non-hazardous, special and hazardous waste (in both liquid and
“sludge form) and 49 drums (55-gallons ea.) of non-hazardous and hazardous waste.

25. Clean's cost for performing tank removal and abatement of contaminated materials at

ﬂxe Site exceeded $160,000. This amount does not include administrative costs, legal fees or
' Vintcres;!.

26, Based on the condition of the USTs during removal, Lafser determined all eight USTs
had exi)ei'ietlcccl a breach and that it was likely they had beén leaking for over 20 years, In particular,
ihc two 'sctlling tanks had collapsed completely.

27.  Although Clean abated any initial threat from the release, residual petroleum

gomamination remained on the Site. Further sampling idertified a contamination plume beyond the
yiéi'nity of the tank farm.
| 28 Clean again contacted Todd requesting that Todd assume responsibility for the eight
,USTS and any corrective action,
- 29 Todd performed initial investigation and eventually in May 1995, Todd entered into a

U written agreement with Clean entitled, *Standstill Agreement.” which provided that Todd would
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formally assume responsibility for conducting an investigation and performing corrective action.
(Please find attached hereto, “Standstill Agreement” dated May 1, 1995 as Exhibit "A™)
30. In assuming responsibility, Todd performed the following activities:

(a) In November 1993, performed a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment;

(b) In May 1995, submitied an “Application for an Eligibility and Deductibility
Determination” to the OSFM. The Application requested a determination as (o
whether “Todd Uniform, Inc.”, as the “owner and operator” of all eight USTs
would be eligible to obtain reimbursement for corrective action costs from the
IHinois Leaking Underground Storage Tank Fund. ( Please find attached hereto
the “Application” as Exhibit “B”);

(¢) In March 1996, submitted a Corrective Action Plan to the lHinois Environmental
Protection Agency (“IEPA™) proposing to perform corrective action by installing
a dual vapor extraction/air sparging system; and,

(d) In April 19906, received approval from the IEPA to implement the Corrective
Action Plan.

31 However, after receipt of IEPA approval, neither Todd nor its successor Aramark,
Vhaver performed any other investigation or corrective action,

32. Thercfore, on April 23, 2002, Clean notified Aramark, as the suceessor entity (o Todd,
:of:Cl’ean’s intent to pursue this instant action.

33, On May 31,2002, Clean reccived a written responsc from the “former sharcholders of

3

Todd Uniform, Inc.” stating that pursuant to a Stock Purchase Agreement between Todd and

~Aramark, the former shareholders of Todd “would be handling future communications with you (i.¢.,

0




B VVC lean) rggarding this matter and taking the appropriate responsive action at the 601 Fifth Street,
Higi}land@ lliinois property.”

34.  Despite repeated attempts to contact the former sharcholders of Todd, Clean has
received no further indication from either Aramark or the former sharcholders of Todd of any intent
to take action; therefore, Clean has no other alternative than to pursue civil enforcement before the
ltinois Pollution Control Board (“Board™).

35, Pursuant to Section 31 of the Act, the Board has jurisdiction of this matter. Scction

31 authorizes the filing of a formal complaint by any person before the Board for vielations of the

Act or regulations promulgated thereunder, (415 1L.CS 5/31))

COUNT |
{(Yiolation of Section [2(a) and (d) of the Act)
45,

36, Cleanrealleges and incorporates by reference as if set forth fully herein, Paragraphs |
S &
thrgugh 35 of the Complaint.

37.  Section 12(a) prohibits any person from causing, threatening or allowing the
discharge of any contaminanis into the environment in any State so as to the ¢ause or tend to cause
w'zitcrr pollution in Winois. (415 1L.CS 3/12(a).)

38. Section 12(d) prohibits any person from causing, threatening or allowing the

-discharge ofany contaminants into the waters of the State of Hinois. (415 1LCS 5/12(d).)

'7’%97. - Petroleum products, whether petroleum fuel or virgin or spent Stoddard Solvent, were
;ff;ﬁ,:P‘:eSCm in'the USTs at the Site during Todd’s ownership and duc to Todd’s failure to properly close

~the USF s were released into the groundwater on the Site. Such release constitutes a discharge of

?f‘ecm"amix)ums“,as that term is defined under the Act, (415 HLCS 57303 (" Contgminate”, when used
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COUNT I
{Violation of Section 21{x) of the Act)

s and incorporaes by reference as i set forth fully herein, Paragraphs

44 Clean realleges

through 35 of the Comy lain

1 210 of the Act probubits auy persos rom causing or allowing open dumping

of any waste. (415 108 52 1a))

46, Petrolewn products, whether petrolewn fueh or virgin o sprent Stoddard Solvent, were
presentin the USTs o the Sie duning Todd s owacership and due 1o Todd s Gathae w properly close

i release constitutes open dumping of " wiste” as that term

ﬁ'ii" {, 7/‘; FE W £ ;ij s ii S. HiH

or aiher discarded

§5 HLOS 5353 ¢ Waste” moans any garbage.

@
L‘M?‘

is defined under the Act (4
Smaterial, including solid, bguid, semi solul, or contmned gascous masterial resulting from idustiad,
yncrcial, mining sind aencultural operions, and from commumly sctivivies, ')

close, abundon-mn-plice, or otherwise secure the

Therelore, by futling 1o properly
redeased from the USTs ol the Stle

UIS'Ts, Aramark caused or pllowed petroleum constituents to be

vmht tion of Section 2103} of the Act,
Moreaver, Aramark’s fadure o act smce discovery of the selease, constitules a

48,

‘continuing violation of Seetion 2Ha) of tie Act.
49, By virtue of the 1995 Standstifl Agreement and Todd's 1996 submittal of an

and Deductbility Determination” 1o the OSFM dentiiving Todd s

“Application for an Eliphality
responsibiiiny for the USTs.

the owner and operator ol the eight USTs, Todd bas adwnitted

49




COUNT I
{(¥islation of Section 21(d)(2) of the Act)

5G.  Clean realleges and incorporates by reference as 11 set forth fully herein, Paragraphs 1
through 3 91 the Complaint,

51, Scction ’?igd)%"*j probibits any person from conducting i waste-storage operation or
waste-disposal operation without a permit issucd by the iEPA and in violation of any regulations or
standards adopted by the Board. (415 1L.CS 5:21(d)(1).)

52, Petroleum products, whether petroleum fuck or virginor spent Swoaddind Solvent, were
present in the USTs at the Sie during Todd™s ownershap and duc 1o Todd s falure 1o properly close
the L‘S’I s, were refeased into the sotl. Such release constitute the commission of "waste” us that term
s defined under the Act. (415 1L.CS 5/3.53))

53, The presence of petrolewn products in the USTs, particudar'y the spent Stoddard
Solvent, at the Site constitutes “storage”™ under the Act. (1S TLCS 573,40 (' Storage” means the
“eontainment of waste, cither on a temporary basis or for a period of years, in such a manner as not to
coustitute disposal.”™))
54, Petroleum feaking from the eight USTs mto the soil at the Site constitutes “disposal”
;}b that term is defined under the Act. (415 1LCS 57208 £ Disposal” means the discharge of,
~deposit, injection, dumping, spitling, leaking or placing of any waste or hazardous waste into or on
;m;, Jand or water or into any well so that such waste or hazardous waste or any constituent thercof
'm;i.y enter the envivonment or be emitied into the air or discharged into any waters, including ground

walers.”))
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$5.  Therefore, Aramark conducted a waste-storage operation and a waste-disposal
) V'Qpcfmion x&ithoul a permit in violation of Section 21(d)(1) of the Act. (415 1LCS 5/21(d)(1).)
56.  Morcover, Aramark’s failure to act since discovery of the release constitutes a
. continuing violation of Section 21(d)(2).

57, By viree of the 1995 Standstill Agreement and Todd’s 1996 submittal of an
*Application for an Eligibility and Deductibility Determination” to the OSFM identifying Todd as

the owner and operator of the cight USTs, Todd has admitted responsibility for the USTs.

COUNT 1V
(Violation of Section 21(e) of the Act)

38, Cleanrealleges and incorporates by reference as if set forth fully herein, Paragraphs |
jlhmugh 35 of the Complaint.
7 59. Scction 21(c) of the Act prohibits disposal, storage, or abandonment of any wasteq
“except at a site or facility which mects the requirements of the Act and of regulations and standards
thereunder,” (415 1LCS 572 (e).)
G0, Petroleum products, whether petroleum fuel or virgin or spent Stoddard Solvent, were
, 'p'féscm inthe USTs at the Site during Todd’s ownership and due to Todd’s failure to properly close
T ﬂrjrc:{:JfS’Ifs, were released into the soil on the Site. Such releasce constitutes the commission of “waste”
a&thdt term-is defined under the Act. (415 1L.CS 5/3.53)
61, The presence of petroleum products in the USTs at the Site constitutes “storage”

under the Act. (415 1LCS 5/3.46.)



62, Petroleum leaking from the cight USTs into the soil at the Site constitutes “disposal”
as that term is defined under the Act. (415 ILCS 5/3.08.)

03. Leaving petroleum products in USTs when Todd vacated the Site and discontinued
usc of the USTs constitutes “abandonment” under Scction 21(e) of the Act. (415 ILCS 5/21(e).)
64.  The Siteis neither a permitted waste-storage nor waste-disposal facility and therefore,
- ‘thc Site neither meets the requirements of the Act, nor the regulations and standards promulgated by
the Board for 1 waste-storage or disposal facility, in violation of Section 21 (¢) of the Act. (415
ALCS 5/21(e).)

65.  Therefore, Aramark disposed, stored and abandoned wiaste 1 & facility that neither
~ meets the requircments of the Act nor the regulations and standards promulgated thereunder, in
"Vvi(')lation of Scction 21 (¢) of the Act.

66. Morcover, Aramark’s failure to act since discovery of the release constitutes a
~continuing Vvielution of Section 21(¢) of the Act.

67, By virtue of the 1995 Standstill Agreement and Todd’s 1996 submittal of an
“Application for an Eligibility and Deduetibility Determination™ to the OSFM identifying Todd as

- the owner and operator of the cight USTs, Todd has admitted responsibility for the USTs.

COUNTY
(Violation of Section 57 of the Act)
08. Clean realleges and incorporates by reference as if set forth fully herein, Paragraphs |

e =)

- through 35 of the Complaint.



69. Section 57.1 of the Act provides that the “owner” or “operator” of a UST is obligated
to “conduct tank removal, abandonment and repair,” and in the case of release of petroleum,
(NS “ph.ysical soil classification, groundwater investigation, site classification or corrective action in
| acéordéncc with the requirements of the [Hlinois Leaking Underground Storage Tank Program.” (415

1LCS5/57.)

70. Section 57.2 specifically incorporates the definitions of “owner” and “‘operator” found
under federal law as the Hllinois definitions. (415 IL.CS 5/57.2 (*When used in connection with, or
when otherwise relating to underground storage tanks, the terms 'facility,” “owner,” "opcrator,’
“underground storage tank” and “petroleum’ shall have the meanings ascribed to them in Subtitle J of
the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 of the Resource Conservation and Recovery

©Actof1976.7)
g 71, | Under the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, *Owner” means “in the
; Lﬂ‘i‘; gf any underground storage tank in use before the date of enactment of the Hazardous and Solid

- Waste Amendments of 1984, but no longer in use on the date of the enactment of such Amendments,

'an:y person who owned such tank immediately before the discontinuation of its use.” (42 U.S.C.
,699@‘%?)(3) (Emphasis added)).

'7,72. Under the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, “Operator” means “any
:pc'rsron in control of, or having responsibility for, the daily operation of the underground storage
tauk.” (42 U.S.C.6991(4))

o730 Aramark s the “owner” of the USTs; Todd was the Jast person to own all eight USTs
: f:'befo!}e thc;ir use was discontinued in 1980 - four years prior to date of enactment of the Hazardous

5 ,a;jinglid Waste Amendments of 1984,




74. Aramark is the “operator” of the USTs; Todd was the only person to have control of,
ﬁ or responisibiiiiy for, the daily operation of all eight USTs before their use was discontinued in 1980 -
féur }feixrs prior to the date of enactment of the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendmients of 1984,
75.  Therefore, despite notice and ample opportunity, Aramark has altogether fuiled (o
conduct iank removal, proper closure and/or abandonment of "~ USTs and, as there has aeen a
confirmed pé[rolcum release at the Site, altogether failed to conduct proper physical soll
classification, groundwater investigation, site classification or corrective action in accordance with
the requirements of the IHinois Leaking Underground Storage Tank Program in violation of Section
57 of the Act. (415 1L.CS 5/57.)
76.  Morcover, Aramark has yet to saiisfy the requirements of the Hlinois Leaking

Underground Storage Tank Program; therefore, Aramark’s omissions corstitute continuing

violations of Section 57 of the Act.
77, By virtue of Todd’s 1996 submittal of an “Application for an Eligibility and
Deductibility Determination” to the OSEFV - atifying Todd as the owner and operator of the eight

USTs, Todd has admitted responsibility for the USTs.

PRAYER FOR RELIEK
“WHEREFORE, Regarding Counts hrough V., Clean requests that this Board enter an order
| (a) Finding Aramark in violation of Sections 12(a) and (d), 21(a), (d)(2) and (¢) and
57 of the Act;

(b) Requiring Aramark to cease and desist from further violations of the Act;




h

(c) Requiring Aramark to investigate and perform corrective action pursuamnt to thc@i

requirements of the Illinois Leaking Underground Storage Tank Program and

sccure a “No Further Remediation Letter” from the [EPA;

(d) Requiring Aramark to reimburse Clean for the costs Clean incurred removing the

USTs and performing abatement;

(e) Assessing statutory penalties as provided by Illinois law against Aramark payable
to the [Hlinois Environmental Protection Trust Fund in an amount not to exceed
the statutory penalty of $50,000 for cach violation and $10,000 for cach day
during which the violations continue; and,

() Any other such relief that this Board deems fair and equitable.

THE STOLAR PARTNERSHIP

lwsr TTIE H. voon

911 Washington Avenue
St. Louis, Missouri 6310]
Telephone: (314) 231-2800
Facsimile: (314) 436-8400

Attorneys for Clean The Uniform
Company - Highland




STANDSTILL AGREEMENT

THIS STANDSTILL AGREEMENT ("Agreement"”) is entered into this /v~ day
Cof My , 1995 by and between Clean Uniform Service, Inc. {("Clean”) and
Todd Ufiform, Inc. ("Todd").

WHEREAS, Todd is the former lessee of a certain tract of land commonly
known and numbered as 601 Fifth Street, Highland, lllinois (hereafter, the
"Premises”);

WHEREAS, during its leasehold, Todd operated an industiial laundry and dry
- cleaning plant at the Premises and owned various underground storage tanks

- located at the Premises (hereinafter, the "Tanks") for the storage of dry cleaning
solvents and heating oil,

WHEREAS, following the termination of Todd's leasehold, Clean purchased
the Premises;

WHEREAS, Clean subsequently discovered that one or more Tanks had
leaked, causing a release of dry cleaning solvents and oil from the Tanks
(hereinafter the "Release");

WHEREAS, after discovering the Release, Clean notified the Hlinois
Environmental Protection Agency ("IEPA") and other appropriate governmental
- bodies;

WHEREAS, Clean also notified Todd of the Release, requested Todd to
-assume responsibility for responding to the Release, but Todd and Clean have
disagreed and do now disagree concerning their respective responsibilities for past,
present, and future remediation of the Premises;

WHEREAS, Clean then undertook, under the supervision of IEPA, to dispose
of the remaining contents of the Tanks, remove and dispose of the Tanks, and
‘remediate the soil in the immediate vicinity of the Tanks ("Clean Remedial Work"),
~ and in performing the Clean Remedial Work, Clean incurred substantial costs;

WHEREAS, following the Clean Remedial Work, Todd conditionally agreed to

- undertake the remaining remediation of the Premises and property adjacent to the

‘Premises-that has been contaminated as a result of the Reicase ("Adjacent
Properties”);

© o WHEREAS, both Clean and Todd reserve their rights to contest responsibility
- for the remediation of the Premises;

IAHORAALIBAKIO08 28
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WHEREAS, Todd is continuing to pursue remedial activities, however, due 10
delays in obtaining approval for, and implementing a Corrective Action Plan, Tedd
and Clean have agreed to enter into this Agreement relating to potential claims and
liabilities for response costs.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the material covenants and
agreements hereinafter set forth, and for other good and valuable consideration,
the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties hereto
covenant and agree as follows:

1. Recitals, The recitals to this Agreement are hereby incorporated
herein.

2. Standstill Period. No party shall commence any action or proceeding
against the other party or against one or rnore of their respective corporate
aftfiliates, to seck contribution for, or to apportion or allocate any tdamages, costs
or expenses related to the investigation, monitoring, clean-up, removal, disposal
and remediation of the Tanks and any previous or existing contamination at the
Premises or Adjacent Properties ("Response Costs”) until the expiration of no
fewer than 60 days following notice 10 the other party of its intention to terminate
this Agreement. The period of ti uim the date of execution of this Agreement
to the expiration of such 60 day - 2ferred to hereinafter as the Standstill Period.

3. Accrual of Cause of Action. The parties acknowledge that any cause
of action for contribution, allocation, apportionment or recovery of Response Costs
or any other damages, costs or expenses incurred or reasonably anticipated (o be
incurred with respect to the Premises shall not accrue until the termination of the
Standstill Period, and therefore any applicable statutes of limitation shall not
commence to run unti! such termination.

4. Attempt to Besolve. The parties acknowledge their intention during
the Standstill Period, to attempt to resolve amicably any dispute between the
parties related to the allocation or appaortionment of Response Costs.

5. Termination of Restriction on_Litigation. Following expiration of the

- Standstill Period, unless otherwise agrecd to by the parties, cach party shall have
the right to institute any action or proceeding it deems appropriate seeking 1o
allocate, apportion or recover any Response Costs or any other ¢osts or expenses
incurred or reasonably anticipated to bo incurred with respect to the Premises.

6. Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire
understanding of the Parties with respect to its subject matter,

7. Binding Effect. The terms and provisions of this Agreement shall be
binding upon, and inure to the benefit of, the respective successors and assigns of
the Parties.
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8. Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be interpreted under the laws

of the State of Missouri.

9, Notices. All notices and other communications required or desired
hereunder shall be in writing and shall either (a) be given personally against a
signed receipt, (b} sent via facsimile transmission or electronic transfer with the
original of the notice being mailed by U.8. mail, postage fully prepaid, return
receipt requested, or (¢} mailed by U.5. mail, postage fully prepaid, return receipt
requested, in each instance addressed and sent to a party at the address {and, if
applicable, the facsimile transmission number )set forth below. Any netice or other
communication which is personally given or sent via facsimile transmission or
electronic transfer (in each instance with mailed original) in accordance herewith
shall be deemed given on the date it is, as applicable, personally delivered, or sent
via facsimile transmission or electronic transfer and also mailed. Any notice which
is mailed in accordance hernwith shall be deemed to have heen given on the earlier
of the date it is actually received or three days following the date on which the
notice or other communication is deposited in the U.5. mail. Each party hereto
may change such party’s designee for notice, address, facsimile transmission
number and/or electronic transfer instructions for notices or other communications
hereunder by notice given 1o the other party in the manner provided above. The
original addrosses and facsimile transmizsion numbers are as follows:

if to Clean: Mr. John Taylor
Clean, The Uniform Company
601 6th Street
Highland, Hlinois 62249

With a copy tor Jay L. Levitch
The Stolar Partnership
311 Washingion Avenue
Tin floor
St Louis, Missourt 63101,

1o Todd: Barbara Shepard
Todd Uniform
3668 S. Geyer Road
5t. Louis, Missouri 63127

fe

With a copy to: Jeffrey L. Cramor
Brown & James, P.C.
705 Olive
St. Louis, Missouri 62101,
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, 10. Headings. Section headings contained in this Agreement are for
- reference purposes only, and shall not in any way effect the meaning or
~interpretation of this Agreement.

- N WITNESS WHEREOQF, the parties hereto bave caused this Agreemont 1o
be executed as of the day and year first above written.

CLEAN UNIFORM SERVICES, INC.
< s'f;x? o
g Lo Eg et

f‘ii’%ﬁ‘%i é’iﬂfﬂy f;?g;é;gaggf;
Title: 24 fngnw,

TODD UNIFORM, TNC.

1 =z B *?;ﬁzd{*ﬁ?
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SUBLIC HFORMATION
HTTES W

COffice of the #Hinols

Sta #‘g Fire ﬁarsﬁai

i}

nderground Storage Tank Fund
Eligibility and Deductibility Application

orane 1ank wners of ¢
Lﬁﬁﬁ‘iff}iw 48

;;‘zsz‘%:zz appii

m*miﬁs i;‘i xéac person cRCring ii!ﬁ ncn :sa;emmm, ?‘his
nist %; the an

g
wisn signg the application. 1 facility is not in compliance with

registration fequircinents Your ap p?;f; suon will &:: reiumed. Do not submit bills with the
applicaticn,
To ensure propot raung, RO ROT subimit the application with reports, with copies of reponts or

te copy of the application is not regquired.
ew of your applicaton, vou will receive a letter stan

ng whether vou sie eligible
fe deductible amount,

L .
(Ches’ hose thet currently applv)
Mailing Addross of Applicam: V s .

Mailing Addross

Chve State 1L Zip: 449
Phane: { 1 G 2 44531
b} Dae Faciliiy Propeny Purchiased January 28, 1981
2.3 Were ianks nthe g méés‘; date of purchase? Yes X Mo
4.} If so, were they insiatied afier vour puschase? _

¢.}) Have you ever opoinied these ianks; pumped product in or oul duning the ordinary

course of opermtion” Yes - Mo X

‘Eﬁ;f.fi %%%‘éﬂ;:ﬁf’t Drive » Springlield, Winois 62703-4259




P2 s the UST Iocated 31 an airport with over 300000 eperanons por scar and i a anv of more than LovRopo
iizhabiianis”?
B ©eg W o
£3, §i::s corrective action work began? Yes No Daie
“Was correctivg aclion work complicies? Yies X Mo Due

The fellowing cortification must be completed by the UST ovnerfoperatar:

1 L. Michael Ward  the Owner, Operator or designated agent, thereof  of _Todd Uniform, Inc.
i,..c:«l}ng i)ndffgwund Storage Tank site, dg hicreby centify under ponaliv of law, that this application and the supparnting
decumentation attached hereto were prepared under my direction oF sepenvision in accordance with a system designed to
assure that quality personnel properiy gathered and evaluned dhe infornation sebimiited therein. | affism that the
information is, 10 the best of my knovledpe 2nd belief, true, recurate and complete. Such aflirmation is made under penalty

- of perjury as defincd in Sectica 32-2 of the Criminal Code, 720 1LCS 3/32-2. T am aware that there are significant penaliies
for submitiing false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowingly committing violations,

The *Eligibility and Deductibility Determination” decided pursuant to this document is subject to the costs being associated
with *Cerrective Action” of Title XVI. Petroleum USTs,

Signature (Owner, Oparator or designated ageney: 7 Bbodhe b i
Title: _Pesignated aAgent of Todd Uniform, Inc,
Date: 19 o
995
May 08 k
- ;..7 RN ) { ‘,7,,
Subseribad and sworn to before me this w2 davof ii (:’% L , 194k

(Application must be notarized whea the certificote is signed) %

e Ty B Lonts
| Expiroa: March 27, 1999

Notet Original signatures in ink snd seals are required for the cenification and notueizinion. Attach
the UST information sheet behind this page. This furns muy be repraduced on o copier but caanot be altered
in any way, DO NOT reproduce on o computer; this will be grounds fur rejection.

fés}?héfbgéz 93)




Stz Deloes must be provided for

cach UST al the site (USTs presenuly atthe site and USTS thi have been rainoved). %
. ‘ - =
,m:m:.mm this page z(w 7o space 15 nocded, ) =
‘ oo
‘ r“M HIEY m. completed for cach tank, Hyou lve any questions, please refor to the instruciions. =
‘}(ﬂi‘x E f%,H:‘I!H‘}‘ H”) Hi 8023328 %
L Is ST
Jas UST Legally
Seeg [BATE Date Cuyef Dae Dure EMA Duic IEMA Regisiration  Hada Abandongd
Fd Poodon Code (Cnttgus) Tesialled Service Removad Registered NUMBER Notificd Fees Pud Heteass b Phuce
{Fodted)
= 1988 5/29/86 vy N ¥P N VN
" . ) ) - , ‘ A ,
- Az 1000 1/7903 18/80 1/4/89 S728/86 881695 12/20/88 @ N &r N Yo N
‘ N N \ - /\ /r‘ t N §
Sal HAZ 1000 1/70 10/80 1/4/89  5/28/88 881635 12/20/88 () N Q% N yoON
: HAL 8000 1/30 10/80 1/24/89 5/29/86 881685 12/20/88  {Y)} N @5 N Yoo
: : . . ag " S 14153 1695 12/20/88 /) 56 SN
g 3 300 1/70 10/80 1/89 274793 881 2 &N N YN
- -A 1/19/8 : ! 20/ A7) VP % |
b HAZ 1500 1/70 0/80 /19783 2/4/93 881695 12/20/88  {Y) N P N Y N
3 HAZ 2500 L/70 10/80 1/4/89 2/4193 881695 12/20/88 () (P W v
.o 3 N
# __HAZ 3000 1/70 10/80 2/14/89 274193 881695 12/20/88 (yv) N (P N YN
¢ ua7 3000 1/70 10/80 2/14/89  2/4/93 881655 12/720/88 (Y N (P N YN
£

Y N ¥ N Y N

iuikw i {N!Mi

< {Hojre o insieactions for definitionsy, G« Gas, D - D:csci A - Aviation {ucls, K - Kerosene or U - Used oily i - Heating oil; HAZ - Hazardous Subsianee;
N« Any product not included mider unother code.

. 3Ly See Antachment
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Attachment to UST Fund

and Deductibility Application

Since contamination was discovered when all of the tanks were
removed, it is impossible to determine with certainty which
tank or tanks and/or associated piping were the cause of the
release.

‘l—
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Attachment to Underground Storage Tank Fund Eligibility
and Deductibility Application

1. Tank #1 was owned by Klaus Service Co. Klaus removed the
tank sometime in 1988.

2. Tank #1 was removed by Klaus and thus, Todd cannot determine

with certainty whether or not a release has occurred with respect
to Tank #1.

3. Todd installed Tanks 2~9 hetween 1970 and 1975. Previocus
UST registration indicates that Tanks 2-4 were installed in @
January 1970, For purposes of this application, we are assuming
Todd installed all of the tanks at the same time and that the
tanks were installed in January 1970.

4. Todd does not know the exact date when Tanks 2-9 were taken
out of service., However, Todd ceased operations at the site in
October 1980 and Clean Uniform never used the tanks. Thus, for
purposes of this application, we are assuming Tanke 2-9 were each
taken out of service when Todd ceased operations,

5. Tanks 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 9 were each used to contain
Stoddard solvent and other types of dry cleaning waste., Since
Stoddard solvent contamination was discovered when all of the
tanks were removed, we are asguming that each of these tanks and
associated piping was a possible source of the releass. However,
it is impossible to determine with certainty which tanks were the
source of the release.

6. Tank #5 was used to store fuel oil. During excayaticn of
the tank, it appeared a release from the piping assoclated with
Tank #5 had occurred. ®

1090
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

~ CLEAN THE UNIFORM COMPANY -
-~ 'HIGHLAND, an [llinois Corporation,

Complainant,
IPCB Case No.__ o
Citizen Civil Enforcement Action
Land - Water

V8,

 ARAMARZ UNIFORM & CAREER
APPAREL, INC., a Delaware Corporation,

—’ e " s v v’ e N S ot g’

Respondent.

PROOF OF SERVICE

1, the undersigned, on oath state that on August 21, 2002, I served Clean The Uniform

- Company-Highland’s Complaint for Civil Enforcement and Appearance of Counsel, by Certified

& "Vl‘u! Return Receipt Requested, all proper postage paid, by depositing the same in the U. 5. Mail,

“upon the following persons: Sec Autached Service List.

THE STOLAR PARTNERSHIP

’

~ My Commission Expires:

‘\mm} Public

P SR N ]

‘ “Ol F MAL SEAL"
 ROSE HANSEN
U HOTARY pUBLIS, STATE OF HLIROIS
3 !ly Commission Explies January 6, 2003




SERVICE LIST

- MF. Steve Donnelly
~President
~ Aramark Uniform Services, Inc.
2115 North First Street
- Burbank, CA 91502

= iMiﬁ.Sieve Galbiati
- Acting General Manager
- Aramark Uniform Services, Inc.
-6 Ultra Way Drive
Highland, 1. 62249

~Mr. Jamie Woolridge

 Regional Manager for Fenton Plant
Corporate Office

- Aramark-Uniform Services, inc.
2275 Cassen, Suite 118

- Fenton, MO 63026

- Mr. John W, Tracger, Esq.

. Gallop, Johnson & Neuman 1.C,
101 South Haniey, Suite 1600
Clayton, MO 63105
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NOTICE TO RESPONDENT

NOTE: THIS STATEMENT MUST BE INCLUDED IN THE SERVICE OF THE
FORMAL COMPLAINT ON THE RESPONDENT

INFORMATION FOR RESPONDENT RECEIVING FORMAL COMPLAINT

Please take notice that today | filed with the Clerk of the lilinois Pollution Control
Board (Board) a formal complaint, a copy of which is served on you along with this
notice. You may be required to attend a hearing on a date set by the Board.

_Information about the formal complaint process before the Board is found in the
Environmental Protection Act (Act) (415 IL.CS 5/1 et seq.) and the Board's procedural
rules (35 ll. Adm. Code 101 and 103). These can be accessed at the Board's Web sile
(www.ipch.state.il.us). The following is a summary of some of the most impertant points
in the Act and the Board's procedural rules and does not constitute legal advice or
substitute for provisions of any statute, rule, or regulation:

Board Accepting Formali Complaint for Hearing; Motions

The Board will not accept this formal complaint for hearing if the Board finds that
it is sither “dupligitous” or "frivolous” within the meaning of Section 31(d) of the Act (415
IL.CS 5/31(d)) and Section 101.202 of the Board’s procedural rules (35 Hl. Adm. Cade ;
101.202). “Duplicitous” or “duplicative” means that an identical or substantially similar ;
case is already pending before the Board or in court. See 35 lil. Adm. Code 103.212(a)
and item 10 of the formal complaint.

“Frivolous” means that the formal complaint seeks relief that the Board does not
have the authority to grant, or fails to slate a cause of action upon which the Board can
‘grant relief. For example, the Board has the authorily to order a respondent {o stop
polluting and pay a civil penatly, to implement pollution abatement measures, or to
perform a cleanup or reimburse cleanup costs. The Board does not have the authority,
however, to award allorney fees to a cilizen comptainant.  See 35 lIl. Adm. Code
103.212(a) and items 5 and 9 of the formai complaint.

If you believe that this forimal complaint is duplicitous or frivolous, you may file a
motion with the Board, within 30 days afier the date you were served with the
complaint, requesting that the Board not accept the complaint for hearing. The motion
must state the facts supporting vour helief that the complaint is duplicitous or frivolous.
Memoranda, affidavits, and any other relevant documents may accormpany the motion.
if you need more time than 30 days to file a molion alleging that the complaint is
duplicitous or frivolous, you must file a motion for an extension of time within 30 days
alter service of the complaint. A motion for an extension of time must state why you
need more time and the amount of additional time you need. Timely filing a motion
alleging that the complaint is duplicitous or frivolous will stay the 60-day period for filing
an answer to the complaint, Ses 35 lll. Adm. Code 103.204, 103.212(b).

R




All motions filed with the Board's Clerk must include an original, nine copies, and
proof of service on the other parties. Service may be made in person, by U.S. mail, or
by messenger service. Mail service is presumed complete four days after mailing. See
35 I, Adm. Code 101.300(c), 101.302, 101.304.

if you do not respond to the Board within 30 days after the date on which the
complaint was served on you, the Board may find that the complaint is not duplicitous
or frivolous and accepl the case for hearing. The Board will then assign a hearing
officer who wiill contact you to schedule times for telephone status conferences and for
hearing. See 35 lll. Adm. Code 103.212(a).

Answer to Complaint

You have the right to file an answer to this formal complaint within 60 days after
you receive the complaint. If you timely file a motion alleging that the complaint is
duplicitous or frivolous, or a motion to strike, dismiss, or challenge the sufficiency of the
complaint, then you may file an answer within 60 days after the Board rules on your
motion, See 35 . Adm. Code 101.506, 103.204(d), (e), 103 212(b}.

The Board's procedural rules require the complainant (o tell you as respondent

Failure to file an answer to this complaint within 60 days may have
sevarg consequonces, Fallure to answer will mean that all
allegations in the complaint will be taken as if admitted for purposes
of this procseding. If you have any questions ahbout this procedure,
vou should contact the hearing officer assigned to this proceeding,
the Clerk’s Office or an attorney. 35 lil. Adm, Code 103.204(f}.

Necassity of an Atlorney

Under illinais law, an association, citizens group, unit of local government, or
corporation must be represented before the Board by an altornay. In addition, an
individuai who is not an atlorney cannot represent another individual or other individuals
before the Board. However, even if an individual is not an allorney, he or she is
allowed to represent (1) himself or herself as an individual or (2) his or her
unincorporated sole proprietorship. See 35 . Adm. Code 101.400(a). Such an
individual may nevertheless wish o have an allorney prepare an answer and any
motions or briefs, and present a defense at hearing.

Tha Clerk's Office will pravide you, upon request, with a list of pro bono
attorneys, These individuals or organizations may, in cerain circumstances, reprasent &
citizens befors the Board withoul charge. The Board does not review the gualifications
-of these altarneys and makes no representations aboul their credentials, abilities, o
willingness (o act as your altorney. Mo altorney on the list is required (o accept any

RV
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particular case. If you wish to coniact any of these atlorneys, you must do 50 on your
own.

Costs

I defending against this formal complaint, you are responsible for your attomney
fees, dupiicating charges, travel expenses, witness fees, and any other costs thal you
or your altorney may incur. The Board requires no filing fee to file your answer or any
other document with the Board. The Board will pay any hearing coc's {¢.g., hearing
raoom rental, court reporling fees, hearing officer expenses).

If you have any questions, please contact the Clerk’s Office at {312) 814-3629,

&




