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Dear Ms. Minor-Gordon: 
 
Fuss & O'Neill Inc. (Fuss & O'Neill) has conducted an analysis of potential brownfields 
cleanup alternatives for the environmental remediation planned at the Former Nu-Style 
Property site, located at 87 Grove Street in Franklin, Massachusetts (the site).  Three 
alternatives related to the dilapidated on-site building and four remedial alternatives for the 
releases of metals and chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOC) to soil at the site 
were evaluated on the basis of protectiveness, implementability, and cost.  A summary of 
the documented environmental conditions, the evaluations of remedial alternatives, and the 
preferred remedial alternative are described herein.  Fuss & O’Neill prepared this analysis 
on behalf of the Town of Franklin (the Town).  This analysis has been finalized following 
the completion of public notice, a public meeting and presentation of these alternatives, 
and a 30-day public comment period to solicit feedback from the community regarding the 
proposed strategy. 
 
Site History, Environmental Conditions, and Current Status 

The subject property is an approximately two-acre parcel located on the western side of 
Grove Street in a mixed commercial and residential area in Franklin, Massachusetts 
(Norfolk County).  The subject property is comprised of two parcels identified by the 
Town Tax Assessor as Plat 276, Lots 22 and 27.  This document and the remedial 
alternatives identified herein pertain solely to Lot 27.  From hereon, the term Site refers 
solely to Lot 27.  However, the lots were developed concurrently and utilized for similar 
purposes historically.  A site location map and a site plan are attached hereto as Figures 1 
and 2, respectively. 
 
Lot 27 is an approximately one-acre parcel and consists of two distinct sections divided by 
Mine Brook, which flows generally east-to-west through the site and over a dam adjacent 
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to the subject building.  The southern end of the site south of Mine Brook is improved 
with a parking lot, which is utilized by an abutting property owner with the permission of 
the Town.  An approximately 12,000-square foot (sf), two-story former mill building is 
located on the northern portion of Lot 27, north of Mine Brook.   
 
The mill building was constructed circa 1900 and has been utilized throughout its history 
for a variety of industrial uses, including textile and paint manufacture, metal plating, and 
jewelry manufacturing.  At least five underground storage tanks (USTs) with a combined 
capacity of approximately 15,000 gallons were historically utilized at the site for the storage 
of petroleum products.  The last documented industrial usage of the site occurred in 1989, 
with the closure of the Nu-Style jewelry manufacturing company. 
 
In 1991, four of the USTs, including a 5,000-gallon UST, a 2,000-gallon UST, and a 
1,000-gallon UST used to store No. 2 fuel oil, and a 2,000-gallon gasoline UST were 
removed.  In 1991, the ownership of Nu-Style declared bankruptcy, and the property 
defaulted to the ownership of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC).  In 
January 1992, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) inspected the 
property and identified drums and containers, including unlabeled containers with 
unknown contents, abandoned plating equipment and other chemicals and waste materials.  
Materials identified during the inspection included chlorinated solvents, cyanide sludges, 
nickel sulfate, and chromic acid.  USEPA removed the materials during a Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) removal action. 
 
In 2002 and 2005, the Town acquired Lots 22 and 27, respectively, via tax-title foreclosure.  
In 2005, the Town Building Commissioner inspected the mill building and determined that 
it was in poor condition, recommending it be sealed and not entered.  The building has 
been formally condemned due to its structural condition. 
 
In May 2006, Fuss & O'Neill completed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for the 
subject site, and identified the following Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) at 
the site: 
 

• The site had been operated for approximately 90 years as an industrial operation, 
for the manufacture of textiles and jewelry.  Process chemicals used in these 
operations included cyanide, metals, chlorinated solvents, and petroleum products. 

• At least one UST had not been removed from the property prior to 2006. 
• A brick arched pipe, which was potentially a historic mill race or waste disposal 

conduit, was observed beneath the building on Lot 22. 
• A release of chlorinated solvents to soil and groundwater was identified on Lot 26, 

an abutting property to the south.  This property was historically operated by the 
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same owners as the site, and there was the potential for similar releases to have 
occurred on the site. 

• A mill pond impoundment was filled in approximately 1960 at the southern end of 
the site.  The origin of the fill material was undocumented. 

 
In light of the above conditions, Fuss & O'Neill completed a Phase II ESA in September 
2007 and more comprehensive environmental and building materials-related assessment 
activities between 2007 and 2010.  To date, Fuss & O'Neill has identified the following 
environmental conditions at the site: 
  

• A fifth UST, with a storage capacity of 5,000 gallons, was removed from the site in 
May 2007.  Confirmatory soil samples collected from the UST grave were not 
reported to contain reportable concentrations of petroleum fractions or target 
compounds. 

• Lead was detected in surficial soil (less than two feet below grade [fbg]) and deeper 
soil (8 to 10 fbg) at the northeastern corner of the building, adjacent to the loading 
dock.  Based on the vertical dispersion of the lead and other metals detected at 
concentrations less than Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(MassDEP) risk-based soil standards and its location adjacent to the loading dock, 
Fuss & O'Neill inferred that the release mechanism was surficial and may have 
included spills of chemicals during delivery or removal from the site. 

• Chlorinated VOC were detected in surficial and deeper soil on the northwestern 
corner of the site, adjacent to the site building.  Chlorinated VOC were additionally 
detected in overburden groundwater in this area.  The release mechanism for this 
release is not currently known but may include incidental spills onto surficial soil. 

• Chlorinated VOC were detected in the first water-bearing bedrock fracture beneath 
the building foundation, which was constructed directly on bedrock.  The 
concentrations of VOC in groundwater samples collected directly beneath the 
building were approximately 100 times greater than in groundwater samples 
collected from bedrock wells adjacent to the exterior of the building.  Based on this 
condition, Fuss & O'Neill inferred that the release mechanism was a spill from an 
interior structure, but the exact source of the release has not been identified.  This 
release has not been adequately defined to commence remedial action, as additional 
bedrock wells are necessary to define the nature and extent of this release.  The 
installation of additional bedrock wells is currently infeasible due to the presence of 
the site building. 

• The site building contains lead painted surfaces, asbestos-containing materials 
(ACM), and mercury- and polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing electrical 
equipment. 

• Sediment in Mine Brook downstream of the on-site mill dam and adjacent to Lot 
22 contains concentrations of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) greater than 
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risk-based MassDEP criteria.  The concentrations of PAH were generally reported 
to be higher in samples collected downstream of the “Old Grove Street” bridge 
adjacent to Lot 22 than at upstream locations. The source of PAH is currently 
unknown.  Because the location of PAH in sediment is associated with Lot 22 
rather than Lot 27, it is not addressed by the cleanup alternatives presented herein. 

 
Brownfields Cleanup Alternatives 

In April 2010, the Town was selected for a $200,000 USEPA Brownfields Cleanup Grant 
for remedial activities on Lot 27.  The Town intends to use the grant money to conduct the 
remedial activities recommended herein, community involvement activities, and reporting 
associated with the site.   
 
Two distinct problems are currently associated with the site: 1) the environmental 
condition of the site and 2) the dilapidated building, which poses a potential risk to public 
safety.  The Lot 27 building is condemned due to its structural condition and presents a 
risk to public safety.  Soil at the site has been adequately characterized to consider the 
remedial alternatives described below.  Therefore, the cleanup alternatives discussed herein 
pertain only to the building condition and soil remediation on Lot 27.  These two 
conditions are evaluated separately below, and the final recommendation incorporates both 
of these elements into an overall cleanup strategy.  The following sections discuss the 
individual alternatives and the potential costs and benefits associated with potential 
strategy. 
 
Previous assessments have documented the detection of chlorinated VOC in groundwater 
in the bedrock aquifer.  The presence of the on-site building is preventing assessment of 
groundwater quality in the bedrock aquifer.  Further investigation of the bedrock aquifer is 
required to complete a Phase II Comprehensive Site Assessment (CSA) in accordance with 
the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) and develop a remediation strategy for the 
groundwater condition.  An analysis of potential groundwater remedial alternatives is not 
included herein due to the necessity of eliminating the building prior to the performance of 
further assessment of the release to groundwater. 
 
Building Condition Alternative #1:  No Action 

No action may be feasible as an appropriate remedial alternative at certain properties, as 
existing site conditions may not pose an unacceptable risk.  

Protectiveness 
The existing structure is currently condemned due to its structural condition and poses a 
potential risk to public safety.  Due to impacts associated with weather and the current 
state of disrepair of the building, this condition will not improve and is anticipated to 
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worsen over time.  Therefore, if no corrective action is taken, the site will continue to pose 
a risk to public safety, and, therefore, this alternative is not protective of human health and 
safety.  Structural collapse would potentially impact Mine Brook wetlands, and thus, this 
alternative would also not be protective of the environment. 

Implementability 
Implementation of a “no action” alternative is technically feasible, as no action would be 
taken.  However, based on the current condition of the building, deliberate inaction could 
result in enforcement actions taken against the Town and would not facilitate cleanup and 
reuse of the site, which is the Town’s eventual goal.  Therefore, while this process may be 
technically possible, it is not feasible to implement this alternative while still achieving 
regulatory compliance as well as the Town’s eventual goal of site reuse. 

Cost 
By not conducting response actions, the Town would not incur an immediate cost.  
However, the opportunity cost of inaction (i.e. the holding cost of the property, property 
value and tax revenue sacrificed by the Town) as well as the potential response action cost 
of emergency response and the eventual cost of demolition, if the structure collapses, and 
additional remediation activities, would be borne by the Town.  These costs could far 
exceed the cost of remedial activities that would be implemented at this time. 
 
Building Condition Alternative #2:  Renovation 

Renovation of the existing structure would be a potential method to improve its structural 
integrity and mitigate the risk to public safety posed by the site.   

Protectiveness 
By restoring the building to a usable state, immediate risks to public safety would be 
minimized, and the site could potentially be returned to active use.  During renovation 
activities, workers may be exposed to hazardous building materials (including lead paint, 
asbestos, and mercury- and PCB-containing building materials) as documented previously 
by Fuss & O'Neill EnviroScience, LLC (EnviroScience) in a March 2009 Hazardous Building 
Materials Inspection.  However, personnel conducting these activities would be required to 
have appropriate training and personnel protective equipment to mitigate significant risks 
to their health during renovation activities.  Ideally, these materials would be removed from 
the building prior to renovation activities, and thus, later-stage construction workers and 
future site users would not be exposed to these materials.  Due to the condemnation of the 
building and lack of structural integrity, it may not be feasible to implement a building 
materials abatement program. 
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Fuss & O'Neill’s data indicates that a source of VOC exists in bedrock below the on-site 
building and may pose a risk of vapor intrusion into the building.  Therefore, the building 
would be required to be retrofitted with a vapor mitigation system in order to mitigate 
vapor intrusion risks to future building users.  Furthermore, this VOC source has not been 
adequately characterized, and rehabilitation of the existing structure could complicate 
future investigation and remediation of this release. 

Implementability 
The building has been condemned by the Town Building Commissioner, and, therefore, 
building rehabilitation is assumed to be infeasible for both legal and technical reasons.  
Portions of the building are collapsed and water damaged, and as such, rehabilitation would 
likely require complete reconstruction of the building. 

Cost 
The cost of building rehabilitation, if this alternative were permitted by the Town, would 
significantly exceed the $240,000 currently budgeted by the Town for this project.  The 
cost of rehabilitation may be significantly greater than this amount, due to the anticipated 
technical challenges of rehabilitating a building in such poor structural condition.  
Therefore, this method may not be cost-effective for the Town to implement. 
 
Building Condition Alternative #3:  Demolition and Off-Site 
Disposal of Building Materials 

Building demolition and off-site disposal of building materials would remove the risk 
posed by the structurally unsound building by dismantling the building in a controlled 
manner. 

Protectiveness 
Removal of the building would mitigate the risk posed to public safety by removing the 
source of the risk (the dilapidated building).  During demolition activities, workers may be 
exposed to hazardous building materials on a short-term, high-intensity basis, as 
documented above.  However, personnel conducting these activities would be required to 
have appropriate training and personnel protective equipment to mitigate significant risks 
to their health during demolition activities.  Following the completion of abatement and 
demolition activities, the building will not pose a continued risk to site users. 
 
Removal of the building would additionally facilitate other remediation efforts by making 
bedrock beneath the building footprint accessible for future investigation.  Additionally, 
demolition of the building foundation would facilitate access to contaminated soil to 
support additional remediation activities.  Therefore, removal of the building would 
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facilitate additional response actions which would be used to mitigate risks to human health 
and the environment at the site. 

Implementability 
Implementation of building demolition is technically feasible.  Based on the current 
condition of the building, demolition would occur, and the resulting waste materials would 
be segregated for disposal as regulated asbestos waste, or other waste category based on the 
results of characterization of the constituent materials.  Interior abatement work is not 
considered feasible due to the structural condition of the building.  To implement this 
approach it will be necessary for the Town to apply for and receive a waiver from 
MassDEP to allow demolition prior to abatement.  
 
The building material data compiled by EnviroScience in the March 2009 Hazardous 
Building Materials Inspection is generally sufficient to solicit bids for building demolition, and 
the bid documents can specifically solicit qualifications relative to controlled demolition 
and segregation of building materials proximal to wetland areas, hazardous materials 
abatement, and other project-specific requirements, in order to ensure that the selected 
contractor is capable of implementing a project of this magnitude. 

Cost 
The Town is prepared to conduct the building demolition with funds available in the 
$200,000 USEPA Brownfields Cleanup Grant as well as the Town’s matching funds and 
other funding sources.  Of all the alternatives presented herein, demolition and off-site 
disposal of regulated and hazardous materials is the most cost effective. 
 
Summary of Building Condition Cleanup Alternatives 

The following table is a summary of potential cleanup alternatives evaluated for the 
building, as discussed herein: 
 

Cleanup 
Alternative 

Protectiveness of Human 
Health and Environment

Implementability Cost 

1. No Action Not adequate 

Technically 
feasible, not 

practical given the 
Town’s reuse goal 

and regulatory 
requirements, 
potentially not 
legally feasible 

No immediate costs, long 
term costs due to risk to 
public safety and loss of 
revenue/marketing 
opportunity. 

2. Building 
Rehabilitation 

Adequate with appropriate 
modifications 

Not technically or 
legally feasible 

Financially infeasible under 
USEPA Brownfields 
Cleanup Grant 
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Cleanup 
Alternative 

Protectiveness of Human 
Health and Environment

Implementability Cost 

3. Building 
Demolition Adequate Technically 

feasible 

Most cost effective, expected 
to be completed with 
USEPA Brownfields 
Cleanup Grant and Town 
matching funds 

 
Overall, Fuss & O'Neill considers building demolition to be the most feasible and 
protective alternative with regard to the on-site building. 
 
Soil Contamination Alternative #1:  No Action 

No action may be feasible as an appropriate remedial alternative at certain properties, as 
existing site conditions may not pose an unacceptable risk.  

Protectiveness 
A regulated release of hazardous materials to soil was documented at the site.  Soil 
concentrations of the contaminants of concern (COC) at the site exceeded applicable 
MassDEP risk-based criteria and must be managed accordingly.  Additionally, groundwater 
at the site contains several of the COC, including chlorinated VOC, at concentrations 
greater than MassDEP risk-based criteria.  Fuss & O'Neill’s conceptual site model 
identified three releases of the COC, including two releases of chlorinated VOC, to soil at 
the site, and identified leaching COC as the source of lead and chlorinated VOC in 
overburden groundwater at portions of the site.  Therefore, inaction will allow these 
conditions to persist, and may contribute to the migration of COC in the subsurface over 
time.  The chlorinated VOC present a potential risk to indoor air quality if the property is 
redeveloped, and, therefore, will limit the potential for site redevelopment without remedial 
action.  Therefore, remedial action is warranted to remove these contaminants in order to 
directly address the release to soil and to minimize the on-going risk to groundwater at the 
site.  This cleanup alternative would not be an effective remedial alternative to achieve a 
permanent solution and a Condition of No Significant Risk at the site as required by 
MassDEP regulations.   

Implementability 
Implementation of a “no action” alternative is technically feasible, as no action would be 
taken.  However, based on the current environmental quality of the subject site, deliberate 
inaction could result in enforcement actions taken against the Town, would not comply 
with cleanup requirements under the MCP, and would not facilitate reuse of the site, which 
is the Town’s eventual goal.  Therefore, while this process may be technically possible, it is 
not feasible to implement this alternative while still achieving regulatory compliance as well 
as the Town’s eventual goal of site reuse. 
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Cost 
By not conducting response actions, the Town would not incur an immediate cost.  
However, the opportunity cost of inaction (i.e. the holding cost of the property, property 
value and tax revenue sacrificed by the Town) as well as the potential future response 
action cost to bring the site into compliance with the MCP would be borne by the Town. 
   
Soil Contamination Alternative #2:  Monitored Natural 
Attenuation (MNA) 

MNA can be a viable remedial alternative at many regulated sites.  MNA consists of long-
term monitoring of a release which, under appropriate environmental conditions, 
attenuates without active remedial actions. 

Protectiveness 
Utilization of MNA at this site as a remedial alternative alone would not be feasible 
because soil concentrations of the COC at the site exceed applicable MassDEP risk-based 
criteria and must be managed accordingly.  Furthermore, the COC at the site include 
metals and chlorinated VOC, which persist in the environment and do not readily attenuate 
under most conditions over a period of decades.  Overall, MNA would not be an effective 
remedial alternative to achieve a permanent solution and a Condition of No Significant 
Risk at the site.   

Implementability 
Implementation of MNA is technically infeasible for the following reasons: 
 

• The materials at the site warranting remedial activities include lead and chlorinated 
VOC.  Under appropriate geochemical conditions (which have not been evaluated 
to date at the site), chlorinated VOC can biodegrade and be destroyed in-situ by an 
appropriate community of bacteria.  However, lead is inorganic and does not 
biodegrade. 

• Based on analytical data collected at the site to date, groundwater at the subject site 
contained concentrations of dissolved lead exceeding the GW-3 groundwater 
standards and may, therefore, pose an unacceptable risk to the surrounding 
environment. 

• Reuse of the site, consistent with the Town’s goals, is contingent upon the 
establishment of a condition of No Significant Risk in accordance with the MCP.  
Based on Fuss & O'Neill’s existing data set, a Condition of No Significant Risk 
does not currently exist at the site.  MNA generally occurs over a period of years 
and, thus, would limit redevelopment opportunities at the site for the foreseeable 
future. 
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Cost 
The costs of MNA are generally limited to ongoing investigation and monitoring activities 
and could be completed with the funding currently allotted.  However, the timeline to 
achieve site closure with MNA, if possible, is longer than with active remedial options.   
The short-term cost may be feasible for the Town to manage, but the opportunity cost of 
inaction (i.e. the holding cost of the property, property value and tax revenue sacrificed by 
the Town) would be borne by the Town.  These costs, if MNA is not generally feasible at 
the site, could significantly exceed the cost of active remedial strategies. 
 
Soil Contamination Alternative #3:  Excavation and Off-Site 
Disposal of Soil Containing VOC and Lead 

Excavation and off-site disposal of soil containing hazardous materials may be an effective 
way of reducing risks posed by hazardous materials at the site by physically removing the 
source material. 

Protectiveness 
By removing the soil from the site, long-term risks to human health and the environment 
at the site would be mitigated.  During excavation and transportation of soil, there may be 
short-term high-intensity direct exposure risks to human health and the environment at the 
site, including the adjacent Mine Brook, as well as at the final destination of the excavated 
materials.  However, personnel conducting these activities would be required to have 
appropriate training and personnel protective equipment to mitigate significant risks to 
their health during remediation activities.  The off-site disposal location would be a 
licensed receiving facility designed to mitigate off-site migration of hazardous material.  
Therefore, this alternative would result in the secure long-term disposal of the material, 
mitigating future risks to both on-site and off-site receptors. 

Implementability 
Implementation of excavation and off-site disposal of soil as a remedial alternative is 
technically feasible.  Both of the generalized soil releases (VOC west and northwest of the 
building and metals east of the loading dock on the northeastern corner of the building) 
were documented to extend downward from the ground surface to the water table 
elevation, less than ten feet below grade.  Therefore, regulated soil would be accessible for 
heavy equipment. 
 
The equipment required to excavate regulated soil and manage it for off-site disposal 
would be similar to the equipment required for building demolition, and, thus, this activity 
could be conducted concurrently with or upon completion of the demolition project.  This 
approach would provide an economy of scale to the project, as the contractor could 
complete the work in a single mobilization. 
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Implementation of excavation and off-site disposal of soil containing hazardous materials 
as a remedial alternative would comply with the MCP as well as other state and local laws. 
Any modifications to grade at the site will have to be managed in accordance with 
municipal by-laws and Orders of Conditions issued by the Conservation Commission. 

Cost 
The costs of excavation, transportation, and disposal of limited volumes of material would 
likely not be excessive.  Available data indicate that the volumes of soil containing regulated 
levels of lead and chlorinated VOC are confined to two limited areas of overburden soil, 
and the concentrations of hazardous materials in these areas could be acceptable for 
disposal at a lined landfill in Massachusetts, limiting costs associated with soil disposal.  As 
discussed above, soil excavation could be conducted concurrently with or upon completion 
of the demolition project, providing an economy of scale to the project. 
 
This remedial alternative could be completed by the Town with the funds available in the 
$200,000 USEPA Brownfields Cleanup Grant.  Therefore, excavation and off-site disposal 
is considered financially feasible. 
 
Soil Contamination Alternative #4:  Capping in Conjunction 
with an Activity and Use Limitation (AUL) 

A fourth potential remedial alternative consists of capping the site with clean fill or an 
engineered barrier to mitigate direct exposure to soil containing hazardous materials at 
concentrations greater than the applicable soil standards.  The cap would consist of either 
one foot of clean fill overlying a geotextile fabric, two feet of clean fill, building foundation, 
and/or pavement.  An AUL, a type of permanent deed restriction, would also be 
implemented.  The AUL would restrict future usage of the site in order to ensure the 
integrity of the soil cap and would include inspection, maintenance, and reporting 
requirements. 

Protectiveness 
This remedial alternative would involve capping the site for the purpose of reducing the 
potential for site users to be exposed to soil containing hazardous materials.  An AUL 
would restrict future site usage in order to maintain the cap, thereby limiting the exposure 
to soil containing hazardous materials on the site.  Therefore, this alternative would result 
in the reduction of exposure to soil containing hazardous materials, mitigating future risks 
to site users.   
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Implementability 
Capping of surficial material as a remedial alternative is technically feasible.  The work 
would involve the importation of fill material and require access to the site by earthwork 
equipment.  The Town would be technically capable of executing a construction project of 
this nature.  Any modifications to grade at the site will have to be managed in accordance 
with municipal by-laws and Orders of Conditions issued by the Conservation Commission. 
 
Implementation of a cap in conjunction with the filing of an AUL may comply with the 
MCP as well as other state and local laws.  However, this approach may not be consistent 
with the response action performance standard (RAPS) if a permanent solution may be 
feasible without an AUL.  Furthermore, under the requirements of the MCP, capping and 
an AUL may only be conducted at the conclusion of a Phase III Identification, Evaluation and 
Selection of Comprehensive Remedial Action Alternatives (Phase III) report.  The MCP phases are 
conducted sequentially, and to date, the Phase II Comprehensive Site Assessment (Phase 
II) has not been completed due to complications related to access limitations for the 
exploration of bedrock beneath the building.  Therefore, further investigation would be 
required in order to complete the required assessments in order to select a site-wide cap as 
an appropriate remedial alternative.   

Cost 
In Fuss & O'Neill’s experience, the actual cost of cap construction may vary, but the 
general costs are in the range of $100,000 to $150,000 per acre, and, thus, would be 
financially feasible for the Town under the existing USEPA Brownfields Cleanup Grant 
funding.  However, as stated above, a number of additional investigations and feasibility 
studies would be required in order to select a cap as an appropriate remedial alternative.  
These investigations, and, in particular, the installation of bedrock wells, may carry 
significant expenses for the Town and could not be conducted until the completion of the 
building demolition.  This approach would require two separate mobilizations of heavy 
equipment to the site (one mobilization for building demolition and bedrock exploration, 
and a later mobilization for cap construction), which would increase project costs without 
adding an associated value to the site.  Additional investigation requirements would fall 
outside of the acceptable uses of USEPA funds and would not be available for 
reimbursement under the existing Brownfields Cleanup Grant. 
 
The design of a potential cap or engineered barrier would be dependent upon the future 
use of the site.  To date that future site owner / operator has not been identified.  One of 
the primary objectives of the Town is to clean up the site to facilitate the sale and reuse of 
the land for the highest value and best purpose.  Without knowing that end purpose, it is 
not feasible to design a permanent cap. 
 
Therefore, the construction of a cap and implementation of an AUL would carry a 
significant cost beyond the cost of site remediation activities.  In the absence of ancillary 
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costs, capping and the implementation of an AUL may be less expensive than other 
remedial alternatives.  However, the overall cost required to construct a cap may be 
financially infeasible for the Town. 
 
Additionally, the AUL could limit redevelopment opportunities for the Town and 
potentially detract from the resale value of the property.  Due to the significant procedural 
costs, anticipated maintenance requirements, and potential loss of property value for the 
Town, capping and an AUL are considered financially infeasible. 
 
Summary of Soil Contamination Cleanup Alternatives 

The following table is a summary of potential cleanup alternatives evaluated for the 
surficial soil releases identified at the site, as discussed herein: 
 

Cleanup 
Alternative 

Protectiveness of 
Human Health and 

Environment 
Implementability Cost 

1. No Action Not adequate 

Technically feasible, not 
practical given the Town’s 
reuse goal, potentially not 

legally feasible 

No immediate costs, long 
term costs due to risk to 
public safety and loss of 
revenue/marketing 
opportunity. 

2. Monitored 
Natural 
Attenuation 

Not adequate 
Technically infeasible, not 
practical given the Town’s 

reuse goal  

Relative low cost but long-
term monitoring required; 
requires long-term holding 
costs and potential loss of 
revenue/marketing 
opportunity 

3. Excavation 
and Off-Site 
Disposal 

Adequate Technically feasible 
Could be completed with 
USEPA Brownfields 
Cleanup Grant 

4. Capping in 
Conjunction 
With An AUL 

Adequate 
Technically feasible; 

Potentially legally infeasible 
due to MCP requirements 

Significant procedural costs 
for completion and long-
term maintenance; additional 
funds would be required. 

 
Preferred Cleanup Alternative 

Based on the evaluation of cleanup alternatives documented above, Fuss & O'Neill 
considers Building Condition Alternative #3: Building Demolition and Soil 
Contamination Alternative #3: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal of Soil Containing 
Hazardous Materials the most feasible, protective, and cost-effective strategy for 
reducing risks posed by hazardous materials.  These strategies will collectively reduce risks 
to human health and the environment by removing the materials which pose these risks 
and facilitate redevelopment of the property.  Furthermore, these remedial alternatives can 
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be largely completed by the Town with the existing available funding from the USEPA
Brownfields Cleanup Grant.

Public Comment Regarding the Preferred Cleanup Alternative

On April 6, 2011, Fuss & O’Neill and the Town presented the preferred cleanup
alternatives in a televised, recorded meeting of the Town Council. Members of the Town
Council and neighborhood property owners commented during the public meeting.
Comments received during the public meeting generally favored the preferred cleanup
alternatives. Questions were asked and addressed related to project scheduling and
concerns related to the project timeline were received. A 30 day public comment period
opened with the public meeting, and public comment was invited with regard to the
Anaiysis ofBroivnfields Cleanup Alternatives. Following the April 6th public meeting, no
additional comments with regard to this document or the preferred cleanup alternatives
were received by the Town.

Copies of the published public hearing notice and approved Town Council Meeting
Minutes are included in Attachment A. Because no comments were received which would
indicate disapproval of the preferred remedial alternative, and because this alternative was
considered to be the most generally preferable for reasons of protectiveness,
implementabifity, and cost, Fuss & O’Neill recommends that USEPA approve the
preferred remedial strategy.

Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions or if you require additional
information.

Sincerel

LDaniel C. LaFrance 1a5/idJP Fss, CPG, LSP
Project Engineer Senior Project Manager

C: Mr. Bryan Taberner, Town of Franklin

Attachments: Figure 1: Site Location Map
Figure 2: Site Plan
Attachment A: Public Hearing Notice &

Town Council Meeting Minutes, April 6, 2011
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FRANKLIN TOWN COUNCIL 
MINUTES OF MEETING 

April 6, 2011 
 
A meeting of the Town Council was held on Wednesday, April 6, 2011 at the Franklin 
Municipal Building, 355 East Central Street, Franklin, Massachusetts.  Councilors present; 
Scott Mason, Judith Pfeffer, Robert Vallee, Tina Powderly, Glenn Jones, Matt Kelly and 
Shannon Zollo.  Joseph McGann and Stephen Whalen were absent.  Administrative 
personnel in attendance: Jeffrey Nutting; Town Administrator, Mark Cerel; Town Attorney 
and Maxine Kinhart; Assistant to the Town Administrator. 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  Chairman Mason called the meeting to order at 7:00PM with a 
moment of silence and the Pledge of Allegiance.   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: March 2, 2011Regular Session; February 16 Executive 
Session – MOTION by Councilor Jones to approve the March 2, 2011 Regular Session 
and February 16, 2011 Executive Session Minutes SECONDED by Councilor Kelly.  
VOTE to Approve: Yes-7, No-0, Absent-2. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS: Chairman Mason announced that the Town Council meeting is 
recorded by Comcast, Verizon and Franklin Matters.   
 
PROCLAMATIONS/RECOGNITIONS: NONE    CITIZEN COMMENTS: NONE 
 
APPOINTMENTS:  Zoning Board of Appeals – MOTION by Councilor Pfeffer to ratify 
the appointment of Timothy Twardowski to the Zoning Board of Appeals SECONDED by 
Councilor Jones.  VOTE to Approve: Yes-7, No-0, Absent-2.   
 
HEARINGS:  NONE  LICENSE TRANSACTIONS:  NONE 
PRESENTATIONS/DISCUSSIONS:  NONE  SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS: NONE   
 
LEGISLATION FOR ACTION: Resolution 11-09: Creation of Franklin Community 
Garden Committee -  Councilor Pfeffer read the resolution to create a Franklin 
Community Garden Committee, the members of which will be appointed by the Town 
Administrator and ratified by the Town Council.  Its mission will be to grow local food, 
provide locally harvested food for people in need, enable social interaction through 
gardening, and develop an educational venue for gardeners of all ages.  Members will be 
appointed to one-year terms which are subject to annual renewal.  MOTION by Councilor 
Jones that a Franklin Community Garden Committee be established SECONDED by 
Councilor Zollo.  VOTE to Approve: Yes-7, No-0, Absent-2. 
 
APPOINTMENTS continued:  Franklin Community Garden Committee -  MOTION 
by Councilor Pfeffer that the following appointments to the Franklin Community Garden 
Committee be ratified: Amy Acevedo of 64 Maple Street, Christopher Clay of 5 Pauline 
Drive; Nicole Harter of 353 Partridge Street, Deb Schwab of 12 Echo Bridge Road, and 
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Teresa Triana of 24 Sophia Circle SECONDED by Councilor Zollo.  VOTE to Approve: 
Yes-7, No-0, Absent-2. 
 
LEGISLATION FOR ACTION continued:  Resolution 11-11: Transfer of Tax Title 
Possession Parcels to Different Municipal Purposes:  MOTION by Councilor Jones to 
waive the reading SECONDED by Councilor Zollo.  VOTE to Approve: Yes-7, No-0, 
Absent-2.  MOTION by Councilor Jones to approve Resolution 11-11 SECONDED by 
Councilor Kelly.  VOTE to Approve: Yes-7, No-0, Absent-2. 
 
Bylaw Amendment 11-659: Chapter 135, Removal and Undergrounding of Utility Poles 
and Overhead Wires and Structures:  MOTION by Chairman Mason to waive the 
reading SECONDED by Councilor Zollo.  DISCUSSION:  Mr. Nutting confirmed that a 
small number of telephone poles will be removed and the utility wires buried.  The cost 
will be distributed among electricity users at an estimate of approximately one dollar, 
$1.00 per user.  VOTE to Approve: Yes-7, No-0, Absent-2. 
 
HEARING:  Public Hearing to Solicit Comments on a Draft Analysis of Brownfields 
Cleanup Alternatives for the Town Re: Nu-Style/87 Grove Street:  Director of Planning 
and Community Development Bryan Taberner introduced Dave Foss, a consultant from 
Foss & O’Neill, to share the environmental status of the 87 Grove Street site with the 
public, opening a 30-day public comment period.  Mr. Foss reviewed the site’s history and 
provided an overview of the contaminants and suggestions for remediation.  There is a 
condemned structure on the site which Mr. Foss suggests should be demolished so ground 
conditions underneath it can be analyzed.  He said a bid package is being developed for 
demolition.  Mr. Paul Compton on 221 Pond Street said he owns property across the street 
from the site asked if any change in conditions had been observed over the past several 
years.  Mr. Foss responded in the negative in terms of contaminant migration in ground 
water.  In response to Councilor Zollo, Mr. Foss said a proposal offering estimates of 
various development costs of the property will be available soon.  Mr. Compton suggested 
that it will cost much more than the $200,000.00 offered by the EPA to demolish the 
building and haul the debris away.  Mr. Taberner said he expects the demolition job to go 
out to bid on May 20.  MOTION by Councilor Jones to close the public hearing 
SECONDED by Councilor Kelly.  VOTE to Approve: Yes-7, No-0, Absent-2.   
 
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT:  ►Mr. Nutting announced that fire hydrants 
will be flushed next week.  ►He reported that the Norfolk County Mosquito Control 
efforts will commence spraying on April 19.  ► Street sweeping will begin as soon as 
possible.  ►Earth Day will take place on April 16 at Beaver Pond.  ► The Massachusetts 
Department of Transportation will remove the blinking light at West Central Street and 
Forge Hill Road soon. ► Mr. Nutting commended the DPW for saving the Town money 
by taking down the Del Carte House without calling in private contractors.  ► The Mass. 
Highway Department will be working on the overpass at Route 495. 
 
OLD BUSINESS:  Councilor Jones requested documentation regarding the Building 
Department meeting on green community initiatives. 
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NEW BUSINESS:   NONE 
 
COUNCILOR COMMENTS:  ►Councilor Kelly thanked those who volunteered to 
serve on the Franklin Community Garden Committee.  He inquired about the remediation 
of potholes.  Mr. Nutting responded that the DPW constantly addresses road repairs when 
the weather permits.   ►Councilor Jones announced that the Healthy Kids event at the 
Bernon Family YMCA will take place on April 9.  He also congratulated the Franklin High 
School boys’ Hockey Team for winning the Division 2 Championship.   ►Councilor 
Vallee noted that Crescent Street is in terrible condition and requested that repairs be made 
at the earliest possibility. 
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION:  Chairman Mason announced that an Executive Session is 
needed to discuss strategy with relation to collective bargaining and declared that an open 
meeting would have a detrimental effect on the bargaining position of the public body and 
that Open Session will not continue after Executive Session.  MOTION to go into 
Executive Session (the aforementioned declaration was repeated) by Councilor Pfeffer  
SECONDED by Councilor Jones.  ROLL CALL:  Kelly-Yes, Jones-Yes, Vallee-Yes, 
Pfeffer-Yes, Zollo-Yes, Powderly-Yes, Mason-Yes. VOTE to Approve: Yes-7, No-0, 
Absent-2.   
 
Chairman Mason declared at three-minute recess at 7:53PM. 
 
Elizabeth Aghababian, Recording Secretary 
 
  
 
  
  




