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8 New Bond Street

Worcester, MA 01606

Subject: Permanent Solution with Conditions - Partial
87 Grove Street
Franklin, Massachusetts
RTN 2-16694
T&H No. 3969

Dear Sir or Madam:

On behalf of the Town of Franklin, Tata & Howard (T&H) is pleased to present this
Permanent Solution with Conditions - Partial (PSC-P) for a portion of the property
located at 87 Grove Street in Franklin, Massachusetts (“Site””). The Site is a former
textile, paint, and jewelry manufacturing facility that is the location of historical releases
of chlorinated volatile organic compounds (CVOCSs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHSs), and metals to the environment. However, the portion of the Site located south of
Mine Brook, which is the subject of this PSC-P, was primarily used for parking and
available documentation indicates that no industrial processes occurred on this portion of
the Site. T&H refers to this southern portion of the Site as the “Property.”

T&H is of the opinion that a condition of No Significant Risk has been achieved at the
Property. The sources of the release, which are the former manufacturing operations at
other areas of the Site, have been terminated and the concentrations of CVOCs in the
monitoring wells located at the Property have been reduced to background as defined in
the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP; 310 CMR 40.0000). Therefore, T&H is of
the opinion that the requirements for a PSC-P have been met for the Property in
accordance with the MCP and that additional remedial actions are not required. In
addition, an Activity and Use Limitation is not required to maintain the condition of No
Significant Risk. However, the Condition associated with this PSC-P is that if a building
is constructed at the Property a vapor barrier and active sub slab depressurization system
may be necessary.

67 Forest Street | Marlborough, MA 01752
T:508-303-9400 | F: 508-449-9400
www.tataandhoward.com MA |NH | CT | ME | VT | AZ
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Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned if you have any questions or require

further information.

(

TATA & HOWARD

Sincerely,
TATA & HOWARD, INC.

James J. DeAngelis
Project Environmental Scientist

7;“42% 2 C;M

Jonathan R. O’Brien, LEP, LSP
Senior Hydrogeologist
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Tata & Howard (T&H), on behalf of the Town of Franklin, is submitting this Permanent
Solution with Conditions - Partial (PSC-P) for the presence of chlorinated volatile
organic compounds (CVOCs) in groundwater at a portion of the property located at
87 Grove Street in Franklin, Massachusetts (“Site””). The Site is comprised of two
contiguous, irregularly shaped parcels identified by the Franklin Assessors’ Office as
Lots 22 and 27 on Map 276. A Site Locus is attached as Figure No. 1. The portion of the
Site that is the subject of this PSC-P is located on the southern side of Mine Brook and is
referred to as the “Property” for purposes of this submittal. The outline of the Property is
shown on Figure No. 2.

Groundwater at the Property has been affected by a release of CVVOCs that occurred at
the Site. The release is identified by Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection (MassDEP) Release Tracking Number (RTN) 2-16694. T&H notes that the
release conditions identified at the Site also include polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHSs) and heavy metals. However, PAHs and metals have not been detected at the
Property at concentrations above the RCS-1 or RCGW-2 Reportable Concentrations.
Therefore, for the purpose of this submittal the contaminants of concern (COCs) are
limited to CVOC:s.

Fuss & O’Neill submitted a Phase | - Initial Site Investigation (Phase | - ISI) for the
release to MassDEP in May 2008 and a Release Abatement Measure (RAM) Completion
Report in April 2013. Please refer to these reports for additional details regarding the
release and response actions conducted at the Site to date. T&H notes that Phase Il -
Comprehensive Site Assessment activities are ongoing at the northern portion of Lot 27
and at the adjacent Town-owned property (Lot 22).

1.1 Party Filing This Permanent Solution with Conditions - Partial
The party filing this PSC-P is:

Town of Franklin

355 East Central Street
Franklin, MA 02038

Contact: Mr. Jeffrey D. Nutting
Town Administrator
Telephone: 508-520-4949

The Licensed Site Professional (LSP) for this submittal is:

Mr. Jonathan R. O’Brien, LSP (No. 4562)
Tata & Howard, Inc.

10 Riverside Drive, Suite 204

Lakeville, MA 02347

Telephone: 508-386-9338

(
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY

The Site is located on the western side of Grove Street in an industrial, commercial, and
residential area of Franklin. The closest residential property is located at 15 Old Forge
Hill Road, approximately 75 feet west of a dilapidated building on Lot 22. The Site was
formerly occupied by Nu-Style Company, Inc., (Nu-Style) a jewelry manufacturing
facility, and, as previously indicated, is comprised of two contiguous, irregularly shaped
parcels identified by the Franklin Assessors’ Office as Lots 22 and 27 on Map 276. The
Town of Franklin acquired Lot 22 in 2002 and Lot 27 in 2005 via tax title. Lot 22 is
approximately 0.23 acres in area and is occupied by the dilapidated building. Lot 27 is
approximately 0.97 acres in area and was previously occupied by the main manufacturing
building that was razed in 2012. Mine Brook flows through the Site from east to west,
bisecting the formerly developed northern portion of Lot 27 from the undeveloped
Property, which is the subject of this submittal.

The buildings were heated by oil. Fill and vent pipes indicate that the dilapidated
building housed an aboveground storage tank (AST). A 5,000 gallon heating oil tank,
previously located in a bunker, was removed from the Site in 2007. However, prior
environmental reports indicate that as many as five underground storage tanks (USTs)
with a total capacity of approximately 15,000 gallons were utilized for petroleum storage.
Available records do not indicate that these tanks were located on the Property.

The former industrial building was constructed around 1900. The textile manufacturer
Unionville Woolen Mills initially occupied the building. Following Unionville Woolen
Mills’ operations, a paint manufacturer (Franklin Paint Company) occupied the Site. The
specific operations employed by these owners involved the manufacture or onsite use of
hazardous materials, including dyes, paints, and solvents, as well as the use of coal or oil
for building and process heat.

In the 1950s, Grove Street was constructed along the eastern portion of Lot 27. At the
time, the eastern portion of Lot 27 (upstream of the dam) and portions of the property that
abuts Lot 27 to the south (Lot 26, a.k.a., 25 Grove Street) were part of Mine Brook mill
pond. Portions of the former industrial building were constructed over the pond. At
some point in the 1960s, the submerged portions of Lots 26 and 27 were filled and,
according to previous reports, the origin of the fill could not be identified.

In 1969, Nu-Style and another firm, Image Jewelry, initiated the manufacturing of
costume jewelry at the Site. Operations in use at this time included metal plating,
degreasing, and other metalworking and finishing operations. Additionally, at least five
USTs with a total capacity of approximately 15,000 gallons of petroleum were utilized
onsite. Nu-Style vacated the building around 1989, and left behind numerous containers
of hazardous materials, as well as contaminated process equipment. In 1991, Nu-Style
declared bankruptcy, and the property ownership defaulted to the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation (FDIC). In 1992, MassDEP and Town personnel inspected the
property and observed containers and process equipment containing potentially
hazardous chemicals.

(
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL RECEPTORS AND HYDROGEOLOGICAL
CHARACTERIZATION

According to the Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup’s (BWSC’s) Phase | Site Assessment
Map, the Site is not located within a current or potential drinking water source area as
defined in the MCP. Private potable water supply wells are not known to exist within
500 feet. As previously indicated, Mine Brook bisects Lot 27 and bends to the north
forming the western boundary of Lot 22. Wetlands on the banks of Mine Brook are
located across Grove Street. According to the Phase | Site Assessment Map, there are no
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, or habitats under the jurisdiction of Natural
Heritage & Endangered Species Program in the vicinity of the Site. A copy of the
Phase | Site Assessment Map is included as Figure No. 3.

Groundwater depths at the Site range from 4 to 6.5 feet below ground surface (bgs).
Water table elevation surveys using the existing wells indicate that groundwater at the
northern portion of Lot 27 flows generally to the southwest toward Mine Brook.
Groundwater at the Property is estimated to flow generally to the northwest toward Mine
Brook. A copy of the groundwater elevation contour map is included as Figure No. 4.

According to previous subsurface evaluations, overburden soils consist of fill described
as sand, gravel, silt, loam, and boulders. Varying amounts of wood and brick were also
observed to depths of up to eight and a half feet bgs.

T&H reviewed the following reports to evaluate environmental conditions at the Site:

e Phase Il - Environmental Site Assessment Report Former Nu-Style Company,
Inc., prepared by Fuss & O’Neill, dated January 2007,

e Phase | - Environmental Site Assessment Former Nu-Style Company, Inc.,
prepared by Fuss & O’Neill, Inc. (Fuss & O’Neil) dated February 2007,

e Phase Il - Environmental Site Assessment Report Former Nu-Style Company,
Inc., prepared by Fuss & O’Neill, dated September 2007;

e Phase Il - Environmental Site Assessment Addendum  Former Nu-Style
Company, Inc., prepared by Fuss & O’Neill, dated February 2008;

e Phase | - Initial Site Investigation Report Former Nu-Style Property,

RTN 2-16694, prepared by Fuss & O’Neill, dated May 2008;

e Limited Site Assessment Report Former Nu-Style Property, RTN-2-16694;
prepared by Fuss & O’Neill, dated July 2009;

e Analysis of Brownfields Cleanup Alternatives, Former Nu-Style Property, Lot 27,
RTN 2-16694, prepared by Fuss & O’Neill dated May 18, 2011;

e Release Abatement Measure Plan, Former Nu-Style Facility, RTN 2-16694,
prepared by Fuss & O’Neill, dated May 2012;

e Release Abatement Measure Completion Report, Former Nu-Style Facility,
RTN 2-16694, prepared by Fuss & O’Neill, dated April 2013; and

e Targeted Brownfields Assessment Nu Style, prepared by Nobis Engineering, Inc.,
dated September 2013.

(

TATA & HOWARD Page 5



MassDEP Phase 1 Site Assessment Map Page 1 of 1

MassDEP - Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

Site Information: Phase 1 Site Assessment Map: 500 feet & 0.5 Mile Radii

87 GROVE STREET FRANKLIN, MA The information shown is the best available at the

NAD83 UTM Meters: date of printing. However, it may be incomplete. The
5174041mN , -7951309mE (Zone: 18) responsible party and LSP are ultimately responsible a S S
July 7, 2015 for ascertaining the true conditions surrounding the
site. Metadata for data layers shown on this map can Commonwealth of Massachusetts
be found at: Department of Environmental Protection

http://www.mass.gov/mgis/.
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Permanent Solution with Conditions - Partial - Franklin, Massachusetts

T&H reviewed a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for the Former Nu-Style
Company, Inc. prepared by Fuss and O’Neill, dated February 2007. Fuss & O’Neill
identified the follow Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) during the ASTM
Practice E 1527-05 Phase | Site Assessment:

e Historical use of the Site for manufacturing including textiles and jewelry.
Materials used and stored by the jewelry manufacturers included: cyanides;
metals; chlorinated solvents; and petroleum products. Records indicate that
numerous drums of hazardous waste and petroleum products were located outside
of the buildings;

e One 5,000 gallon UST for heating oil was located in a bunker on the western side
of the building on Lot 27;

e Records indicate that a tunnel ran from Mine Brook, beneath the buildings and
may have been used by the textile mill;

e A release of chlorinated solvents was identified on Lot 26, which abuts the Site to
the south;

e The southern portion of the Site contained a pond that was filled circa 1960. The
fill is of an unknown origin.

T&H reviewed a Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment Report Former Nu-Style
Company, Inc. prepared by Fuss & O’Neill, dated September 2007. Fuss & O’Neill
summarized portions of a Chapter 21E Site Evaluation for 87 Grove Street (Lots 22, 27,
and 26) prepared by IES in January 1990. IES collected soil and groundwater samples
for laboratory analyses from the UST area, the north side of the Lot 27 building, and from
a “barrel area” north of the Lot 22 garage. IES concluded that no releases of hazardous
material or petroleum products had occurred at the Site. In July 1991, IES installed four
additional borings that were completed as groundwater monitoring wells. IES identified
releases of chlorinated solvents in soil and groundwater located downgradient of the UST
area and north of Mine Brook. According to Fuss & O’Neill, a figure was not provided.

As part of the Phase Il activities, Fuss & O’Neill performed a ground penetrating radar
(GPR) survey to evaluate the potential presence of suspected USTs. The GPR survey
identified three areas of anomalies that were later evaluated by advancing soil borings in
each area. On November 30 and December 1, 2006, Fuss & O’Neill observed twelve soil
borings (B-1 through B-12) being drilled to a depth of 12 feet below grade. Two soil
samples were collected from B-1 through B-11 from zero to two feet below grade and
from directly above the water table. One sample was collected from B-12 from zero to
two feet below grade. Soil samples were submitted to Premier Laboratory LLC
(Premier), in Dayville, Connecticut for analyses for VOCs by EPA Method 8260B,
priority 13 pollutant (PP-13) metals plus barium by EPA Methods 6010B and 7471,
cyanide by EPA Method 9012, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) by EPA Method 8082,
and petroleum hydrocarbons by MassDEP Methods for extractable petroleum
hydrocarbons (EPHs) and volatile petroleum hydrocarbons (VPHS).

Fuss & O’Neill completed five of the soil borings as groundwater monitoring wells
(MW-1 through MW-5). Groundwater samples were collected using low flow sampling
techniques. The following groundwater parameters were measured in the field: pH;

(
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Permanent Solution with Conditions - Partial - Franklin, Massachusetts

temperature; and specific conductivity were recorded during sampling. Groundwater
samples were submitted for analyses for PP-13 metals plus barium, VOCs, EPHs, and
VPHs.

Fuss & O’Neill collected four surface water samples (SW-1 through SW-4) and four
sediment samples (SD-1 through SD-4) from various locations along Mine Brook.
Surface water samples were submitted to Premier for analyses for PP-13 metals plus
barium, VOCs, EPHs and VPHs. Sediment samples were submitted for the same
analyses with the addition of PCBs and cyanide. In addition, Fuss & O’Neill observed
the removal of a 5,000 gallon UST for heating oil. Six confirmation soil samples were
collected from the limits of the excavation and submitted to Premier for analyses for
PP-13, VOCs, EPHs and VPHs. The soil boring, monitoring well, surface water,
sediment, and UST confirmation sample locations are shown on the site plans included in
Appendix B.

Laboratory results indicate that tetrachloroethylene (a.k.a. perchloroethylene or PCE) and
trichloroethylene (TCE) were detected in soil from B-4 at concentrations above the
applicable RCS-1 Reportable Concentrations. PCE and TCE were also detected in soil
from B-16 and B-10, albeit below the RCS-1 Reportable Concentrations. In addition,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were detected in soil from B-3 and B-10 at
concentrations above the RCS-1 Reportable Concentrations. Beryllium, lead, or nickel
was also detected at concentrations above the RCS-1 Reportable Concentrations in soil
from B-4, MW-5, and B-10.

Laboratory results of groundwater collected from the Site indicate that the concentrations
of lead in groundwater from MW-1, MW-3, and MW-5 and PCE and TCE in
groundwater from MW-3 and MW-4 are above the RCGW-2 Reportable Concentrations.

Laboratory results indicate that PAHs were detected in sediment above the threshold
effects concentrations (TECs). However, these compounds were not detected in surface
water at concentrations above the TECs. A copy of the Fuss & O’Neill Phase Il is
included in Appendix C.

In July 2007, MassDEP received a Release Notification Form (RNF) for release
conditions at the Site and assigned RTN 2-16694. The concentrations exceeding the
Reportable Concentrations in effect at the time are shown in the following tables:

Groundwater
Oil and Hazardous Measured RCGW-2
Material Concentration Reportable Concentrations
(OHM) Released (ug/L) (ug/L)
Lead 1,900 10
PCE 240 50
TCE 150 3

(
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Soil
Measured Reportable Concentrations
OHM Released Concentration (mg/kg) (mg/kQ)
Benzo(a)pyrene 3.9 2
Beryllium 0.91 0.7
Fluorene 630 400
Lead 780 300
Nickel 130 20
PCE 34 1
T&H reviewed a Phase | - Initial Site Investigation Report for the Former Nu-Style

Property prepared by Fuss & O’Neill dated May 2008. Fuss & O’Neill conducted an
elevation survey of overburden groundwater at the Site and estimates that groundwater at
the northern portion of Lot 27 flows to the southwest toward Mine Brook. In a report
titled Limited Site Assessment Report, dated July 2009, Fuss & O’Neill estimates the
bedrock groundwater gradient using four bedrock wells to be to the southeast." Fuss &
O’Neill delineated the disposal site with estimated boundaries in the northeast corner and
near the southeast corner. A copy of the Fuss & O’Neill Phase | is available on the
MassDEP’s website.

In 2010, the Town was awarded a USEPA Brownfields Cleanup Grant for the Site.
Based on an Analysis of Brownfields Cleanup Alternatives, the Town elected to demolish
and dispose the building on Lot 27 and remove soil containing metals, PAHs, and VOCs.

During Release Abatement Measure (RAM) activities in 2012 and 2013, metals
containing soil was excavated and disposed offsite. However, PAH containing soil in the
areas of MW-2 and MW-3 was not addressed. A copy of the Fuss & O’Neill RAM
Completion report is available on the MassDEP’s website.

T&H reviewed a report titled Targeted Brownfields Assessment, Nu Style, Franklin,
Massachusetts, prepared by Nobis Engineering, Inc. (Nobis), dated September 2013.
Nobis installed six bedrock couplets labeled MW-101S/MW-101D through
MW-106S/MW-106D, each consisting of a shallow bedrock well ranging from around 11
to 24 feet below grade and a deeper bedrock well ranging from around 20 to 34 feet
below grade for a total 12 bedrock wells. All the wells installed by Nobis use a five foot
well screen set in the first water bearing bedrock fractures observed during drilling.
CVOCs were detected in groundwater from 10 of the 12 wells. In general, higher
concentrations of PCE and TCE were detected in the groundwater samples collected from
the deeper well of the couplet.

The highest concentrations of PCE were detected in MW-104D, located along the
southern edge of the former building. The highest concentrations of TCE were detected
in MW-101D, located on the southern side of Mine Brook and south of MW-104D. PCE
Is present at a concentration of 2.9 pug/L in groundwater from MW-106D. T&H is of the

! T&H notes that according to a subsequent report prepared by Nobis Engineering, Inc. in September 2013,
groundwater flow in the shallow bedrock aquifer appears to be to the west-southwest.

(
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opinion that these data support Nobis’ findings that the fractured bedrock is
interconnected and that groundwater in the shallow bedrock aquifer flows to the west-
southwest. The locations of the Nobis wells are shown of Figure No. 5. Refer to Table
No. 1 for a summary of historical soil results and Table No. 2 for a summary of historical
groundwater results.

3.1 Definition of Disposal Site

The disposal site addressed by RTN 2-16694 is the area where VOCs, PAHSs, and metals
have come to be located in soil and groundwater from the former Nu-Style facility
(Lot 22 and Lot 27). Laboratory analytical results of groundwater samples collected from
the disposal site indicate that the release has affected groundwater to the south of Mine
Brook. The approximate area of the disposal site is depicted on Figure No. 5. As can be
seen on Figure No. 5, the Property is located south of Mine Brook and is where recent
data indicate that the contaminants of concern are not present above background
concentrations. This is the portion of the disposal site to which this PSC-P applies.

Analytical results indicate that VOCs, PAHs and metals were not detected in soil and
groundwater above the laboratory’s method reporting limits in soil and groundwater from
MW-1, MW-17, and MW-106S. However, PCE was detected at a concentration of
2.9 ng/L in groundwater from MW-106D in May 2013. Subsequent analyses of samples
from MW-106D indicate that PCE is not present above the laboratory’s method reporting
limit of 1.0 pg/L.

4.0 ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES
4.1 Soil Vapor Intrusion Study - 25 Grove Street

T&H reviewed a report entitled Soil Vapor Intrusion Study Report, Commercial Building,
25 Grove Street, Franklin, MA prepared by USEPA New England Regional Laboratory.
In December 2014, at the request of James Byrne, USEPA Project Manager, sub slab soil
gas and indoor air samples were collected at the property that abuts the Site to the south,
25 Grove Street, to evaluate vapor intrusion pathways related to the subject release. This
request was based on the detection of VOCs above the Method 1 GW-2 Standard in
groundwater from MW-101S and MW-101D, which are located approximately 15 feet
north of the building at 25 Grove Street.

On December 9, 2014, USEPA personnel installed six sub slab sample ports through the
slab on grade foundation. On December 15, 2014, sub slab soil gas samples were
collected from the ports using one hour regulators and five indoor air samples were
collected using eight hour regulators. The soil gas samples and four of the indoor air
samples were analyzed onsite using the USEPA Regional 1 Mobile Laboratory for VOCs
by gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS). Two indoor air samples were sent
to USEPA Regional Laboratory for confirmation by GC/MS. Refer to Figure No. 6 for
the locations of the samples.

(
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Table 1
Summary of Soil Analytical Results - Portion of Site South of Mine Brook
87 Grove Street
Franklin, Massachusetts

(

Sample Location MW-17 MW-101D | MW-106D Method 1 Method 1 Method 1
Sample Date | 11/30/06 11/30/06 11/30/06 11/30/06 11/1/07 11/1/07 11/1/07 5/8/13 5/9/13 S-1 S-2 S-3
Sample Depth (feet) 0.5-2 3-5 0-2 5-7 0.3-2 6-8 6-8 6-8 4-6 GW-2/GW-3 GW-2/GW-3 GW-2/GW-3
PARAMETER - Method (units * duplicate Standards Standards Standards
EPHs - MassDEP 04-1.1 (mg/kg)
Cy-Cyg Aliphatics ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 1,000 3,000 5,000
C19-C36 Aliphatics 40 14 <11 <11 18 <12 <12 3,000 5,000 5,000
C1;-C,, Aromatics 100 16 17 32 60 <12 <12 1,000 3,000 5,000
Target PAH Analytes
Diesel Analytes (mg/kg) Others ND | Others ND | OthersND | OthersND | Others ND | Others ND Others ND
Acenaphthene <0.1 <0.1 0.74 <0.11 0.15 <0.12 <0.12 3,000 5,000 5,000
Naphthalene|  <0.0053 <0.0053 NT NT 0.14 <0.0047 <0.0047 20/500 20/1,000 20/3,000
Phenanthrene 0.99 <0.1 0.35 2.8 0.29 <0.12 500 1,000 3,000
Other PAH Analytes (mg/kg)
Acenaphthylene 0.27 <0.1 0.24 0.26 <0.12 <0.12 600/10 600/10 600/10
Anthracene <0.1 <0.1 <0.11 0.64 <0.12 <0.12 1,000 3,000 5,000
Benzo(a)Anthracene 12 <0.1 <0.11 1.8 <0.12 <0.12 7 40 300
Benzo(a)Pyrene 11 <0.1 <0.11 1.6 <0.12 <0.12 2 4 30
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 17 <0.1 <0.11 1.8 <0.12 <0.12 7 40 300
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 0.6 <0.1 <0.11 13 <0.12 <0.12 70 400 3,000
Chrysene 1.6 <0.1 0.49 1.7 <0.12 <0.12 70 400 3,000
Fluoranthene 22 <0.1 <0.11 3.9 0.18 <0.12 1,000 3,000 5,000
Fluorene <0.1 <0.1 <0.11 0.28 <0.12 <0.12 1,000 3,000 5,000
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene <0.1 <0.1 <0.11 1.2 <0.12 <0.12 7 40 300
Pyrene 22 <0.1 3.6 0.18 <0.12 1,000 3,000 5,000
VPHs - MassDEP 04-1.1 (mg/kg) All ND AllND All ND All ND AllND All ND AllND NT NT
Target VOC Analytes (mg/kg) AllND AllND AllND AllND All ND All ND AllND
Total Metals - EPA 6010C/7471B (mg/kg)
Antimony <0.56 <0.56 <0.56 <0.59 1 <0.18 <0.18 NT NT
Arsenic <0.50 <0.50 12 <0.59 3 13 0.84 52 <2.8 20 20 20
Barium 16 24 36 20 26 15 15 60 23 1,000 3,000 5,000
Berllyium 0.19 0.57 0.21 0.19 0.35 0.24 0.21 NT NT
Cadmium <0.10 <0.10 0.17 0.14 0.6 0.37 0.17 0.53 <0.28 2 30 30
Chromium 3.2 583) 7.1 6 24 15 38 27 53 30 200 200
Copper 4 12 91 43 110 11 3.1 57 35 NS NS NS
Lead 4 8.1 40 18 68 7.1 25 20 5.1 300 300 300
Mercury <0.021 <0.022 0.029 <0.024 0.12 0.028 <0.024 <0.027 <0.027 20 30 30
Nickel 2.6 33 4 3.6 4.3 4.7 2.2 75 27 600 1,000 1,000
Thallium <0.26 <0.28 NT NT NT NT NT NT NT 8 60 80
Zinc 10 13 85 63 73 28 11 52 22 1,000 3,000 5,000
Cyanide <0.55 <0.56 NT NT NT NT NT NT NT 30 100 500
VOCs - EPA Method 8260 (mg/kg) AlIND AllND Others ND | Others ND | Others ND | Others ND Others ND Others ND AllND
Acetone <0.02 <0.023 0.011 0.028 0.035 50/400 50/400 50/400
mé&p Xylenes 0.007 <0.0058
Methyl ethyl Ketone <0.01 <0.012 <0.0064 0.0066 0.0074 50/400 50/400 50/400
Naphthalene <0.0051 0.01
Tetrachloroethylene <0.0051 <0.0058 <0.0064 <0.0047 <0.0052 <0.002 10/30 10/200 10/1,000
Toluene 0.017 <0.0058
Trichloroethylene <0.0051 <0.0058 <0.0064 <0.0047 <0.0052 0.013 0.3/30 0.3/60 0.3/60

Notes:
mg/kg = Milligrams per kilogram.
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ND = Not detected above method reporting limit; NT = Not tested; NS = Not specified; NA = Not applicable.
EPHs = Extractable petroleum hydrocarbons; PAH = Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon; VPHs = Volatile petroleum hydrocarbons;
VOC = Volatile organic compound; and PCBs = Polychlorinated biphenyls.

. Values preceded by "<" indicate that the result is non detect and the method reporting limit is shown.



Table 2
Summary of Groundwater Analytical Results - Portion of Site South of Mine Brook
87 Grove Street
Franklin, Massachusetts

Sample Location MW-1 MW-17 MW-101S MW-101D MW-106S MW-106D Method 1 | Method 1
Sample Date | 12/8/06 | 12/8/06 11/6/07 6/4/09 8/21/13 5/4/15 11/6/07 | 11/6/07 6/4/09 8/21/13 5/4/15 5/15/13 8/21/13 5/5/15 6/2/15 5/15/13 8/21/13 | 8/21/13 5/5/15 6/2/15 5/15/13 8/21/13 5/5/15 5/15/13 8/21/13 5/4/15 GW-2 GW-3

Depth to Water (feet) 4.16 4.60 4.60 4.73 . 4.61 4.24 4.53 3.96 6.41 6.53 6.20 5.78 6.50 6.04 5.66 5.80 5.17 5.27 4.95 5.78 5.87 5.40 Standards | Standards
Screen Interval (feet) 4-14 13-18 -35 11-16

PARAMETER - Method (units) *duplicate [ [ | *duplicate] | [ *duplicate

VOCs - EPA 8260C (ug/L) Others ND Others ND Others ND | Others ND Others ND | Others ND Others ND Others ND
Acetone <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 NT <10 <10 <10 NT <10 <10 NT NT <10 <10 <100 NT NT 23 <10 NT <10 <10 NT 50,000 50,000
sec-Butylbenzene NT NT <1.0 NT NT <1.0 <1.0 NT NT <1.0 <1.0 <10 NT NT <1.0 <1.0 NT <1.0 <1.0 NT NS NS
1,1-Dichloroethane NT NT <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 20 6.6 130 <25 19 64 50 13 <20 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 2,000 20,000
1,1-Dichloroethylene NT NT <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 6.9 3.8 <100 <25 75 26 19 <10 <20 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 80 30,000
cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 35 41 <100 <25 6.3 20 16 <10 <20 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 20 50,000
Methyl tert-butyl Ether <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 NT NT <1.0 <1.0 NT NT 1.1 <1.0 <10 NT NT <1.0 <1.0 NT <1.0 <1.0 NT 50,000 50,000
Tetrachloroethylene <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 45 44 120 58 1,600 1,400 1,100 170 210 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 29 <1.0 <1.0 50 30,000
1,1,1-Trichloroethane <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 17 22 540 110 57 410 340 27 34 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 4,000 20,000
1,1,2-Trichloroethane NT NT <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <100 <25 <1.0 13 <10 <10 <20 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 900 50,000
Trichloroethylene <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 390 260 8,600 2,500 1,600 4,600 4,600 600 830 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 5 5,000
Vinyl Chloride NT NT <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <200 <50 <2.0 <2.0 <20 <20 <40 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 2 50,000
Total Metals - EPA 6010C/7471B(ug/L) Others NT NT NT NT Others NT | Others NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT
Antimony NT NT <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 NA 8,000
Arsenic NT NT <0.4 0.42 1.8 17 NA 900
Barium 42 38 31 60 61 170 200 72 46 NA 50,000
Beryllium <1.0 <1.0 <0.4 2 <0.4 <0.4 NA 200
Cadmium <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 11 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 NA 4
Chromium <10 <10 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 NA 300
Copper <10 <10 20 27 <5.0 7 NA NS
Lead 14 12 6.6 <2.0 <2.0 NT NT NT NT NA 10
Nickel <10 <10 8.9 10 <5.0 <5.0 NA 200
Thallium NT NT <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 NA 3,000
Zinc 23 15 200 270 <10 <10 NA 900
Parameters NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NT
pH 5.97 5.97 6.35 6.02 6.48 6.36 6.36 6.32 6.27 5.6 5.89 6.49 6.28 6.48
Specific Conductance (umhos/cm) 464 464 470 689 432 494 494 748 489 1,222 749 1,779 486 681
Temperature (degrees C) 131 131 17 13 11.03 17.9 17.9 14.5 13.15 11.2 11.92 11.27 11.49 14.51
Turbidity (NTU) 36 36 205 17 4.97 4.4 4.4 32 5.88 5.6 4.87 4.85 4.6 5.01
Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L) 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.21 0.1 0.1 2.6 0.41 3.63 4.47 2.94 8.26 4.55
Oxidation Reduction Potential (mv) -35 -35 -78.3 -65.6 132.6 202 233.9 92.7 110.9

Notes:

. Mg/L = Micrograms per liter; mg/L = Milligrams per liter.

NT = Not tested; NS = Not specified.

VOCs = Volatile organic compounds.

. Results in bold indicate that the Method 1 Standards are exceeded.

. Values preceded by "<" indicate that the result is non detect and the method reporting limit is shown.

. Data from 2006 was collected by Fuss & O'Neill. Data from 2013 was collected by Nobis Engineering.
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Permanent Solution with Conditions - Partial - Franklin, Massachusetts

According to USEPA’s report, TCE was detected in all five of the indoor air samples at
concentrations ranging from 0.52 micrograms per cubic meter (pug/m®) to 2.7 pg/m?®.
Although these concentrations are below the USEPA’s Commercial Air Vapor Intrusion
Screening Level (VISL) of 3.0 pg/m®, the result for the “Indoor Air 4” sample
(2.7 ug/rrf’) exceeds MassDEP’s Commercial/Industrial Threshold Value (TV¢;) of
1.8 pg/m°.

TCE was also detected in all six sub slab soil gas samples. The concentrations of TCE in
samples SS-1, SS-2, SS-4, and SS-5 are above the Commercial Soil Gas VISL of
30 pg/m®. In addition, the concentrations of TCE in samples SS-1, SS-2, and SS-4 are
above MassDEP’s Commercial/Industrial Sub-Slab Soil Gas Screening Value (SGSV¢)
of 130 pg/m°.

PCE was not detected in any of the five indoor air samples above the laboratory’s method
reporting limit. However, PCE was detected in six sub slab soil gas samples albeit below
the Commercial Soil Gas VISL of 470 pg/m® and the SGSV; of 290 pg/m®. Refer to
Table No. 3 for a summary of indoor air and Table No. 4 for a summary of sub slab soil
gas results.

The USEPA concludes that the highest concentrations of TCE and PCE in indoor air and
sub slab soil gas were detected at the locations nearest to Wells MW-101S and
MW-101D. The soil gas and indoor air data appear to indicate that vapor intrusion
associated with the presence of TCE in groundwater from the Site is occurring. This
condition will need to be further evaluated as part of the additional response actions
associated with RTN 2-16694.

4.2 Groundwater Sampling - T&H 2015

On May 4 and 5, 2015, T&H collected groundwater samples from MW-1, MW-17,
MW-101S, MW-101D, MW-106S, and MW-106D to obtain new groundwater data from
the southern side of Mine Brook. Prior to sampling, the monitoring wells were gauged
for the depth to water using an electronic oil/water interface probe. The depth to water
on this date ranged from 4.20 to 5.80 feet below the tops of the well casings.

Groundwater samples were collected using low flow techniques. The intake portion of
the pump tube was located at the approximate midpoint of the water column within the
screened interval. Prior to sampling, T&H utilized a YSI water quality meter equipped
with a flow through cell to monitor the following field parameters: pH; temperature;
turbidity; specific conductivity; oxidation reduction potential; and dissolved oxygen.
T&H monitored the readings until these parameters stabilized and the turbidity was less
than five nephelometric turbidity units (NTUs). The samples for laboratory analyses
were then collected before the groundwater passed through the cell. During the pumping,
the drawdown was not significant; the variation in water level was equal to or less than
one foot from the original static level recorded before the pump started, with the
exception of MW-101S. The drawdown in MW-101S continued during the pumping

(
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Revision 0

Date 1/14/15
TABLE 3
INDOOR AIR, AMBIENT AIR AND $0ML GAS CANISTER SAMPLING RESULTS SUMMARY
25 GROVE STREET
MU-STYLE SITE
FRAMELIN, W&
COMPOUND INDOOR AIR IHDOOR AR INDOOR AIR INDOOR AIR INDOOR AIR INDOOR AIR SUB-SLAG S0IL GAS | SUB-5LAB S0IL GA%| SUB-SLAB SOIL GAS | SUB-ZLAB SOIL GAS| AMBIENT AR
LOCATION 2 LOCATION 2 LOCATION 3 LOCATION 4 LOCATION 5 LOCATION & 851 553 554 555 QUTSIDE
DUPLICATE
CAMISTER #5573 | CANISTER #5582 | CAMISTER #22c84 | CANISTER 222683 CANISTER 26581 | CAMNISTER #4742 | CAMISTER 222688 CAMISTER #12570 CAMISTER #22634 | CAMNISTER #14837 |CAMISTER #12562
15-Dec-14 15-Dec-14 15-Diac-14 15-Dec-14 15-Diac-14 15-Dec-14 15-Dec-14 15-Dac-14 15-Dec-14 15-Dac-14 15-Dac-14
B-HOUR AVG. B-HOUR AVG. B-HOUR AVG. &-HOUR AVG. B-HOUR AVG. E-HOUR AVG. GRAE SAMPLE GRAB SAMPLE GRAE SAMPLE GRAB SAMPLE B-HOUR AVG.
[egim’) [ugim’) fpgim’] [ugim?) [pgim’] [pgim?) [ugim?) fgim’] [pgim?) pgim’] [pgm’]
Trichiorosthans 1.0 1.2 12 27 0.38 052 -4 12 170 24 ND [0.43)
Tetrachloroathens MD [0.75) ND {0.65) D [0.68) ND (0.64) ND [0.68) ND [0.64) HD {1.1) 18 48 17 ND [0.62)
1.1,1-Trishiomethane NI {0,501 MO (0.52] ND {2.55) ND (0.51] ND {0.55) ND (0.52) ND (D7) 34 ND (0.49) ND (047} ND (0.50)
1,1-Dichloroethane ND {1.44) ND (0.34) ND {0.40) ND [0.37) WD {0.40) N (0.28) ND {0.63) 0.56 D (36) ND {0.53} HD {0.35}
1.2 4-Trimethylbenzens 1.0 0.73 12 2.3 0.oe 074 HD {0.79) 0.9z ND(4.4) ND {0.79) ND {0.45)
1,2, 5-Trimathylbanzens ND {0.54) ND {0.47) ND {0.45) 074 ND {0.49) ND (0.47) ND {0.79) ND {0.37) D j4.4) ND {0.79) ND (D45}
[4-Ethyitolens 0.9 0.53 1.2 2.2 0.96 D.E1 ND {D.79) 062 NDi4.4) ND {0.79) ND {0.45)
Barzens 12 14 14 1.7 1.3 13 0.a1 0.75 ND(2.9) 055 0.91
Cyclohexane 0.50 i.0 12 24 i i3 NI (0.55) 0.52 ND (3.1) MD {0.55) 0.34
Dizhinrodifuoromethans 26 28 27 2.7 27 2.8 24 25 ND(4.4) 1.8 24
Ethylbenzene 0.70 0.7 0.94 15 0.81 .55 NI {0.69) 0.38 ND (3.9) MD {0.59) ND {D.40
Hexang ] r 26 38 k| 30 0495 22 ND3.2) 0.95 25
Medhyl Etiyl Ketone 0.51 0.40 0.54 LGS 0.52 ] WD (0.47) 073 ND (2.6) ]| 0.47
Methyl lsobatyi Ketone ND [0.45) 0.42 WO (0.£1) WD (0.38) ND (0.81) HD [0.39) WD {DUEA) WD (0.31) ND 3.7 MD {0.56) ND (0.36
Methylchioride 0.90 055 0.85 053 0.95 055 0.68 [0.56 NDi1.9) 062 0.85
Methylens Chiorids [0.46 0.47 0.45 051 048 D.d5 MID {0.58) 0.3z NDi3.1) MD {0.56) ND (0.32
Tolene 43 5 57 BA 43 5.5 1.3 4 ND(3.4) 1.8 26
|Trichiorofiuaromsthans 14 15 1.3 1.7 15 14 11 1.3 NDi3.1) 1.3 1.3
miig-Kylenes 22 25 ad 46 25 a1 ND {1.4) 12 WD (T.8) ND (1.4 11
-Xyleng 0.52 083 1.1 i7 0.92 11 WD {069 [0.58 MO 3.9 ND (0.569 ND {0.400

NOTES: NI = Not datected above regoring Imits; reparing Imif In parenteses

Compounds In bald type are target compounds for project.
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Table 4
December 15, 2014
25 Grove Street
Nu-Style Site
Franklin, MA

Soil Gas Grab, Indoor Air Grab and Indoor Air 8-Hour Sampling Data

Sample Location TCE PCE
(ngim’) | (ugim’)

Location 1

$S-1: Sub-slab soil gas syringe grab sample 183 | ND(3.4)

55-1: Sub-slab soil gas syringe grab sample, duplicate 177 47

SS-1: canister sub-slab grab sample (canister #22688) 85 ND (1.1)
Location 2

Indoor air 8-hour canister sample (canister #6579) 10 |ND(0.79)

Indoor air 8-hour canister sample duplicate (canister #6582) 12 |ND(065)

$5-2: Sub-slab soil gas syringe grab sample 161 | ND(3.4)

$5-2: Sub-slab soil gas syringe grab sample, duplicate 183 | ND(3.4)
Location 3

Grab-1: indoor air syringe grab sample at canister sample ND (3.8) | ND (3.4)

Indoor air 8-hour canister sample (canister #22684) 12 |ND(068)

55-3: Sub-slab soil gas syringe grab sample 38 54

$S-3: Sub-slab soil gas syringe grab sample, duplicate ND(38)| 54

SS-3: canister sub-slab grab sample (canister #12570) 12 18
Location 4

Grab-2: indoor air syringe grab sample at canister sample ND (3.8) | ND (3.4)

Grab-2: indoor air syringe grab sample at canister sample, duplicate | ND (3.8) | ND (3.4)

Indoor air 8-hour canister sample (canister #22683) 27 |ND(0.64)

554 Sub-slab soil gas syringe grab sample 360 122

S5-4: canister sub-slab grab sample (canister #22694) 170 48
Location 5

Indoor air 8-hour canister sample (canister #6581) 096 |ND(0.68)

$S-5: Sub-slab soil gas syringe grab sample 51 ND (34)

SS-5: canister sub-slab grab sample (canister #14897) 24 1.7
Location 6

Grab-3: indoor air syringe grab sample at canister sample ND (3.8) | ND (3.4)

Indoor air 8-hour canister sample (canister #4742) 052 |ND(064)

$5-6: Sub-slab soil gas syringe grab sample ND (3.8) | ND (3.4)

SS-6: Sub-slab soil gas syringe grab sample, duplicate 43 | ND(34)
Outside/Ambient Air

Ambient air 8-hour canister sample (canister #12562) ND (0.49)| ND (0.62)

NOTES:

ND = Not detected above reporting limits; reporting limit in parentheses

TCE = Trichloroethene, PCE = Tetrachloroethene
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Permanent Solution with Conditions - Partial - Franklin, Massachusetts

operation and occasionally required temporarily stopping the pump to allow the well to
recover. The samples were kept chilled and submitted under chain of custody to Con-
Test Analytical Laboratory of East Longmeadow, Massachusetts (Con-Test) for analyses
for volatile halocarbons by EPA Method 8260C.

Laboratory analytical results indicate that CVOCs were not detected above method
reporting limits in groundwater from MW-1, MW-17, MW-106S, and MW-106D.
However, PCE and TCE were detected in groundwater from MW-101S and MW-101D at
concentrations above the Method 1 GW-2 and GW-3 Standards. In addition,
1,1,1-trichloroethane is present in groundwater from MW-101S and MW-101D, albeit
below the Method 1 GW-2 and GW-3 Standards. T&H notes that the concentrations of
PCE and TCE in groundwater from MW-101S and MW-101D are significantly different
from previous results obtained by Nobis.” Therefore, T&H resampled the two wells on
June 2, 2015 to further evaluate this discrepancy. The samples were collected as
previously described and submitted to Con-Test for analyses for volatile halocarbons by
EPA Method 8260C. The results of the groundwater samples obtained by T&H in June
are similar to the results that T&H obtained in May. Therefore, T&H is of the opinion
that either Nobis mislabeled the samples or the laboratory used by Nobis reversed the
samples. However, based on the close correlation in the data from May and June 2015,
T&H is confident that these samples were taken from the correct wells. A copy of the
laboratory analytical reports are included as Appendix D.

5.0 PERMANENT SOLUTION WITH CONDITIONS - PARTIAL STATEMENT

Based on the assessment documented herein, T&H is of the opinion that CVOCs are
below background at the Property as defined in section 40.0006 of the MCP. In
accordance with section 40.1020(2) of the MCP, no further response actions are required
at any disposal site where the concentrations of OHM in the environment have been
reduced to background levels. In addition, section 40.0901(3) of the MCP indicates that
a Risk Characterization is not required for this disposal site. Therefore, T&H is of the
opinion that these findings and the additional information presented herein support the
applicability of a PSC-P to the Property. As previously stated, the Condition associated
with this PSC-P is that if a building is constructed at the Property a vapor barrier and
active sub slab depressurization system may be necessary.

5.1 Demonstration that All Uncontrolled Sources have been Eliminated or
Controlled

The sources of the release appear to be the historical presence of USTs and operations at
87 Grove Street. These operations have ceased, the USTs have been removed, and the
main building has been razed. In addition, Fuss & O’Neill excavated CVOC
contaminated soil from Lot 27. Areas of contaminated soil may remain at Lot 27 but the
sources appear to be controlled. In addition, T&H is of the opinion that there have not
been uncontrolled sources of CVOCs at the Property.

2 Based on T&H’s review of the data, the results seem to be the reverse of what were obtained by Nobis.
T&H’s data from MW-101S appeared to correlate with Nobis’ data from MW-101D and vice versa.

(
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Permanent Solution with Conditions - Partial - Franklin, Massachusetts

5.2 Remediation Waste Management

Remediation waste has not been generated as part of the response actions for
RTN 2-16694 at the Property. However, as previously indicated, contaminated soil was
removed from the northern portion of the disposal site near the manufacturing building as
part of Fuss & O’Neill’s work.

5.3 Licensed Site Professional Opinion

T&H is of the opinion that the Property has not been significantly affected by the release
at 87 Grove Street and the concentrations of COCs are at or below background.
Therefore, the requirements for a PSC-P have been met in accordance with 310 CMR
40.1000, and additional response actions are not necessary at this portion of the disposal
site. T&H is also of the opinion that potential Imminent Hazards, Substantial Release
Migration, and Critical Exposure Pathways are not present within the portion of the
disposal site addressed by this PSC-P. A PSC Form (BWSC-104) is included as
Appendix A in the client’s copy of this report. A copy of the required public
involvement notice is included as Appendix E.

5.4 Data Quality and Usability Evaluation
5.4.1 Conceptual Site Model (CSM)

Based on historical information and laboratory analytical results, the source of the CVOC
release at the Site appears to be the result of previous manufacturing use and poor storage
and handling of chlorinated solvents. The main building, which was used for
manufacturing, was razed in 2012 and contaminated soil was excavated and disposed
offsite. Therefore, the source of these compounds has been eliminated or controlled.
T&H is of the opinion that the CVOCs appear to have migrated downward from the
former manufacturing building area and along the bedrock surface in a southwesterly
direction toward Mine Brook. The CVOC plume extends below Mine Brook as indicated
by high concentrations of CVOCs in MW-101S, which is screened just above the bedrock
surface.

Groundwater in the vicinity of the Site is not used for drinking water so the primary route
of potential exposure is the vapor intrusion pathway. As previously indicated, the soil
gas and indoor air data collected from 25 Grove Street indicate that a complete vapor
intrusion pathway is present at this building. The concentrations of PCE and TCE
detected in indoor air do not pose a risk to occupants of the building, but this condition
warrants further assessment to monitor concentrations during different times of the year.

As previously indicated, the closest residential property is approximately 75 feet west of
the onsite dilapidated building. The elevation at this residence is approximately 20 feet
higher compared to the Site. Therefore, T&H is of the opinion that there is a low
potential for vapor intrusion associated with this residence. In addition, the assessment
activities being conducted as part of the Phase Il - CSA will further evaluate this potential
receptor.

(
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5.4.2 Use of Field Screening Data

Fuss & O’Neil and Nobis used a photoionization detector (PI1D) equipped with a 10.6 eV
lamp calibrated to read as benzene to screen soil samples for total organic vapors (TOVS)
using standard jar-headspace methods. However, no field screening data were used to
directly support this PSC-P.

5.4.3 Selection of Sampling Locations and Depths

The objectives of the assessment activities conducted to date were to evaluate the vertical
and horizontal extents of the VOCs, metals, and PAHSs in soil and to evaluate the extent
that the groundwater is affected by the release. Sampling locations and depths were
chosen in the field based on visual observations and laboratory results of previously
collected soil and groundwater samples. T&H is of the opinion that the monitoring wells
located at the Property are appropriate to evaluate whether a condition of No Significant
Risk (NSR) exists at this portion of the Site.

5.4.4 Disposal Site Conditions Warranting Temporal Sampling

Selected monitoring wells have been gauged and sampled on three occasions since 2013.
The gauging data do not indicate that there is a significant fluctuation in the water table
that may warrant temporal sampling. In addition, based on the fact that the release
appears to have occurred at least 20 years ago, groundwater conditions are not expected
to worsen. T&H is of the opinion that the number of gauging and sampling events
supports the PSC-P for the following:

e Delineation of the disposal site boundary within the Property;

e Characterization of risk at the Property;

e Elimination and control of the sources of OHM contamination at the Property;
and

e Achievement of a condition of NSR at the Property.

However, the data indicate that a condition of NSR has not been achieved for the entire
disposal site, including the southwestern portion Lot 27. Specifically, PCE and TCE are
present in groundwater collected from Wells MW-101S and MW-101D at concentrations
above the applicable Method 1 GW-2 and GW-3 Standards. Therefore, additional
assessment will be conducted to further delineate the extent of the disposal site and
evaluate risk.

5.4.5 Inconsistent/Uncertain Information

No inconsistent or uncertain information was identified or disregarded when rendering
the PSC-P Opinion for this portion of the disposal site.

(
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5.4.6 Sampling Methods and Quality Control

T&H utilized appropriate sampling and sample preservation methods and met applicable
hold times to ensure the quality of the samples collected as part of this PSC-P. Based on
the sample collection procedures and information documented in the laboratory analytical
reports, T&H is of the opinion that the soil and groundwater data comply with
MassDEP’s Data Quality Enhancement program and Compendium of Analytical
Methods (CAM) and qualify for Presumptive Certainty of data quality. Please refer to
Table No. 5 for a summary of data qualifiers associated with the data used to support this
PSC-P.

5.4.7 Data Quality Assessment Outcome

T&H is of the opinion that the data described in this document are representative of
conditions at the Property and the portion of the disposal site discussed herein for
RTN 2-16694. In addition, T&H is of the opinion that the data are of a sufficient level of
precision, accuracy, and completeness to support the LSP Opinions presented herein.

(
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Table 5
Data Usability Assessment - Summary of Data Qualifications
Data Used to Support Permanent Solution
87 Grove Street
Franklin, Massachusetts

CAM
DATA SET | STATUS [PARAMETER ISSUE USE LIMITATION

May 2013 soil CAM- Metals Elevated reporting limit due to high concentration of an The elevated reporting limit is within the S-1, S-2,
samples compliant interfering analyte(s). Beryllium 13E0369-01[D05361], and S-3/GW-2 and GW-3 standards that are
13E0369-02[D05362] applicable to the Site. Therefore, no use limitation
is warranted.
Result is serial dilution as per MA CAM/ CT RCP regulation. | The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
B072873-DUP2 quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
warranted.

The reporting limit verification for the AIHA lead program is | The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
outside of control limits for this element. Any reported result at|quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
or near the detection limit may be biased on the high side. warranted.

Lead 13E0369-01[D05361], 13E0369-02[D05362], 13E0369-

04[D05364], 13E0369-06[D05366], B072873-MRL1

Matrix spike recovery and matrix spike duplicate recovery The discrepancy would bias the results low but the
outside of control limits. Possibility of sample matrix effects |sample concentrations either were much less than
that lead to a low bias for reported result or non-homogeneous |or much greater than the applicable criteria.
sample aliquots cannot be eliminated. Antimony 13E0369- | Therefore, no use limitation is warranted.
05[D05365], B072873-MS1, B072873-MSD1

Either matrix spike or MS duplicate is outside of control The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
limits, but the other is within limits. RPD between the two quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
MS/MSD results is within method specified criteria. Copper, |warranted.

Zinc
RN72NQ0_NCN1T _RN72272_NC1

VOCs Laboratory fortified blank/laboratory control sample recovery | Results were reported without qualification, no use
and duplicate recoveries outside of control limits. Data limitation is warranted.

validation is not affected since all results are "not detected" for
associated samples in this batch and bias is on the high side.
Acetone B072892-BS1, B072892-BSD1

Laboratory fortified blank/laboratory control sample recovery | The discrepancy would bias the results low but the
and duplicate recovery are outside of control limits. Reported |sample concentrations either were much less than
value for this compound is likely to be biased on the low side. |or much greater than the applicable criteria.
Bromoform 13E0369-01[D05361], 13E0369-02[D05362], Therefore, no use limitation is warranted.
13E0369-03[D05363], 13E0369-04[D05364], 13E0369-

05[D05365], 13E0369-06[D05366], B072892-BLK1,

B072892-BS1, B072892-BSD1, B072996-BLK1, B072996-

BS1, B072996-BSD1, B072996-MS1, B072996-MSD1

Either laboratory fortified blank/laboratory control sample or | The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
duplicate recovery is outside of control limits, but the other is |quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
within limits. RPD between the two LFB/LCS results is within |warranted.

method specified criteria. Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified:

1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene, 1,2-Dibromo-

3-chloropropane (DBCP), Acetone, Naphthalene B072996-

BS1, B072996-BSD1

Either laboratory fortified blank/laboratory control sample or | This VOC is not a compound of concern so no use
duplicate recovery is outside of control limits, but the other is |limitation is warranted.

within limits. RPD outside of control limits. Reduced precision

anticipated for any reported result for this compound. Analyte

& Samples(s) Qualified: Hexachlorobutadiene B072996-BS1

(
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Table 5

Data Usability Assessment - Summary of Data Qualifications

Data Used to Support Permanent Solution
87 Grove Street
Franklin, Massachusetts

CAM
DATA SET | STATUS |[PARAMETER ISSUE USE LIMITATION

CAM-
compliant

May 2013 soil
samples
(continued)

(
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VOCs

Compound classified by MA CAM as difficult with acceptable
recoveries of 40-160%. Recovery does not meet 70-130%
criteria but does meet difficult compound criteria. Analyte &
Samples(s) Qualified: 2-Butanone (MEK), Acetone,
Bromomethane, Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12) B072892-
BS1, B072892-BSD1, B072996-BS1

Matrix spike and spike duplicate recovery is outside of control
limits. Analysis is in control based on laboratory fortified
blank recovery. Possibility of matrix effects that lead to low
bias or non-homogeneous sample aliquot cannot be eliminated.
Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified: 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane,
1,4-Dichlorobenzene, Bromobenzene, Chlorodibromomethane,
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene, Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12),
Styrene, trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 13E0369-05[D05365],
B072996-MS1, B072996-MSD1

Matrix spike recovery and matrix spike duplicate recovery
outside of control limits. Possibility of sample matrix effects
that lead to a low bias for reported result or non-homogeneous
sample aliquots cannot be eliminated. Analyte & Samples(s)
Qualified: 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene,
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP), Bromoform,
Bromomethane, Hexachlorobutadiene, Naphthalene 13E0369-
05[D05365], B072996-MS1, B072996-MSD1

Either matrix spike or matrix spike duplicate is outside of
control limits, but the other is within limits. Analysis is in
control based on laboratory fortified blank recovery. Analyte
& Samples(s) Qualified: 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane, 1,2-
Dichlorobenzene, 1,3-Dichlorobenzene, 2-Hexanone (MBK), n-
Butylbenzene B072996-MS1, B072996-MSD1

Laboratory fortified blank duplicate RPD is outside of control
limits. Reduced precision is anticipated for any reported value
for this compound. Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified:
Bromomethane, Hexachlorobutadiene

13E0369-01[D05361], 13E0369-02[D05362], 13E0369-
03[D05363], 13E0369-04[D05364], 13E0369-05[D05365],
13E0369-06[D05366], B072892-BLK1, B072892-BS1,
B072892-BSD1, B072996-BLK1, B072996-BS1, B072996-
BSD1, B072996-MS1, B072996-MSD1

The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
warranted.

The discrepancy would bias the results low but the
sample concentrations either were much less than
or much greater than the applicable criteria.
Therefore, no use limitation is warranted.

The discrepancy would bias the results low but the
sample concentrations either were much less than
or much greater than the applicable criteria.
Therefore, no use limitation is warranted.

The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
warranted.

These VOCs are not compounds of concern so no
use limitation is warranted.

Page 24



Table 5
Data Usability Assessment - Summary of Data Qualifications
Data Used to Support Permanent Solution
87 Grove Street
Franklin, Massachusetts

CAM
DATA SET | STATUS |[PARAMETER ISSUE USE LIMITATION

May 2013 soil CAM- VOCs Continuing calibration did not meet method specifications and | The discrepancy would bias the results low but the
samples compliant was biased on the low side for this compound. Increased sample concentrations either were much less than
(continued) uncertainty is associated with the reported value which is or much greater than the applicable criteria.

likely to be biased on the low side. Analyte & Samples(s) Therefore, no use limitation is warranted.

Qualified: 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane, 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene,
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene, 1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane
(DBCP), Bromoform, Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12),
Hexachlorobutadiene, Naphthalene

13E0369-04[D05364], 13E0369-05[D05365], 13E0369-
06[D05366], B072996-BLK1, B072996-BS1, B072996-
BSD1, B072996-MS1, B072996-MSD1, 13E0369-
01[D05361], 13E0369-02[D05362], 13E0369-03[D05363],
B072892-BLK1, B072892-BS1, B072892-BSD1

Response factor is less than method specified minimum This VOC is not a compound of concern so no use
acceptable value. Reduced precision and accuracy may be limitation is warranted.

associated with reported result. Analyte & Samples(s)

Qualified: 1,4-Dioxane 13E0369-01[D05361], 13E0369-

02[D05362], 13E0369-03[D05363], 13E0369-04[D05364],

13E0369-05[D05365], 13E0369-06[D05366], B072892-

BLK1, B072892-BS1, B072892-BSD1, B072996-BLK1,

B072996-BS1, B072996-BSD1, B072996-MS1, B072996-

MSD1

Continuing calibration did not meet method specifications and |Results were reported without qualification, no use
was biased on the high side. Data validation is not affected limitation is warranted.

since sample result was "not detected" for this compound.

Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified: Acetone

B072892-BS1, B072892-BSD1, B072996-BS1, B072996-

BSD1
May 2013 pH Holding time was exceeded. pH analysis should be performed |No use limitation is warranted.
Groundwater immediately at time of sampling. Nominal 15 minute holding

time was exceeded. Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified: pH
13E0614-16[D05382], B073325-DUP1

VOCs Laboratory fortified blank/laboratory control sample recovery | This VOC is not a compound of concern so no use
and duplicate recoveries outside of control limits. Data limitation is warranted.
validation is not affected since all results are "not detected" for
associated samples in this batch and bias is on the high side.
Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified: 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene
B073417-BS1, B073417-BSD1

Either laboratory fortified blank/laboratory control sample or | The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
duplicate recovery is outside of control limits, but the other is |quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
within limits. RPD between the two LFB/LCS results is within |warranted.

method specified criteria. Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified:

1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP), Naphthalene B073417-

BSD1

Compound classified by MA CAM as difficult with acceptable | The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
recoveries of 40-160%. Recovery does not meet 70-130% quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
criteria but does meet difficult compound criteria. Analyte & | warranted.

Samples(s) Qualified: 2-Butanone (MEK), 2-Hexanone

(MBK), Acetone, Bromomethane, Chloromethane,

Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12) B073334-BS1, B073334-

BSD1, B073417-BS1, B073417-BSD1

(
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Table 5
Data Usability Assessment - Summary of Data Qualifications
Data Used to Support Permanent Solution
87 Grove Street
Franklin, Massachusetts

CAM
DATA SET | STATUS |[PARAMETER ISSUE USE LIMITATION

May 2013 VOCs Matrix spike and spike duplicate recovery is outside of control | The discrepancy would bias the results low but the
Groundwater limits. Analysis is in control based on laboratory fortified sample concentrations either were much less than
(continued) blank recovery. Possibility of matrix effects that lead to low | or much greater than the applicable criteria.

bias or non-homogeneous sample aliquot cannot be eliminated. | Therefore, no use limitation is warranted.
Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified: Bromomethane,

Chloromethane, Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12) 13E0614-

01[D05367], B073334-MS1, B073334-MSD1

Either matrix spike or MS duplicate is outside of control The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
limits, but the other is within limits. RPD between the two quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
MS/MSD results is within method specified criteria. Analyte |warranted.

& Samples(s) Qualified: 1,4-Dioxane B073334-S1

Elevated reporting limit based on lowest point in calibration. | The elevated reporting limits exceed the GW-1
MA CAM reporting limit not met. Analyte & Samples(s) standards; however they are within the GW-2 and
Qualified: Carbon Disulfide, Methylene Chloride 13E0614- | GW-3 standards that are applicable to the Site.
01[D05367], 13E0614-02[D05368], 13E0614-[D05369], Therefore, no use limitation is warranted.
13E0614-04[D05370], 13E0614-05[D05371], 13E0614-

06[D05372], 13E0614-07[D05373], 13E0614-08[D05374],

13E0614-09[D05375], 13E0614-10[D05376], 13E0614-

11[D05377], 13E0614-12[D05378], 13E0614-13[D05379],

13E0614-14[D05380], 13E0614-15[D05381]

Continuing calibration did not meet method specifications and | This VOC is not a compound of concern so no use
was biased on the low side for this compound. Increased limitation is warranted.
uncertainty is associated with the reported value which is

likely to be biased on the low side. Analyte & Samples(s)

Qualified: Chloromethane 13E0614-01[D05367], 13E0614-

02[D05368], 13E0614-03[D05369], 13E0614-05[D05371],

13E0614-06[D05372], 13E0614-08[D05374], 13E0614-

09[D05375], 13E0614-10[D05376], 13E0614-1[D05377],

13E0614-12[D05378], 13E0614-13[D05379], B073334-

BLK1, B073334-BS1, B073334-BSD1, B073334-MS1,

B073334-MSD1

Response factor is less than method specified minimum This VOC is not a compound of concern so no use
acceptable value. Reduced precision and accuracy may be limitation is warranted.
associated with reported result. Analyte & Samples(s)

Qualified: 1,4-Dioxane

13E0614-01[D05367], 13E0614-02[D05368], 13E0614-

03[D05369], 13E0614-04[D05370], 13E0614-05[D05371],

13E0614-06[D05372], 13E0614-07[D05373], 13E0614-

08[D05374], 13E0614-09[D05375], 13E0614-10[D05376],

13E0614-1[D05377], 13E0614-12[D05378], 13E0614-

13[D05379], 13E0614-14[D05380], 13E0614-15[D05381],

13E0614-16[D05382], B073334-BLK1, B073334-BS1,

B073334-BSD1, B073334-MS1, B073334-MSD1, B073417-

BLK1, B073417-BS1, B073417-BSD1

Continuing calibration did not meet method specifications and | The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
was biased on the high side. Data validation is not affected quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
since sample result was "not detected" for this compound. warranted.

Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified: Bromomethane, Methylene

Chloride B073417-BS1, B073417-BSD1, B073334-BS1,

B073334-BSD1, B073334-MS1, B073334-MSD1

(
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Table 5
Data Usability Assessment - Summary of Data Qualifications
Data Used to Support Permanent Solution
87 Grove Street
Franklin, Massachusetts

CAM
DATA SET | STATUS |[PARAMETER ISSUE USE LIMITATION

May 2013 VOCs Laboratory control sample recoveries for required MCP Data | The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
Groundwater Enhancement 8260 compounds were all within limits specified | quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
(continued) by the method except for difficult analytes’where recovery warranted.

control limits of 40-160% are used and/or unless otherwise
listed in this narrative. Difficult analytes: MIBK, MEK,
acetone, 1,4-dioxane, chloromethane,
dichlorodifluoromethane, 2-hexanone, and bromomethane.

August 2013 CAM- VOCs Laboratory fortified blank/laboratory control sample recovery | Results were reported without qualification, no use
Groundwater | compliant and duplicate recoveries outside of control limits. Data limitation is warranted.
samples validation is not affected since all results are "not detected" for

associated samples into this batch and bias is on the high side.
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene, Naphthalene (B079540-BS1,
B0709540-BSD1

Laboratory fortified blank/laboratory control sample recovery |The discrepancy would bias the results low but the
an duplicate recovery are outside of control limits. Reported |sample concentrations either were much less than
value for this compound is likely to be biased on the low side. |or much greater than the applicable criteria.
2,2-Dichloropropane, Bromethane, Chloromethane, Styrene, | Therefore, no use limitation is warranted.
Trichlorofluoromethane (Freon 11), Vinyl Chloride

Either laboratory fortified blank/laboratory control sample or | The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
duplicate recovery is outside of control limits, but the other is |quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
within limits. RPD between the two LFB/LCS result is within |warranted.

method specified criteria. Bromomethane

Compound classified by MA CAM as difficult with acceptable | The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
recoveries of 40-160%. Recovery does not meet 70-130% but | quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
does meet difficult compound criteria. Bromomethane, warranted.

Dichlorodiflouromethane (Freon 12)

Matrix spike recovery and matrix spike duplicate recovery T&H accepts the data as being representative of
outside of control limits. Possibility of sample matrix effects |disposal site conditions based on data collected
that lead to a low bias for reported results or non-homogeneous subsequently from nearby locations.

sample aliquots cannot be eliminated. 2,2 - Dichloropropane,

Bromomethane, Chloromethane, Dichlorodifluoromethane

(Freon 12)

Elevated reporting limit due to high concentration of target The elevated reporting limits exceed the GW-1
compounds. MA CAM reporting limit not met. Carbon standards; however they are within the GW-2 and
Disulfide, Methylene Chloride. GW-3 standards that are applicable to the Site.

Therefore, no use limitation is warranted.

May 2015 CAM- VOCs Compound classified by MA CAM as difficult with acceptable | T&H accepts the data as being representative of
groundwater compliant recoveries of 40-160%. Recovery does not meet 70-130% disposal site conditions based on data collected
sample criteria but does meet difficult compound criteria. Analyte & | subsequently from nearby locations.

Samples(s) Qualified: L-14 Bromomethane B121629-BS1,
B121629-BSD1 Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12) B121629-
BS1, B121629-BSD1

Elevated reporting limit due to high concentration of target T&H accepts the data as being representative of
compounds. MA CAM reporting limit not met. Analyte & disposal site conditions based on data collected
Samples(s) Qualified: RL-05 15E0203-05[MW-101D], subsequently from nearby locations.
15E0203-06[MW-101S]

(
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Table 5
Data Usability Assessment - Summary of Data Qualifications
Data Used to Support Permanent Solution
87 Grove Street
Franklin, Massachusetts

CAM
DATA SET | STATUS |[PARAMETER ISSUE USE LIMITATION

May 2015 CAM- VOCs Elevated reporting limit based on lowest point in calibration. | T&H accepts the data as being representative of
groundwater compliant MA CAM reporting limit not met. Analyte & Samples(s) disposal site conditions based on data collected
sample Qualified: RL-07 Bromomethane 15E0203-01[MW-1], subsequently from nearby locations.

15E0203-02[MW-17], 15E0203-03[MW-106D], 15E0203-
04[MW-106S] Methylene Chloride 15E0203-01[MW-1],
15E0203-02[MW-17], 15E0203-03[MW-106D], 15E0203-
04[MW-1068]

Continuing calibration did not meet method specifications and | The discrepancy would bias the results low but the

was biased on the low side for this compound. Increased sample concentrations either were much less than
uncertainty is associated with the reported value which is or much greater than the applicable criteria.
likely to be biased on the low side. Analyte & Samples(s) Therefore, no use limitation is warranted.

Qualified: V-05 1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP)

15E0203-01[MW-1], 15E0203-02[MW-17], 15E0203-

03[MW-106D], 15E0203-04[MW-106S], 15E0203-05[MW-

101D], 15E0203-06[MW-101S], B121629-BLK1,

B121629-BS1, B121629-BSD1

Continuing calibration did not meet method specifications and |Results were reported without qualification, no use
was biased on the high side. Data validation is not affected limitation is warranted.

since sample result was "not detected" for this compound.

Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified: V-20

Chloromethane B121629-BS1, B121629-BSD1

June 2015 CAM- VOCs Compound classified by MA CAM as difficult with acceptable | T&H accepts the data as being representative of
Groundwater | compliant recoveries of 40-160%. Recovery does not meet 70-130% disposal site conditions based on data collected
samples criteria but does meet difficult compound criteria. Analyte & | subsequently from nearby locations.

Samples(s) Qualified: L-14 Bromomethane B123593-BS1

Elevated reporting limit due to high concentration of target T&H accepts the data as being representative of
compounds. MA CAM reporting limit not met. Analyte & disposal site conditions based on data collected
Samples(s) Qualified: RL-05 15F0265-01[MW-101D], subsequently from nearby locations.
15F0265-02[MW-101S]

Continuing calibration did not meet method specifications and | The accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the
was biased on the high side. Data validation is not affected quality control is sufficient, no use limitation is
since sample result was "not detected" for this compound. warranted.

Analyte & Samples(s) Qualified: V-20 Bromomethane

B123593-BS1, B123593-BSD1 Chloromethane B123593-

BS1, B123593-BSD1

(
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i:\[assachuseﬂs Depa @ent of Environmental Protection BWSC 104
\Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

|

|IPERMANENT AND TEMPOEFARY SOLUTION STATEMENT 5 - 16694
| Pursuant to 310 CMR 40.1000 (Subpart T)

|

; For sites with mulfiple RTNs, enter the Primary RTIN above.

Release Tracking Number

A. SITE LOCATION:

1. Site Name L ocation Aid: FORMER MU-STYLE PROPERTY

2. Street Address: 87 GROVE 5T

3. City/ Town: FRANKLIN 4 ZIF Code: 020380000
3. Coordinates: a. Latitude: W 42 08635 b. Longitude: W 71.42754

6. Check here if the disposal site that is the source of the release is Tier Classified. Check the current Tier Classification Category:

[la TierI (b, TierID c. TierIT

B. THIS FORM IS BEING USED TO: (check all that apply)

1. List Submittal Date of the Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement,
or BAQ Statement (if previously submitted):

mm/dd/yyyy
[] 2. Submit a Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement

[] a Check here if this Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement covers additional Release Tracking Numbers
(RTNNs). ETINs that have been previously linked to a Tier Classified Primary BTN do not need to be listed here.

b. Provide the additional Eelease Tracking Number(s) covered by this - -
Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement.

[] 3. Submit a Revised Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement (or revised FAOD Statement)

[] & Check here if this Eevised Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement covers additional Release Tracking Numbers (RTNs).
not listed on the Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement or previously submitted Eevised Permanent or Temporary
Solution Statements. BTNs that have been previously linked to a Tier Classified Primary BT do not need to be listed here.

b. Provide the additional Release Tracking Numbern(s) covered by this - -
Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement.
4. Submit a Permanent or Temporary Solution Partial Statement

Check above box, if any Eesponse Actions remain to be taken to address conditions associated with this disposal site having the
Primary BTV listed in the header section of this transmittal form. This Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement will record only a
Permanent or Temporary Solution-Partial Statement for that BTN, A final Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement will need to be
subinitted that references all Permanent or Temporary Solution-Partial Statements and, if applicable. covers any remaining conditions
not covered by the Permanent or Temporary Solution-Partial Statements.

Also, specify if vou are an Elizible Person or Tenant pursuant to M.GL. c. 21 5.2, and have no further oblizgation to
conduct response actions on the remaining portion(s) of the disposal site:

[] a Eligible Person [] b.Eligible Tenant

[] 3. Submit a Revised Permanent or Temporary Solution Partial Statement (or revised EAQ-Partial Statement)
[] 6. Submit an optional Phase I Completion Statement supporting the Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement

[] 7 Submit a Periodic Review Opinion evaluating the status of a Temporary Solution, as specified in 310 CMR. 40.1031
(Section T is optional)

8. Submit a Retraction of a previously submitted Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement {or EAOQ Statement)
(Sections E & F are not required)

{All sections of this transmittal form must be filled out unless otherwise noted above)

Revised: 11/15/2013 Page 1 of 8



iPER?\-Li]\"ENT AND TEMPORARY SOLUTION STATEMENT
|Pursuant to 310 CMR 40.1000 (Subpart J)

!E'Iassachusetts Department of Environmental Protection BWSC 104
Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

Release Tracking Number
2 - |16694

For sites with multiple RTNs, enter the Primary RTN above.

C. DESCRIPTION OF RESPONSE ACTIONS: (check all that apply: for volumes, list cumulative amounts)

1. Aszessment and/or Monitoring Only

L3 Deployment of Absorbent or Containment Materials

[]5. Structure Venting SystemHVAC Modification System

[17. Product or NAPL Recovery

[]9. Groundwater Treatment Systems

[ ]11. Remedial Additives

[]13. Active Exposure Pathway Mitigation System
[[115. Monitored Natural Attenuation

[ 117. Removal of Contaminated Soils

[]2. Temporary Covers or Caps

[ ]4. Treatment of Water Supplies

[ ] 6. Engineered Barrier

[] 8. Fencing and Sign Posting

[]10. Soil Vapor Extraction

(112, Air Sparging

[ ]14. Passive Exposure Pathway Mitigation System

[]16. In-Situ Chemical Oxidation

[ |a. Re-use, Recycling or Treatment [ i On site Estimated volume in cubic yards
[ ] . Off Site Estimated volume in cubic yvards
iia. Facility Name: Town: State:
iib. Facility Name: Town: State:
iii. Describe:
[Ib. Landfil
[i. Cover Estimated volume in cubic vards
Facility Name: Town: State:
[]ii. Disposal Estimated volume in cubic vards
Facility Name: Town: State:
[118 Removal of Drums, Tanks or Containers:
a. Describe Quantity and Amount:
b. Facility Name: Town: State:
c. Facility Name: Town: State:
112 Removal of Other Contaminated Media-
a. Specify Type and Volume:
b. Facility Name: Town: State:
c. Facility Name: Town: State:

Revised: 11/15/2013
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!E'Iassachusetts Department of Environmental Protection BWSC 104

iBureau of Waste Site Cleanup

iPER?\-Li]\"ENT AND TEMPORARY SOLUTION STATEMENT
|Pursuant to 310 CMR 40.1000 (Subpart J)

Release Tracking Number
2 - |16694

For sites with multiple RTNs, enter the Primary RTN above.

C. DESCRIPTION OF RESPONSE ACTIONS (cont.): (check all that apply; for volumes, list cumulative amounts)

[]20. Other Response Actions:

Describe:

[121. Use of Innovative Technologies:
Describe:

D. SITE USE:

1. Are the response actions that are the subject of this submittal associated with the redevelopment, reuse or the major
expansion af the current use of property(ies) impacted by the presence of oil and'or hazardous materials?

[la Yes b. Mo [lc. Don't know

2.Is the property a vacant or under-utilized commercial or industrial property ("'a brownfield property™)7?

a. Yes Lb.No [e. Don't know

3. Will funds from a state or federal brownfield incentive program be used on one or more of the property(ies) within the disposal site?

[V]a Yes [Ib.No [lc. Don'tknow I Yes.identify program(s): EPA BROWNFIELDS

4. Has a Covenant Not to Sue been obtained or sought?

[a. Yes b. No [l ¢. Dort't know

3. Check all applicable categories that apply to the person making this subsmittal: [ ]a. Redevelopment Agency or Authority

[|b. Community Development Corporation [ | . Economic Development and Industrial Corporation
[ d. Private Developer [ e. Fiduciary [If Secured Lender g. Municipality
[| h. Potential Buyer (non-owner) []i. Other, describe:

This data will be used by MassDEP for information purposes only, and does not represent or create any legal commitment, obligation or
liability on the part of the party or person providing this data to MassDEP.

E. PERMANENT OR TEMPORARY SOLUTION CATEGORY:
Specify the category of Solution that applies to the Disposal Site, or Site of the Threat of Release. Select either 1, 2, or 3.

[] l.Permanent Solution with No Conditions (check one)
[]a A threat of release has been eliminated.
[]b. All contamination has been reduced to Natural Background levels.

[] e A condition of No Significant Risk exists or has been achieved with no Activity and Use Limitation or other limitations,
assumptions, or conditions (310 CME 40.1013).

Revised: 11/15/2013 Page 3 of &



'Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection BWSC 104
Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY SOLUTION STATEMENT
Pursuant to 310 CMR 40,1000 (Subpart T)
| For sites with mulfiple RTNs, enter the Primary RTN above.

Release Tracking Number
2 - |16694

E. PERMANENT OR TEMPORARY SOLUTION CATEGORY (cont.):

2. Permanent Solution with Conditions (check a and/or b):

[]2. An AUL has been implemented pursuant to 310 CMR. 1012(2) (check one)
[]i- Required pursuant to 310 40.1012(2}
[]4. Optionally implemented pursuant to 310 40.1012(3)

b. Limitations or conditions apply pursuant to 310 CME. £40.1013 {check all that apply):
[]i Gardening Best Management Practices (BMPs) for non-commercial gardening in a residential setting
[]i. Concentrations of Oi and Hazardous Material consistent with Anthropogenic Background
[]ui. Residual contamination in a Public or Ratlroad Right-of-Way

iv. Groundwater contamination would exceed GW-2 Standards except for the absence of an occupied
building or structure

[] 3. Temporary Solution (check one)
[ ]2 Response actions to achieve a Permanent Solution are not currently feasible

[[]b. Response actions to achieve a Permanent Solution are feasible and are being continued toward a
Permanent Solution

F. PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY SOLUTION INFORMATION:

1. Specify the Fisk Characterization Method(s) used to achieve the Permanent or Temporary Solution, described above:
[]a Method 1 []b- Method 2 [] ¢ Method 3
d. Method Not Applicable-Contamination reduced to or consistent with backzround, or Threat of Release abated

2. Bpecify all Soil Category(ies) applicable. More than one Soil Category may apply at a Site. Be sure to check off all APPLICABLE
categories:

[]a 5-1/GW-1 []d 8-2/GW-1 []e-8-3/GW-1 []i- Not Applicable
[]b- 5-1/GW-1 []e- 8-2/GW-1 []h. 5-3/GW-2
[]e. 5-1/GW-3 [+]f- 5-2/GW-3 1 8-3/GW-3

3. Bpecify all Groundwater Category(ies) impacted. A site may impact more than one Groundwater Category. Be sure to check off all
IMPACTED categories:
[]a GW-1 b GW-2 c. GW-3 []d-No Groundwater Impacted

4. Check here if the risk assessment includes any changes to the groundwater category pursuant to
310 CME. 40.0932{5Wa) through (). Check all conditions that apply:
[] & AnInterimWellhead Protection Area does not apply based on a hydregeologic evaluation (310 CME. 40.0932(3)(a))
b. Groundwater was determined not to be in a Potentially Productive Aquifer or is not feasible to be developed as a drnking
water supply (310 CME 40.0932(3%b))
[] - A Non-Potential DrinkingWater Source Area determination was made (310 CME 40.0932(3)(c)}

[] d. Existing private wells were permanently closed (310 CME 40.0032(3)(d))

e. Groundwater is located within a Zone A, but is not hydrogeologically connected to a drinking water supply
(310 CIME. 40.0932(3)e))

3. Check here if the Permanent or Temporary Solution supports a finding of No Significant Bisk for petroleum in a GW-1 area pursuant
to 310 CME. 40.0024(2)(b)3.

Revised: 11/15/2013 Page 4 of &



!E'Iassachusetts Department of Environmental Protection BWSC 104

iBureau of Waste Site Cleanup

iPER?\-Li]\"ENT AND TEMPORARY SOLUTION STATEMENT
|Pursuant to 310 CMR 40.1000 (Subpart J)

Release Tracking Number
2 - |16694

For sites with multiple RTNs, enter the Primary RTN above.

F. PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY SOLUTION INFORMATION (cont.):

§. Specify whether remediation was conducted:

[] a Check here if soil remediation was conducted.
[] b. Check here if groundwater remediation was conducted.

[]e Check here if other remediation was conducted.
Specify:

1. Bpecify whether the analytical data used to support the Permanent or Temporary Solution used the Compendium of Analytical
Methods (CAM):

a. CAMused to support all analytical data. [] b. CAMused to support some of the analytical data.

[]e CAMN not used.

8. Check here to indicate that the Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement includes a Data Usability Assessment and Data
Eepresentativeness Evaluation pursuant to 310 CME 40.1036.

8. Estimate the number of acres this Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement applies to: 0.4

Revised: 11/15/2013 Page 5of &



'Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection BWSC 104
!Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

|PER?\-L41\"ENT AND TEMPORARY SOLUTION STATEMENT
|Pursuant to 310 CMR 40.1000 (Subpart J)

Release Tracking Number
2 - |16694

For sites with multiple RTNs, enter the Primary RTN above.

(. LSP SIGNATURE AND STAMP:

I attest under the pains and penalties of perjury that [ have personally examined and am familiar with this transmittal form, including any and all
documents accompanying this submittal. In my professional opinion and judzment based upon application of (i) the standard of care in 309
CME. 4.02(1), (it} the applicable provisions of 309 CME 4.02(2) and (3], and 309 CME4.03(2), and (1) the provisions of 300 CME. 4.03(3), to the
best of my knowledge, information and belief,

> if Section B indicates that either o Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement, Phase I Completion Statement and/or Periodic Review
Opinien is being provided the response action(s) that is (are) the subject of this submittal (i) has (have) been developed and implemented in
accordance with the applicable provisions of M.GL. ¢ 21E and 310 CME. 40,0000, (i) is {are) appropriate and reasonable to accomplish the
purposes of such response action(s) as set forth in the applicable provisions of M.GL. c. 21E and 310 CME. £0.0000, and (i) comply{ies) with
the identified provisions of all orders, permits, and approvals identified in this submittal.

I am aware that significant penalties may result, including, but not limited to, possible fines and imprisonment, if I submit information which I
know to be false, inaccurate or materially incomplete.

1. L5P#: 4562
2 FirstName:  JONATHAN R Feilec  OoHER
4. Telephone:  508-945-1732 3. Ent 6 st

7. Signature: JOMATHAN R OBRIEN

8. Date: 10/8/2015 0 L5P Stamp:
mm/dd vy

H. PERSON MAKING SUBMITTAL:

1. Check all that apply: a. change in contact name [|t. change of address [[]c. change in the person
undertaking response actions

2. Name of Organization: TOWN OF FRANKLIN

3. Contact First Name: JEFFREY 4 LastName:  NUTTING

3. Street: 355 EAST CENTRAL ST 6. Title: TOWN ADMINISTRATOR

1. City/ Towy: FRAMKLIN 8. State: MA 0. ZIP Code: 020320000

10. Telephone:  508-520-4549 11. Ext.: 12, Email:

Revised: 11/15/2013 Page 6 of 8



'Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection BWSC 104
!Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup
Release Tracking Number

|PER?\'L;'1]\—ENT AND TEMPORARY SOLUTION STATEMENT 5 - [16694

|Pursuant to 310 CMR 40.1000 (Subpart T)
| For sites with mulfiple RTNs, enter the Primary RTN above.

L. RELATIONSHIP TO RELEASE OR THREAT OF RELEASE OF PERSON MAKING SUBMITTAL-:
[ | Check here to change relationship
1.EP or PEP []a Owner [Ib. Operator [ ¢. Generator []d. Transporter

e. Other BP or FRP Specify: NOMW-SPECIFIED PRP

[] 2 Fiduciary, Secured Lender or Municipality with Exempt Status (as defined by M.GL. . 21E. 5. 2)
[] 3-Agency or Public Utility on a Right of Way (as defined by M.GL. c. 21E. 5. 3(7})

[] 4 Any Other Person Making Submittal Specify Relationship:

J. REQUIRED ATTACHMENT AND SUBMITTALS:

1. Check here if the Permanent or Temporary Solution on which this opinion is based, if any, are {were) subject to any order(s), permit
(5) and/or approval(s) issued by DEP or EPA. If the box is checked, wou MUST attach a statement identifying the applicable
provisions thereof.

[] 2. Check here to certify that the Chief Municipal Officer and the Local Board of Health have been notified of the submittal of a
Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement that relies on the public way/rail nght-of-way exemption from the requirements of an
AUL.

3. Check here to certify that the Chief Municipal Officer and the Local Board of Health have been notified of the submittal of a
Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement with instructions on how to obtain a full copy of the report.

4. Check here to certify that documentation is attached specifying the location of the Site, or the location and boundaries of the
Disposal Site subject to this Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement. If submitting a Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement
for a PORTION of a Disposal Site, vou must document the location and boundaries for both the portion subject to this submittal and,
to the extent defined, the entire Disposal Site.

3. Check here to certify that, pursuant to 310 CME. 40.1406, notice was provided to the owner(s) of each property within the disposal
site boundanes, or notice was not required because the disposal site boundaries are limited to property owned by the party
conducting response actions. {check all that apply)

[] a MNotice was provided prior to, or concurrent with the submittal of a Phase Il Completion Statement to the Department.
[] b.Notice was provided prior to, or concurrent with the submittal of this Permanent or Temporary Solution Statement to the

Department.
c. Notice not required. d. Total number of property owners notified, if applicable:

[] 6. Check here if you are submitting one or more AULs. You must submit an AUL Transmittal Form (BWSC113) and a copy of each
implemented AUL related to this Permanent Solution or Temporary Solution Statement. Specify the type of AUL{s) below: (required
for Permanent Solution with Conditions Statements where an AUL is being implemented)

[] 2 Motice of Activity and Use Limitation b. Number of Notices submitted:

] e Grant of Environmental Eestriction d. Number of Grants submitted:

[] 7. a Permanent Solution Compliance Fee is required for any of the RTNs listed on this transmittal form, check here to certify thata
Permanent Solution Compliance Fee was submitted to DEP, P. 0. Box 4062, Boston, WA 02211

[] & Check here if any non-updatable information provided on this form is incorrect, e.g. Site Address/Location Aid. Send corrections to
bwsc.edep@state.maus.

8. Check here to certify that the L5P Opinion containing the matenal facts, data, and other information is attached.

Revised: 11/15/2013 Page 7 of &



;l'Iassachusetts Department of Environmental Protection BWSC 104
\Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

'PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY SOLUTION STATEMENT
|Pursuant to 310 CMR 40.1000 (Subpart J)

Release Tracking Number
2 - |16694

For sites with multiple RTNs, enter the Primary RTN above.

K. CERTIFICATION OF PERSON MAKING SUBMITTAL:

1.1 JEFFREY NUTTING . attest under the pains and penalties of perjury (i) that [ have personally

examined and am familiar with the information contained in this submittal, including any and all documents accompanying this transmittal
form, (i) that, based on my inguiry of those individuals inmediately responsible for obtaining the information, the material information
contained in this submittal is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate and complete, and (iii) that I am fully authorized to make
this attestation on behalf of the entity legally responsible for this submittal. I'the person or entity on whose behalf this submittal is made
am/is aware that there are significant penalties, including, but not limited to, possible fines and imprisonment, for willfully submitting false,
inaccurate, or incomplete information.

2.By: JEFFREY NUTTING 3. Title:
Signature
4.For: TOWN OF FRANKLIN 5. Date: 10/8/2015
(IName of person or entity recorded in Section H) mm/dd vy

[] 6. Check here if the address of the person providing certification 15 different from address recorded in Section H.

1. Btreet:

8. City/ Town: 9. State: 10. ZIP Code:

11. Telephone: 12 Ext.: 13. Email:

YOU ARFE SUBJECT TO AN ANNUAL COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE FEE OF UP TO 510,000 PER
BILLABLE YEAR FOR THIS DISPOSAL SITE. YOU MUST LEGIBLY COMPLETE ALL RELEVANT
SECTIONS OF THIS FORM OR DEP MAY RETURN THE DOCUMENT AS INCOMPLETE. IF YOU
SUBMIT AN INCOMPLETE FORM, YOU MAY BE PENALIZED FOR MISSING A REQUIRED DEADLINE.

Date Stamp (DEP USE ONLY?)

Received by DEP on 10/8/2015 2:12:23 PM

Revised- 11/15/2013 Page B of B



Appendix B

1y

TATA & HOWARD

4 XIAN3ddVv



File Path: C\Temp\AcPublish_3032\20050458F31_EXCQ1.dwg, Layout: CS-101, Plotted: Wed, Apr 24, 2013 - 1:48 PM  User: dlafrance

‘ Plotter: RI45-LG-MONC (OVERWRITE).PC3 CTRB File: FO 2008 MONO.CTB

[LAYER STATE:

[MS VIEW.

[

APPROXIMATE REMAINING
AREA OF CHLORINATED
VOC IN SOIL.

LIMIT OF
DISTURBANCE

0820-05:
QB20-06:

S
0820-07: 0-1.5(J>r
0820-08: 34

NORTHWEST CORNER
EXCAVATION AREA

@RW-E
RW-w -
@ RACEWAY TUNNEL (EXCAVA

B—4 EXCAVATION AREA

APPROXIMATE LIMITS
OF EXCAVATION

NORTHEAST CORNER
EXCAVATION AREA

APPROXIMATE
SEWER ALIGNMENT

AND DEMOLISHED)

-APPROXIMATE LIMIT
OF BASEMENT

CHIMNEY DEMOLISHED TO
SURROUNDING GRADE

SOIL EXCAVATION
AREAS

FORMER SEWER
SERVICE

ORMER SECTION
ON PIERS

MINE BROOK

SEWER

LEGEND
I PROPERTY BOUNDARY
PARCEL LINES

____ RoW = TOWN-OWNED RIGHT OF WAY
TOWN—OWNED ROADWAY
EDGE OF WATER
WETLANDS

RTN 2-16584 DISPOSAL SITE BOUNDARY (DASHED
BN B rpe APPROXIMATE)

LIMITS OF EXCAVATION AREA
TCTTITRITL. FOUNDATION DEMOLISHED DURING RAM ACTIVITIES
FOUNDATION TO REMAIN

T 77777 GRAVITY WALL INSTALLED DURING RAM
CHAIN LINK FENCE
4 OVERBURDEN MONITORING WELL
¢ SHALLOW BEDROCK MONITORING WELL
O HYDRANT
S SEWER MANHOLE
0918-04 CONFIRMATORY SOIL SAMPLE LOCATION WITH SAMPLE
3-4 NUMBER (6 DIGITS) AND DEPTH
{D SOIL SAMPLE REMOVED FROM DATA SET (VA
ADDITIONAL EXCAVATION
RW=E RACEWAY EAST/WEST CO—LOCATED SEDIMENT &
STANDING WATER SAMPLE
REFERENCES:

SITE FEATURES WERE OBTAINED FROM THE FOLLOWING SOURCES:

1. TOWN OF FRANKLIN ASSESSOR'S MAP 276 AND GIS MAPPING

2. SITE OBSERVATIONS BY FUSS & O'NEILL

3. 2010 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY FROM GOOGLE

4. JULY 2003 "SITE PLAN MODIFICATION, ASSESSOR'S MAP 72, LOT 7" BY UNITED
CONSULTANTS, INC.

NOTES:

1. THE USEPA BROWNFIELDS REMEDIATION GRANT APPLIED SQLELY TO LOT 27. NO
ACTION WERE CONDUCTED OUTSIDE OF THE DISPOSAL SITE BOUNDARY OR ON THE
LOT 22 PORTION OF THE DISPOSAL SITE. ADDITIONAL RESPONSE ACTIONS MAY BE
WARRANTED ON LOT 22 AT A LATER DATE.

2. BACKFILL CONSISTED OF A COMBINATION OF CRUSHED BRICK, CONCRETE AND
MASONRY RUBBLE AND IMPORTED SAND & GRAVEL FILL PRCVIDED BY THE TOWN
OF FRANKLIN. THE GROUND SURFACE WAS RESTORED WITH MULCH AND LEAVES.

3. UTIUTY LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE BASED ON TOWN GIS MAFPING AND
KNOWLEDGE OF SITE CONDITIONS.

4. MW-18 AND MW—19 WERE DESTROYED DURING DEMOLITION WORK AND WILL BE
REPLACED AT A LATER DATE.

5. SOIL ALONG THE NORTHERN PROPERTY LINE IN DASHED BOUNDARY WAS NOT
DISTURBED DUE TO PRESENCE OF UTILITES (WATER & SEWER).

3 MLl DAM
1 (APPROX.)
neOaE e % \
. . *
)
£ .
ﬂ% * LOT 22 BOUNDARY *
= *
h ny o "
.
Ty
L g L
£ . ‘
"
. Ny Ny "
B y, n ’
O s
EXISTING CONDITIONS PLAN
SCALE: 1= 20’
SCALE PRQJ. No.: 20050458, F31
SFAL AL roRE T30 TOWN OF FRANKLIN e
VERT. >
DATUM FUSS & O’NEILL SITE PLAN
HORZ
317 IRON HORSE WAY, SUITE 204
T <L RT 090 RELEASE ABATEMENT MEASURE COMPLETION REPORT FlG U RE 2
20 10 © 20 0
1 e — oo FORMER NU-STYLE FACILITY
o DATE DESCRIPTION DESIGNER | REVIEWER GRAPHIC SCALE TRANKLIN MASSACITUSETTS




0 Wed, Oct 03,2007 -9:11 AM User. BnanK

| Fite Path: F Dwg\P2005\0458\810\Nu StyleWje_Phasell_update_0504585810_STPO01,dwg, Layout; 08,5x11-P_RI21_HPS00

[cTa:

[LMAN:

[Ms VIEW:

\
Y % RM\ . VINE BROOK \
- E \SW/SD:Z__ hBﬂW‘-‘4/ \.SW/SD‘—.?) ® - SW/’SD—4 -$_

R0 =B B—2 ~
N h \
MW—1/B—1
— \
\
\
- \
o TN
X \
S \
Rv AN
2
S \
b ~
o
|
|
REFERENCE:
LEGEND BASEMAP FEATURES WERE
ep— 4 MONITORING WELL BASED ON INFORMATION
__ APPROXIMATE PROPERTY OBTAINED FROM THE TOWN
LINE ° SOIL BORING OF FRANKLIN ASSESSOR'S
MAP 276.
[U57) LOCATION OF UST @  APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
(REMOVED) SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT
SAMPLE
_____ APPROXIMATE GPR
SURVEY AREA ¢ APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF CONCRETE POTENTIALLY

/_:_-,-_-;":"‘"'.# MW=5/B-9 )
’ = I
(f/ LOT 27 B-10 r"’"f N\ -~
S e = e )
22X AN % e \ =
" V™ B-6 | i\ i
Lor &7 A\ | =
N e 2 e RN | =
e §\MW-3/8-7 ' o
o U RN 4 |
20 %N N\ o &3\ B8 Y \
4 ;

0 = ] =
X, \ﬂw_2/3_3/ i f\..l B—{

ASSOCIATED WITH A TUNNEL/WATER RUN

ucs:

SCALE: ‘ z T N PROJ No.: 20050458010
HORZ: 1" = 60° WWW.Fand0.COM FORMER NU-STYLI: COMPANY INC GATE- OC1OBER 2007
VERT:
DATUM: SITE PLAN
R FUSS & O'NEILL
YERTS Disciplines to Deliver 87 GROVE STREET
3 7 5 2 FIGURE 2
T e —
GRAPHIC SCALE 275 PROMENADE ST SUME 350  PROVIDENCE R! 02908 401.861.3070 FRANKLIN MASSACHUSLETTS




Flle Path: F:\Dwg\P2005\0458'A100\050458A10_STP003,dwg, Layoul: SITE PLAN 2

Dale: Wed, Jul 18, 2007 - 10:04 AM User: SHubbs

|CTB: FO_STANDARD{HALF)

[LmAN:

[Ms viEw; Ms10

[ucs: WRLD

SOIL ‘

- BUILDING *LF
=
=<
=
By
LOT 22 g
BUILDING > 03 B
) st == gy — 4 FORMER UST
A e ' 5000 GAL
/
[/ =02
: | @
_/J\\_______._-—_-———.. == SUPPLY LINE
LIMIT OF (REMOVED)
ISR EXCAVATION
FILL PIPE
(REMOVED)
/\
-
ASPHALT = — \
-
-
« LEGEND
\ \ —— — = —— APPROXIMATE PROPERTY LINE
\ (] SOIL SAMPLE LOCATION
- REFERENCE:

MINE BASEMAP FEATURES WERE BASZD
= FLow BROOK ON INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM
—_ THE TOWN OF FRANKLIN

\ ASSESSOR’S MAP 276.
sz T FORMER NU-STYLE COMPANY. INC. FACILITY —
VERT.
T SITE PLAN - U :
e — FUSS & O'NEILL LAN - UST AREA DETAIL S
VERT. Discipline ro Deliver 87 GROVE STREET
o] 5 10
e 275 PROMENADE ST SUTE 350 PROVIDENCE RI 02908 401.851.3070 FRANKLIN MESSETESTRTS 2




Appendix C

1y

TATA & HOWARD

J XIAN3ddV



Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment

Former Nu-Style Company, Inc.
87 Grove Street (Lots 22 & 27)
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February 13, 2007

Ms. Stephanie Metrcandetti
Norfolk County Offices

614 High Street, PO Box 310
Dedham, MA 02027-0310

RE: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
Former Nu-Style Company, Inc.
87 Grove Street (Map 276, Lots 22 and 27)
Franklin, MA

Dear Ms. Mercandetti:

We are pleased to submit the enclosed report of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for
the above-referenced site. The site assessment was conducted using the Standard Practice E 1527-05
for Environmental Site Assessments published by the Ametican Society for Testing and Matetials
(ASTM, 2005). The results of our assessment are summatized in the attached report. We have
identified five recognized environmental conditions for the subject site.

Note that ASTM E 1527-05 requites that certain elements of a2 Phase T ESA be updated if the data for
the report is more than six months old. Thetefore, if this report is to be relied upon after July 1, 2007,
we recommend you contact us to discuss options.

In accordance with the requirements of the ASTM E 1527-05 Standatd, I declare that to the best of my
professional knowledge and belief, I meet the definition of an environmental professional as defined in
§312.10 of 40 CFR 312 and I have the specific qualifications based on education, training, and
experience to assess a property of the nature, history, and setting of the subject property. I have
developed and performed all appropriate inquities in conformance with the standards and practices set
forth in 40 CFR Part 312,

Thank you for the oppottunity to conduct this work. Please contact the undersigned if we can be of
further assistance.

Sincerely,

David JP Foss
Senior Hydrogeologist

Enclosure Phase I Environmental Site Assessment

F:\P2005\0458\B10\Nu-Style\Phasel update2007\Phas el_NuStyle_update_122706_lck.doc



FORMER NU-STYLE COMPANY, INC.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION PAGE
1.0 INTRODUCTTION .....ooieicriierieerssesassressssssessesssssssesssessessssssssssessssssessssssssssseessssssssesssssssssssoseeses 1
1 Objective .......... o s A T e A E s AR s e e A A S Y er o 1

1.2 Scope of Services vimieeimisrssineiv v sy sassms s s aisinye s i - 1

2.0 SITE OVERVIEW ..ottt ettt easbaesr s saa e e e e s s e ob s enss s snsans e 1
2 NS (TG § B o) 0 s V21 [ ¥4 ANUUUUUN SO SPSOSS SR 1

2.1.1  Property Location, Size of Parcel, and Site Plan issiservsssdivomsoorsesissisnnes - 1

212 SIE TTHIHES e vvvvveieeieveniereeriininiesierannranneseesoessesen AR AR TSR 2

2.1.3  Adjoining Land Use.....cccoviiiiniiiinn . commsmsassissssssmssisesaisvissg - 2

2.2 Physical Setting of SIte ....cceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 2

2.2.1  Geologic and Phystographic Settng .........c.ccoiiivimmnivenmrisisrsrsisessmmnesensens 2

222 GIOUMAWALET .uuiiiiiiiiee e e avass b s e e ra s b ee s ba b e araa s 3

2,23 SULTACE WALEE 1unniiiiiiiee et e et s s aaanabaas 3

2.2.4  Location of Public Water Supply Sources .........oecvivreieeivnnicviniinicccnnnnn, 4

2.3 Previous Environmental INvestigations.......ocvviireiiieeiiiiieiiisisasisse s sercnnasenseaes 4

3.0 STTE HISTORY ..ovoiiiviviisieiisaimsssersessesssnsisssisssnissnsassassesssss iisesesssissssanssisssseassmsssmsesessssismssorsissans 7
4.0 FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL FILE REVIEW ......ccooviiivirisiiriesssessnersisesssessssieanes 10
4.1  Summary of Regulatory Database Information ........cccciviciiieiiiiceiiiincniiinniennns 11

4.2 MADED FIle REVIEW wvvvvutuineeiieeiee et s s s aseessesssssnnssssnsssnsesensaenes 13

O T Do Yo7 Y B 1L e T O PR 13

5.0 USER-PROVIDED INFORMATION ..ottt ettt et essssnssassseesesenesens 15
5.1 Record of Environmental Liens of Activity and Use Limitations .....c.cvvveeiienane. 15

5.2 Specialized Knowledge or Experience of the Uset....c..cocviiiiiiiiiiiniininiciiinnn. 16

5.3 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Knowledge .......cooeviiiiinnnann. 16

5.4  Property Valuation, Reduction for Environmental Issues...........ccovciiievivininriininn. 16

6.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE AND INTERVIFEWS ..o i sisesrssisesnns 16
0.1 Site RECONMAISSATICE wvuvniiiiiiiiii et ceee s st e s e sreab s e s s s b bt esaesasanrenssenees 16

0.2 IIEEIVIEWS 1oetituin et eeet e e e e e et e e e e e et e e e e e ettt e s eetssssuaasaseasssbaseesesbasaeeesennnssnsssanes 20

6.3 Non-Scope Considerations ..........ccoovvieinviennes dassisaiisisissasdionssaiimyrsiss i 21

7.0 DATA GAPS, FINDINGS AND CONCILUSIONS ioviiiinimersesimemmmmossemi 21

8.0

9.0

B B 71 T o PO OR TR 21
7.2 Eindings and Conclusions sugamsismmn s s e A e i, 21

LIMITATIONS OF WORIK PRODUCT ........ccvrmsmseasmsssmsssemmmsmsasrorsersassssosssmsenerssseaseses 24

LEAP2005\ 458\ B TO\ANu-Style\Phasel _update2007\Phasel _NuStvle_update_122706_Ick.doc

Corres.

1



‘3 FUSS & O’NEILL

FORMER NE-STYLE COMPANY, INC.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

(continued)
LIST OF FIGURES END OF TEXT
Figure 1 Site Location Map
Figure 2 Site Plan
LIST OF APPENDICES END OF TEXT

Appendix A Scope of Work and Restrictions
Appendix B Site Assessment Checklist

Appendix C  Previous Environmental Investigations
Appendix D Environmental Database Search Report
Appendix E Franklin Town File Information
Appendix F' Responses to Questionnaites

Appendix G Site Photographs

IEAP2005\0458\B IO\ Nu-Stvle\ Phase] _update2007\Phasel _NuStvle_update_122706_lck.doc
Corres.

H



‘3 FUSS & O’NEILL

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Fuss & O’Neill, Inc. (I'uss & O’Neill) has been retained by the County of Norfolk,
Massachusetts to conduct a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the former Nu-
Style Company, Inc. (Nu-Style) property located at 87 Grove Street (Lots 22 and 27) in
Franklin, Massachusetts (subject site). Norfolk County is conducting the Phase I ESA as part
of a Brownfield Assessment Program.

1.1 Objective

The objective of this Phase I ESA was to identify recognized environmental conditions (RECs)
present at the site. As defined by Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments

E 1527-05 developed by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM, 2005), REC
means the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products on a
property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of
a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products into structures on the property or
into the ground, groundwater, or surface water of the property. The term includes hazardous
substances or petroleum products even under conditions in compliance with laws. The term 1s
not intended to include de minimis conditions that generally do not present a material risk of
harm to public health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an
enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.

1.2 Scope of Services

This Phase I ESA was performed using Standard Practice I 1527-05 for Environmental Site
Assessments by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM, 2005).

Refer to Appendix A for the scope of work and restrictions of this ESA and to Section 9.0 of
this report for limitations on this work product.

2.0 SITE OVERVIEW

2.1 Site Information

2.1.1  Property Location, Size of Parcel, and Site Plan

The subject site, the former Nu-Style facility, 1s located at 87 Grove Street, on the western side
of Grove Street in an industrial zone of Franklin, Massachusetts (Norfolk County). A portion
of a United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map showing the subject site location
1s provided as Figure 1.

According to Town records, the subject site comprises two contiguous, irregulatly shaped
parcels (Map 276, Lot 22 and Lot 27). A site plan is provided as Figure 2. Both parcels were
acquired via tax title by the Town of Franklin in 2002 (Lot 22) and 1n 2005 (Lot 27) as a result
of foreclosure. Lot 22 is approximately 0.23 acres in size and Lot 27 adjoins Lot 22 to the cast
and 1s approximately 0.97 acres. A vacant one and one-half-story building with a footprint of
approximately 4,000 square feet sits on Lot 22 and a vacant, partially dilapidated two-story
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building with a footprint of approximately 11,800 square feet 1s situated on Lot 27. Mine Brook
flows westward along the southern side of the Lot 27 building and tutns northward to form the
western boundary of Lot 22. Copies of the property description card available at the Town of
Franklin Tax Assessor's office are attached as Appendix F. A description of the subject site
developed during the site inspection 1s presented in Section 6.0.

2.1.2  Site Utilities

According to personnel at the Town Engineering and Public Works Departments, the site was
connected to public water in 1923. No information was available at the Department of Public
Works, Engineering Department, or Town Health Department regarding municipal sewer
connections ot septic systems for the subject site; however, Health Department files state that
the property adjacent to the south of Lot 27, which was also historically occupied by Nu-Style,
was served by a septic system located on the adjacent property as late as 2003.

The buildings on Lots 22 and 27 were heated by oil at some point in the past, though they did
not appear to be heated or connected to electricity at the time of inspection.

2.1.3  Adjoining Land Use

Based on observations made during the site inspection and available mapping, properties
adjoining the subject site include:

Addtress Lo Direction from
Description . ]
(Lot) Subject Site
15 Grove Street Garage attached to the notthern end of Lot 22 site building; North of Lots 22
(Lot 28) unpaved parking lot and 27
Light industrial/commercial facility: Wotld Stone Marble & East and Northeast,

20 Grove Street .
Granite across Grove Street

East and Southeast,

Grove Street Undeveloped woodlands
across Grove Street
78 Grove Street Light industrial/commercial facility, containing: Gentle Giant -
. o . South of Lot 27
(Lot 26) Moving & Storage, First in Fashion, and offices

Grove Street

(Lot 20)

Undeveloped South and west

22 Physical Setting of Site
2.2.1  Geologic and Physiographic Setting

The topography of the subject site is faitly flat, except at the banks of the Mine Brook, where
the topography drops approximately two to three feet to the water surface (USGS, 1987). The
regional topography is fairly hilly and generally drains to Mine Brook.

Surficial material at the subject site was mapped as loamy udorthents, which generally consist of
moderately coarse-grained, deep and moderately deep, fairly well-drained soils (USDA, 2006).
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Fill described as sand, gravel, silt, loam, and boulders, and, in some cases, wood and brick was
observed to depths of up to 8.5 feet during drilling conducted on the subject site and on the
property adjacent to the south in 1989 by IES, Inc. (IES, 1990).

Bedrock beneath the site was mapped as grayish-pink to greenish-gray, equigranular to slightly
porphyritic Dedham Granite (Zen, 1983). Bedrock was not encountered during drilling and
was not observed in the area of the subject site during Phase 1I field investigations conducted
by Fuss & O'Neill personnel in November and December 2006.

2.2.2  Groundwater

Based on USGS mapping and field observations of the local topography and surface water
hydrology, the mnferred groundwater flow direction is generally to the southwest and west on
the portion of the subject site north of Mine Brook and to the northwest and west on the
portion of the site south of Mine Brook. Groundwater was encountered at a depth of
approximately five to nine feet below grade during drilling. Field sampling, piezometric-
mapping, and water level gauging conducted by Fuss & O’Neill confirmed the inferred
groundwater flow direction and depth.

According to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.0932), groundwater at the
subject site is classified as GW-2/GW-3. All groundwater in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts is considered a potential source of discharge to surface water and, therefore, is
categorized, at a minimum, as class GW-3.

GW-2 also applies to the site because groundwater at the site is typically present at depths of
less than 15 feet below grade and, at the northern portion of the site, 1s within 30 feet of a
potentitally occupied building. In addition, it 1s likely that regulatly occupied structures will be
present at the site subsequent to redevelopment. Category GW-2 groundwater is considered a
potential soutce of vapors of oil and/ot hazardous matetial to indoor ait.

The site 1s not located within a MADEP Zone II (aquifer protection area), potentially
productive aquifer, or other GW-1 inclusionary criteria (MassGIS, 2005); therefore, a
classification of GW-1 does not apply to the property.

No public water supply wells were located within an approximately 0.5 mile radius of the
subject site.

2.2.3  Surface Water

The nearest surface water body 1s Mine Brook, which crosses the southern portion of Lot 27
and forms the western boundary of the subject site (USGS, 1987). According to the
Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards (314 CMR 4.00) available on-line at
www.mass.gov/dep/watet/laws/314cmr4.htm, Mine Brook is a Class B surface water. Class B
surface waters are designated for primary and secondary contact recreation and are a habitat for
fish and other aquatic life and wildlife. They are considered suitable for compatible industrial
process and cooling uses and for irrigation and other agricultural use. These waters also may be
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designated as a suitable public water supply source with appropriate treatment and must have
consistently good aesthetic value.

2.2.4  Location of Public Water Supply Sources

Fuss & O'Neill used Envitonmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR), an environmental database
search service, to obtain the information regarding public water supply wells and aquifer
protection areas in the vicinity of the subject site. No public water supply wells or systems are
located within a one-half-mile radius of the subject site; however, a public water supply system
associated with Franklin Watet Department Well #2 is located just over one-half-mile to the
southeast of the subject site, at Beaver Pond (see Appendix D). This area is classified as Zone
II (aquifer protection area). Based on the inferred groundwater flow direction, it is unlikely that
any releases that may have occurred at the subject site would have an adverse impact on
groundwater quality within the aquifer protection area.

Several United States Geological Survey (USGS) wells are also situated near Beaver Pond, as
well as within a one-half-mile radius of the subject site. USGS wells within a one-half-mile
radius of the subject site are listed in the table below.

Well Distance/Direction from Subject Site
USGS 3319020 ~ 0.1 miles/East
USGS 3319051 ~ 0.15 miles/North
USGS 3319013 ~ 0.15 miles/East-southeast
USGS 3319068 ~ 0.45 miles/Northwest
USGS 3319084 ~ 0.5 miles/North-northwest

Mine Brook, which flows through the southern portion of the subject site and forms the
western site boundary, is reportedly a soutce of drinking water for the Town of Franklin (IES,
1991); however, no mapping was found during our ESA to confirm this.

2.3 Previous Fnvironmental Investigations

Portions of four reports summarizing environmental investigations previously conducted on the
subject site and on the parcel adjacent to the south were reviewed and are discussed below.

January 1990

In January 1990, IES completed a report of a Chapter 211 Site Evaluation of 87 Grove Strect
for Home National Bank of Milford, Massachusetts. Portions of the report were available for
review at the Franklin Health Department. A copy of the available portion of the report is
provided in Appendix E.

The IES investigation included the drilling of soil borings and the collection and analyses of soil
and groundwater samples on the subject site and on the parcel adjacent to the south of Lot 27
(Lot 28). Note that the map and patcel numbers have changed since the TES investigation, as
summarized in the table below.

1AP2005\0458\ B TOANu-Style\ Phase] _update2007\Phasel _NuStyle_update_[22706_lck,doc
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Previous Current C
omments
Map Lot Map Lot
72 5 276 22 Subject site
72 6 276 27 Subject site
72 7 276 26 Adjacent south

Site use: According to the IES repott, the building on Lot 22 was used for vehicle maintenance
at the time of their investigation, and the other buildings were being vacated, having most
recently been used for jewelry manufacturing.

Water and sanitary services: The report stated that the site was served by municipal water and
by an on-site septic system. IES did not show the location of the septic system; therefore, we
could not determine whether one system served all three parcels being investigated or on which
parcel the septic system was situated. However, a May 2, 2003 letter to the Franklin Board of
Health and Building Commissioner from the Department of Public Works (DPW) states that a
septic system was located on Lot 26 (a.k.a. 78 Grove Street), adjacent to the south of the site,
and recommended connection to the municipal sanitary sewer system prior to the reoccupation

of the building.

Heating: According to IES, both buildings on the subject site (Lots 22 and 27) were heated
using steam generated by oil stored in a 5,000-gallon tank situated in a bunker on the west side
of the Lot 27 building. Vent and fill pipes and likely an access way for the bunker were
obsetved in this area during our current investigation. A 275-gallon above-ground storage tank
(AST) of unknown use was also observed in this area by both IES and Fuss & O'Neill.

Hazardous material storage: 1ES observed numerous drums north of the Lot 22 garage and
throughout the interior of the Lot 27 building. Labels on the drums mdicated that materials
used and stored on the subject site included chlorinated solvents (1,1,1-trichloroethane), methyl
cthyl ketone, chromic acid, paints, paint thinners/strippets, potassium cyanide, lubricating oils,
liquid nickel sulfate and nickel chloride. It is unclear if IES observed these drums on the
subject site or on the parcel adjacent to the north.

Sampling: IES collected soil and/ot groundwater samples from five borings (B-1 through B-5)
drilled on the three parcels. A figure provided by TES shows the approximate boring locations;
however because the figure was schematic and not to scale, the precise boring locations could
not be determined.

Two of the borings (B-1 and B-2) were drilled adjacent to underground storage tanks located on
Lot 26. Borings B-3 and B-5 were situated on the north side of the Lot 27 building, and boring
B-4 was advanced in the exterior “barrel area” north of the Lot 22 garage. Field screening
indicated the presence of trace concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) i the soil
at borings B-4 and B-5; therefore, soil from the two borings from a depth of approximately five
feet below grade was composited into one sample, which was analyzed for VOCs. No VOCs
wete detected. Groundwater was not encountered at these two boring locations.

1EAP2005\0458\B10O\Nu-Style\Phascl_update2007\Phase] _NuSwle_update_122706_lck.doc
Corres.

5



FUSS & O’NEILL

Groundwater samples collected from borings B-1 and B-2 wete also analyzed for VOCs, which
were not detected. No information regarding sample analysis for soil or groundwater collected
from boring B-3 was reported; therefore, we infer that no samples were analyzed because field

screening did not indicate the presence of VOCs.

IES concluded that no releases of hazardous matetials or petroleum products had occurred at
the site; however, it is Fuss & O’Neill’s opinion that the IES investigation was not adequate to
definitively rule out on-site releases. The use and storage of hazardous substances and
petroleum products assoctated with site operations is considered an REC.

July 1991

In July 1991, IES collected soil samples from four additional borings (B-1A through B-4A) to
assess whether releases associated with underground storage tanks (USTs) had occurred. As
with the 1990 investigation, only portions of the July 24, 1991 were available for review at the
Franklin Health Department. A copy of the report was also available at the Franklin Fire
Department, but copies could not be made. A figure depicting the boring locations was not
included with the report.

Soil generally consisted of fill containing loam, sand, gravel, and, i some cases, brick and
cinders. Fill materials were observed to depths of up to 8.5 feet below grade. Deeper soil
consisted of very dense, fine-grained sand, silt, and gravel. Groundwater was encountered at
depths of approximately 8.5 to 9 feet. Monitoring wells were installed within the borings to
allow for the collection of groundwater samples.

IES identified releases of chlorinated solvents to soil and groundwater at boring location B-4A,
which was situated downgradient of USTs at the site and north of Mine Brook. Based on the
vertical distribution of VOCs in soil, IES inferred that the presence of VOCs was the result of a
surface release. The concentrations of two VOCs detected 1n groundwater (tetrachloroethene
at 284 micrograms per liter (ug/L) and trichloroethene at 301 ug/L) exceeded the
Massachusetts drinking water standards.

IES recommended further investigation to evaluate the extent of the releases. In addition, it
was recommended that an abandoned 2,000-gallon gasoline UST and a 1,000-gallon heating oil
UST be removed, and that the 5,000-gallon heating oil tank be cleaned and properly abandoned
in place. No figures were available showing the locations of the tanks; however, based on the
January 1990 report, we infer that the 5,000-gallon tank 1s situated nside the bunker on the west
side of the Lot 27 building and the 1,000-gallon and 2,000-gallon UST's were located on Lot 26
(south of the subject site).

May 2006

FFuss & O'Neill submitted a Phase T Environmental Assessment to the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in May 2006 for the subject site (.os 22 and 27). Two apparent vent
pipes and fill pipes were observed in the bunker area on the west side of the Lot 27 building,
which was the area that reportedly contained a 5,000-gallon heating ol UST. The presence of
the pipes suggested that at least one tank was still present on the site. Staining was also
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observed around the fill pipes indicating that a surface spill had occurred. A 275-gallon AST
was observed adjacent to the fill pipes. The tank did not appear to be connected to any
structures and may have stored waste liquids. No evidence to suggest the presence of
aboveground or underground storage tanks was observed on Lot 22. A tunnel containing water
was observed to be constructed beneath the building on Lot 22 and may have been used for the
disposal of liquid wastes. Several 55-gallon drums and debris were observed in the site
buildings and on the grounds of both Lot 22 and 27.

Based on the observations detailed above, five RECs were identified. The RIZCs included:
e the historical use of the site as a manufacturer of textiles and jewelry,

e the presence of underground storage tanks,

e the tunnel containing slow-flowing water constructed under the building on Lot 22,

e the southern portion on Lot 27 which contained a filled pond, and

e releases of chlorinated solvents to soil and groundwater on the parcel that abuts the site to
the south (this parcel was owned and operated by the same entities that owned and
operated the facilities at the subject site).

November - December 2006

Fuss & O'Neill conducted Phase IT ESA field activities at the site during November and
December 2006. Field activities included soil, sediment, and groundwater sampling throughout
the site to characterize soil and groundwater associated with the environmental concerns
identified in the Phase I ESA conducted by Fuss & O'Neill in May 2006. During preparation of
this Phase I ESA, the Phase II ESA data validation and evaluation were ongoing. The results of
the Phase II field investigations will be documented in a separate repott.

3.0 SITE HISTORY

The following sources were used to develop the history of the subject site and, to the extent

required by ASTM Practice E 1527-00, the nearby sites:
e Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps: No maps were available for the subject site.

e Acrial photographs for the years 1992, 1997, 2001, and 2005 (available online at
http://www.mass.gov/mgis/dwn-imgs.htm).

e Historical topographic maps for the years 1893, 1940, and 1946 (Franklin quadrangle),
available on-line from the Documents Department and Data Center of the University
of New Hampshire (http://docs.unh.edu/nhtopos/nhtopos.htm)

e  Available city street-directory information was provided by Environmental Data
Resources for the years 1986, 1991, 1996, 2001, and 2004.

e [iles and personnel at the Town of Franklin offices of the Town Clerk, Building
Department, Engineering Department, Planning and Zoning Department, Health
Department, and Fire Department.
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The past uses of the subject site and nearby properties based on the sources listed above are
summarized below:

Subject Site:

Historical topographic maps depict a building on both Lot 22 and Lot 27 by 1893. According
to files available at the Town of Franklin offices, Unionville Woolen Mills operated on the
subject site and on properties adjacent to the north, northeast, south, and southwest, likely since
the site was first developed. Town property cards indicate that the current site buildings wete
originally constructed circa 1900 (Lot 27) and circa 1945 (Lot 22). Several additions appear to
have been constructed onto both buildings.

A right-of-way currently located along the castern boundary of Lot 22 is also known as “Old
Grove Street.” Grove Street was relocated from the current right-of-way to the east of the
subject site in the mid to late 1950s. At that time, the portion of the pond located on the
subject site was partially filled and Mine Brook was relocated to flow to the south of the Lot 27
building, as shown in a 1968 Plan of Land prepared for Unionville Woolen Mills, Inc. (provided
in Appendix C). The origin of the fill materials could not be determined during our
mnvestigation; however, we infer that the area was filled as part of the Grove Street relocation
municipal project. "The fill area is currently mostly paved for use by commercial businesses
occupying Lot 26 (adjacent to the south) for parking.

Mapping available at the Town offices indicated that the Franklin Paint Company occupied the
subject site and the parcel adjacent to the south at some point in the past, possibly in the 1950s.
A 1956 plan prepared for the Franklin Paint Company depicts a dam on the south-central
portion of Lot 27, at the eastern end of the reservoir (see Appendix C). Until the eatly 1960s,
the western end of Mine Brook Reservoir covered the eastern portion of Lot 27.  The

reservoir is referred to as a pond in subsequent mapping, which shows the pond partially
beneath the Lot 27 building.

Carol and Richard Armstrong purchased the subject site in 1969 and used the propetty for
jewelry manufacturing until the late 1980s under the names Nu-Style Company, Inc. and Image
Jewelry. An elevated passageway (a covered pedestrian bridge) was constructed over Mill Brook
citca 1969/1970. This bridge joined the Lot 27 building to the building located on Lot 26,
adjacent to the south of the subject site. This bridge has since been demolished.

A 1975 plan for a proposed addition to the Lot 27 building indicates that this building was a
manufacturing plant and the Lot 22 building was a garage. In 1978 the subject site was first
listed i the Town Clerk’s database for on-site storage of hazardous materials and UST's located
on the property. The Lot 22 building was most recently used by a construction company for
vehicular repair until it was vacated in 1989 (IES, 1990). Operations on both site patcels ceased
in late 1989. USTs were removed from the subject site in 1990 according to records maintained
at the Town Clerk’s office. The tanks included one 5,000-gallon, two 2,000-gallon, and one
1,000-gallon USTs.
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Aerial photographs from 1997 depicted the site buildings on Lots 22 and 27 and a covered
pedestrian bridge over Mine Brook, connecting Lot 27 to the abutting parcel to the south (T.ot
26). Vegetation was observed in the area immediately associated with Mine Brook in the 1997
orthophotograph. In 2001, Grove Street Towing and T1ire operated out of the garage adjacent
to the site building. In the 2005 aetial photograph, the pedestrian bridge connecting Lot 27 and
Lot 26 was not observed and the area on the south side of Mine Brook on Lot 27 was paved.
T'wo additional truck-sized structures were present along the west and northeast sides of the
building on Lot 27 in the 2005 orthophotograph. These structures were not observed during
the site inspection.

A detailed record of ownership for the subject site was not readily available at the Town of
Franklin Tax Assessot’s office. It was determined from an outdated property card that
Unionville Woolen Mills, Inc. owned the subject site from January 1962, or some date prior,
untill May 1969, upon which the subject site was sold to Richard and Carol Armstrong.
Ownership of the site prior to 1962 was not readily determined.

Nearby Properties:

By 1940, a small building or shed had been constructed to the north of the subject site, the
current Lot 26 building was constructed south of the subject site, and another structure was
built adjacent to the west of Lot 26. These buildings, along with those on the subject site and
across the current Grove Street to the east (as well as those further north), were part of the
Unionville Woolen Mills complex.

North: "The property abutting the subject site to the north (15 Grove Street) was owned by the
O’Connor family and contamed a small building in the 1950s. Land beyond the railroad tracks
that form this lot’s property boundary was owned by Unionville Woolen Mills. The 15 Grove
Street parcel 1s currently undeveloped, except for a large two-bay maintenance garage that was
constructed onto the northern end of the Lot 22 site building in 1960.

South: As mentioned previously, the building on Lot 26 was connected via a pedestrian bridge
over Mill Brook circa 1969. Nu-Style owned this building as well as the subject site. Mapping
on file at the Building Department indicates that this building was used as office space in 1975.
The building was recently remodeled (2004-2005) and cutrently contains commercial
businesses, including a moving and storage company, a realtor, and other offices. As discussed
above 1 Section 2.3, sampling conducted on this property revealed the presence of chlorinated
solvents in soil and groundwater, particularly on the northern portion of the site. Due to its
proximity to the subject site, there is the potential for releases that occur on this property to
have an adverse impact on groundwater quality at the subject site. A storage shed is situated
west of Lot 26.

West: Land across Mine Brook to the west of the subject site contained undeveloped
woodlands and a house. The residence was visible in the 1997 aerial photograph.

East: An industrial/commetcial building is situated across Grove Street (at 20 Grove Street) to
the northeast of the subject site. According to Town files, this building was constructed circa
1885 and was patt of the Unionville Woolen Mills/Franklin Paint Company complex, at least
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through the 1950s. The building is currently occupied by commercial businesses and
contractors.

Mine Brook forms the southern property boundary of the 20 Grove Street parcel.
Undeveloped woodlands associated with Franklin State Forest occupy the land to the south of
Mine Brook, across Grove Street to the east and southeast of the subject site.

4.0 FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL FILE REVIEW

Files of Federal, State and local agencies were reviewed for environmentally-related 1ssues
pertinent to the subject site and nearby parcels, such as permits, inspection reports,
enforcement history or documented releases of hazardous materials. The sources of
information listed in the following table were researched to identify properties of concern
within distances of the subject site specified by ASTM Practice E 1527-05.

Information Source* Seatch Distance
Fedetral Files
National Priorities List (INPL) 1 mile
Proposed NPL Sites 1 mile
Delisted NPL Sites 1 mile
NPL Recovery Target property
Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System Target property
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 1 mile
CORRACTS list (RCRA Site Subject to Corrective Action)
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 05 mile
Treatment, Storage or Disposal Facility (I'SDF) List '
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS) List, including no further remedial action 0.5 mile
planned (NFRAP) sites
RCRA generators list 0.25 mile
Federal Institutional / Engineered Control List 0.5 mile
Department of Defense Sites 1 mile
Formerly Used Defense Sites 1 mile
US Brownfields list 0.5 mile
Superfund Consent Decrees 1 mile
Federal Recotds of Decision 1 mile
Uranium Mill Tailings Sites 0.5 mile
Open Dump Inventory 0.5 mile
Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System "Target property
Toxic Substances Control Act (manufacturers/importers of chemical Target propetty
substances) and associated tracking databases
Integrated Compliance Information System Target property
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Information Source* Search Distance
PCB Activity Database Target property
Emergency Response and Notification List (ERINS) list Target property
Material License Tracking System for radioactive material Target property
Mines Master Index File, including all mines active ot opened since 1971 0.25 mile
PFacility Index System Target property
RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System Target property
State Files

Hazardous waste site list (State sites equivalent to NPL) 1 mile
Hazardous waste site list (State sites equivalent to CERCLIS) 1 mile
Landfill and solid waste site list 0.5 mile
Registered Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) list 0.25 mile
Leaking Aboveground Storage Tank (LAST) list 0.5 mile
Registered Underground Storage Tank (UST) list 0.25 mile
Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) list 0.5 mile
Histozical oil & chemical spills database (MA Spills) Target property
Reportable Release database 1 mile
State Institutional Controls (Sites with Activity and Use Limitations [AULs]) 0.5 mile
Regulated Drycleaning Facilities 0.25 mile
Enforcement Action Cases Target Property
Lead Inspections Database Tazget property

*Fuss & O'Neill used the following envitonmental database search services to obtain the information referenced in
the above table: Environmental Data Resources (EDR). EDR provided access to publicly available environmental
databases maintained by various Federal, State, and local agencies. A copy of the information provided by EDR
and relative to the subject site and nearby properties is included in Appendix D. The listed information sources are
defined and desctibed in detail in the EDR reports.

4.1 Summary of Regulatory Database Information

Subject Site
The environmental databases provide the following information for the subject site:

CERCLIS: Nu-Style is listed as a CERCLIS site, with no further remedial action proposed by
the USEPA. The USEPA removed hazardous materials from the site in November 1992 and
stated that no site assessment work was necessary.

RCRA Generator: The subject site was a listed as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) Small Quantity Generator of Hazardous Waste, generating up to 1,000 kilograms of
hazardous waste per month. The nature of the wastes generated at the site was not listed in the
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databasc; however, as discussed in Section 2.3, previous environmental investigations
conducted at the subject site list materials such as chlorinated solvents, potassium cyanide,
chromic acid, and lubricating o1l as having been stored on the subject site.

In October 1986, Franklin Pumping Service, Inc. transported materials to the United Waste Oil
Company, Inc. facility in Connecticut. The type and quantity of matertal removed from the
subject site were not documented.

In December 1989, 15 gallons of rodium solution were transported by G&R to a G&R facility
in Massachusetts and 360 gallons of cyanide were transported by Advanced Chemistry to an
Advanced Chemistry facility in Massachusetts.

Nearby Properties

Based on its proximity to the subject site, releases at the site discussed below have the potential
to adversely 1mpact the subject site.

Rte. 140 & Rte. 495 Relocation/ Roadway Project: 'The Massachusetts Depattment of
Environmental Protection (MADEP) received notice in May 2005 of releases containing
petroleum product, chromium, and lead located at the intersection of Route 140 (West Central
Street) and Route 495 (Grove Street). The database reports that abatement was conducted, a
completion statement was received, and a permanent solution was achieved; however, some
contamination remains. A Class A2 Response Action Outcome (RAO) was documented at the
property, indicating that a permanent solution was achteved but that contamination was not
reduced to background.

The property is situated approximately 1,000 feet sidegradient (northwest) of the subject site.
The potential exists for contaminants located at this property to mugrate to and adversely affect
the quality of environmental media at the subject site. However, environmental impacts to the
subject site resulting from releases at off-property locations may not be the responsibility of the
owner of the subject site solely due to ownership.

210 Grope Street: "The MADEP recetved notice 1n January 1994 of an undocumented chemical
and quantity. A Class A1 RAO was documented at the property, indicating that a permanent
solution was achieved and that contamination was reduced to background or a threat of release
was eliminated. A spill of petroleum was also documented at the property. The date and
quantity of the release was not reported. The environmental media impacted was soil and the
source of the release was a vehicle fuel tank. Remediation activities were not reported at the
property as a result of this release.

The property is located approximately one-quarter mile southeast of the subject site across
Mine Brook. The property 1s inferred to be downgradient of the subject site and therefore it is
unlikely that releases at the property have adversely affected the quality of environmental media
at the subject site.
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4.2 MADEP File Review

A MADEDP file review was not conducted as part of our records review. A MADEP file review
was conducted in April 2006 and the findings were summarized in Section 4.2 of the Phase 1
LESA prepared by Fuss & O'Neill in May 2006. The regulatory status of the subject site has not
changed in the interim.

4.3 Local File Review

Files and personnel at the Town of Franklin offices of the Town Clerk, Tax Assessor, Building
Department, Planning and Zoning Department, Health Department, and Fire Department were
queried regarding environmental concerns at the subject site and surrounding sites. In addition
to information discussed in previous sections of this ESA, the documents discussed below were
available for review m Town files. Note that Nu-Style operated both on the subject site’s two
parcels and on the property adjacent to the south, and investigations conducted by IES
included all three parcels in its investigations; therefore, we infer that the Nu-Style site discussed
in Town files includes Lot 26 to the south, as well as the subject site.

o Photographs: Undated photographs on file at the Fire Department showed numerous
containers with capacities of 5 to 55 gallons inside the site building. In addition, vats,
some containing a dark-colored liquid and others with blue-green staining were shown.
Labels or markings on the containers indicate that they stored flammable liquids, liquid
nickel sulfate, degreasers, fluorocarbon solvents, and resins.

o October 1, 1986, Letter from the Town of Franklin to Mr. Richard Armstrong. This letter
requested that the property owner, Mr. Armstrong, register the UST's that were located
on his property.

o Decernber 21, 1989 — Letter from Town of Franklin Board of Health fo IELS. 'This letter stated
that as of December 18, 1989 records in the Board of Health Office dating back to
1979 contained no documented incidents or complaints concerning hazardous material
or oil spills at the subject site.

o Febrwary 23, 1990 — 1 etter from Town of Frankilin Board of Health to Richard and Carol
Awrmstrong: This letter ordered the Armstrongs, as owners of the subject site, to remove
and dispose of the debris at the site. Photographs attached to the letter show a large
amount of debris, including numerous drums, outside of the site buildings (see

Appendix C).

o July 17, 1991 — Quotation and Scope of Work from Goldberg Energy Management to
IES. This document proposed disposal of liquids and sludges and removal of one
5,000-gallon, one 2,000-gallon, and one 1,000-gallon No. 2 heating oil tanks, and one
2,000-gallon gasoline tank in addition to the abandonment of one 5,000-gallon No. 2
heating oil tank by filling with concrete slurry.
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January 13 (no year) — Hlandwritten note: "The Nu-Style site contained one 5,000-gallon and
three 2,000-gallon Number 2 heating oil tanks, with 55 to 220 gallons of heating oil
inside each.

January 14, 1992 — Memorandum from the Town Admenistrator to the Town Council: This
memorandum states that the USEPA had inspected the subject site and would likely
remove the hazardous materials abandoned on the property at the end of January 1992.

January 17, 1992 — Memorandum from the USEPA to the Regional Coordinator: This
memorandum documented removal activities at the subject site proposed as a result of
an EPA inspection conducted on January 8, 1992. The inspection revealed the presence
of full and partially full labeled drums and containers as well as drums and containers
with undocumented material. The inspection also included the observation of seven
process tanks in the former plating department which contained undocumented liquids
and/or sludges. Some of the chemicals identified at the subject site included: sodium
cyanide, chromic acid, potassium cyanide, perchloroethylene (tetrachloroethylene), zinc
cyanide, nickel sulfate, and copper cyanide. It was recommended in the memorandum
that all wastes be removed and disposed of off-site.

January 20, 1992 — 1 etter from Vire Chief Malloy (recipient unknown): Accotrding to this letter,
Nu-Style operated at the site until late 1984. The owners removed equipment from the
property over the next year. Ownership of the property transferred from Richard
Armstrong to a bank in 1991, when the Armstrongs declared banktuptcy. The bank
closed around the same time, and the property defaulted to FDIC, who asserted later in
a letter that they had no claim to the site. The Franklin fire chief found chemicals when
inspecting the site and subsequently contacted the MADEDP, who concluded that Mr.
Armstrong was the generator of the waste obsetrved by the fire chief.

February 7, 1992 — Notice 1 etter from the USEPA to Mr. and Mys. Armstrong: This letter
notified the Armstrongs, as the previous owners of the subject site, of potential liability
regarding the presence of hazardous materials at the Nu-Style Company. Hazardous
substances were found on-site in previous investigations that posed an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment. Recommended
response actions included appropriate removal of hazardous materials and soil sampling
in the area immediately outside the building. The USEPA urged the Armstrongs to
voluntarily perform ot finance the removal activities.

March 26, 1992 — Removal Action Adprinisirative Record File from Roy F. Weston, Ine. 1o
USEPA: This file cited site specific documents and additional guidance documents
used in removal action at the subject site. Action included staging, sampling, and
inventorying all drums and waste containers, appropriate off-site disposal of these
containers, and soil sampling. This document contained the inspection information
summatized in the January 17, 1992 memorandum from the USEPA. Additional details
about on-site tanks mncluded the description of one 500-gallon heating oil AST, two
1,000-gallon and one 5,000-gallon USTs possibly containing No. 2 fuel oil and gasoline.

One labeled drum of asbestos was also found in the basement and boilers and pipe

wiap were documented to contain possible asbestos material. Piles of powder and
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sludge were also observed in the building. The type of material contained within the
piles was not 1dentified.

o April 7, 1992 — Memorandum from the Town Adpinistrator to the Town Council: "This memo
stated that the USEPA had completed its clean-up and environmental testing of the
former Nu-Style site. Materials were placed in labeled drums and were to be shipped as
hazardous waste. A heating oil tank remained at the site.

o  May 22, 1992 — Memorandum from Fire Chief Malloy to the Town Adwministrator (Wolfoang
Bauer): This memo states that product was pumped from the tanks on the Nu-Style site
on May 22, 1992.

o Letter from Gary Lipson of the USEPA to Franklin Fire Chief Malloy (follow-up to November 16,
1992 conversation: According this letter, the USEPA removal action had been completed
at the site. The last phase of this action included the removal of approximately 15 tons
of soil and brick debris contaminated with metals. The surface materials remaining
were covered with an inch of tip-rap to inhibit contact. The letter stated that the
removal action met the criteria of the National Contingency Plan and recommended
that an industrial hygienist inspect the building prior to reoccupation due to the possible
presence of residual contaminants in building components.

o Nowember 3, 2005 Building Inspection Report, prepared by Franklin Building Conemissioner David
Roche: This inspection report summarized the poor, dilapidated condition of the site
buildings and suggests that heating units or furnaces located in the basement of one
building may have been used for foundry operations. The report also indicated the
possible presence of lead-based paint and recommended testing by an abatement
company and building demolition.

5.0 USER-PROVIDED INFORMATION

ASTM Practice E 1527-05 describes certain tasks to be performed by the user of this
assessment that will help to identify RECs at the parcel if they exist. As part of our agreement
to conduct this work, we provided Mr. Jeffery Nutting, Franklin Town Administrator, with a
User Questionnaire. A copy of this questionnaire and responses is provided in Appendix G.

The responses to this questionnaire were used to address the items in the subsections below.

5.1 Record of Environmental Liens of Activity and Use Limitations

Chain of title and title restriction recotds filed under federal, tribal, state or local law contain
records of environmental liens or activity and use limitations (AULs).

A chain of title search was conducted in October 2006. The ownership status of the property
has not changed in the intertm.
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5% Specialized Knowledge or Experience of the User

Mzr. Nutting reported that he has no specialized knowledge with respect to the subject site or
activities conducted at the subject site, because the present owner 1s a municipality, which had
recently acquired the property through tax title foreclosure.

53 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Knowledge

Mr. Nutting reported that he was aware of the following commonly known or reasonably
ascertainable knowledge:

e DPast uses of the subject site included a jewelry plating facility, and

e A Phasc Il environmental assessment for chemical testing was underway.

5.4 Property Valuation, Reduction for Environmental Issues

Mr. Nutting reported any adjustment from fair market value to the potential purchase price of
the subject site due to the potential presence of real or perceived environmental liabilities was
not applicable since the town had recently acquired the property through tax title foreclosure.

6.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE AND INTERVIEWS
6.1 Site Reconnaissance

The site reconnaissance was conducted on December 29, 2006 by Ms. Lisa Kanner of Fuss &
O'Neill. The inspection, conducted without a site contact, included the physical observation of
the subject site including the buildings and grounds. The site buildings were boarded up and it
was not possible and unsafe to inspect the intetior of the buildings. In addition, according to
M. John Emidy, the Town of Franklin Building Inspector, the facility has remained secute
since it was last accessed for Fuss & O'Neill’s inspection i1 April 2006. Photographs taken
during the site inspection are presented in Appendix G.

The subject site was comprised of two contiguous parcels (Lot 22 and Lot 27), as shown in

Figure 2. Lot 22 was approximately 0.23 acres 1n size and Lot 27, which adjoins Lot 22 to the
east, was approximately 0.97 acres in size. A building was present on cach parcel.

Lot 22

Building Exterior

The building was a one-story, wood-frame, dilapidated structure with a partial basement and
small attic. This structute had a footprint of approximately 4,034 square feet and occupied the
majority of the parcel. The building generally occupied the site from the southern to the
northern parcel boundary and was reportedly heated using steam generated by the Lot 27
building (IES, 1990). No boilers, furnaces, or evidence of above-ground or underground tanks
(such as vent or fill pipes) were observed on Lot 22. A two-bay garage constructed to the
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northern end of this site building was located on the parcel north of the subject site (15 Grove
Street, Lot 28) and was not included in our site assessment.

Grounds

The grounds east of the Lot 22 building consisted of a right-of-way that was covered by
deteriorated asphalt and mapped as Old Grove Street. The asphalt was cracked and
detertorated. No staining was observed in this area.

Mine Brook flowed east to west along the southern property boundary and south to north
along the western property boundary. Thick vegetation containing brush and trees grew
between the brook and the western wall of the northern portion of the budding. "The grounds
of Lot 22 contained a small amount of debris consisting of wooden and metal items that
appeared to have fallen from the building itself. No staining or other evidence of a release was
observed on the grounds of this parcel. An approximately 1.5-foot-diameter, three-inch-thick,
horizontal, semi-circular piece of concrete was observed in the ground against the outside
western wall of the basement. The purpose of this concrete is unknown. The concrete block
was potentially associated with the tunnel that ran beneath the building. A polyvinyl chloride
(PVC) pipe was observed in the ground located to the west of the building oriented toward
Mine Brook. No water or other materials were coming out from the pipe at the time of
inspection and the purpose of the pipe could not be determined.

Lot 27

Building Fxterior

Historical topographic mapping depicted a building on this parcel by 1885, and Town files
confirmed that the original portion of the current Lot 27 building was constructed circa 1900.
As with the Lot 22 building, this structure was historically occupied by the woolen mills, paint
factory, and jewelry manufacturing. The Lot 27 building was formerly Nu-Style’s primary
jewelry manufacturing facility. The building was a two-story, wood-frame structure with a
tootprint of approximately 11,806 square feet and a partial basement. Mine Brook flowed from
east to west through the central portion of Lot 27, adjacent to the southern building foundation
wall. The building occupied the majority of the portion of the parcel north of Mine Brook.

Grounds

The grounds of Lot 27 were generally paved and included a right-of-way covered with
deterjorated asphalt that served as the northern portion of Old Grove Street. The portion of
the site located south of Mine Brook contained mostly paved parking used by the commercial
businesses at 78 Grove Street, which abutted the subject site to the south. This area contained
a pond until Mine Brook and Grove Street were realigned circa 1960. The nature and origin of
the materials used to fill the area during construction were not known. No documentation as to
the quality of the fill material was found during this assessment.

Scrap wood, metal, and tires were observed along the northern and western sides of the
building. The northern side of the building contained three loading docks and a fourth
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overhead door. The grounds at these shipping/recciving ateas appeated to be unpaved. No
staining was observed; however, there is the potential for historical releases to have occurred
during material handling at these locations.

A covered area was situated on the western side of the Lot 27 building. The bunker for the
5,000-gallon heating oil UST appeared to lie underground beneath the covered area. Scrap
metal and three drums were observed nearby during the site inspection. A small amount of
water and sludge was observed inside two of the drums. The third drum was full of liquid that
likely included rain water, which could enter through holes in the top of the rusted container.

6.2 Additional Site Reconnaissance

In the previous Phase I environmental assessment report, conducted by Fuss & O'Neill at the
subject site, a site inspection was performed on April 11, 2006 by Ms. Loti Jagielow of Fuss &
O'Neill. Ms. Jagielow was accompanied by Town of Franklin Building Commissioner, M.
David Roche. The interior of the buildings at the subject site were inspected during this site
reconnaissance of Ms. Jagiclow and Mr. Roche. The building has been boatded up for the
duration of time between the site inspection by Ms. Jagielow and the site inspection by Ms.
Kanner, and, thus, it is assumed that the interior of the buildings at the subject site has not
changed significantly since the time of inspection by Ms. Jagielow. The portions of the site
description documented from the site inspection by Ms. Jagielow in the May 2006 Fuss &
O'Neill Phase I are presented below (site tanks and parcels are discussed separately):

Tanks

Both the Lot 22 and Lot 27 buildings were reportedly heated by o1l stored in a 5,000-gallon
UST located 1nside a bunker on the western side of the Lot 27 building. Two appatent vent
pipes and fill pipes were observed in the bunker area, suggesting that up to two tanks might be
present inside the bunker. Staining was observed on the ground in the vicinity of the fill pipes,
indicating that a surface release had occurred. A 275-gallon AST was obsetved adjacent to the
fill ptpes. The AST did not appear to be connected to any structutes and might have been used
for the storage of waste liquids. An apparent manway to the bunker’s interior was located
between the vent pipes, which were against the wall of the building, and the fill pipes, which
were located approximately 15 or 20 feet west of the vent pipes. The access manway contained
soil and debris at the time of the site inspection. A fill pipe labeled “Kerotest” was observed
nearby, suggesting the presence of an additional UST; however, a vent pipe was not observed at
this location.

Lot 22

Building Interior

Basement areas had concrete floors and were beneath the western and southern portions of the
building. Several new bathtubs and miscellaneous items were present in the basement, which
also contained broken glass, newspapers, and cardboard. Two access ways lead to an earthen
crawl space beneath the eastern portion of the building. A brick archway revealed an appatrent
tunnel beneath the building. The tunnel contained watet, which was dammed by soil and
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flowed slowly through a PVC pipe to the west. Historical mapping suggested that Mine Brook
flowed beneath the Lot 27 building. We infer that the brook also flowed through the Lot 22
building via this tunnel. The tunnel could have been used for the disposal of liquid wastes;
therefore, it 1s considetred an REC.

The northern portion of the Lot 22 building consisted of a two-bay garage with a concrete
floor. Debris consisting of tires and metal and wooden items was present inside the garage.
Staining was observed on the concrete floor. A five-gallon container labeled “nickel chloride”
and a 55-gallon drum with undocumented contents wete observed in a room behind the garage.

The central portion of the first floor was carpeted and appeared to have been used as office
space. Deteriorated tin ceilings gave evidence of the building’s age. Debris including paper,
cardboard, and miscellaneous items was observed here and in other portions of the building.
The western portion of the first floor contained benches and cabinets, as well as items that
appeared to be molds. Access to the attic was from this area. The attic was used for stotage
space and contained boxes of items used or distributed by the previous owner, such as cloth
belts and costume jewelry. Rubbish was observed throughout the first floor and attic. No
hazardous materials or petroleum products were observed.

Lot 27

Building Interior

A basement with a concrete floor was located beneath the southern and westetn portion of the
building. The southwestetn corner of the basement housed the boiler room, which was fully
occupied by a boiler and a work bench. Another apparent heating unit or furnace and an
apparent air compressor were present in a larger room adjacent to the east. A hole in the
northern wall of this room possibly provided access to the heating oil tank bunker or a crawl
space. Observation of this area was difficult due to limited access and safety concerns.

Rooms located in the northern portion of the basement contained work benches with some
small hand tools, shelving, and a caged area. A 55-gallon drum observed inside the caged area
was mostly empty and was labeled, “Freon fluorocarbon drying fluid.” The remainder of the
basement contained rubbish, fluorescent light bulbs, and a small apparent metal vat. A possible
vent to the outside was observed on the eastern end of the basement. Staining was observed in
several locations on the basement floor.

‘The portion of the first floor that overlaid the basement had wooden floors. The remainder of
the first floor was concrete and was generally in fair condition, with a minor amount of cracking
and deterioration. The eastern portion of the building was constructed on piers. As discussed
in Section 5.0 of this ESA, this area was located above a pond until Mine Brook and Grove
Street were realigned circa 1960. Debris consisting of windows, scrap metal, and wood was
observed beneath this portion of the building.

A vat apparently used for acid washing (labeled, “Danget, acid”) was present in the
southeastern portion of the first floor. Large amounts of debiis, including cardboard, rubbish,
wood, and metal, was observed throughout all floors of the building. Empty 55-gallon drums

EAP2005\0458\BTO\Nu-Style\Phasel _update2007\Phasel_NuStvle_update_122706_Ick doc
Corres,

19



FUSS & O’NEILL

were scattered throughout the first floor. Several empty drums and a gasoline can were
obsetved in the apparent shipping/receiving area. Some staining was visible on the concrete
floor; however, the presence of debris limited observations of the floor.

The northwestern portion of the building had collapsed. For safety considerations, a visual
inspection was made through a doorway. This area was filled with debris, but no apparent
hazardous materials or drums were observed.

The second floor, as with the rest of the building, contained rubbish. Several small paint-spray
booths connected to a vent that discharged to the roof were observed. A larger apparent spray
booth did not appear to be vented. Bird guano covered the floor.

6.3 Interviews

Owner/Key Site Manager

Fuss & O’Neill forwarded an Owner / Key Site Manager Questionnaire to Mr. Nutting, the
Franklin Town Administrator. Copies of the questionnaire and the responses are provided in
Appendix G. Mr. Nutting’s responses to the questionnaire included the following:

e Mr. Nutting was aware of the existence of out-of-date environmental site assessment
reports and risk assessment reports. (Results from previous environmental reports were
presented Section 2.3.)

e Mr. Nutting was not aware of any current or past litigation or administrative
proceedings relevant to hazardous substances or petroleum products on the property.

A key site manager familiar with the historical day-to-day opecrations at the site was not
available for an interview.

Owner of Nearby Property

Because the subject site was vacant and access to the site was untestricted, an interview was also
conducted with the owner of an adjacent property. Mr. Ralph Delucia was interviewed via
telephone by Ms. Kanner of Fuss & O'Neill. M. Delucia, who grew up in Franklin, has been
the owner, since approximately 2001, of the residential property located on the western bank of
Mine Brook adjacent to Lot 22. Information provided by Mr. Delucia is presented below.

Mz. Delucia stated that during Nu-Style’s most industrious years the company operated with
approximately one hundred workers who assisted in manufacturing chrome, nickel, brass, and
lead products. He stated that he was aware that many of the chemicals were stored in the
basement which was level with or below the grade of Mine Brook. Mr. Delucia also described
he had never observed and was not aware of direct dumping of chemicals into Mine Brook.

Mr. Delucia stated that Grove Street T'owing operated out of the garage situated on the
northern end of the Lot 22 building and that old automobiles were stored in the back of the
building. Operations in the garage changed from towing to construction of marble countertops
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approximately one year ago.

Mr. Delucia described that he has not observed trespassing or illegal dumping on either Lot 22
ot Lot 27.

6.4 Non-Scope Considerations

No non-scope investigations were performed at the subject site by Fuss & O’Neill for this
report, and no such investigations regarding the subject site were 1dentified in available local
and MADEP files.

7.0 DATA GAPS, FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

71 Data Gaps:

Standard Practice E 1527-05 requires the identification and evaluation of data gaps, which are
defined as a lack of or inability to obtain information required by the practice despite good faith
efforts by the environmental professional to gather such information.

No significant data gaps were identified during the completion of this investigation.

7.2 Findings and Conclusions

Fuss & O’Neill, Inc. prepared this Phase I ESA report in general conformance with the scope
and limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-05. Any exceptions to, ot deletions from, this
practice are described in Appendix A of this report. This assessment has revealed the following
RECs associated with the subject site:

e ‘The subject site has a long history (at least 90 years) of manufacturing, including textiles
and jewelry. Materials used and stored at the site associated with jewelry manufacturing
included cyanides, metals, chlorinated solvents, and petroleum products. Additional
substances associated with textile manufacturing were also likely used. There is the
potential for surface releases to have occurred associated with the use and storage of
these materials. Files indicated that numerous drums of hazardous waste and petroleum
products were situated outside of the site buildings.

e Atleast one UST appeared to be present on the western side of the Lot 27 building. In
addition, a 5,000-gallon heating oil tank reportedly existed in an underground bunket on
the same side of the building. As with any underground tank, there is the potential for
historic releases, associated with leaks or spills, to have occurred and adversely affect the
quality of environmental media at the subject site.

e A small tunnel containing slow-flowing water was present beneath the Lot 22 building.
A review of mapping on file at the Town Building Department suggested that the
tunnel runs, or ran in the past, from Mine Brook and beneath the Lot 27 building to the
Lot 22 building. There is the potential that the tunnel was used by the former woolen
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mill for direct waste disposal to Mine Brook prior to the realignment of the brook in the
1960s.

e Releases of chlorinated solvents to soil and groundwater were 1dentified on l.ot 26,
which abuts the subject site to the south. 1Due to the proximity of this property to the
subject site, there is the potential for releases that occurred on this property to adversely
affect groundwater quality at the subject site. Note that this property was owned and
occupied by the same entities that owned and operated the facilities at the subject site;
therefore, there is the potential that similar releases have occurtred at the subject site.

e The southern portion of the site contained a pond that was filled circa 1960. The fill
appeared to have been placed by a municipality. The nature and origin of the fill were
not documented.

In addition, debris was observed on the site. This debris should be removed, and if any
evidence of a release (including staining, stressed or dead vegetation, or odors) is found, soil
sampling is recommended.

Although not part of the scope of this Phase I ESA, we identified the potential for the building
to contain lead (paint/plumbing) and asbestos due to the age of the building (constructed prior
to 1978). These items would likely present little environmental risk to the grounds of the site;
however, these items may be future liabilities during construction, renovation, or demolition

pl‘O]CCtS.

Fuss & O’'Neill has followed the guidelines described in ASTM E 1527-05 to identify the RECs
at this site in a manner consistent with standard practice in the industry. However, as indicated
in the ASTM standard, “No environmental site assessment can wholly eliminate uncertainty
regarding the potential for RECs in connection with a property. Performance of this practice is
mtended to reduce, but not eliminate, uncertainty regarding the potential for RECs in
connection with a property, and the practice recognizes reasonable limits of time and cost.”

Unless otherwise stated in this report, assessments for asbestos containing materials, lead-based
paint or plumbing materials, radon gas, and mold were not conducted. Furthermore, we did
not investigate the potential for the site to contain wetlands, endangered species, ecological
resources ot historic/cultural resoutces. These items would likely present little risk to
subsurface conditions and would not result in the identification of RECs; however, they could
be liabilities especially during construction, renovation, or demolition projects. Additionally,
environmental compliance or permitting issues were not considered during this investigation.
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9.0 LIMITATIONS OF WORK PRODUCT

Those who may use or rely upon the report and the services (hereafter “work product”) performed by
Fuss & O'Neill, Inc. and/or its subsidiaries or independent professional associates, subconsultants and
subcontractors (collectively the “Consultant”) expressly accept the work product upon the following
specific conditions.

1. Consultant represents that it prepared the work product in accordance with the professional and
industry standards prevailing at the tiime such setvices were rendered.

2. The work product may contain information that is time sensitive. "The work product was prepared
by Consultant subject to the particular scope limitations, budgetary and time constraints and
business objectives of the Client which are detailed therein or in the contract between Consultant
and Client. Changes in use, tenants, work practices, storage, Federal, state or local laws, rules or
regulations may affect the work product.

3. The observations described and upon which the work product was based were made under the
conditions stated therein. Any conclusions presented in the work product were based solely upon
the services described therein, and not on scientific or engineering tasks or procedures beyond the
scope of described services.

4. In prepating its work product, Consultant may have relied on certain information provided by state
and local officials and information and representations made by other parties referenced therein,
and on information contained in the files of state and/or local agencies made available at the time
of the project. To the extent that such files which may affect the conclusions of the work product
are missing, incomplete, inaccurate or not provided, Consultant is not responsible. Although there
may have been some degree of overlap in the information provided by these vatious soutces,
Consultant did not attempt to independently verify the accuracy or completeness of all information
reviewed or recetved during the course of this project. Consultant assumes no responsibility or
liability to discover or determine any defects in such information which could result in failure to
identify contamination or other defect in, at or neat the site. Unless specifically stated in the work
product, Consultant assumes no responsibility or liability for the accuracy of drawings and reports
obtained, received or reviewed.

5. If the purpose of this project was to assess the physical characteristics of the subject site with
respect to the presence in the environment of hazardous substances, waste ot petroleum and
chemical products and wastes as defined in the work product, unless otherwise noted, no specific
attempt was made to check the compliance of present or past owners or operators of the subject
site with Iederal, state, or local laws and regulations, environmental ot otherwise.

0. If water level readings have been made, these observations were made at the times and under the
conditions stated in the report. However, it must be noted that fluctuations in water levels may
occur due to variations in rainfall, passage of time and other factors and such fluctuations may
effect the conclusions and recommendations presented herein.

7. Lxceptas noted in the work product, no quantitative laboratory testing was performed as part of
the project. Where such analyses have been conducted by an outside laboratory, Consultant has
relied upon the data provided, and has not conducted an independent evaluation of the reliability of
these tests.

8. If the conclusions and recommendations contained in the work product are based, in patt, upon
various types of chemical data, then the conclusions and recommendations ate contingent upon the
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10.

11.

12.

13.

validity of such data. These data (if obtained) have been reviewed and interpretations made by
Consultant. If indicated i the work product, some of these data may be preliminaty or screening-
level data and should be confirmed with quantitative analyses if more specific information is
necessary. Moreover, it should be noted that variations in the types and concentrations of
contaminants and variations in their flow paths may occur due to seasonal water table fluctuations,
past disposal practices, the passage of time and other factors.

Chemical analyses may have been performed for specific parameters during the course of this
project, as described in the work product. However, it should be noted that additional chemical
constituents not included in the analyses conducted for the project may be present in soil,
groundwater, surface water, sediments or building materials at the subject site.

Ownership and property interests of all documents, including reports, electronic media, drawings
and specifications, prepared or furnished by Consultant pursuant to this project are subject to the
terms and conditions specified in the contract between the Consultant and Client, whether or not
the project is completed.

Unless otherwise specifically noted in the work product or a requirement of the contract between
the Consultant and Client, any reuse, modification or disbursement of documents to thitd parties
will be at the sole risk of the third party and without liability or legal exposure to Consultant.

In the event that any questions arise with respect to the scope or meaning of Consultant’s work
product, immediately contact Consultant for clarification, explanation ot to update the work
product. In addition, Consultant has the right to vetify, at the party’s expense, the accuracy of the
information contained in the work product, as deemed necessary by Consultant, based upon the
passage of time or other material change in conditions since conducting the work.

Any use of or reliance on the work product shall constitute acceptance of the terms hereof.

FAP2005\ 0458\ BIOANu-Style\ Phasel _u pdate2007\Phascl _NuStyle_update_122706_lck.doc

Corres.

25



FUSS & O’NEILL

FIGURES
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APPENDIX A

SCOPE OF WORK AND RESTRICTIONS
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ALL APPROPRIATE INQUIRY PHASE I ESA SCOPE OF WORK

Fuss & O’Neill uses Standard Practice E 1527-05 as general standard for conducting Phase I ESAs. For
consistency, this scope of wortk 1s generally presented based on the outline of our standard Phase T ESA report.
The descriptions of the procedures and soutces for obtaining the information for each section follow the section
headings. As specified by Standard Practice E 1527-05, the scope of work described below allows for use of
professional judgment to determine the extent to which specific sources are reviewed.

Unless otherwise specified, the following items are not considered in the course of completing an ASTM E 1527~
05 Phase I ESA:

U Asbestos, Lead (paint/plumbing), Radon, Mold, Fluorescent Light Ballasts

. Wetlands, Ecological Resources, Historical/Cultural Resources
. Regulatory and Health & Safety Compliance
S Endangered species

These items typically present little envitonmental risk to the grounds of a site; however, these items may be
liabilities during property transfer, regulatory audits, construction, renovation, or demolition projects.

1.0 Introduction
The objective of the ESA and the party that this ESA was conducted for are identified in this section.
2.0 Site Overview
2.1 Site Information

2.1.1  Property Location, Size of Parcel, and Site Plan
Review of USGS topographic maps, local assessor and zoning maps and property description cards,
field obsetvations and sketches, and, if available, plans provided by a contact for the subject site. A
site plan is included that is derived from these sources.

2.1.2  Potable Water Supply and Sewage Disposal
Query the local Department of Public Works, local Engineering Department, appropiiate local
utilities, and/or other local municipal sources and/or a knowledgeable site contact.

2.1.3  Adjoining Land Use
Site reconnaissance and assessot’s mapping.

2.2 Physical Setting of Site

2.2.1  Geologic and Physiographic Setting
Site reconnaissance, USGS topographic maps, and available geological maps.

2.2.2  Groundwater
Site reconnaissance, USGS topographic maps, and 310 CMR 40.0000 (the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan).

2.2.3  Surface Water
Site reconnaissance, USGS topographic maps, and 314 CMR 4.00 (MADEP Surface Water Quality
Standards).

2.24  Location of Public Water Supply Sources
Site reconnaissance and mapping available in local departments queried as part of the IESA.

2.3 Previous Environmental Investigations
Provided by the appropriate site contact ot identified by other means during the course of conducting the
ESA.

3.0 Site History

Site reconnaissance, knowledgeable site contacts, aerial photographs available from MassGIS, Sanborn fire
insurance maps and street directories provided by an environmental database search service (note that street
directories are reviewed at approximately five year intervals, but may be reviewed at smaller intervals for
multi-tenant properties), and local municipal sources (local municipal Building Department, Engineering
Department, Planning and Zoning Department, Iealth Department, and Fire Marshal).
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4.0 Federal, State, and Local File Review

41  Summary of Regulatory Database Information
Regulatory databases specified by Standard Practice B 1527-05 are reviewed using an environmental
database search service.

The report provided by the environmental database search service is reviewed i detail. Sites that are
mferred to present a significant risk to adversely impact the subject site are identified and explained within
the ESA report. However, sites inferred to pose little risk to adversely impact the subject site are
disclaimed within the attached environmental database search report.

4.2 MADIP File Review

Limited MADEP file information 1s provided for the subject site in an environmental database search
repott. Reviews of files located at MADIEP Regional offices are not conducted unless specifically
requested.

If a file review is to be conducted, files for the subject site are requested from the appropriate NJADEP
Regional office. If available, these files ate reviewed for pertinent information, which is either copied or
noted.

4.3 Local File Review
Files for the local municipal Tax Assessor, Building Department, Planning and Zoning Department,
Health Department, and Fire Marshal are reviewed.

5.0 User Provided Information
Information provided by the user as requited by the practice is discussed in this section

6.0 Site Reconnaissance, Interviews and Non-Scope Considerations
Field observations the results of required interviews are discussed in this section. In addition, surveys
conducted to identify non-scope considerations are addressed.

7.0 Data Gaps, Findings and Conclusions

Data gaps relevant to the identification of recognized environmental conditions are discussed. In addition,
recognized environmental conditions are summarized in this section as well as recommendations for further
mvestigation, if appropriate.

8.0 References
References used as part of the ESA are presented here.
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APPENDIX B

SITE ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST
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FUSS & O’NEILL
275 PROMENADE ST., SUITE 350
PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLLAND, 02908
401-861-3070

Project Number: 20050458.A10 Date: 1/02/07
Site Name: Former Nu-Style Company, Inc. Facility

Site: Address: 87 Grove Street, Franklin, MA

Cilichts County of Norfolk, Massachusetts

Key Site Manager: ~_INone available

REGULATORY DATABASE REVIEW

Federal Files Date Reviewed
National Priotity List 1/02/07
RCRA TSDF List 1/02/07
CERCLIS List 1/02/07
RCRA Generators List 1/02/07
ERNS List 1/02/07

MADEP Files

Hazardous Waste Sites List 1/02/07
Oil & Chemical Spills Files 1/02/07
Tandfill and Solid Waste Site List 1/02/07
UST List 1/02/07
AST List 1/02/07
Reportable Release Database 1/02/07
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Project Number:

FUSS & O’NEILL
275 PROMENADE ST, SUI'TE 350
PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND, 02908
401-861-3070

20050458.A10

Site Name:

Former Nu-Style Company, Inc., Facility

Date:  1/02/07

SITE INSPECTION

General Information

Drinking Water
Source:

Sanitary Waste
Disposal:

Surface Conditions

Number of Buildings:

Type of Structures:

Number of Floors:

Aboveground Tanks:

Haz-Mat Storage:

Debris:

Subsurface Conditions

Municipal

Likely former septic
system

2

Wooden

One (Lot 22), two
(Lot 27)

One (no longer in
use)

Unknown 275-gallon
tank on west side of
building

Scrap wood, metal

Underground Storage
Tanks:

Water Supply Wells:

Sewer:

Storm Drains:

Possible 5,000-gallon heating o1l UST within bunker

Private Well Testing
Results (if available):

Type of [Heating:

Sheds or other:

Square Footage:

Bldg. Condition:

Floor Drains:

Drums:

Other:

None

Olil

Bunker west of Lot 27
building

Approx. 15,000

Poor (dilapidated)

None observed;
however a tunnel
containing water ran
beneath the buildings

Several empty drums
or drums containing
trash inside Tot 27
building. Two empty
drums and one
containing unlabeled
liquid (rainwater?) west
of Lot 27 building

area

None

Unknown

None

Monitoring Wells:

Septic:

Other:

FAP2005\0458\BTO\Nu-Style\ Phasel_update2007\Phasel_NuStyle_update_122706_Ick.doc
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Brook beneath
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Potential Sources

Petroleum Products:

Cleaners/Solvents:
Effluents:

Other:

Waste Disposal
Liquid Wastes:

Solid Wastes:
Disposal Contractor(s):

Other:

Historical Transformers: None observed

Historical chlorinated
solvents Pesticides/Herbicides: None

None Odors: None

Numerous chemicals formerly used and stored on-site

N/A Biomedical Wastes: N/A
N/A Recycling: N/A
N/A

Site currently vacant
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APPENDIX C

PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATIONS
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Other Location
_ , I N C_ Suite 407
< 922 ELM STREET
MANCHESTER, NH 03101

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
(603) 641-6173
265 MEDFORD ST. » SOMERVILLE, MA 02143 TELECOPIER NUMBER
(617) 623-8880 (617) 629-2920

January 16, 1990

Mr. Richard Arnold
Home National Bank
1@ Medway Road

: Milford, MA 1757

Re: IES Job No. 789-374
Chapter 21-E Site Evaluation

87 Grove Street
Franklin, MA

Dear Mr. Arnold:

please find enclosed the necessary documents and
on the above referenced property. The

" forms and information found in this report are of a format
degigned to address' and answer the issues of Maesachusetts
Environmental Laws Pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 21-E, and The
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40). Where it was
appropriate these forme have been supplemented by additional

investigative work.

Ag requested,
appropriate dinformwation

T

-The Environmental Assessment consisted of a historical review,
site investigation, research of pertinent State and local files,
test borings, photoionization screening of soil samples,
analysie of groundwater samples, and a magnetometer

laboratory

survey. Our findings in this report indicate that the site in
question does not exhibit a release of o0il or hazardous
materials, at +this tiwme, as defined i1in Section 2 of M.G.L.

Chapter 21-E.

If you have any questions about this report, please do not
hesitate to contact our office.

Respéctfully submitted,
IES' -

Daniel G. Jaffe

Vice President
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A.

87 Grove Street

"one and story

(1) Franklin, MA

SECTION I

SYNOPSIS OF INVESTIGATION

Site Information

The &ite 1in question consists of three relatively flat, irregularly
shaped parcels of land referred to as lots S5, 6, and 7. Lot 5 is
located on the west side of 01d Forge Road and is occupied by a one

story wood and cement block building, which is utilized as a storage

garage and for automotive repair. Lot 6 is located to the east of

lot S5 across O0ld Forge Road. This parcel contains a total of

approximately 1.25 acrea and 1is occupied by a two story wood and

cement block building,' wvhich 18 currently being vacated following
ite use by a Jevelry manufacturing business. Lot 7 is located to

the sgouth of lot 6 across Mine Brook. This parcel is occupied by a

brick and cement block building, which is also being

vacated after wuse by a jewelry manufacturer. The building on lot 6

iz connected to the structure on lot S by a walkway over Mine Brook.

The property in question is situated on Grove Street and 0Old Grove

Street in a commercial area of Franklin, Massachusetts.
The subject site is abutted to the south by undeveloped property, to
the east by Grove Street, to the west by 0ld Grove Street and Mine
Brook, and to the north by railroad tracks. Congervation land and a
building occupied by a real estate office, a flooring company, and a
door business is located to the east of the site across érove

garage
located +to the west of the site across 01d

Street. A foundry is

Grove Street.

The builldings occupying the site wvere erected in the early 1900’s

usee as a textile wmill and were utilized ag much until-

for
approximately 3@ years ago. Since that +time, the site has been
utilized by a jevelry manufacturer. At the time of the

investigation, +the buildings were being vacated by +the jewelry

manufacturing business.
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l_87 Grove Street (2)

Franklin, MA

J%Q- Bite Benlagy

The geoclogy of the site remained fairly consistent in the areas of
the five borings. From the surface to depths ranging from four to
eight feet, a layer of fill consisting of sand, gravel, silt and
loam vwith traces of wood, brick, and cobbles ware encountered. Below
the .£il1l1  to total depths ranging from six to 12 feet, the lithology
conglsted of medium dense, fine grained sand with inorgaenic silt and
a trace of wmedium grained sand. Groundwater was encountered at a
depth of five feet 4in B-1 and at 5’6" at B-2. Auger refusal wvas

reachéd priof to encountering groundwater at all the remaining

borings.

Underground Storage

The building occupying lot 7 of the subject site is heated with fuel

*0il . wvhich is stored underground in one 2,000 gallon tank. A

gasoiine pump was alsgo observed on thie parcel, hovever, no permit
vag on file with the Franklin Fire Department regarding any gasoline
storage at the site. However, a magnetometer survey in the area of
the pump indicates that the tank remains at the site. Additionally,
a 275 gallon heating oil tank and two propane tanks were observed to

the west of the building on lot 7.

The buildings occupying lots S and 6 are heated with fuel oil which
is hgtored in one 5,000 gallon tank. This tank is8 located in a
bunker on the wvest side of the building occupying lot 6.
Additionally, a 2753 gallon above ground fuel o0il tank was observed

to the west of the building on lot 6.

Numerous 55 gallon drums were observed in the area to the north of
the garage on lot 5. Additional 55 gallon drums and numéerous
containers of various sized were also observed inside the building
on lot 6. Although the buildings are currently being vacated, a
partial 1list of materials observed at the site at the time of the
investigation includes: Methyl Ethyl Ketone, Perclene, Resin
Solution 1866, Stripper U.N. 1760, 1,1,1 Trichloroethane, chromic
acid, liquid nickel sulfate, liquid nickel chloride, weather sealer,




. fr—

87 Grove Street : : (3) Franklin, MA

—

"acid" wvere

;L\ potassium cyanide, Jlubricating o0il, and various paints and thinner.
A Additionally, geveral vats 1labelled "cyanide" and

B

observed inside the building on lot 6.

D. Test Borings and Sampling

Due to the presence of underground and above ground storage of
hazardous materials on the subject site, and the threat that such

storage poses to the subsurface materials of the site, a test

boring, soil sampling, and groundwater analysis . program was
perfofmed. This program consigted of five test borings at various
locations at the site. Soil sample screening was performed using an

HRU Photoionizer calibrated to a Benzene standard as required by the

Deparfment of Environmental Protection (DEP).

Results of the HNU screening of the soil samples indicated slightlf
of - volatile organic

elevated levels (2.2 parts per wmillion)

contaminants were detected in samples obtained from borings B-4 and
Cf ; B-S. None of +the so0il samples from any of the other borings
P displayed elevated 1levels of VOC’s (see Section IV, page 14 for

screening results).

Groﬁndwater samples vere obtained from the monitor wells that vere

ingtalled at boringas B-1 and B-2. The groundwater samples were
obtained following EPA and RCRA protocols and immediately
transported - to Analytical Laboratories, Inc. (ALI), a State

Certified Laboratory, for testing for VOC’s by EPA Method 502. 2.

‘The results of the laboratory testing indicated no elevated levels
of VOC’s vwere observed above laboratory detection limits in the
groundvater obtained from the monitor wells installed at borings B-1

and B-2 (gee Section IV for laboratory results).

A composite esoil sample consisting of B-4, S-2 and B-5, S-2 was
forwarded to Alpha Analytical Laboratories for testing for VOC's by
(fw; EPA Method 8240. These s0il samples displayed slightly elevated
khJ) levels of VOC’s during photoionization screening, and auger refusal
was encountered prior to reaching groundwater. The results of the

laboratory tgsting of the soil samples_indicéied no elevated levels

of VOC’s detected in the soil samples tesgted:
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Summary and Recommendations

This investigation was based on site inspection, interviews with
private parties and public officials, a test boring and soil sample
screening program, groundwater analysie, and review of appropriate

state and 1local agency files regarding oil and hazardous materials,

releases, - or incidents.

Based on the above and the remainder of the information detailed in
thie - report,- 1IES, Inc. doeaga not consider the site to exhibit a
release pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 21-E at this time. v

However, it 4is2 the recommendation that the abandoned gasoline tank
be- removed by a licensed tank removal company.. This is required by
the State Fire Marsghal’s Code CMR9-527. It’ ie also the
recommendation of IES that a qualified environmental consulting
cqmééhy be .present during the tank excavation in order to insure

that it is removed in an environmentally sound manner.

Additionally, it is the recommendétion of IES that the 2,000 gallon
and 35,000 gallon fuel o1l tanks be gsubjected to a regular tank
£esting program in order to insure their integrity.
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SECTION II

SITE _SPECIFICS

A. Property Description

1. Name: ; Nu-Style Company, Inc. :
Sir Richard Jewelry Manufacturing

2. Aadfess: 87 Grove Street
’ - Franklin, MA

-

3. Legal Description: Book 4593 Page 189 - Lot 5

Book 4499 Page 664 - Lot 6
~ Book 4369 Page 404 - Lot 7

Norfolk Registry of Deeds
See attached copy of site description

4. Property Area: 6, 400 square feet - Lot S
1.25 acres ) - Lot 6
36. 000 square feet - Lot 7

S. Most Recent Survey: See Attached

O
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Franklin, MA

Bite Oynermhip and Leantian

1.

2.

Site Ownerz

Name Mr. Richard Armetrong

Address 157 Mendon Street

Bellingham, MA

Telephone N/A

Date of Ownership_ 1966 to Pregent

Site Location:

Address 87 Grove Street

Franklin, MA

County Norfolk

Assessor’s Plat 72 lot(s)_ 5, 6, 7

U.S.G.S. quadrangle Franklin

Deed Information:

The Report is being addressed to the concerned party
with respect to the real estate situated at 87 Grove Street,
Bellingham, MA on a plan entitled No plan available

(Name of Plan, Including Date and Plan Preparer)
recorded with +the _Norfolk Registry of Deeds at Plan
Book_----,Plan(g)__---- (or filed in the Land Registration
Office as Plan No. ) (hereinafter the "Site").

The Site 18 described in deed(s) recorded with the

Norfolk Registry of Deeds in Book(s) No. 4369 , Page(s8)
No._4@4 or registered with the_ ----- Registry District
of the Land Court in Book(g) =-===—-- Page(g)_-----,
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H“ﬂQ. Site Questionnaire

Current use of the premises:___Buildings being vacated
See Section II, Item "E*

Proposed use of the premises: HN/A

To the best of yohr knowledge, have the premises or abutting
properties ever been investigated by the DEP, the local
offices or the media for possible release or emission of oil

or hazardous materials? No

Does a visual inspection of the premises or abutting
properties reveal any evidence of hazardous materials disposal?.
(i.e. discolored or foul-gmelling water or soll, distressed

vegetation or wildlife, barrels, etc.) No

Are there any streams, brooks, ponds, lakes or lagoons located
within or abutting the premiges? Yes - Mine Brook
See_ Section II, Item "D" .

Were the premises ever part of or abutting a municipal dump or
land£i117? No

Is there any indication in the chain of title that the
premises or abutting properties vwere ever owned or leased to a
chemical, oil, or manufacturing company or other industrial
concern? Yes - former jewelry manufacturing

See Section II, Item "D"

'To the best of your knovledge, has there ever been any

hazardous materials or oil as hereinafter described currently
stored or used on or abutting the the prewmises?__ Yes
See Section ITI, Item "A"

To the best of your knowledge, has there been any disposal of

’
e e [ I T I T I R S
cil or hazardous materials (pu.l suant to licenses or othervise)

on or abutting the premises? Yes
See Section III, Item "B"

Have any permits or licenses ever been issued with respect to

the storage or use of oil or hazardous materials on or

abutting the premises? Yes
. See Section III, Item "C"

Have any tests been performed on the site to detect the
presence of oil or hazardous materials? Yes
See Section IV, Items "A" & "B"
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The subject s=site consists of three irregularly shaped parcels of
land located d1in a commercial area of Franklin, MA. The area 1is
zoned for industrial usage. The site is comprised of lot 5 which
contains 6,400 square feet; 1lot 6, containing approximately 1.25
acreg; and lot 7 which contains 36, 000 'square feet. Lot S i=s
lodééed to the west of O0ld Grove Street and is occupied by a one

story cement block and wood building, which is being leased to a
Lot 6

and is

construction company to perform maintenance on their vehicles.
ig located to the east of 1lot 5 acroessg 0ld Grove Street,

occupied by a three story cement block building. Lot 7 is locaféd
to the south of lot 6 across Mine Brook and is occupied by a one and
twvo story brick and cement block building. The buildings on lote 6
and 7 are connected by & walkway over Mine Brook. All of the
buildings occupying the =site are currently being vacated, and had
most recenfly had been utilized by a jewelry manufacturing business.

The buildings occupy approximately 4@ percent of the subject site,

and the remainder is paved.

Mine Brook flows from east to west between lot 6 and-lot 7, and then
northérly along the western side of lot 5 to Fossil Mill Pond to the
northwest of the site. Much of the site in question is located in a

Zone A7. and Zone B of a Federally Recognized Flood Hazard Zone (see

attached Flood Insurance Map).

The subject =site is serviced by municipal water from Grove Street.

There is a septic system as a means of domestic disposal}

Current/Former Ugses of Site and Surrounding Properties

The buildings occupying the site were erected in the early 1900’s
for use as a textile wmill. For much of the past 30 years, the
property has been utilized by a jewelry manufacturing businesses.

At the time of the investigation, the buildings were being vacated.




SITE LOCATION
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*EXPLANATION OF ZONE DESIGNATIONS

ZONE EXPLANATION
A Areas of 100-year flood; base fMood clevations ard
ood hazard faclors not determined,
A0 Areas of 100-year shallow flooding where depihs

are between one (1) and three (3) feet; average depths
of inundation are shown, but no flood hazard factors
are determined.

AH Areas of 100-year shallow fNooding whcre depths
are between one (1) and threc (3) feet; base fouod
clevations arc shown. but no Mool hazard facrors
are determined,

A1-A30
Nood hazard Tactors determined.

A4 Areas of 100-vear flood 10 be protected by Houd
protection system  under construction; base finod
clevations and fiood Nhazard faciors not determined.

B Areas between limits of the 100-year tlood and SO1-
year Mood; or certain areas subject ta 100-year Hood-

ing with average depths fess than one (1) foot o wbete |

the contributing drainage area is less thon ene square
mile; or arcas protected hy levees from the brase Hoaod,
(Medium shading)

(o4 Arcas of minimal Nooding. (No shadiny)
[»] Areas of undetermined, but pascible, flowd harands,
\' Areas of 00-year coastal food with velochy {w
action); base flood elevations and Heod iasaet ;-
not determined,
V1-V30  Areas of 100-year coastal flood with velocily {wave

actlon); base flood elevations and flood hazard facters
determined.

Areas of 100-year flood; hase fleod clevaiions and.

KEY TO MAP

500-Ycar Flood Boundary -
100-Year Fiood Boundary

Zone Desiznations*

100-Year Flood Boundary- - -

500-Year Flood Boundary - --

Base Flood Elevation Line
With Elevation In Fecet**

Base Flood Elevation in Feet
Where Uniform Within Zone**

Elevalion Reference Mark

SO Ty [ e L L
EL 9’

M-

Zone D Boundary

River Mile

**Referenced to the National Geodetic Verticai Datum ¢

«M1.5 .

192y

NOTES:

APPROXIMATE SCALE

400

400 FEET

0
[ -
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The area surrounding the gubject sgite is sparsely developed with

geveral small businesses. A foundry is located to the west of the

. site across 0ld Grove Street, and a building housing a real estate

office, a garage door company, and a flooring business is located to
the east of the site across Grove Street. Conservation land is also

located to the east (up gradient) of the site across Grove Street.

DEP _Investigations

As part of. this investigation, a file review was performed at the

_ DEP _Southeast Regional Office in Lakeville, MA. Thig file review

indicated that there are no records on file with that office

regarding any past or current incidents regarding oil or hazardous

materials on the subject site or any of the abutting properties.

G. Interviews Relative to Site

%—-4 A. Mr. William H. Cumminge Health Agent
o Franklin Board of Health Telephone (508) 528-1948

An inquiry was made to Mr. William H. Cummings of the Franklin Board

of Health regarding any incidents concerning o1l or hazardous
materials at the subject aite or any nearby properties. Mr.
Cummings responded in a letter stating that there are no records on
file with the Franklin Board of Health dating back to 1979 regarding

8 release at the subject site or any abutting properties (see

attached letter).
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SECTION III

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND OIL. STORAGE

Stofaqe.of 01l and Hazardoue Materials

Underground storage at 1lot 7 consists of one 2,000 gallon heating

oil tank and one- gasoline tank of undetermined capacity. The

buildings occupying lots S and 6 are also heated with fuel oil which

is stored in one S, 000 gallon tank located in a-bunker on the west

"side of the building on lot 6.

at the site included two 275 gallon

Above ground storage observed
Additionally, numerous S5

heating o0il tanks, and two propane tanks.
to the north of the building on lot S.

gallon drums were observed
containerg of o0il and

Numerous other drums and various sized
inside the buildings, with a

hazardous wmaterials was also noted
A partial

majority of the storage in the building occupying lot 6.
observed during the site investigation includes:

Methyl Ethyl Ketone, Perclene, Regin Solution 1866, Stripper U.N. -

i760, '1,1,1 Trichloroethane, ‘chromic acid, liquid nickel sulfate,

liquid nickel chloride, weather sealer, potaesium cyanide,

lubriceting oil, and variocus paints and thinners. Additionally,

vats labelled ‘"cyanide™ and "acid" were also observed ineide the

building on lot 6.

Disposal of 0Oil and Hazardous Materials

Waste o0il associated with the automotive repair opération in the

building on 1lot 5 is stored above grbund in 35 gallon barrels which

are periodically removed from the sgite by Franklin Pumping Company

of Wrentham, MA.

Since the jJjewelry manufacturer that had operated at the site is no
longer in businéss, no information was avalilable as to the wastes

generated or the disposal practices of that business.
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{ ). Permits for Storage of 0il or Hazerdous Materials

Licences are on file with the Town of Franklin Clerk’s 0Office for
the underground storage of  fuel oil in one 5,000 gallon tank, two
2, 000 gallon tanks, and one 1,000 gallon tank at the subject site.




SECTION IV



| @

87 Grove Street

12) Franklin, MA

BECTION IV

SUBSURFACE TESTING

A. Soil and Groundwater Sampling

Due +to +the presence of underground petroleum storage at the site, a

test boring and 801l sample screening program was performed. This
program consisted of five test borings at various locations at the
site. Monitor wells were installed in two of the five wells (see

attached boring location plan fallowing this section).

Scil &esamples from the test borings were sealéd in clean glass jars
and transported immediately +to IES, Inc. where the samples vere
gcreened to detect the presence of volatile organice. Sample

screening wvas carried out using an HNU Photoionizer. The analyzef

"was calibrated to a Benzene standard as required by the Department

of Environmental Protection (DEP). Slightly elevated levels (up to

2,2 ppm) of volatile organic contaminants were detected in samples

obtained from borings B-4 and B-5. None of the soil sahples

obtained from any of the other borings exhibited elevated levels of

volatile organic compounds.

Since no groundwater was encountered at borings B-4 and B-5, a
composite soil sample consisting of B-4, S-2 and B-5, S-2 was
forwvarded to Alpha Analytical Laboratories for testing for VOC’s by

EPA method 8240. The resulte of the laboratory analysis of the soil

samples indicated no VOC’s observed above laboratory detection

limits (see attached laboratory analysis).

Groundvwater samples were obtained following EPA and RCRA protocols

from the monitor wells installed at borings B-1 and B-2. The

groundwater gsample vas immediately transported to Analytical
Laboratories, Inc. for testing for volatile organics by EPA Method
S502. 2. Regsults of the laboratory analyses indicated no VOC's
obgerved above laboratory deteqtion levelgs 1in the groundwater

sampled (see attached laboratory analysis).
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CARR-DEE CORP.

Telephone (617) 391-4500

37 LINDEN STREET P.O. BOX 67 MEDFORD, MA 02155-0001
' to_L.E.S.. INC., 265 MEDFORD STREET, SOMERVILLE, ¥A  pate_Dec. 29, 1989 jobNo. __ 89410
(?”*\sne 21E STUDY, 87 GROVE STREET. FRANKLIN, M Scale 1" = 3 ,
{ !
BORING 1
Ground Surfacs
-~ XSFTHEILT |
S#1, FROM 0'6" TO 2'6"
: FILL AUGER SAMPLE
SAND, GRAVEL,
SILT, TRACE OF LOAM
4'0"
4 [s#2, FROM 5'0" TO 7'0"
MEDIUM DENSE 5 RECOVERED 7"
A _
8
FINE SAND & INORGANIC
SILT, TRACE OF MED. SAND
N 6 [s#3,  FROM 10'0" TO 12'0"
6 RECOVERED 22"
6
210" ! 30
1 WATER LEVEL 5'0"
| SIZE OF AUGERS 3-3/4" I.D., LENGTH 10'0"
DRILLER: RENE'DESIMONE, INSPECTOR: D. JAFFE

DATE STARTED & COMPLETED: 12-28-89

INSTALLED OBSERVATION WELL (2" PVC PIPE, 5'0" SLOTTED,

5'0" SOLID, 0'6" CUT-OFF)
VVULU, v1=Urryj,

INCLUDING ROADWAY BOX.

QI DT ALY DA n
2 O DLUVN URNVUNY

Unless ctuernse S?ECZIiE
::CLSu ‘au.. -..‘45'5 "C'u'e
wel "'" ‘ax-.uc 33 nE‘

trpsmrr $atlia
dddn -d;;au\g ]

wager ;
s

y les haye beer visuaily classified by Sriiler.

(;;;:];s. and do not ascessarily Tepresen; persaLert
d to drive Two-inch 3piit Sampler 5 lacles ising 140 b.

of Zicus o drive casizg cne Zgon, using 33 1. we

p
g noted) ’EGIL![E LUEDEr

E\vE .S IlOL’EO Were ODSE[VEQ at COIDIEUOI!

.GDG ce.Lan ..\.u.ate D‘UMEI of ziows
- Figures i saiuzn %o ieft
...C:‘ESN’"'.

Sheet i of 1



CARR-DEE CORP.

37 LINDEN STREET P.O. BOX 67 MEDFORD. MA 02155-0001 Telephone (617) 391-4500

' 1, I.E.S., INC., 265 MEDFORD STREET, SOMERVILLE, MA  pae Dec. 29. 1989 jop No. _ 89410
21E STUDY. 87 GROVE STREET, FRANKLIN, MA Scale 1" = 3 ft.

(‘T>\*155|te

BORING 2Z2—A

Ground Surface

FILL
SAND, GRAVEL, LOAHM

WOOD, BRICK

6'0"

REFUSAL ENCOUNTERED WITH AUGERS

WATER LEVEL 5°'0"

SIZE OF AUGERS 3-3/4" I.D., LENGTH 6'0"
DRILLER: RENE' DESIMONE, INSPECTOR: D. JAFFE
DATE STARTED & COMPLETED: 12-28-89

é\ 7 INSTALLED OBSERVATION WELL {2" PVC PIPE, 5'0" SLOTTED,
5'0" SOLID, 4'0" CUT-OFF), 6'0" BELOW GROUHND SURFACE,

- INCLUDING ROADWAY BOX.

NOTE: THIS BORING WAS MADE 6'0" NORTH OF ORIGINAL
BORING LOCATION.

a it *oupletlon
¢ nuaber of Giows

ro ieft

: les Gave ceen visuelly s.assifizd i
gs, and io 56T nesessarily v
tquiTed to 3rive Two-Iz:k Split fazpler he

IL noted) incdicaze nusber P Sizws -



' CARR-DEE CORP.

37 LINDEN STREET P.0. BOX 67 MEDFORD, MA 02155-0001 Telephone (617) 391-450u
1o I-E.S., INC., 265 XEDFORD STREET, SOMERVILLE, ¥A e Dec. 29, 1989 ,ohNo. _ 89410
21E STUDY, 87 GROVE STREET, FRANKLIN, XA Scale 1" = ____3

("“\b Site
/ 3

BORING 4

Ground Surface

¥ 0'6" TO 2'6"
CYERED AUGER

n
Ik
1=
o

VRS

SAND, GRAVEL, LOAM,

15 |s#2, FROM 5'0" TO 7'0"
11 RECOVERED 4" .

BOULDERS 12
13

8'6!9

REFUSAL ENCOUNTERED WITH AUGERS

& ,; NO WATER ENCOUNTEZRED
SIZE OF AUGERS 3-3/4" I.D., LENGTH 8's"

- DRILLER: RENE'DESIMONE, INSPECTOR: D. JAFFE
DATE STARTED & COMPLETED: 12-28-89

NOTE: ALTERNATE BORING WAS MADE 5'0" SOUTH OF ORIGINAL
BORING LOCATION, REFUSAL ENCOUNTERED AT 7°'0"

er: shserved at compietion
: =z izdicate auzber of dlcws
Figures In coiumn to left

e ; .
if noted) iré suaper of Tltwe tiodrite adeiny onesfisiozefEg iidin TR STy B GcResh---u
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ANALYTICAL LABORATORIES,

INC.

EPA Method 50@2.2 =~ Volatile Organics in Water

sample ID: Blank Water Sample
ARAMETER RESULTS PARAMETER RESULTS
(ug/L) (ug/L)}
jenzene ND 1 2, 2-Dichloropraopane ND
3romcbenzene ND | 1, 1-Dichloropropene ND
3romochloromethane ND ( Ethylbenzene _ND
jromodichloromethane ND | Hexachlorobutadiene ND
3ramoform - ND l Isopropylbenzene ND
i-Butylbenzene ND | p-Isopropyltoluene ND
j~Butylbenzene ND ! Methylene Chloride ND
:=-Butylbenzene ND ! Napthalene ND
carbon Tetrachloride ND | n-Propylbenzene 'ND
“hlorobenzene ND | Styrene ND
chlorbdbdibromomethane ND | 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane ND
hloroform ND I 1,1, 2,2-Tetrachloroethane ND
2-Chlorotoluene ND | Tetrachloroethylene ND
“G )éorotoluene ND | Toluene ND-
\,__/Dibromo-3-Chloropropane ND [ 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene ND
L, 2-Dibromomethane ND | 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND
dibromomethane ND 1 1,1,1-Trichloroethane "ND
L, 2-Dichlorobenzene ND | 1,1,2-Trichloroethane ND
1, 3-Dichlorobenzene ND l Trichloroethylene ND
L, 4-Dichlorobenzene" ND I Trichlorofluoromethane ND
L, 1-Dichloroethane ND ! 1,2,3-Trichloropropane ND
L, 2-Dichloroethane “ND | 1,2, 4-Trimethylbenzene ND
L, 1-Dichloroethene ND ( 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene ND
sig-1, 2-Dichloroethene ND | Vinyl Chlorid ND
:rans-1, 2-Dichloroethene ND ! O-Xylene : ND
l, 2-Dichloropropane ND ] m, p~-Xylene - ND
ND | s

L, 3~-Dichloropropane

tSome unknowns present but not detectable by this method.

4 Internal standards:

fo ND"

Method Detection Limits are listed on the attached sgheet.
(Determined on 60 m x @.75mm ID Vocol Capillary Column)

Fluorobenzene and 2-Bromo-1-Chloropropane.

Indicatea compound is not determined.




YOLATILE ORGANICS BY GC

EPA Method 502.2

METHOD DETECTION LIMITS (MDL)

PARAMETER MDL PARAMETER MDL

: (ug/L) : (ug/L)
Benzene @.08 | 2, 2-Dichloropropane ©. 45
iromobenzene 0. 26 | 1, 1-Dichloropropene @.33
3romochloromethane .29 | Ethylbenzene Q.22
Bromodichloromethane 2.20 | Hexachlorobutadiene Q.29
3romoform 2.20 | Isopropylbenzene 9.25
1-Butylbenzene .20 | p-Isopropyltoluene 2. 24
z-Butylbenzene .21 1 Hethylene Chloride @.13
t-Butylbenzene 2.19 | Napthalene Q.20
carbon Tetrachloride 0.24 | n-Propylbenzene Q. 26
chlorobenzene .36 | Styrene @. 15
“hlorodibromomethane Q. 20 i 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane Q.18
> roform 9. 20 | 1,1, 2,2-Tetrachloroethane .41
;ii?lorotoluene Q.27 1 Tetrachloroethylene 0. 36
y>chlorotoluene .27 | Toluene 2.20
L, 2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane 2. 47 | 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 0.51
L, 2-Dibromomethane 2.13 | 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 0. 39
Jibromomethane 2. 16 | 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 9.11
L, 2-Dichlorobenzene 9. 32 I 1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2.30
L, 3-Dichlorobenzene .35 | Trichloroethylene - Q.40
t, 4-Dichlorobenzene 9. 32 | Trichlorofluoromethane @. 53
l, 1-Dichloroethane 2.1 |1 1.2, 3-Trichloropropane .13
l,2-Dichloroethane 2. 19 1 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 0. 18
L,1-Dichloroethene @.59 1 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene @.13
:ig-1, 2-Dichloroethene .20 | Vinyl Chloride 0. 30
:rang-1, 2-Dichloroethene 2.34 | 0-Xylene 0.21
i, 2-Dichloropropane Q. 08 | m, p-Xylene Q.17

0. 08 I

t, 3-Dichloropropane




ANALYTICAL LABORATORIES. INC.
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\nalytical Laparatories. Inc. i3, Inc.
365 Hedford Street., Suite 314 265 Medford Street. Suite 312
somerville, MA 02143 : Samerville, HA 02143
SHTION Gerard Goquen v ATTENTIOHN /:}6Lv/ :I;V@fﬁ'
- M— — .
- wang enoo o[ Cagtnz— _ PROJECT a. 247-32% rp:.0. NO.
el /Z/é % né»// G Attn J-3-70 ppleoa
inquiéﬁga’h72 (Signature) ~Received ?yﬁ/}ﬁignature) Date Time
| /{/ : v G v e, o : ) —
inquished by: (Signature) Received by: (Signature). ~ .Date Time
4inguished by: (Signature) Received by: {Signature) Date Time
H
.;3&513hed by: (Signature) _Received by~ (Signature) Date Time
——— i _.,—————-—'—'—-_ ——— —————
ANALYSIS REQUEST
Sample ID Sample Date/Time Sample Conditaion
Number . Descraption Sampied Analy=is Requested Upan Receipt
7-] Gl 2 Go 2.7 _
] ] /
H -7 f s /Y ([ £
77 32 74

laall

ecial Ipnactructiona/Comments

xpected .

urnaroaund Immediate

ime Attention Ruan : Standard
T ~ICRETV=TT
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@e/uwlfnenl @/ Envcronmental Qwa/&'{y .(gnyc'?_zeeu'ny

gaua'zence ébx/zeu'?nen[ Slation

97 Falliuckhk Flrcel, Pacarernce, Alassackausells 07843

CERTIFICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

. LABORATORYs MA117 DATE: 10/15/89

Analytical Laboratories, Inc. _
265 Medford St. EXPIRATION DATE: 04/15/90

.Somerville, MA 02143

DIRECTOR: Gerard Goguen
617-776-0926

PRIMARY CATEGORIES (DRINKING WATERS)

FULL CERTIFICATION: Trihalomethanes, Volatile Organics

.f"xF;SIONAL CERTIFICATION: None at Present

o

i SECONDARY CATEGORIES (OTHER MATRICES)

FULL CERTIFICATION: None at Present

PROVISTONAL CERTIFICATION: None at Present

This certificate supercedes all previous certificates issued to this laboratory.
Reporting of analyses other than those authorized above shall be cause for revocation of

certification.

Original Certificate, not copies, must be displayed in a prominent place at all times.

Certification subject to approval by OGC.
[ﬁ%é & (g e

oseph 0‘Brien, Ph.D.
Director, Laboratory Certification

<::) For the Commissioner
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JAaN 17 799 12:38 ALPHA ANALYTICAL

ATLHA, ME'I‘ICEL IMA'KR]IS
(508) 858-9220

CERTTFICATE OF ANATYSIS

Client: TI.E.S., Tnc. Jab Number: 500039

Address: 265 Medford Street; Suite 312 Davoice Rumber: 11158
Samerville, MA 02143 Date In: 01/03/90 “

Attn: Daniel Jaffe Date Reported: 01/16/90

Sample Descriptian: One soil sarple

TES Project$ 789-374

e, —— .
——

REFERENCES :

2‘

3'

4'

5.

Q Arthorized by W “

1. Test Methods for Evaluat:mg Solid Waste: rhysical/Chemical Methods.

EPA SW-846. 1986.

Standard Methods for Examination of Water and Waste Water, Amum—wpcs
16th Edition. 1985,

Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes. EPA 600/4-82~-055.
1983. )

0il spill Identification System. OG~D-52-77 U. S. Coast Guard. 1977.

Standard Methods for Examination of Water and Waste Water APHA~AWWA-WECE .
17th Edition., 1989.

il

jBtott: I-ic:[ean---l’.aboratory Director



JAN 17 ’SB 12:31 QLPHQ ANALYTICAL P.376

CERTTFICATE OF ANAIVSTS

Client: I. E. S., Inc. Sample Number: 500039.1

Analysis Reguested: Volatile Organics (624) Date Received: 01/03/%0
Date Reported: 01/16/90

Client Ydent: (B-4 & B~5) 5-1
-Sample Iocation: Franklin

Sample Descripticn: Soil _
Sample Container: Glass jar # of Catainers: 1
Field Prep: None

PARAMETER - RESULT UNITS MDL* INST REF** MENDD EXTRACT ANALYSIS

Volatile Organics *%
Volatile Halocarbon:s ND vg/Ky 1% GC/MS 1 8240
Volatile Arvsmatics ND wq/Ry 1% GC/MS 1 8240

01/12/90

**Note: All compounds were below the detect
'above.

1* A list of volatile halocarbons and vol
detection limits accompanies this report.

atile aromatics analyzed for and their

01/12/90

jon limits except those listed

* MDL—Method Detection Limits (same Units as the Resuits)
** REF--Reference as cited on the cover (first) page of this report.
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Franklin, MA

87 Groyg Street (14)
C. Magnetometer Survey

by
3

A magnetometer survey was performed on the subject site in order to
detect large iron containing subsurface objects which are not

aggocliated with s8ubsurface vutilities 8uch as underground storage

tanks.

The  survey was performed utilizing a Heliflux Magnetic Locator Model
GA-52B  built by +the Schonstedt Instrument Company of Reston,
Virginia. The locator 1is a sensitive hand held instrument which
detects the mwagnetic field generated by any object which contains
iron wvithin a range of approximately eight feet. The survey wad
conducted i1in a grid pattern with the sengitivity turned up to insure
that any iron object within +the range of the instrument wvas

detected. .

The resultes of the wmagnetometer survey conducted on the gite
indicated that no unexplained subsurface objects cohtaining iron
wvere detected in those areas surveyed. The underground gasoline

tank and underground fuel o0il tank vere easily located with the

magnetometer.
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87 Grove Street . : (16) Franklin, MA

1 . Identification of Persons Conducting the Site
a N Ingpection and Investigation:

Address or

Haméa Affiliation Quaiifiq_tioq_
Daniel G. Jaffe, N.S. IES, Inc. Vice President
Gerard R. Goquen IES, Inc. Vice President

The 'conclusion of +this report vas based on esite inspection,
interviews with private parties and public officials, a test boriﬁé;
and groundvater analysis program, and review

soil sample screening,
agency files regarding oil and

of éppropriate state and 1local
‘hazardous materials, releases, or incidents.
"Based on all available evidence detailed in this report, IES, Inc.

doeeg not consider the site to exhibit a release pursuant to M.G.L.

!\ Chapter 21-E at this time.

However, 1t is the recommendation of IES, Inc. that the abandoned

be removed from the site as is required by the State

gasoline tank
Additionally, IES recommend=s that a

Fire Marshal’s Code CMR9-527.

regular tank testing program be applied to the heating oil tanks on

the gite.




n_r—- ~
87 Grove Street

-
~

‘2. IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the

2 Subscribed and ‘sworn to

- 1990

TR

thiB Sixteenth day of January,

(18) Franklin, MA

undersigned have executed this Affidavit
1990

1ES,

By ard R. [Go
ice Presid

me this Sixteenth day of January,

before

f ?/MM‘

Joanne Stachelski

NOTARY PUBLIC

September 7, 1995

. My Commisgion Expires:
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87 Grove Street ' (19) e '~ Franklin, MA

r*%b.-Pfelihinarz-Assessment Report

. The ;foliowing.attached forme are used for reporting a release to the

}

. DEP:

e NOT NECESSARY FOR THIS SITE-




SECTION V
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l 87 Grove Street (15) Franklin, MA

SECTION V

CONCLUSIONS AND AFFIDAVIT

1 a. Inspection/Investigative Conclusions

The; Site Investigator has reviewed the history of the Site and has
conglidered the potential for the generation, use, treatment, storage

disposal of o0il or hazardous material by (a) the uses presently.

or
assoclated with the Site and (b) to the extent ascertainable by
inquiry as noted in the "Site Assessment Summary", the uses

previously associated with the Site.

On December 18, 1989 the Site Investigator explored the Site and,
except asg qualified in the "Site Assessment Summary", the areas:

- adjacent to the Site to assess +the possible pregence of oil or.
This investigation included the

hazapdous material on the  Site.
and testing described in the

| résearch, observations, explorations
i _3 "Site Assessment Summary", attached to this Report.

Based upon the foregoing, (including the research, observations,

explorations and testing described in the "Site Assessment Summary"

subject +to the qualifications set forth below, the undersigned

and’
is of the professional opinion that at the time of =aid
investigation:

! = i T
hazardous material is or has been
present on the Site.

¥ 2. Evidence exists that oil or hazardous
material is or has been present on the
Site or on the areas adjacent to the
Site.

3. Evidence existe that oil or hazardous
material is being, has been or wmight
have been released into the environment
from or at the Site.




—

B.

constitutes a brief synopsis of conditions covered

.

Franklin, MA

87 Grove Street (17)
Affidavit

The preceding report and attachments apply to both proposed and
pfesent usea for the site in question, as well as storage, disposal,
permitting, wvisiblé property conditions, wetlands, legal description
of the property and any investigations performed or currently

undervay by the State or Municipal authorities.

Thie  information vas obtained by qualified professionals and
by the site

_-inspéction.

ﬂaéardﬁus materials and oil are also defined as the State and
Federal Agencies determine +them to be. This section includeg a
certifying signature by the Vice President of the firm and a stamped

notary signature.

AR A A AR EEEIEEIEEE R X RS YR Y]

The undersigned, based on experience and knowledge, states that the
investigations of the Site described in thie Report were performed

by:
Daniel G. Jaffe Vice Presgident
Gerard R. Goguen Vice Preesident

who 1s8 (are) qualified to make the investigations and formulate the

opinions hereinafter get forth .

The Site Investigator ie familiar with the provisions of thé
Massachusetts General Laws (" M.G.L.") Chapter 21-E (a=s it may from

“time  to time be amended) and the applicable implementing of

regulationa under said 1law, including - the materials which fall.

- within the definitions of "oil" and "hazardous material " thereunder

(references i1in this Report to oil and hazardous material refer to

gald terms a2 defined in M.G.L. Chapter 21-E and implementing

(hx) regulations).




SECTION Vi
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Grove Street - (20) Franklin, MA

SECTION VI

M.G.L. CHAPTER 21-E

| A Sectiens 2, SA, 6, 7

“Section 2. As used in this section the following words shall,

uﬁless the context clearly requires otherwise, have the follovwing

meanings:

"Department", the department of environmental quality enginegring.

*Environment?®, vaters, land surface or subsurface strata, or ambient

air of the commonvealth.
“Release“; _any spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting,
emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping,' 1eabhing; dumping or

disposing into the environment, but excludes: (1) emiesions from the

(2) release of source, by product, or special

exhaust of an engine,
as those terms are defined

nuclear wmaterial from a nuclear incident,

in 42USCSec;2014, if such release is subject to requirements with

respecf to financial protection egtablished by the HNuclear

Regulatory Commission under 42USCSec. 2210, (3) the normal
application of pesticides consistent with their labelling.

"Threat of release”, a substantial 1likelihood of a release which

reqdirészigction to prevent or wmitigate damege to the environment

which”may-resﬁlt from such release.

‘Section 5. (a) Except as otherwise provided ‘in this section, (1)

the owner or operator of a vessel or a gite from or at which there

is or has been a release or threat of release of oil or hazerdous

‘material; (2) any person who at the time of storage or disposal of

owvned or operated any site at or upon which

any hazardous material
or 'disposed of and from which

such hazardous material waes stored

there 1i8 or has been a release or threat of release of hazardous

material; (3) any person vwho by contract, agréement, or otherwvise,




e

i =

éi;Grove Street‘

(21) Franklin, HA

éirectly or indirectly, arranged for the transport, disposal,

etorage or treatment of hazardous material to or in a site or veasel

" “from or at wvhich there is or has been a release or threat of rélease

- 0of 'hazardous material; (4) any person vho, directly or indirectly,’

transported any hazardous material to transport, &isposal, storage

or treatment vessels or sites from or at which there is or has been

“a 'releasg oi tﬁreat of release of such material; 'and (S) any persbn

who othervise caused or is legally responsible for a release or

threat of release of o031l or hazardous material from a veséel or

a@ite,  shall be liable, without regard to fault, (i) to the.

commonwealth for all costs of askessment, containment and removal
in&urred pursuant to section four and section eight relative to such
release or threat of release, (11i) to the‘commonwealth'fdr a;l

damages for injury to and for destruction or loss of natural

resources, including the costs of assessing and évaldating such
injury,' destruction or loss, incurred or suffered as a résult.og
éuch“ reléése or threat of release, and (iii) to any person for
damage to -hia real or personal property incurred or suffered as a
result of such release or threat of release. Except as provided in -

paragraph (b), such liability shall be joint and several.

Sehtion. 6. The department may specify reasonable requirements,-

'appligable@ to sites and vessels where releases  of hdzardous material _

might occur and to sctivities which might cause, contribute to, or

exacerbate a release of hazardous material, to prevent and control,

‘and. to ©counter the effects of, such release. Such requirements may

be d by regu lations adopted under section nine for specific

v
= ¥

" sites and vessels which the departmenf has deterwined to have a

record of releases, or to have failed +to .respond properly to a

release or threat of release of hazardous material, or to be

_édﬁducting an activity which poses a threat of release of hazardous

material. Such requirements way include without 11mitations, but

without duplication of requirements prescribed in other programs of

" the department, the preparation of contingency plane, the

acquisitiaﬁ, construction, maintenance and operation of equipwment,
facilities and resources for monitoring, prevention and control of

releases, and the staffing and training of personnel regarding the
prevention and control of releases of hazardous material.




-Eé?jq?pve Street (22) Franklin;'ﬁgﬁ-i

'--Eggﬁign__zh_ Any owner or operator of a site or vessel and any person
thgrwise described 1in paragraph (a) of section five, as soon_gs_he 
has knowlédée of a release or a threat of release of oil or
hazardous material, shall immediately notify the department théreof}
}Sudp-—notiée ‘shall not be required hereunder for any release which
conforﬁs‘ to the terms of a currently valid permit or license issued
5y- the depar£ment. Such notice shall not BEE}éQQiredlhereunder'fbr
t@e;rappiiQBtion_ of a pesticide product registered under the Federal.
Insecticide; Eungicide, énd Rodenticide Act 7USC$;5;186 et seq.,. and ..

under. the - pfbvisioﬁs of chapter one hundred and thirty-tvo B[—qr-fdf

" - the -haﬁdiigg and storage of such a peaticide producf by _an

aériéultural'producer.

“_B; Defiﬁitionﬂof'bil and Hazardoug Materiaels

- Hazardous ‘materials are defined as wmwaterial including but notc;f'
i iiﬁiﬁéd to,i-anx, material in whatever form, which; because of it’'s.
quantity, ucohdéntration, chemical, corrosive, flammable, reactivégv

e ;-£Q21c{' infectious or radioactive characteristics, -either separately

/. or “in combination with any substance or substances, constitutes a

”j.'pfesént: or -pbtential threat to human health, safety, welfare, or to_
y transported, -

f'the 'environmentj vhen diwmproperly stored, treated,

e dispaéed of,' used, or otherwise managed. Term shall not include
" “-0il. The term shall also include all those substances which are

included under 42 USCS Sec.9601(14), but it is not limited to those

subetances.

011 is described aeg insoluble or partially soluble oils of any kind
or 6rigin or in any form, including, without limitation, crude or
fuel oile, lubrication o0il or sludge, asphalt, ‘insoluble or

il partially dinsoluble derivatives of minereal, animal or vegetable
oils. The term shall not include waste pil, and shall not include
those substances which are included in 42 USCS Sec.9601(14).
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1.
2.
3.
4.

_ Screening parameteras for the above are as followe:

HNU PI-101 PHOTOIONIZATION ANALYZER

@ 10.2 ELECTRON VOLTS
SPAN CALIBRATED FOR BENZENE
BACKGROUND AT ©.4 PPM

(REQUIRED BY DEP)

87 Grove Street (13) Franklin,
Soil Screening and Laboratory Analysis
BORING HNo. SAHMPLE No. VOLATILES (Parts per HMillion)
"B-1 S-1 .7
s-2 2.8
S-3 0.6
B-2 s-1 2.4
S-2 2.4
B-3 S-1 2.7
s-3 2.5
B-4 S-1 0.6
S-2 2.2
B-5 S-1 2.5
S-2 2.1

MA




Since 1951

CARR DEE CDF’IF’

Complete Soll Investigation Service

37 Linden Street * P.O. Box 67 * Medford, MA 02155-0001 * Telephone (617) 391-4500 ¢ Fax (617) 395-3231

December 29, 1989

IES FILE NO. 789-374

I.E.S., Inc.

Suite 312

265 Medford Street
Somerville, MA 02143

Attn: Mr. Barry Woodworth

Attached herewith are the» results of subsurface J.nvestlga-tion‘
(one copy), made as directed at site for 21E Study, 87 Grove

Street, Franklin, MA.

Classification of soil samples were taken from driller's
field logs. It is our policy to examine and sometimes re-—
classify said samples. This we could not do, since samples
were left with your representative at the field site.
Therefore, we suggest that soil classifications are subject to

change.

please furnish this office with a plan or

At your convenience,
in order to complete our

sketch indicating test boring locations,
file.

In making inquiries, please refer to our Job No. 89410.

Very truly yours,

CARR~DEE CORP.

<
Henry J. DeSimone
Principal

HJD/mh



CARR-DEE CORP.-

37 LINDEN STREET P.0. BOX 67 MEDFORD, MA 02155-0001 Telephona (617) 391-4500

To I.E.S., INC., 265 MEDFORD STREET, SOYERVILLE, XA Date _Dec. 29, 1989  Job No. 89410

(fx*lsne 21E STUDY, 87 GROVE STREET, FRANKLIN, 4i Scale 1" = 3 ¢
i 3

BORING 2

Ground Suriace

S#1, FROM 0'0" TO 2'0"
AUGER SARHPLE

FILL, SAND, GRAVEL,

LOARM. WOOD, BRICK,

METAL, CINDERS
2 1S#2, FROM 5'0" TO 7°'0"

2 RECOVERED 6"
15 '
7!0'! 29
REFUSAL ENCOUNTERED WITH AUGERS
WATER LEVEL 5'6"
i SIZE OF AUGERS 3-3/4" I.D., LENGTH 7'0"
oy DRILLER: RENE' DESIMONE, INSPECTOR: D. JAFFE

DATE STARTED & COMPLETED: 12-28-89

.3sserved at compiericn
indicate auzber of isws
Lo2%.Uan To Leit

Sheet 1 of 1



CARR-DEE CORP.
37 LINDEN STREET P.0. BOX 67 MEDFORD, MA 02155-0001 Telephone (617) 391-4500
I.E.S., INC., 265 YEDFORD STREET, SOMERVILLE, ¥A  pate . Dec. 29, 1989 JobNo. __ 89410

To
(” « Site__21E _STUDY, 37 SROVE STREET, FRANKLIN, HA Scale 1" = 3 ft.
BORING 3
" Ground Surface . '
03" ASPHILT 1
S#l, FROM 0'6™ TO 2'6"™
AUGER SAMPLE
FILL
LOAM, SAND, GRAVEL,
TRACE OF BRICK
5'0“
YERY DENSE 18 S#Z, FROM 5'0" TO 7'0"
FINE TO MEDIUM SAND 25 RECOVERED 8"
& GRAVEL 29
7'0" : 19
i ' FINE SAND &
INORGANIC SILT
r Y\
e - S#2, AUGER SAMPLE AT 10'0
11'o0" . [ FROM 10'0"™ TO 11°'0"

{ 120 BLOWS, S.S., 140-LB. WGT., NO PENETRATION )

WATER LEVEL 10'0O"

SIZE OF AUGERS 3-3/4" I.D., LENGTH 10'0"
DRILLER: RENE' DESIMONE, INSPECTOR: D. JAFFE
DATE STARTED & COMPLETED: 12-28-89

equired to drive Two-

2
AL poted indizaze aumzer ¥zl f3.ling o iachesice-

Sheet 1 of 1



| CARR-DEE CORP. -

37 LINDEN STREET P.O. BOX 67 MEDFORD, MA 02155-0001 Telephone (617) 391-4500
‘7o _I.E.S., INC., 265 MEDFORD STREET, SOMERVILLE, A  pgate _Dec. 29, 1989 jobNo. __ 89410
+— Site __21% STUDY, 87 GROVE STREET, FRANKLIN, HA ___ Scale 1" = 3 1

¢

BORING 5

Ground Surface

/ IS#l, FROM 0'6" TO 2'6"
A FILL AUGER SAMPLE
SAND, GRAVEL,
COBBLES
4'6"
HMEDIUM DENSE 12 [s#2, FROM 5'0"™ TO 7'0"
FINE TO MEDIUM SAND, i3 REC. NOT RECORDED
GRAVEL, SOME INORGANIC 8 ON FIELD LOG.
SILT 15 :
I 8'0"

REFUSAL ENCOUNTERED WITH AUGERS

NO WATER ENCOIUNTERED

SIZE OF AUGERS 3-3/4" I.D., LENGTH 8'0"
DRILLER: RENE'DESIMONE, INSPECTOR: D. JAFFE
DATE STARTED & COMPLETED: 12-28-89

#2rz 3iserved at compietion
=5 indicate avzber of blows
§3 1% f3iuln S0 ieft

Sheet 1 of 1



/T AMALYTICAL
i<

L 1..-8f‘>-<3ua.,~-«= =, INC
N AL! =X LTINS 3GLDNG ZuTE 2o
d S SEET SGMERVILLE MA D L
CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS
Client: IES, Inc. ALI Job HNo: 290-100
Address: 265 Medford Street Client Job HNo: 789-374
Somerville, MA 02143 :
Date Sampled: 1-2-90
Attn: "Dan Jaffe Date Received: 1-3-90
Date Analyzed: 1-3-90
P

ihw}ple Description:

Arnold-Franklin

References:

1.

"Volatile Aromatic and Unsaturated Organic Compounds
in Water by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography,
Method 503.1" USEPA, EMSL, Cincinnati, Ohio, April, 1981.

"The Determination of Halogenated Chemicals in Water
by the Purge and Trap Method, Method S5®2.1", USEPA,
EMSL, Cincinnati, Ohio, April, 198i.

"EPA Method Validation Study 23, Method 601 (Purgeable
Halocarbons) ", USEPA, EMSL, Cincinnati, Ohio, 45268

"EPA Method Validation Study 24, Method 602 (Purgeable
Aromatics)", USEPA, EMSL, Cincinnati, Ohio, 45628

horized By:
G

/s

ard Goguelry--/r

i/
'

I

ratory Director



ANALYTICAL LABORATORIES,

INC.

EPA Method 502.2 - Volatile Organics in Water

‘ample ID: B-1 Water Sample
'ARAMETER RESULTS PARAMETER RESULTS
' (ug/L) (ug/L)
.enzene ND | 2, 2-Dichloropropane ND
iromobenzene ND ] 1, 1-Dichloropropene ND
tromochloromethane ND I Ethylbenzene ND
romodichloromethane ND | Hexachlorobutadiene ND
sromoform -ND | Isopropylbenzene HND
i~Butylbenzene ND I p-Isopropyltoluene ND
~-Butylbenzene ND | Methylene Chloride ND
-Butylbenzene ND I Napthalene ND
‘arbon Tetrachloride ND | n-Propylbenzene ND‘
‘hlorobenzene ND 1 Styrene ND
‘hlorddibromomethane ND | 1,1,1,2—Tetrachloroethane ND
‘hloroform ND I 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ND-
-Chlorotoluene ND l Tetrachloroethylene ND
orotoluene ND | Toluene ND
€£;$ibromo—3-Chloropropane ND | 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene ND
, Z=Dibromomethane ND I 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND
ibromomethane ND I 1,1,1-Trichloroethane ND
, 2-Dichlorobenzene ND i 1,1, 2-Trichloroethane ND
, 3-Dichlorobenzene ND 1 Trichloroethylene ND
»,4-Dichlorobenzene ND I Trichlorofluoromethane ND
. 1-Dichloroethane ND i 1,2,3-Trichloropropane ND
¢ 2-Dichloroethane ND | 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene ND
, 1-Dichloroethene ND | 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene ND
ig-1,2-Dichloroethene ND | Vinyl Chloride ND
rans-1, 2-Dichloroethene ND I 0-Xylene ND
s 2-Dichloropropane ND [ m, p-Xylene ND
ND 1

: 3-Dichloropropane

Some unknowns present but not detectable by this method.

Internal standards:

ND-

Method Detection Limits are listed on the attached sheet.
(Determined on 6@ m x @.75mm ID Vocol Capillary Column)

Fluorobenzene and 2-Bromo-1-Chleropropane.

Indicates compound is not determined.




ANALYTICAL LABORATORIES,

INC.

EPA Method 502.2 - Volatile Organics in Water

.» 3~Dichloropropane

Some unknowns present but not detectable by this method.

Sample ID: B-2 Water Sample
ARAMETER RESULTS PARAMETER RESULTS
(ug/L) (ug/L)
- lenzene ND | 2,2-Dichloropropane ND
Iromobenzene ND I 1,1-Dichloropropene ND
iromochloromethane ND 1 Ethylbenzene ND
iromodichloromethane ND | Hexachlorobutadiene ND
iromoform _ND | Isopropylbenzene ND
1~Butylbenzene ND I p~Isopropyltoluene ND
i-Butylbenzene ND 1 Methylene Chloride ND
:~Butylbenzene ND | Napthalene ND
arbon Tetrachloride ND | n-Propylbenzene ND
‘hlorobenzene ND | Styrene ND-
‘hlorodibromomethane ND | 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane ND
‘hloroform ND | 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ND
'-Chlorotoluene ND 1 Tetrachloroethylene ND
i7" lorotoluene ND | Toluene ND
ibromo-3-Chloropropane ND | 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene ND
. z=Dibromomethane ND | 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND
'ibromomethane ND | 1,1, 1-Trichloroeoethane ND
.» 2-Dichlorobénzene ND | l1,1,2-Trichloroethane ND
., 3-Dichlorobenzene ND | Trichloroethylene ND
., 4-Dichlorobenzene ND 1 Trichlorofluoromethane ND
.» 1-Dichloroethane ND I 1,2,3-Trichloropropane ND
.+ 2-Dichloroethane ND | 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene ND
.» 1-Dichloroethene ND | 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene ND
1i1g~1, 2-Dichloroethene ND I Vinyl Chloride ND .
rang-1, 2-Dichloroethene ND | O-Xylene ND
»2-Dichloropropane ND 1 m, p-Xylene ND
ND |

Method Detection Limits are liéted on the attached sheet.

(Determined on 6@ m x @.75mm ID Vocol Capillary Column)

. Internal standards:

. ND-

Fluorobenzene and 2-Bromo-1-Chloropropane.

Indicates compound is not determined.
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Oeecr Dl Number,

Cosmo O Capobrunco: 1617, 623-388

! E S ! N C David P. Borans: {617) 776-8549
i ] 1 [617)623-5168

Damian J, Capobianco:

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS .. ... : o wra wEeN, ais
Cerard R, Coguen: (617) 776-0926

265 MEDFORD ST. « SOMERVILLE, MA 02143 - .
Michael V. Guzikowski: (617) 776-0573

{617) 621-8880 « FAX ® (617) 629-2920 i
Daniel G. affe: (617) 776-2715
Michelle Montague: (617) 776-0829

. D. Barry Woadworth: {617) 776-1950

July 24, 1991

Mr. John Riedle 3
F.D.I.C. i
124 Grove Street i
Franklin, MA™ 02038

Re: IES Job No. 791-268
Test Zorings and Analysisz
87 Groves Street
Franklin, MA

& directad by vyou, a tes: boring, soil sample screening,
and groundwater analysis program was perform:d on the akove
reierenced site. This program was performed due to the
presence of two 2,000 gallon gasoline tanks, one 1,000
gallon fuel o0il tank, and one 5,000 gallon fuel o0il tank at
the site. These underground tanks have been abandoned, and
Chief Francis Malloy of the Franklin Fire Deoartmant
indicztad that he will require ~their removal in the near
futurs. Chief Malloy stated that his main concern was that
Mine PBrook, which bisects the site, 1s a source of drinking

water for the Town of Franklin.

O o

"1

This program consisted of four test borings advanced at
various locations at the site. These borings (E-1A throusgh
B-44) were advanced at locations down rzadisnt. of the
ound gasoline and fuel oil tanks at the site in order

(l)

under:r

to hetter determine any environmental threat posed by these

tanks..  Test boring B-1A was advancsd: -on- the down gradient
the

side of the @gasoline tanks on the southern portlon of the
propercy; B-Z2A was advanced on the down gradient side of the
underground fuel oil tank, adjacent to Mine Brock; B-3A was
advanced on  the western side of the property, adjacent to
Mine Brook; and ~boring B-44 was advanced adjacent to the
uwdarground fuel oil tank located on the northern portion of
the property (see attached boring. location 'plan). The
grouncdwater at the site is presumed to flow toward Mine
Brook which flows - from east to west through the center of -

the sitse.

Connectics: 3t va AIR ONE EXECUTIVE CENTER « BRAINARD AIRPORT « HARTFORD, CONNECTICLT DéI-H 03 T4
v rlampshire Offices 922 ELNESTREET » MANCHESTER . NEW HANMPSHIRE Q3101 « 60 b 021-5171



At your convenience,

Since 195.7

CARR- DEE CORP.

Complefe SoII Investlgatlon Sarvice

TER o i e A T

July 17, 1991

i

) I.E.S. FILE # 791-266

IES Inc.
265 Medford Street STE 312
Somerville, MA 02143

Attn: Mr. Daniel G. Jaffe

Attached are the results of subsurface 1nvest1gat10n (original
trac1ng), made as dlrected at site for 21E Study, 87 Grove Street

Franklln HMA .

C1a551f1cat10n of 5011 samples are from drlller s field logs..

Our policy is’ to -examine and sometlmes Tre= cIa551fy said samples
This “we could not do, since samples: were' handed to your,
representative at the field site. Therefore, we suggest that soil

cla551f1cat10ns are subject to- change.

please provide this office with a plan -

1nd1cat1ng test borlng locatlons to complete our file.

In making inquiries, please refer to. our Job No. 91149.

ZVery truly - yours,

CARR ~DEE CORP,

@4,,.

Henry' DeS1mone :
Pr1nc1pa1 '

"HID/rhd



27 ircye Sfyvaer 2} Fpanklin, Hz
Tetrachlorcethene was detected in the compogite soil sample
at a concentration of 3,440 ug/kg; 1,1,1-Trichloroethane was

detected at level of 630 ug/kg; and a-level of 3,680 ug/l of
Trichloroethene was detacted in  the composite soil sample
obtained from borlng B-44. ! '

The

source of the contamination is not known, although it

appears that the -VOC’s  detected -at “ the site may be“the
result of a surficizl release from the jewelry manufacturing
business that " had previously occupied the site.
Tetrachloroethene is a solvent that is widely used in dry =
cleaning and degreasing operations; 1,1,1-Trichloroethare is
-used—.as__an" industrial cleaner and degreaser of metals as.

well as a resin adhesive and vapor pressure dspressant;
Trichloroethens 1is uszad as a solvent for legreasing metal
and, a5 a . septic tank cleaner. Each of thsse solvents wzs
liksly used by the former jewelry manufacturer that had
occupied the site from the late 1950°s to ths late 1980°s.

Based on ths infermation cbtained from this-‘test boring,
soil samgle screening, and soil and groundwater aralysis
rrogram., IEZ, Tnc. con:*der: the site to exhibit a relsazs
of - .solvents  pursuant to:M.G.L. Chapter 24 K. S As-a resul t;
it is the recommendation of IES that owner of the site be
informed of his obligation to notify the DEP of these
findings. This can be accomplished by forwarding a copy of

thi

S

report to- . the.- DEP Southeast Regional Office at

Lakévi1le Hospital, La ceville, MA_ 02347.

appears. that the - extent of contamination is relatively

It

minor, and 1is the result of a surficial release of solveats
from _the former Jjewelry manufacturer which had operated on
the site in the ©past. However, further investigation is
necessary -in. order mors accurately determirns the extent of
the contamination.

It. is- also the recommendation. of  IES that the abandoned
2,000 gallon gasoline tank ‘and the 1,000 gallon fuel oil
tank be excavated and ~removed from the site by a licensed
tank  removal contractor. This 1s required by the State Fire
- Marshal  Regulation CMR 9 527, and has been reguested by
Chief Malloy of the Franklin Fire Depariment. It appezr
that. the removal of .the 5,000 ‘gallan’ fuel o0il tank maY
adversaly affact: the  structural. in tegrity of the bu1ld ng,
and. " as  a result, pending local fire department aporoval. it
18 lthe ‘orpinion 'of'IES that this: tan¥ should be cleansd and
fillad “with a slurry mixture or appropria ate inert materisl,
in eorder to be légallylaugndqnedpln place.




87 Growvs Strest (&) Franiclipg, MA
HNU_ PHOTOIONIZATION RESULTS
BORING Na. SAMPLE No. VOLATILES (parts per million)
B-14 S—1 0.4
S-2 30.5
S-3 ‘0.5
S=d __3 4 ™~ 0.4 .
B-24 S-1 | 0.4
» S-2 ) : 0.4
5-3 No Recovery
B-34 S-1 0.8
S-2 0.4
S-3 0.7
B-4A §=1 21
) §-2 ©.d 8.5
S-3 did

Note:

SNV G I

Screening parameters for the above are as follows

HNU DI 101 P”OTOIONIZATTON ANATLYZER

@ 10.2 ELECTRON VOLTS '
SPAN CALIBRATED FOR BENZENE (RHQUIRnD BV DEP)

BACKGROUND AT 0.4 ppm



CARK-DEE CORP.

37 LINDEN STREET P.0O. BOX 67 MEDFORD, MA 02155-0001 Telephone (617) 391

Te I.E.S., INC., 265 MEDFORD STREET, SOMERVILLE, MA Date Jul. 12, 1991 Job No. 31

Location 21E STUDY, 87 GROVE STREET, FRANKLIN, MA ) Scale 1" = _3
BORING 2

Ground Surface
0’3" ASPHAILT @ - S S et

AUGER [S#1, ,FROM 0'3" TO 2'0"
FLIGHT !
" SAMPLE '
FILL
SAND, GRAVEL,
LOAM ©2 [s#2, FROM 5'0" TO 7'0Q"
2 RECOVERED 9"
1
1

86"
AUGERS INDICATE
R _ POSSIBLE CHANGE OF
. . SOIL (NO SAMPLE OBTAINED) 100/2" FROM 10°0" TO 10°'2"
RECOVERED O™
ll ] ﬁ " :

- REFUSAL ENCOUNTERED WITH AUGERS
WATER LEVEL 8'e"
SIZE OF AUGERS 3-3/4" I.D., LENGTH 11'6"
DRILLER: JOHN A. DESIMONE, INSPECTOR: DANIEL JAFFE

‘DATE STARTED & COMPLETED: 7-11-91 .

INSTALLED OBSERVATION WELL (2" PVC PIPE, 070" SLOTTED,
5'0" SOLID, 4'Q" CUT-OFF), 11'0" BELOW GROUND SURFACE,

' INCLUDING ROADWAY BOX.

NOTE: G'é6" WAS CUT-OFF FROM BOTTOM OF SCREEN AND
A FLAT CAP WAS ADDED. :

ALl sampies have beer vlﬁuall# claéélfluﬂ by.Drll{EF . Unless atherulse spec)fled water (evéls“hoted were observed at camptetic
of borings,-and do not necessarily represent permanent ground water levels. ‘Figures in ‘right hand colum indicate nimber of bi:
required to drive Two-[nch Split Sampler 6 tnches using 140 Lb. weight falling 30 inches(+/-). Figures in colum t: e ff :

(if nuted) lndrcate nurber of bluus to drlve caSIng one fuut u51ng 300 lb uerght falllng 2* lnches(*/ )% . o



CARK-DEE CUKRY.

37 LINDEN STREET P.O. BOX 67 ° MEDFORD, MA 02155-0001 Telephone. (617) 391 s
To I.E.S., INC., 265 MEDFORD STREET, SOMERVILLE, MA Date Jul. 12, 1991 'Job No. 93143
Location 21E STUDY, 87 GROVE STREET, FRANKLIN, MA Scale 1" = _3
BORING 4
Ground Surface
03" ASPHATIL.T ; 4 : S e g
: ; 15 |S#1, ,FROM 0'6" TO 2'6" .
12 ‘RECOVERED 9" :
2, 11 ;
Y FEL T, 8
SAND, GRAVEL,
LOAM, CINDERS, BRICK i 1270582, FROM S'0" TO 7'0"
5 RECOVERED 11"
5
3
5 [s#3, FROM 7'0" TO 8'6"
4 RECOVERED 7"
8-6" : 6 . - .
9rgn FINE_ SAND. 9 |s#3n, FROM 8'6" TO 9'0"
% Er - RECOVERED 4"
VERY DENSE FINE SAND o
& GRAVEL, ‘TRACE OF MEDIUM .. S#4, FROM 10'0" TO 11'6™
SAND, INORGANIC SILT 5 RECOVERED 8"
: - BLOW COUNTS NOT
12'0" "LOGGED

REFUSAL ENCOUNTERED WITH AUGERS

WATER LEVEL 9'0" :

SIZE OF AUGERS 3-3/4" I.D., LENGTH 12'0Q"
DRILLER: JOHN A. DESIMONE, INSPECTOR: DANIEL JAFFE
DATE STARTED & COMPLETED:  7-11-91:

INSTALLED OBSERVATION WELL (2" PVC PIPE, 10'0" SLOTTED,
5'Q~ SOLID, k] O"“CUT OFF), 12'0” BELOW GROUND SURFACE,

INCLUDING ROADWAY BOX.

s NQIE: o'e" WAS CUT- OFF FROH BOTTOM OF SCRuEN AND
A FLAT CAP WAS ADDED

Unless o:herutse SpEE!f!Ed water levels noted were abser»ed at complet:ur
Figures, in right hand colum indicate nurber of Bles
“Figures in colum to ln ;T

' All samples have been’ v:suatly classsf1ed by Ur1tler.n
of borlngs and do not necessarily represent permanent .ground water levels.
.required to drive Two-Inch Split Sampler 6 inches using 140 (b. weight falling 30 inches(+/-J.
:_(1f no:ed) lndlcate number af blous tao drive- casing one foa: USIng 300 lb uelght falllng 24 |nches(+[ R

Sheet  1'of; g




NEW ENGLAND CHROMACHEM

6 NICHOLS STREET

SALEM, MA 01970

1-508-744-6600

DESCRIPTION: EPA METHOD 8240 VOLATILE ORGANICS

CLIENT: I. E. S.
LAB ID: 107067
CLIENT ID:

DATE RECEIVED: 07/16/91
DATE ANALYZED: 07/17/91

PARAMETER

ACETONE
ACROLEIN
ACRYLONITRILE

BENZENE
BROMODICHLOROMETHANE
BROMOFORM
BROMOMETHANE
2—-BUTANONE

CARBON DISULFIDE
CARBON TETRACHLORIDE -
CHLOROBENZENE
- CHLOROETHANE
2-CHLOROETHYL VINYL ETHER
CHLOROFORM :
CHLOROMETHANE
DIBROMOCHLOROMETHANE
DIBROMOMETHANE

1,4 DICHLORO-2-BUTANE:
DICHLORODIFLUOROMETHANE
1,2-DICHLOROBENZENE
1,3-DICHLOROBENZENE
1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE
1,1-DICHLOROETHANE
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE .

791-266 S-4 SOLID SAMPLE

RESULTS
(UG/KG)

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

RECOVERIES OF INTERNAL STANDARDS

BROMOCHLOROMETHANE
1,4-DIFLUROBENEZENE
CHLOROBENEZENE~d5

METHOD DETECTION LIMIT =

CIS-1,2-DICHLOROETHENE

“07/17/91

“ . DATE.

50 UG/KG.

570

PARAMETER - .o - - - 175

1,1-DICHLOROETHENE
TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHENE
1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE '
CIS-1,3-DICHLOROPROPENE
TRANS-1,3-DICHLOROPROPENE
ETHANOL

ETHYLBENZENE

ETHYL METHACRYLATE
2-HEXANONE

JODOMETHANE

" METHYLENE CHLORIDE
STYRENE
1,1,2,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE

TETRACHLOROETHENE
TOLUENE

1,1, 1-TRICHLOROETHANE

1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE

. TRICHLOROETHENE
- TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE

1,2, 3-TRICHLOROPROPANE
VINYL CHLORIDE
VINYL ACETATE

TOTAL XYLENES

| ?m i

(3, B3 ST ]
Omomalias
e e L
INVIROMMENTAL

TTITINUY
AND ANALYstz

A MICACLR FTRLLT
BALIM, A OI%)O
308-744-0100

RESULTS
- (UG/KG)

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
3440
ND
630
ND
3680
ND
ND
ND
ND

- ND

(%)

96
105
- 98

/fzf*‘

BRUCE ‘A.. BORNS™ |
'LABORATORY  DINE



o
1,4~-DICHLORO

07/17/91

DATE

DESCRIPTION: EPA METHOD
CLIENT: I. E.

S

BROMOCHLOROMETHANE
BROMO-1-CHLOROPROPANE

BUTANE

METHODJDETECTION_LIMIT =

NEW ENGLAND CHROMACHEM
6 NICHOLS STREET

SALEM, MA

013970

1-508-744-6600

624 PURGEABLES

LAB ID: 107064

CLIENT ID: 791-266 B-1A LIQUID SAMPLE

DATE RECEIVED: 07/16/91

DATE ANALYZED: 07/17/91

- RESULTS

PARAMETER (UG/L)
ACETONE ND
BENZENE ND
'BROMODICHLOROMETHANE ND
BROMOFORM ND
BROMOMETHANE ND
2-BUTANONE ND
CARBON DISULFIDE ND
CARBON TETRACHLORIDE ND
CHLOROBENZENE ND
CHLOROETHANE ND
2~CHLOROETHYLVINYL ETHER ND
CHLOROFORM - 5 ND— =3
CHLOROMETHANE - ND
DIBROMOCHLOROMETHANE ND
1,2-DICHLOROBENZENE ND
1,3-DICHLOROBENZENE ND_
1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE ND
1, 1-DICHLOROETHANE ND
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE ND
1,1-DICHLOROETHENE ND

L INFERNAL STANDARDS

1 UG/L

PARAMETER

TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHENE
1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE

CIS-1,3-DICHLOROPROPENE

TRANS-1,3-DICHLOROPROPENE

ETHYLBENZENE

2-HEXANONE

METHYLENE CHLORIDE
4-METHYL-2- PENTANONE

STYRENE i

1,1,2,2- TETRACHLOROETHANE

TETRACHLOROETHENE

TOLUENE - .

il i = TRICHLOROETHANE

~1,1,2-TRICHIOROETHANE
TRICHLOROETHENE g
- TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE

VINYL CHLORIDE
VINYL ACETATE
TOTAL XYLENES

-

- BRUCE A:
. LABORAM

;4M146,£:; F7
"BORNST...
N DIR

MEH
(0; - .

ENMY[ROMNH
TLATIRG
AND, 1.

LT { )
ALH, Ma
308=144-4:

RES L
(UG,

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

(%)

105
101
98

u\'.c'.-\'



Phase I Environmental Site Assessment

Former Nu-Style Company, Inc. Facility
87 Grove Street (Lots 22 & 27)
Franklin, Massachusetts

May 2006

0 FUSS & O’NEILL
Disciplines ro Deliver

Fuss & O’Neill

Foundry Corporate Office Center
275 Promenade Street, Suite 350
Providence, RI 02908
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May 24, 2006

Ms. Stephanie Mercandetti
Norfolk County Offices
614 High Street

P.O.Box 310

Dedham MA 02027

RE: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
Former Nu-Style Company, Inc.
15 and 87 Grove Street (Map 276, Lots 22 and 27)
Franklin, Massachusetts

Dear Ms. Mercandetti;

We are pleased to submit the enclosed report of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
at the above-referenced site. The assessment was conducted substantially in accordance
with Standard Practice for Phase I Environmental Site Assessments E 1527-00 developed by
the American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM, 2000) as a general standard for the
facility investigation. The results of our assessment are summarized in the attached report.
Thank you for the opportunity to conduct this work. Please contact me if we can be of
further assistance.

Sincerely,

David J.P. Foss
Senior Hydrogeologist

@ Ms. Carol Harper, Town of Franklin

F:\P2005\0458\A 10\15-87 Grove St\Phase I Report\Phl Rpt 041306 laj.doc
Corres.



FUSS & O’NEILL

FORMER NU-STYLE COMPANY. INC. FACILITY
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FUSS & O’NEILL

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Fuss & O'Neill, Inc. (Fuss & O'Neill) has been retained by the County of Norfolk,
Massachusetts to conduct a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the former
Nu-Style Company, Inc. (Nu-Style) property located at 87 Grove Street (Lots 22 and 27) in
Franklin, Massachusetts (subject site). This ESA is being conducted under Cooperative
Agreement BF-97114301-0 between the County of Norfolk and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) dated August 23, 2004. In accordance with this
Agreement, this Phase I ESA was performed in substantial conformance with the Standard
Practice for Environmental Site Assessments E 1527-00 developed by the American Society
for Testing and Materials (ASTM, 2000) as general standards for the facility investigation.

Refer to Appendix A for the scope of work and limitations of this ESA and to Appendix B
for a listing of the offices contacted for this assessment and relevant site information.

The objective of this Phase I ESA was to identify recognized environmental conditions
(RECs) with regard to the subject site. As defined by Standard Practice for Environmental
Site Assessments E 1527-00 (ASTM Practice E 1527-00) developed by the American Society
for Testing and Materials (ASTM, 2000), REC means the presence or likely presence of any
hazardous substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an
existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances
or petroleum products into structures on the property or into the ground, groundwater, or
surface water of the property. The term includes hazardous substances or petroleum
products even under conditions in compliance with laws. The term is not intended to
include de minimis conditions that generally do not present a material risk of harm to public
health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement
action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.

2.0 SITE OVERVIEW

21 Site Information

2.1.1  Property Location, Size of Parcel, and Site Plan

The subject site, the former Nu-Style facility, is located at 87 Grove Street, on the western
side of Grove Street in an industrial zone of Franklin, Massachusetts (Norfolk County). A
portion of a United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map showing the subject
site location 1s provided as Figure 1.

According to Town records, the subject site comprises two contiguous, irregularly shaped
parcels (Map 276, Lot 22 and Lot 27). A site plan is provided as Figure 2. Both parcels were
acquired via tax title by the Town of Franklin as a result of foreclosure. Lot 22 covers an
area of approximately 9,929 square feet. Lot 27 adjoins Lot 22 to the east and is
approximately 42,359 square feet in size. A vacant, partially dilapidated two-story building
with a footprint of approximately 11,800 square feet is situated on Lot 27, and a vacant one
and one-half-story building with a footprint of approximately 4,000 square feet sits on Lot
22. The Mine River flows westward along the souther side of the Lot 27 building and turns
northward to form the western boundary of Lot 22. Copies of the property description

F:AP2005\0458\A10\15-87 Grove St\Phase I Report\Phl Rpt 041306 laj.doc



FUSS & O’NEILL

cards available at the Town of Franklin Tax Assessor's office are attached in Appendix C. A
detailed description of the subject site developed during the site inspection is presented in
Section 5.0.

2.1.2  Potable Water Supply and Sewage Disposal

According to personnel at the Town Engineering and Public Works Departments, the site
was connected to public water in 1923. No information was available at the Department of
Public Works, Engineering Department, or Town Health Department regarding municipal
sewer connections or septic systems for the subject site; however, Health Department files
state that the property adjacent to the south of Lot 27, which was also hlstoncally occupied
by Nu-Style, was served by an on-site septic system as late as 2003.

2.13  Adjoining Land Use

Based on observations made during the site inspection and available mapping, properties
adjoining the subject site include:

Direction from
Address Description Subject Site
15 Grove Street Automotive repair garage attached to the northern end of Lot North of both
(Lot 28) 22 site building; unpaved parking lot Lots 22 and 27
Light industrial/ commercial facility, including: The
Strawberry Patch (gifts/ parties), Barry & John Chimney
20 Grove Street Sweeps, Franklin Power Equipment (sales and service), ].B. ]icaisznég‘?:g;zsett’

Supply Co. (alarm distributor), Paul Compton (plumbing and
heating contractor)

East and Southeast,

Grove Street Undeveloped woodlands
across Grove Street
78 Grove Street Light industrial/ commercial facility, containing: Gentle Giant
(Lot 26) Moving & Storage, First in Fashion, and offices South of Lot 27
Grove Sireet (Lot 20) | Undeveloped South and west

22 Physical Setting of Site

2.2.1 Geologic and Physiographic Setting

The topography of the subject site is fairly flat, except at the banks of the Mine Brook,

where the topography drops steeply to the river bed (USGS, 1987). The regional
topography is fairly hilly and generally drains to Mine Brook.

Surficial material at the subject site is mapped as loamy udorthents, which generally consist
of moderately coarse-grained, deep and moderately deep, fairly well-drained soils (USDA,
2003). Fill described as sand, gravel, silt, loam, and boulders, and, in some cases, wood and
brick was observed to depths of up to 8.5 feet during drilling conducted on the subject site
and on the property adjacent to the south in 1989 by IES, Inc. (IES, 1990).

N

F:\P2005\0458\A10\15-87 Grove St\Phase I Report\PhI Rpt 041306 laj.doc



FUSS & O’NEILL

Bedrock beneath the subject site is mapped as Avalon Granite (Zen, 1983). Bedrock was
not encountered during drilling and is not visible in the area of the subject site (IES, 1990).

222  Groundwater

Based on USGS mapping and field observations of the local topography and surface water
hydrology, the inferred groundwater flow direction is generally to the southwest and west on
the portion of the subject site north of Mine Brook and to the northwest and west on the
portion of the site south of Mine Brook. Groundwater was encountered at a depth of
approximately five to nine feet below grade during drilling by IES (IES, 1990).

According to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.0932), groundwater at the
subject site is classified as GW-2/GW-3. All groundwater in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts is considered a potential source of discharge to surface water and, therefore,
is categorized, at a minimum, as class GW-3.

GW-2 also applies to the site because groundwater at the site is typically present at depths of
less than 15 feet below grade and, at the northern portion of the site, is within 30 feet of a
potentially occupied building. In addition, it is likely that regularly occupied structures will
be present at the site subsequent to redevelopment. Category GW-2 groundwater is
considered a potential source of vapors of oil and/ or hazardous material to indoor air.

The site is not located within a MADEP Zone II (aquifer protection area), potentially
productive aquifer, or other GW-1 inclusionary criteria (MassGIS, 2005); therefore, a

classification of GW-1 does not apply to the property.

223  Surface Water

The nearest surface water body is Mine Brook, which crosses the southem portion of Lot 27
and forms the western boundary of the subject site (USGS, 1987). According to the
Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards (314 CMR 4.00) available on-line at
www.mass.gov/ dep/ water/ laws/314cmr4.htm, Mine Brook is a Class B surface water.

Class B surface waters are designated for primary and secondary contact recreation and are a
habitat for fish and other aquatic life and wildlife. They are considered suitable for
compatible industrial process and cooling uses and for irrigation and other agricultural use.
These waters also may be designated as a suitable public water supply source with
appropriate treatment and must have consistently good aesthetic value.

2.24  Location of Public Water Supply Sources

Fuss & O'Neill used EDR Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR), an environmental
database search service, to obtain the information regarding public water supply wells and
aquifer protection areas in the vicinity of the subject site. No public water supply wells or
systems are located within a one-half-mile radius of the subject site; however, a public water
supply system associated with Franklin Water Department Well # 2 is located just over 0.5
miles to the southeast of the subject site, at Beaver Pond (see Appendix D). This area is
classified as Zone II (aquifer protection area). Based on the inferred groundwater flow
direction, it is unlikely that any releases that may have occurred at the subject site would
have an adverse impact on groundwater quality within the aquifer protection area.
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Several United States Geological Survey (USGS) wells are also situated near Beaver Pond, as
well as within a one-half-mile radius of the subject site. USGS wells within a one-half-mile
radius of the subject site are listed in the table below.

Well Distance/Direction from Subject Site
USGS 3319020 ~0.1 miles/East
USGS 3319051 ~0.15 miles/North
USGS 3319013 ~0.15 miles/East-southeast
USGS 3319068 ~0.45 miles/Northwest
USGS 3319084 ~ 0.5 miles/North-northwest

Mine Brook, which flows through the southern portion of the subject site and forms the
western site boundary, is reportedly a source of drinking water for the Town of Franklin
(IES, 1991); however, no mapping was found during our ESA to confirm this.

2.3 Previous Environmental Investigations

Portions of two reports summarizing environmental investigations previously conducted on
the subject site and on the parcel adjacent to the south were reviewed and are discussed

below.
January 1990

In January 1990, IES completed a report of a Chapter 21E Site Evaluation of 87 Grove
Street for Home National bank of Milford, Massachusetts. Portions of the report were
available for review at the Franklin Health Department. A copy of the available portion of

the report is provided in Appendix E.

The IES investigation included the drilling of soil borings and the collection and analyses of
soil and groundwater samples on the subject site and on the parcel adjacent to the south of
Lot 27 (Lot 28). Note that the map and parcel numbers have changed since the IES
investigation, as summarized in the table below.

Previous Current
Map Lot Map Lot Sommenty
72 5 276 2 Subject site
72 6 276 27 Subject site
72 7 276 26 Adjacent south

Site use: According to the IES report, the building on Lot 22 was used for vehicle
maintenance at the time of their investigation, and the other buildings were being vacated,
having most recently been used for jewelry manufacturing,

Water and sanitary services: The report states that the site was served by municipal water
and by an on-site septic system. IES does not show the location of the septic system;
therefore, we could not determine whether one system served all three parcels being
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mvestigated or on which parcel the septic system was situated. However, a May 2, 2003
letter to the Franklin Board of Health and Building Commissioner from the Department of
Public Works (DPW)) states that a septic system was located on Lot 26 (a.k.a. 78 Grove
Street), adjacent to the south of the site, and recommended connection to the municipal
sanitary sewer system prior to the reoccupation of the building.

Heating: According to IES, both buildings on subject site (Lots 22 and 27) were heated
using steam generated by oil stored in a 5,000-gallon tank situated in a bunker on the west
side of the Lot 27 building. Vent and fill pipes and likely an access way for the bunker were
observed in this area during our current investigation. A 275-gallon above-ground storage
tank of unknown use was also observed in this area by both IES and Fuss 8& O'Neill.

Hazardous material storage: IES observed numerous drums north of the Lot 22 garage and
throughout the interior of the Lot 27 building. Labels on the drums indicated that materials

used and stored on the subject site included chlorinated solvents (1,1,1-trichloroethane),
methyl ethyl ketone, chromic acid, paints, paint thinners/ strippers, potassium cyanide,
lubricating oils, liquid nickel sulfate and nickel chloride. It is unclear if IES observed these
drums on the subject site or on the parcel adjacent to the north.

Sampling: IES collected soil and/or groundwater samples from five borings (B-1 through
B-5) drilled on the three parcels. A figure provided by IES shows the approximate boring
locations; however because the figure is schematic and is not to scale, the precise boring

locations could not be determined.

Two of the borings (B-1 and B-2) were drilled adjacent to underground storage tanks located
on Lot 26. Borings B-3 and B-5 were situated on the north side of the Lot 27 building, and
boring B-4 was advanced in the exterior “barrel area” north of the Lot 22 garage. Field
screening indicated the presence of trace concentrations of volatile organic compounds
(VOGs) in the soil at borings B-4 and B-5; therefore, soil from the two borings from a depth
of approximately five feet below grade was composited into one sample, which was analyzed
for VOGs. No VOGs were detected. Groundwater was not encountered at these two

boring locations.

Groundwater samples collected from B-1 and B-2 were also analyzed for VOGCs, which were
not detected. No information regarding sample analysis for soil or groundwater collected
from B-3 was reported; therefore, we infer that no samples were analyzed because field
screening did not indicate the presence of VOCGs.

IES concluded that no releases of hazardous materials or petroleum products had occurred
at the site; however, it is Fuss & O’Neill’s opinion that the IES investigation was not
adequate to definitively rule out on-site releases. The use and storage of hazardous
substances and petroleum products associated with site operations is considered an REC.
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July 1991

In July 1991, IES collected soil samples from four additional borings (B-1A through B-4A)
to assess whether releases associated with underground storage tanks had occurred. As with
the 1990 investigation, only portions of the July 24, 1991 were available for review at the
Franklin Health Department. A copy of the report was also available at the Franklin Fire
Department, but copies could not be made. A figure depicting the boring locations was not
included with the report.

Soils generally consisted of fill containing loam, sand, gravel, and, in some cases, brick and
cinders. Fill materials were observed to depths of up to 8.5 feet below grade. Deeper soils
consisted of very dense, fine-grained sand, silt, and gravel. Groundwater was encountered at
depths of approximately 8.5 to 9 feet. Monitoring wells were installed within the borings to
allow for the collection of groundwater samples.

IES identified releases of chlorinated solvents to soil and groundwater at boring location B-
4A, which was situated downgradient of USTs at the site and north of Mine Brook. Based
on the vertical distribution of VOGs in soil, IES inferred that the presence of VOCs was the
result of a surface release. The concentrations of two VOCs detected in groundwater
(tetrachloroethene at 284 micrograms per liter, or ug/L, and trichloroethene at 301 ug/L)
exceeded the Massachusetts drinking water standards.

IES recommended further investigation to evaluate the extent of the releases. In addition, it
was recommended that an abandoned 2,000-gallon gasoline UST and a 1,000-gallon heating
oil UST be removed, and that the 5,000-gallon heating oil tank be cleaned and properly
abandoned in place. No figures were available showing the locations of the tanks; however,
based on the January 1990 report, we infer that the 5,000-gallon tank is situated inside the
bunker on the west side of the Lot 27 building and the 1,000-gallon and 2,000-gallon USTs
were located on Lot 26 (south of the subject site).

3.0  SITE HISTORY

The following sources were used to develop the history of the subject site and, to the extent
required by ASTM Practice E 1527-00, the nearby sites:

e A 1978 aerial photograph available through Environmental Data Resources Inc.
(EDR). Aerial photographs available through EDR for other years did not cover the
area of the subject site.

¢ Historical USGS Topographic Maps for the years 1893, 1940, and 1946, available
on-line from the Documents Department and Data Center of the University of New
Hampshire (http://docs.unh.edu/nhtopos/nhtopos.htm )

¢ Historical USGS Topographic Maps for the years 1945, 1964, and 1979, available
through EDR
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e Files and personnel at the Town of Franklin offices of the Town Clerk, Building
Department, Engineering Department, Planning and Zoning Department, Health
Department, and Fire Department

Street directories and Sanborm mapping available through Environmental Data Resources
Inc. (EDR) did not cover the area of the subject site. Aerial photographs are no longer
available on-line from the University of Massachusetts Amherst. Note that the documents
available in Town of Franklin files and historical topographic mapping allowed for the
development of an adequate site history, despite the unavailability of the above-listed
sources. The histories of the subject site and nearby properties based on the sources above

are summarized below.

Subject Site:

Historical topographic maps depict a building on both Lot 22 and Lot 27 by 1893.

Unionville Woolen Mills operated on the subject site and on properties adjacent to the
north, northeast, south, and southwest, likely since the site was first developed. Mapping
available at the Town offices indicates that the Franklin Paint Company occupied the subject
site and the parcel adjacent to the south at some point in the past, possibly in the 1950s.

Town property cards indicate that the current site buildings were originally constructed circa
1900 (Lot 27) and circa 1945 (Lot 22). Several additions appear to have been constructed

onto both buildings.

Until the early 1960s, the western end of Mine Brook Reservoir covered the eastern portion
of Lot 27. A 1956 plan prepared for the Franklin Paint Company depicts a dam on the
south-central portion of Lot 27, at the eastern end of the reservoir (see Appendix C). The
reservoir is referred to as a pond in subsequent mapping, which shows the pond partially

beneath the Lot 27 building.

A right-of-way currently located along the eastern boundary of Lot 22 is also known as “Old
Grove Street.” Grove Street was relocated from the current right-of-way to the east of the
subject site in the mid to late 1950s. At that time, the portion of the pond located on the
subject site was partially filled and Mine Brook was relocated to flow to the south of the Lot
87 building, as shown in a 1968 Plan of Land prepared for Unionville Woolen Mills, Inc.
(provided in Appendix C). The origin of the fill materials could not be determined during
our investigation; however, we infer that the area was filled as part of the Grove Street
relocation municipal project. The fill area is currently mostly paved for use by commercial
businesses occupying Lot 26 (adjacent to the south) for parking.

Carol and Richard Armstrong purchased the subject site in 1969 and used the property for
jewelry manufacturing until the late 1980s under the names Nu-Style Company, Inc. and
Image Jewelry. An elevated passageway (a covered pedestrian bridge) was constructed over
Mill Brook circa 1969/1970. 'This bridge joined the Lot 27 building to the building located
on Lot 26, adjacent to the south of the subject site. This bridge has since been demolished.

A 1975 plan for a proposed addition to the Lot 27 building indicates that this building was a
manufacturing plant and the Lot 22 building was a garage. The Lot 22 building was most
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recently used by a construction company for vehicular repair until it was vacated the end of
1989 (IES, 1990). Operations on both site parcels ceased in late 1989.

Nearby Properties:

By 1940, a small building or shed had been constructed to the north of the subject site, the
current Lot 26 building was constructed south of the subject site, and another structure was
built adjacent to the west of Lot 26. These buildings, along with those on the subject site
and across the current Grove Street to the east (as well as those further north), were part of
the Unionville Woolen Mills complex.

North: 'The property abutting the subject site to the north (15 Grove Street) was owned by
the O’Connor family and contained a small building in the 1950s. Land beyond the railroad
tracks that form this lot’s property boundary was owned by Unionville Woolen Mills, The
15 Grove Street parcel is currently undeveloped, except for a large two-bay maintenance
garage that was constructed onto the northern end of the Lot 22 site building in 1960.

South: As mentioned previously, the building on Lot 26 was connected via a pedestrian
bridge over Mill Brook circa 1969. Nu-Style owned this building as well as the subject site.
Mapping on file at the Building Department indicates that this building was used as office
space in 1975. The building was recently remodeled (2004-2005) and currently contains
commercial businesses, including a moving and storage company, a realtor, and other
offices. As discussed above in Section 2.3, sampling conducted on this property revealed the
presence of chlorinated solvents in soil and groundwater, particularly on the northern
portion of the site. Due to its proximity to the subject site, there is the potential for releases
that occur on this property to have an adverse impact on groundwater quality at the subject
site. A storage shed is situated west of Lot 26.

West: Land across Mine Brook to the west of the subject site contains undeveloped
woodlands and a house. The residence is not visible in the 1978 aerial photograph.

Egst: An industrial/ commercial building is situated across Grove Street (at 20 Grove Street)
to the northeast of the subject site. According to Town files, this building was constructed
circa 1885 and was part of the Unionville Woolen Mills/ Franklin Paint Company complex,
at least through the 1950s. The building is currently occupied by commercial businesses and

+. «
COItraciors.

Mine Brook forms the southern property boundary of the 20 Grove Street parcel.
Undeveloped woodlands associated with Franklin State Forest occupy the land to the south
of Mine Brook, across Grove Street to the east and southeast of the subject site.

4.0 FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL FILE REVIEW

Files of Federal, State and local agencies were reviewed for environmentally-related issues
pertinent to the subject site and neatby parcels, such as permits, inspection reports,
enforcement history or documented releases of hazardous materials. The sources of
information listed in the following table were researched to identify properties of concern
within distances of the subject site specified by ASTM Practice E 1527-00.
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Information Source™ Search Distance

Federal Files

National Priorities List (NPL) 1 mile

Resource Gonservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 05

Treatment, Storage or Disposal Facility (ISDF) List

CORRACTS list (RCRA Site Subject to Corrective Action) 1 mile

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability 0.5 mile

Information System (CERCLIS) List

RCRA generators list property and adjoining

Emergency Response and Notification List (ERINS) List property and adjoining
State Files

MADEP Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup list 1 mile

Landfill and solid waste site list 0.5 mile

Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) list 0.5 mile

Oil & chemical spills database property and adjoining

Registered Underground Storage Tank (UST) list property and adjoining

*Fuss & O'Neill used EDR Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR), an environmental database search
service, to obtain the information referenced in the above table. EDR provides access to publicly available
environmental databases maintained by various Federal and State agencies. A copy of the information
provided by EDR relative to the sub]ect site and nearby properties 1s included in Appendix D. Note that the
map findings (site details) for properties inferred not to pose an environmental risk to the subject site are not
included in Appendix D. The listed information sources are defined and described in detail in the EDR report.

41  Summary of Regulatory Database Information

Subject Site
The environmental databases provide the following information for the subject site:

CERCLIS: Nu-Style is listed as a CERCLIS site, with no further remedial action proposed
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). The USEPA removed
hazardous materials from the site and stated that no site assessment work was necessary.
Removal was completed in November 1992. According to Mr. Jay Naparstek of the
MADEDP, the subject site was not and currently is not on the USEPA National Priority List.

RCRA Generator: 'The subject site was a listed as a RCRA Small Quantity Generator of
Hazardous Waste, generating up to 1,000 kilograms of hazardous waste per month. The
nature of the wastes generated at the site is not listed in the database; however, as discussed
in Section 2.3, previous environmental investigations conducted at the subject site list
materials such as chlorinated solvents, potassium cyanide, chromic acid, and lubricating oil
as having been stored on the subject site.

In October 1986, Franklin Pumping Service, Inc. transported materials to United Waste Oil
Company, Inc. of Milford, Connecticut. Manifests indicating the natures and amounts of
materials removed from the site were not found during the file review.
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Nearby Propetties

Based on its proximity to the subject site, releases at the site discussed below have the
potential to adversely impact the subject site.

Rte 140 & Rte 495 Relocation/Roaduny Project: 'The Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection (MADEP) received notice in May 2005 of releases containing
petroleum product, chromium, and lead located at the intersection of Route 140 (West
Central Street) and Route 495 (Grove Street). According to a Response Action Report
(RAO) on file at the MADEDP, stained soil was discovered during excavation of a detention
basin (Haley & Aldrich, 2005). Approximately 821 tons of soil was excavated from the site
for disposal. In accordance with an NPDES Exclusion Permit, groundwater pumped from
the excavation was treated and analyzed prior to discharge to a stormwater catch basin that
discharges to Mine Brook, downstream from the subject site. Portions of the Haley &

Aldrich report are attached in Appendix F.

As a result of the release, this property is listed by the State as an Unclassified Waste Site.
The database reports that abatement was conducted, a completion statement was received,
and a permanent solution was achieved; however, some contamination remains. The site is
situated approximately 1,000 feet sidegradient (northwest) of the subject site; therefore,
releases that occur at this site have a low potential to adversely affect groundwater quality at

the subject site
42  MADEP File Review

As part of the file review, files and documents pertaining to the following were requested
from the MADEP were reviewed on April 19, 2005:

e Nu-Style
* Route 140/1-495 Relocation Project

Nu-Style: According to files available for Nu-Style at the MADEP, Franklin Fire Chief
Molloy reported to the MADEP on November 26, 1991 that the Nu-Style facility contained
five underground storage tanks. In addition, on January 8, 1992, MADEP and Town
officials inspected the site and observed more than 100 drums and other materials of
hazardous substances, including plating waste, oil, sludges, and acids, on the property. Areas
of staining were also noted, indicating that surface releases had occurred. Notes regarding
Nu-Style from our MADERP file review are provided in Appendix F.

On May 22, 1992, the tanks were found to contain up to eight inches of heating oil or diesel
with an aqueous phase. A memorandum on file at the Franklin Fire Department indicates
that the product was pumped from the tanks (see Section 4.3 below).

Rowte 140/1-495 Reloaation Prget: The RAO for the Route 140/1-495 Relocation Project was
available at the MADEP for review and is discussed above in Section 4.1. Relevant
portions of the report are included in Appendix F.
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4.3

Local File Review

Files and personnel at the Town of Franklin offices of the Town Clerk, Tax Assessor,
Building Department, Planning and Zoning Department, Health Department, and Fire
Department were queried regarding environmental concerns at the subject site and
surrounding sites. In addition to information discussed in previous sections of this ESA, the
documents discussed below were available for review in Town files. Note that Nu-Style
operated both on the subject site’s two parcels and on the property adjacent to the south,
and investigations conducted by IES included all three parcels in its investigations; therefore,
we infer that the Nu-Style site discussed in Town files includes the Lot 26 to the south, as

well as the subject site.
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Photographs: Undated photographs on file at the Fire Department show numerous
containers with capacities of 5 to 55 gallons inside the site building. In addition,
vats, some containing a dark-colored liquid and others with blue-green staining were
shown. Labels or markings on the containers indicate that they stored flammable
liquids, liquid nickel sulfate, degreasers, fluorocarbon solvents, and resins.

February 23, 1990 — Letter from Toun of Franklin Board of Health to Richard and Cardl

Avmstrong. This letter orders the Armstrongs, as owners of the subject site, to

remove and dispose of the debris at the site. Photographs attached to the letter
show a large amount of debris, including numerous drums, outside of the site

buildings (see Appendix Q).

Jarary 13 (no year) — Handwritten note: ‘'The Nu-Style site contained one 5,000-gallon

and three 2,000-gallon Number 2 heating oil tanks, with 55 to 220 gallons of heating
oil inside each.

Jarmary 14, 1992 — Memorandum from the Toun A dmiristrator to the Toun Councl: 'This
memorandum states that the USEPA had inspected the subject site and would likely
remove the hazardous materials abandoned on the property at the end of January
1992.

Jarmary 20, 1992 — Letter from Fire Chief Malloy (redpient urknown): According to this
letter, Nu-Style operated at the site until late 1984. The owners removed equipment
from the property over the next year. Ownership of the property transferred from
Richard Armstrong to a bank in 1991, when the Armstrongs declared bankruptcy.
The bank closed around the same time, and the property defaulted to FDIC, who
asserted later in a letter that they had no claim to the site. The Franklin fire chief
found chemicals when inspecting the site and subsequently contacted the MADEP,
who concluded that Mr. Armstrong was the generator of the waste observed by the
fire chief.

April 7, 1992 — Mermorandum from the Toun A dmiristrator to the Toun Comal This

memo stated that the USEPA had completed its clean-up and environmental testing
of the former Nu-Style site. Materials were placed in labeled drums and were to be
shipped as hazardous waste. The heating oil tank remained at the site.
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o May22, 1992 — Memorandum from Fire Chigf Malloy to the Toun A dnunistrator (Wolfgang
Bauer): 'This memo states that product was pumped from the tanks on the Nu-Style
site on May 22, 1992.

o Letter from Gary Lipson of the USEPA 10 Franklin Fire Chief Malloy (followup to Nowerier
16, 1992 comwersation: According this letter, USEPA removal action had been
completed at the site. The last phase of this action included the removal of
approxmmately 15 tons of soil and brick debris contaminated with metals. The
surface materials remaining were covered with an inch of rip-rap to inhibit contact.
The letter stated that the removal action met the criteria of the National Contingency
Plan and recommended that an industrial hygienist inspect the building prior to
reoccupation due to the possible presence of residual contaminants in building

components.

o Nowmber 3, 2005 Building Inspection Report, prepared by Franklin Building Conyrissioner
Daud Rodbe: 'This inspection report summarizes the poor, dilapidated condition of
the site buildings and suggests that heating units or furnaces located in the basement
of one building may have been used for foundry operations. The report also
indicates the possible presence of lead-based paint and recommends testing by an
abatement company and building demolition.

5.0  SITE RECONNAISSANCE

The site reconnaissance was conducted on April 11, 2006 by Lori Jagielow of Fuss &
O'Neill, accompanied by Town of Franklin Building Commissioner, David Roche. During
the site visit, the subject site was inspected for RECs.  Photographs taken during the site
inspection are presented in Appendix G. A key site manager familiar with the historical day-
to-day operations at the site was not available for an interview.

The subject site comprises two contiguous parcels (Lot 22 and Lot 27), as shown in Figure 2.
Lot 22 covers an area of approximately 9,929 square feet. Lot 27 adjoins Lot 22 to the east
and is approximately 42,359 square feet in size. A building is present on each parcel. Site
tanks and parcels are discussed separately below.

Tanks

Both the Lot 22 and Lot 27 buildings were reportedly heated by oil stored in a 5,000-gallon
underground storage tank (UST) located inside a bunker on the western side of the Lot 27
building. Two apparent vent pipes and fill pipes were observed in the bunker area,
suggesting that up to two tanks might be present inside the bunker. Staining was observed
on the ground in the vicinity of the fill pipes, indicating that a surface release had occurred.
A 275-gallon above-ground storage tank (AST) was observed adjacent to the fill pipes. The
AST did not appear to be connected to any structures and might have been used for the
storage of waste liquids. An apparent manway to the bunker’s interior is located between
the vent pipes, which are against the wall of the building, and the fill pipes, which are 15 or
20 feet west of the vent pipes. The access manway contained soil and debris at the time of
the site inspection. A fill pipe labeled “Kerotest” was observed nearby, suggesting the
presence of an additional UST; however, a vent pipe was not observed at this location.
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Lot 22

Building

Historical topographic mapping depicts a building on this parcel by 1885. Town files
indicate that the original portion of the current Lot 22 building was constructed circa 1945.
The building was most recently used for motor vehicle maintenance and storage. The
building was historically occupied by Nu-Style/Image Jewelry, Unionville Woolen Mills, and
Franklin Paint Company. Its precise role with each business could not be determined.

The building is a one-story, wood-frame structure with a partial basement and small attic.
This structure has a footprint of approximately 4,034 square feet and occupies the majority
of the parcel. The building lies generally from the southemn to the northern parcel boundary
and was reportedly heated using steam generated by the Lot 27 building (IES, 1990). No
boilers, furnaces, or evidence of above-ground or underground tanks (such as vent or fill
pipes) were observed on Lot 22. Note that a two-bay garage constructed to the northern
end of this site building is on the parcel north of the subject site (15 Grove Street, Lot 28)
and is not included in our site assessment.

Basement areas have concrete floors and are beneath the western and southem portions of
the building. Several new bathtubs and miscellaneous items are present in the basement,
which also contains broken glass, newspapers, and cardboard. Two access ways lead to an
earthen crawl space beneath the eastern portion of the building. A brick archway reveals an
apparent tunnel beneath the building. The tunnel contains water, which is dammed by soil
and flows slowly through a PVC pipe to the west. Historical mapping suggests that Mine
Brook flowed beneath the Lot 27 building. We infer that the brook also flowed through the
Lot 22 building via this tunnel. The tunnel could have been used for the disposal of liquid
wastes; therefore, it is considered an REC.

The northem portion of the Lot 22 building consists of a two-bay garage with a concrete
floor. Debris consisting of tires and metal and wooden items was present inside the garage.
Staining was observed on the concrete floor. A five-gallon container labeled “nickel
chloride” and a 55-gallon drum with unknown contents were observed in a room behind the

garage.

The central portion of the first floor was carpeted and appeared to have been used as office
space. Deteriorated tin ceilings give evidence of the building’s age. Debris including paper,
cardboard, and miscellaneous items was observed here and in other portions of the building.

The western portion of the first floor contained benches and cabinets, as well as items that
appeared to be molds. Access to the attic is from this area. The attic was used for storage
space and contains boxes of items used or distributed by the previous owner, such as cloth
belts and costume jewelry. Rubbish was observed throughout the first floor and attic. No
hazardous materials or petroleum products were observed.

Grounds
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The grounds east of the Lot 22 building consists of a right-of-way that is covered by
detertorated asphalt and is mapped as Old Grove Street. The asphalt is cracked and
deteriorated. No staining was observed in this area.

Mine Brook flows east to west along the southern property boundary and south to north
along the western property boundary. Thick vegetation containing brush and trees grows
between the brook and the western wall of the northem portion of the building. The
grounds of Lot 22 contained a small amount of debris consisting of wooden and metal
items. No staining or other evidence of a release was observed on the grounds of this
parcel. An approximately 1.5-foot-diameter, three-inch-thick, horizontal, semi-circular piece
of concrete was observed in the ground against the outside western wall of the basement.
The purpose of this concrete is unknown. There is the potential that this concrete block is
associated with the tunnel that runs beneath the building,

Lot27

Building

Historical topographic mapping depicts a building on this parcel by 1885, and Town files
confirm that the original portion of the current Lot 27 building was constructed circa 1900.
As with the Lot 22 building, this structure was historically occupied by the woolen mills,
paint factory, and jewelry manufacturing. The Lot 27 building was formerly Nu-Style’s
primary jewelry manufacturing facility. The building is a two-story, wood-frame structure
with a footprint of approximately 11,806 square feet and a partial basement. Mine Brook
flows from east to west through the central portion of Lot 27, adjacent to the southern
building foundation wall. The building occupies the majority of that portion of the parcel
that lies north of Mine Brook.

A basement with a concrete floor lies beneath the southern and western portion of the
building. The southwestemn comer of the basement houses the boiler room, which is fully
occupied by a boiler and a work bench. Another apparent heating unit or furmace and an
apparent air compressor are present in a larger room adjacent to the east. A hole in the
northern wall of this room possibly provides access to the heating oil tank bunker or a crawl
space. Observation of this area was difficult due to limited access and safety concerns.

Rooms located in the northem portion of the basement contained work benches with some

small hand tools, shelving, and a caged area. A 55-gallon drum observed inside the caged
area was mostly empty and was labeled, “Freon fluorocarbon drying fluid.” The remainder
of the basement contained rubbish, fluorescent light bulbs, and a small apparent metal vat.
A possible vent to the outside was observed on the eastern end of the basement. Staining
was observed in several locations on the basement floor.

The portion of the first floor that overlies the basement has wooden floors. The remainder
of the first floor is concrete and is generally in fair condition, with a minor amount of
cracking and deterioration, The eastern portion of the building is constructed on piers. As
discussed in Section 5.0 of this ESA, this area was located above a pond until Mine Brook
and Grove Street were realigned circa 1960. Debris consisting of windows, scrap metal, and
wood was observed beneath this portion of the building.
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A vat apparently used for acid washing (labeled, “Danger, acid”) was present